
ZONING CHANGE REVIEW SHEET 
 
CASES:  C814-2021-0099 – Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD DISTRICT:  5 
 C14R-81-033(RCA) – Brodie Oaks Restrictive Covenant Amendment  
        
ZONING FROM:  Unzoned; GR; CS; CS-1    TO:  PUD 
 
ADDRESS:  4021, 4025, 4107, 4109, 4115, and 4141 South Capital of Texas Highway 
Northbound; 3940, 4006, 4024 - 4040, 4200, 4220, 4236 South Lamar Boulevard 
Southbound  
 
SITE AREA:  37.606 acres  
 
PROPERTY OWNER:  Lionstone Investments, LCFRE Austin Brodie Oaks LLC  

(John Schaefer) 
 
AGENT:  Lionheart Places (Rebecca Leonard) 

  
CASE MANAGER:  Wendy Rhoades (512-974-7719, wendy.rhoades@austintexas.gov) 
            
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:   
 
The Staff recommendation is to grant planned unit development (PUD) district zoning, 
as shown in the Land Use Plan as provided Exhibits C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, and K.  For a 
summary of the basis of Staff’s recommendation, see pages 3 - 14.     
 
The Restrictive Covenant includes all recommendations listed in the Transportation 
Impact Analysis Memo, dated August 31, 2022, as provided in Attachment A.     
 
The Staff recommendation is to grant an amendment of the 1981 Restrictive Covenant 
and terminate the height limitations for Tracts A1, A2, A3, A4, and B as it applies to 
this property.  For a summary of the basis of Staff’s recommendation, see pages 3 - 14. 
 
PARKS AND RECREATION BOARD:   
September 26, 2022:  RECOMMENDED TO THE CITY COUNCIL THE BRODIE 
OAKS PUD AS SUPERIOR IF THE APPLICANT AGREES TO:  1) WORK WITH 
STAFF AND ATD TO PROVIDE 10 FREE PARKING SPACES TO THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD PARK SITE; 2) AMEND THE APPLICATION TO STATE THERE 
WILL BE A PUBLICLY AVAILABLE RESTROOM AT THE NEIGHBORHOOD PARK; 
3) CONTINUE TO WORK WITH THE HILL COUNTRY CONSERVANCY AND 
AUSTIN PARKS FOUNDATION TO ENSURE THIS IS A SUSTAINABLE TRAIL 
ACCESSING THE BARTON CREEK GREENBELT, AND 4) INVESTIGATE AND 
REPORT BACK ON METHODS TO FUND OFF-SITE BARTON CREEK GREENBELT 
PRESERVATION AND MANAGEMENT THROUGH COMMERCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT AT THE SITE (refer to Attachment C) 

[S. FAUST; N. BARNARD – 2ND] (9-0) D. LEWIS AND K. TAYLOR – ABSENT 

mailto:wendy.rhoades@austintexas.gov
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:   
November 2, 2022:  PLEASE REFER TO ATTACHMENT B 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS: 
November 15, 2022:  APPROVED PUD DISTRICT ZONING WITH A RESTRICTIVE 
COVENANT FOR THE CONDITIONS OF THE TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS, AS 
STAFF RECOMMENDED, AND ALL CONDITIONS OF THE PARKS AND 
RECREATION BOARD, AND ALL CONDITIONS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
COMMISSION EXCEPT FOR 1) REDUCTION OF HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS TO 
CREATE CANYON EFFECTS AND BIRD STRIKES WITHIN THE BCP, AND 2) 
CONSIDERATION OF MITIGATION IN BARTON CREEK WATERSHED TO 
BRIDGE THE GAP BETWEEN SOS IMPERVIOUS COVER.   
 
THE COMMISSION ALSO APPROVED THE FOLLOWING SEVEN (7) 
AMENDMENTS:  1) APPROVAL OF A SITE PLAN SHALL BE CONTINGENT UPON 
SUCCESSFULLY SECURING POWER SUPPLY TO SERVE THE BRODIE OAKS 
DEVELOPMENT;  2) RECOMMEND INCREASING BUILDING HEIGHTS AS AN 
OPTION TO ALLOW SPACE WITHIN THE BUILDABLE AREA FOR AN ELECTRIC 
SUBSTATION TO BE SITED ON THE PROPERTY WITHOUT EXCEEDING THE 
ALLOWABLE IMPERVIOUS COVER LIMITS;  3) REQUIRE THAT THE APPLICANT 
WORK WITH APPLICABLE NON-PROFIT GROUPS AND APPLY FOR A TRAIL 
MASTER PLAN PERMIT THROUGH BCP PRIOR TO APPROVAL OF THE FIRST 
SITE PLAN;  4) REQUIRE PUBLIC RESTROOMS AT CLOSEST ALLOWABLE 
LOCATIONS TO TRAILHEADS OR GREEN SPACE;  5) REQUIRE THIRD PARTY 
OVERSIGHT OF WATER QUALITY DURING AND AFTER CONSTRUCTION;  6) 
REQUIRE THAT THE APPLICANT PROVIDE SCOOP THE POOP STATIONS AND 
TRASH CANS THROUGHOUT GREEN SPACES; AND  7) REQUIRE EXECUTION 
OF AN ACCESS EASEMENT WITH BCP TO CAVE NETWORKS PRIOR TO THIRD 
READING.   

[C. HEMPEL; G. ANDERSON – 2ND] (8-1) C. LLANES PULIDO – NAY;  
G. COX, R. SCHNEIDER, J. SHIEH – ABSENT; ONE VACANCY ON THE 
COMMISSION  

 
APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE RESTRICTIVE COVENANT, AS STAFF 
RECOMMENDED 

[C. HEMPEL; G. ANDERSON – 2ND] (8-1) C. LLANES PULIDO – NAY;  
G. COX, R. SCHNEIDER, J. SHIEH – ABSENT; ONE VACANCY ON THE 
COMMISSION  

 
November 8, 2022:  APPROVED A POSTPONEMENT REQUEST BY THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD TO NOVEMBER 15, 2022 

[C. HEMPEL; J. SHIEH – 2ND] (11-0) R. SCHNEIDER – ABSENT; ONE VACANCY 
ON THE DAIS 
 

May 24, 2022:  APPROVED AN INDEFINITE POSTPONEMENT REQUEST BY STAFF 
R. SCHNEIDER; J. THOMPSON – 2ND] (9-0) Y. FLORES, C. HEMPEL,  
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J. MUSHTALER – ABSENT  
  
December 14, 2021:  APPROVED AN INDEFINITE POSTPONEMENT REQUEST BY 
STAFF 

[A. AZHAR; R. SCHNEIDER – 2ND] (11-0) P. HOWARD – OFF THE DAIS;  
J. SHIEH – ABSENT  

 
CITY COUNCIL ACTION:   
December 1, 2022:   
 
ORDINANCE NUMBER:   
 
ISSUES:   
Austin Energy has requested that the Applicant dedicate a 1.5 acre site for an above-ground, 
gas insulated substation on the Property in order to address load capacity limitations in the 
existing area.  The Applicant has addressed Austin Energy’s specific comment and included 
major utility facilities as a permitted civic use within Land Areas 1 and 2 on Exhibit C, but 
does not agree to dedicate a site.   
 
Correspondence received from representatives of the Austin Parks Foundation, the Hill 
Country Conservancy, Save Our Springs Alliance, and Zilker Neighborhood Association 
Zoning Committee is attached at the back of this packet.   
 
EXHIBITS AND ATTACHMENTS TO THE STAFF REPORT: 
 
Exhibits A and A-1:  Zoning Map and Aerial  
Exhibit B:  Applicant’s Transmittal Letter, Tier One / Tier Two (Superiority) Chart, and  
Code Modification Table 
 
Exhibits to the PUD:   

Exhibit C:  Land Use Plan  
Exhibit D:  Parks and Open Space Plan 
Exhibit E:  Transportation Plan  
Exhibit F:  Water Quality and Environment 
Exhibit G:  Grading Plan 
Exhibit H:  Phasing Plan 
Exhibit I:  Arts Master Plan 
Exhibit J:  Water and Wastewater Plan 
Exhibit K:  Existing Slope Map   

 
Attachment A:  Transportation Impact Analysis Memo 
Attachment B:  Environmental Commission Recommendation and support material (posted 
separately) 
Attachment C:  Parks and Recreation Board Recommendation  
Attachment D:  Educational Impact Statement 
Attachment E:  Carbon Impact Statement  
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Meeting Notes (Applicant – Staff), November 10, 2022 – Austin Energy substation  
 
Exhibits to the Restrictive Covenant Amendment:    
Restrictive Covenant Amendment Map 
Applicant’s Transmittal Letter 
1981 Restrictive Covenant (Selected pages from Volume 7479; Pages 24-53) 
 
Correspondence Received 
     
Questions and Answers  
 
CASE MANAGER COMMENTS:   
 
The Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD is located at the northwest corner of the South Capital 
of Texas Highway Northbound (aka Loop 360, also a Hill Country Roadway) and South 
Lamar Boulevard, a major arterial roadway and designed Core Transit Corridor with a 
Capital Metro MetroRapid Route 803 transit stop located near an existing driveway.  The 
property contains a vacated section of TxDOT right-of-way (Unzoned) and a commercial 
shopping center surrounded by surface parking areas with community commercial, general 
commercial services and commercial-liquor sales zonings (GR, CS, CS-1).  The site is 
located in an urban area that also includes portions of the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone 
and the Contributing Zone, and thus is environmentally sensitive.  The Brodie Oaks shopping 
center was developed in 1981 and serves the south Austin area with retail spaces, restaurants, 
a grocery store, medical office, and fitness gym.  The Barton Creek Greenbelt and trail is to 
the northwest (SF-2), apartments are to the northeast on South Lamar (MF-4, MF-2), and 
undeveloped (vacated) TxDOT right-of-way and a commercial shopping center with similar 
uses is to the southeast across South Lamar (CS-V, CS-1-V, CS-1-V-CO).  Please refer to 
Exhibits A and A-1 – Zoning Map and Aerial Exhibit. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
The Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD is proposed for a mixed use development that would 
consist of up to 1,700 residential units, 1,260,000 square feet of office, 200 hotel keys, 
110,000 square feet of retail, and 30,000 square feet of restaurant uses.  Three driveways to 
South Lamar are proposed (including one shared access) and one driveway is proposed to 
Loop 360.  Internal circulation routes consist of private streets with public access easements.  
The proposed density is approximately 54 units per acre which meets a benchmark for transit 
supportive density.  The maximum height proposed is 275 feet at South Lamar and Loop 360 
intersection, with three other lesser height limits on the remainder of the South Lamar and 
Loop 360 frontage, and still lower interior portions of the property.   
 
Land Use Plan 
The PUD contains two land use areas:  Land Use Area 1 (25.9 acres) and Land Use Area 2 
(11.7 acres).   
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• Land Use Area 1 is generally located along all of the South Lamar Boulevard 
frontage and most of the Loop 360 frontage, and is proposed to be developed with 
nearly all of the development described above, including residential and non-
residential square footage, and hotel keys.  A Central Green area is located in the 
center of the site and propose to include a performance pavilion.  Height ranges from 
160 feet at the northeast corner of the property to 275 feet (hotel / residential, 
approximately 24 stories) at the South Lamar / Loop 360 intersection.  The Applicant 
estimates that construction of Phase 1 would begin in 2025 and ready for occupancy 
in 2027.    

 
• Land Use Area 2 is located along the northwest portion of the property adjacent to 

Barton Creek Greenbelt and is limited to 5,000 square feet of impervious cover.  
Height is limited to 28 feet and includes a portion of the Hill Country Roadway area.  
Please refer to Exhibit C – Land Use Plan.   

 
GENERAL TO PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS 
Per the Land Development Code, PUD district zoning was established to implement goals of 
preserving the natural environment, encouraging high quality, sustainable development and 
innovative design, and ensuring adequate public facilities and services.  The City Council 
intends PUD district zoning to produce development that achieves these goals to a greater 
degree than and thus is superior to development which could occur under conventional 
zoning and subdivision regulations.  The PUD provides a canvas for the design of a large 
scale project, with the end goal to allow flexibility, and also inform and communicate the 
possibilities for development.  Additional effort is required by all parties to ensure that 
development standards are clear and municipal and citizen needs are addressed.  The PUD 
ordinance and related exhibits are key because once approved, they provide the regulations 
under which the project will be built, which provides certainty for developers and their 
agents.   
 
City Council approved revisions to the PUD regulations that became effective June 29, 2008.  
To help evaluate the superiority of a proposed PUD, requirements are divided into two 
categories:  Tier One, which is requirements that all PUDs must meet, and Tier Two which 
provides criteria in 13 topical areas in which a PUD may exceed Code requirements and 
therefore demonstrate superiority.  A PUD need not address all criteria listed under Tier Two, 
and there is no minimum number of categories or individual items required.  
 
SUPERIORITY ELEMENTS 
As more fully detailed in the Tier Table and Land Use Plan, the proposed Brodie Oaks 
Redevelopment PUD meets all 12 of the applicable Tier One items and offers some elements 
of superiority in several of the 13 Tier Two categories and subcategories (Affordable 
Housing; Art; Great Streets Development Program; Green Building Program; Non-
Protected Trees; Open Space; Protected Trees; Parking Structure Frontage; Primary 
Irrigation Source; Stormwater Runoff; Tree Species List; Trailhead along Creek or 
Waterways, Transportation; Water Quality Treatment – Off-site; Water Quality Treatment – 
On-site).  Please refer to Exhibit B – Superiority Chart.   
 



C814-2021-0099 / C14R-81-033(RCA)  Page 6  

The proposed PUD offers a development on the subject property that creates a distinct 
community and gateway to south Austin.  The PUD provides a pedestrian-oriented 
development that promotes living, including affordable housing initiatives, employment and 
shopping opportunities, as well as accessible open space and connected trail improvements 
within a planned community.   
 
The corresponding Traffic Impact Analysis memo provides for a suite of transportation 
improvements needed to accommodate the additional density, including 1) improvements to 
roadway infrastructure (reconstruction of the Brodie Oaks driveway and South Lamar 
intersection; construction of a dedicated right-turn lane in to the site at the driveway on the 
Loop 360 frontage road); 2) improvements to transit (incorporating the southbound Brodie 
Oaks Station stops into the site design per the South Lamar Boulevard corridor plan), and 3) 
improvements to active pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to address gaps (including 
construction of a 12-foot wide shared use path along the south / west side of the private road 
connecting the development to the adjacent office complex; construction of all South Lamar 
Boulevard corridor improvements along the property frontage, including sidewalks and 
protected bicycle lane; and construction of sidewalks, crosswalks, curb ramps, and stamped 
concrete to provide pedestrian routes across the west and east sides of the South Lamar 
Boulevard and US 290 frontage roads intersection.     
 
Given the number and breadth of items offered in the PUD that exceed current code 
standards, Staff believes the proposal can result in superior mixed use development.  The 
following factors make this project superior:  
 
Affordable Housing 

• A stand-alone affordable housing site (roughly estimated at 1.5 acres) is located at the 
northeast corner of the site (an existing restaurant pad site), to be constructed in Phase 
II of the development (2027 or later), as shown on Exhibit C – Land Use Plan and 
Exhibit H – Phasing Plan.  The site is adjacent to a planned neighborhood park, 
along the South Lamar frontage and adjacent to the planned transit stop.  The base 
height used to calculate affordable housing bonus area is based on the maximum 
height allowable under the current zoning, including applicable overlays established 
through the 1981 Restrictive Covenant.   
 

• Residential Bonus Area:  To the extent that any residential buildings exceed the base 
heights established on Exhibit C, the Landowner shall provide contract commitments 
and performance guarantees that provide affordable housing meeting or exceeding the 
requirements of Section 2.5.3 (Requirements for Rental Housing) or Section 2.5.4 
(Requirements for Ownership Housing) equal to 10 percent of the total amount of 
occupiable square feet which exceeds the established base height.  Such calculation 
shall be made for each building at the time a building permit is issued.   
 

• Phasing of Residential Bonus Area:  In recognition that some buildings will contain 
more residential units than others, such obligation may be transferred between 
buildings as they come on line as long as the number of units never falls below the 
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required obligation.  The total residential affordable housing square foot obligation 
shall be tracked on each site plan in accordance with Exhibit.  
 

• Non-Residential Bonus Area:  To the extent that any non-residential buildings exceed 
the base height, the developer shall convey land to a non-profit organization for a 
stand-alone, family-oriented affordable housing project built on-site that must include 
a minimum of 125 units with a mix of 2 and 3-bedroom units, and is affordable to a 
household whose income is between 30% and 60% of the MFI in the Austin 
metropolitan statistical area, remain affordable for 40 years from the date a Certificate 
of Occupancy is issued, and be eligible for federal housing choice vouchers.   
 

• The affordable housing requirement for non-residential bonus area will be satisfied 
through the recordation of a land use restriction with the deed to restrict the site 
(Block 4) to an affordable housing project in perpetuity.  The restrictive covenant will 
be subject to the existing retail lease to the restaurant.  If the non-profit organization 
is unable to develop the family-oriented project, then the City will still have the 
commitment that an alternative affordable housing project will be constructed.   

 
Art 

• The Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD shall participate in the Art in Public Places 
Program.  As shown in Exhibit I – Arts Master Plan identifies opportunities and 
locations within the PUD for outdoor art installations to be implemented and 
managed by the Landowner.  The Arts Master Plan shall consist of a minimum of two 
(2) significant art pieces. 

 
Austin Energy – Green Building 

• All buildings in the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD shall achieve a three-star or 
greater rating under the Austin Energy Green Building program using the applicable 
rating version in effect at the time a rating registration application is submitted for the 
building.   

 
Austin Fire Department  

The Applicant has worked with AFD and ATCEMS to provide a new fire and EMS 
station to serve this new development and the surrounding area.  The fire and EMS 
station will be located within a mixed-use building and provide better access to the 
Barton Creek Greenbelt including the potential for search and rescue staging areas. 
 

• The Landowner shall provide a 9,000 to 11,000 SF unfinished space within the level 
of discharge (“ground floor”) and floor above of a building located upon Block 6, 
Block 8, or Block 9 to be used as a Fire/EMS station as shown in Exhibit C (Page 5). 
The Fire/EMS station shall include a private convenience stair, an external wall, 
adequate space on the level of discharge for apparatus bays and appropriate apron for 
Fire/EMS apparatus, and adhere to Austin Fire Department (AFD) and Austin-Travis 
County EMS (ATCEMS) design standards.  
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• The unfinished space will be provided at no rental cost to AFD/ATCEMS in a 40-
year building lease with a unilateral 40 year right to renew. Any foreclosure or sale of 
the building will require the lender or buyer to honor the lease. Ongoing costs of 
operating the space (utilities, maintenance, repair, etc.) will be at the expense of 
AFD/ATCEMS. All property taxes and building overhead costs will be at the expense 
of the building owner, unless the space is conveyed to the City of Austin in lieu of a 
lease. AFD/ATCEMS will be permitted to operate, use, and maintain necessary 
facilities and equipment as needed to conduct daily operations. 

 
• Final selection of the location must be approved by the Austin Fire Department, 

Austin-Travis County EMS, the Development Services Department, and the 
Developer. Every effort will be made to provide access at a controlled intersection, 
with a preference for direct access to Lamar Blvd. The location will be finalized prior 
to the submission of any building permit applications beyond those representing a 
cumulative total of 40% of all building square footage within the entire Brodie Oaks 
Redevelopment PUD development. The lease will be executed and/or the space will 
be conveyed prior to 55% of certificates of occupancy for the development having 
been issued. 

 
Austin Water Utility  

• The project will capture and beneficially reuse all rooftop rainwater from the water 
quality event for beneficial use in cooling towers and traditional landscape irrigation. 

 
• The building will provide low-flow and efficient fixtures to reduce demand beyond 

minimum requirements in the Austin Energy Green Building star rating system. 
 

• The project is subject to the AC condensate beneficial use requirement (UMC 310.8) 
and therefore will capture and beneficially use condensate generated on site to supply 
any non-potable demand available to the maximum extent practicable. 
 

Great Streets 
• The project will provide a 25-foot wide Clear Zone across the street section of 

pedestrian and raised bicycling space, as shown in Exhibit E – Transportation Plan. 
   

• The project will provide a 21-foot wide across the street section and three planting 
zones.   

 
• All utilities will be underground.   

 
Native Vegetation 
Two acres of the tract shall be restored to Hill Country and Native Prairie landscape, as 
shown in Exhibit C.   
 
Non-Protected Trees (Up to 18.9 caliper inches) 

• The project will preserve up to 77 percent of all trees meeting preservation criteria 
that are up to 18.9 caliper inches.   
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Open Space  
The project will provide 11.6 acres of open space as shown on Exhibit D – Parks and Open 
Space Plan (equivalent to 45% of the developed area).  In addition, nearly 8.1 acres of open 
space is located adjacent to the Barton Creek Greenbelt creating a 75’ to 250’ naturally 
vegetated buffer is provided within the proposed overlook/ trailhead park.  The naturally 
vegetated area minimizes impervious cover, programming, and improvements to provide 
passive recreation such as soft trails, benches, picnic tables, and interpretive signage.  The 
natural area buffer may include green infrastructure such as SOS reirrigation, rain gardens, or 
other functional green infrastructure.  Revegetation with native plantings will provide 
valuable habitat and ecosystem services better supporting the transition from urban transit 
supportive development to the Barton Creek Greenbelt. 
 
Parking Structure Frontage 

• At least 75 percent of the building frontage of all parking structures along the internal 
circulation route will be designed for pedestrian-oriented uses.  Special treatments 
such as false facades, vertical art or green walls will be utilized on parking garages 
visible from Loop 360 and South Lamar Boulevard.   

 
Protected Trees (19 – 23.9 caliper inches)  

• The project will preserve up to 79 percent of all protected trees meeting preservation 
criteria that are up to 23.9 inches.  This includes the relocation of 10 trees into the 
newly created parkland onsite.  Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD is also committed 
to implementing a tree care plan identified in the Arborist report to maintain the 
health of trees that are planned to be preserved in the ultimate development.   

 
Primary Irrigation Source 

• A rooftop rainwater harvesting system will serve not less than 50 percent of the 
landscaped areas where irrigation is required.   

 
Stormwater Runoff 

• Rooftop rainwater and AC condensate wastewater will be collected for reuse in 
traditional landscaping irrigation purposes and cooling tower makeup water.   

 
Trailhead along Creek or Waterways 

• The project will provide a formal and universally accessible trailhead to the Barton 
Creek Greenbelt and Violet Crown Trail, including trail access, wayfinding, and 
interpretive materials, as well as access to parking and restrooms.  Any construction 
of a trail within the Barton Creek Greenbelt will require approval of a permit by the 
Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan (BCCP) Coordinating Committee under a 
separate approval process.  

 
Transportation  

• The project will provide a series of bicycle facilities for all types of users along the 
internal circulation route and will provide a shared use path adequate for recreational 
cycling that will connect through the site and to off-site trail networks.   
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• The project will provide pedestrian and bicycle connection to adjacent residential 

development.   
 
Tree Species List  

• The project will use Central Texas native seed stock with adequate soil volume.   
 
Water Quality Treatment (Off-site) 

• The project will implement water quality treatment facilities so that impervious cover 
will not drain off-site.   

 
Water Quality Treatment (On-site) 

• One hundred (100) percent of the water quality volume will use green stormwater 
controls which will include all or some of the following methods:  retention / 
irrigation, retention / infiltration, cooling tower makeup water, conventional 
irrigation.    

 
CODE MODIFICATIONS 
There are numerous modifications to Code requirements (43) requested by the Applicant and 
recommended by Staff.  As summarized below, these include Code definitions (3), and 
requirements for Zoning (24), Subdivision (2), Site Plan (3), Transportation and the 
Transportation Criteria Manual (4), Environment and the Environmental Criteria Manual (6, 
including one as a separate, yet interdependent agenda item), and the Drainage Criteria 
Manual (1).  Please refer to Exhibit B – Code Modification Table.      
 
The proposed modifications to the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD and accompanying 
land use plan are summarized below:  
 
General 
 Section 25-1-21 (Definitions) – Modification:  Block means one or more lots, tracts, 

or parcels of land bounded by streets (public or private), 30’ wide or larger pedestrian 
paseo or courtyard with a minimum 12’ sidewalk or trail, public or private park space 
/ open space easement or plaza space, railroads, or subdivision boundary lines. 
 

 25-1-21 (Definitions) – Modification:  Gross floor area is modified to include parking 
structures. 

 
 25-1-21 (105) (Definitions) – Addition:  A site within the Brodie Oaks 

Redevelopment PUD boundary may cross a private street with public access 
easements.       

 
Zoning 
 Remove – 25-2, Subchapter B, Article 2, Subpart C, Section 3.2.2 (C) (Residential 

Uses) does not apply to the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD.  
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 Remove – 25-2, Subchapter B, Article 2, Subpart C, Section 3.2.3 (B) (Non-
Residential Uses) does not apply to the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD.  
 

 Modification – 25-2, Subchapter B, Article 2, Subpart C, Section 3.2.3 (D) (Non-
Residential Uses) is modified so that the minimum front yard and street side yard 
setbacks apply as shown in Exhibit C – Land Use Plan. 

 
 Modification – 25-2, Subchapter B, Article 2, Subpart B, Section 2.5.2. (B) (2) 

(Requirements for Exceeding Baseline) is modified for developments with no 
residential units, either provide contract commitments and performance guarantees 
that provide affordable housing meeting or exceeding the requirements of Section 
2.5.3 (Requirements for Rental Housing) and Section 2.5.4 (Requirements for 
Ownership Housing) within the boundaries of the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD. 
 

 Section 25-2-491 (Permitted, Conditional, and Prohibited Uses) – Modification – 
Exhibit C establishes the permitted, conditional, and prohibited uses of the Property. 
 

 Section 25-2-492 (Site Development Regulations) – Modification – Exhibit C 
establishes the principal site development regulations applicable to the Property.   
 

 Section 25-2, Subchapter E, Section 2.2.1.B – Modification – The priority street for 
the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD is the Internal Circulation Route.  The sentence 
“If the roadways do not have transit service or the level of transit service is equal, the 
roadway is designated by the lot owner” does not apply.   
 

 Section 25-2, Subchapter E, Section 2.2.1.B – Modification – For large sites subject 
to Section 2.2.5 or for sites abutting more than one roadway type, the Sidewalk and 
Supplemental Zone requirements (but not the Building Placement and Parking 
Requirements) shall apply along the Internal Circulation Route frontages, with the 
applicable requirements determined by the roadway type.   
 

 Section 25-2, Subchapter E, Section 2.2.2B 1 – Modification – The planting zone 
shall have a minimum width of seven (7) feet from face of curb) and shall be 
continuous and located adjacent to the curb or cycle track.   
 

 Section 25-2, Subchapter E, Section 2.2.5 C – Modification – The perimeter of a 
block is defined by private streets with a public access easement, public streets, and 
public open spaces that include a pedestrian path.  The maximum length of any block 
shall be 800 feet. 
 

 Section 25-2, Subchapter E, Section 2.2.5 G – Modification – If the Internal 
Circulation Route is intended to accommodate bicycles, head in and angle parking is 
not permitted except when the cycle tract is provided between the clear zone and the 
head-in or angle parking. 
 

 Section 25-2, Subchapter E, Section 2.2.5 G – Modification to add:  A residential use 
or amenity space for residential uses may occupy a space that is designed for 
commercial uses.  Modification to remove and add:  A lobby serving another use in a 
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VMU building shall not count as a pedestrian-oriented commercial use for the 
purposes of this section if it is designed to meet the standards of this section.  
Remove:  The requirement that a front façade that meets the glazing requirements of 
Section 3.2.2 does not apply. 
 

 Section 25-2, Subchapter E 4.3.3. F. – Modification – To be eligible for the 
dimensional or parking standards exemptions in Subchapter E of this section, the 
residential units in the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD shall meet the affordability 
requirements identified in the Superiority item.   
 

 Section 25-2-1104 (Hill Country Roadway Overlay Exceptions) – Addition – This 
article applies to the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD and designated Land Use 
Areas as specifically indicated in this Code Modification section and as represented in 
Exhibit C.   
 

 Section 25-2-1122 (Floor-to-Area Ratio of a Nonresidential Building) – Addition – 
This section does not apply to the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD.   
 

 Section 25-2-1123 (Construction on Slopes) – Addition – This section does not apply 
to property in Land Use Area 2 of the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD.   
 

 Section 25-2-1124 (Building Height) – Addition – (D) The height of a building within 
the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD will comply with Exhibit C.   
 

 Section 25-2-1126(A) (Building Materials) – Modification – Each building shall be 
designed to use, to the greatest extent feasible, building materials that are compatible 
with the environment of the Hill Country, including rock, stone, brick, and wood on 
the ground floor of a building in the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD.   
 

 Section 25-2-1022 (B) (Native Trees) – Modification – A site plan within the Hill 
Country Roadway ordinance area for the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD must 
preserve all Heritage and Protected Trees identified as suitable in the Arborist Report 
submitted with this PUD and compensate for the removal of the following native or 
small native trees at a rate of 60 percent: (1) each small native tree; (2) each native 
tree with a trunk diameter greater than six (6) inches; and (3) each cluster of three or 
more native trees located within ten (10) feet of each other with trunk diameters 
greater than two (2) inches.   
 

 Section 25-2-1023 (Roadway Vegetative Buffer) – Modification – Except in the 
Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD and as otherwise provided by this section, 
vegetation within 100 feet of the dedicated right-of-way may not be cleared, unless 
the clearing is necessary to provide utilities and access to the site.   
 

 Section 25-2-1024 (C) (Restoring Roadway Vegetative Buffer) – Addition – In the 
Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD, revegetation of the Roadway Vegetation Buffer 
will be consistent with the commitments made in Exhibit C.   
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 Section 25-2-1025 (E) (Natural Area) – Addition – Within Land Use Area 2 of the 
Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD, representing at least 45 percent of the Hill 
Country Roadway Overlay (HCRO) Area, existing surface parking, perimeter walls, 
and buildings will be removed and two (2) acres or 12 percent of the total area within 
the HCRO area will be restored to meet the Revegetation Standards outlined in 
Exhibit C.   
 

 Section 25-2-1026 (Parking Lot Medians) – Modification – A permanent parking lot 
must have a median at least ten (10) feet wide containing existing native trees or 
dense massing of installed trees between each distinct parking area.    
 

 Section 25-2-1027 (Visual Screening) – Modification – Visual screening required by 
this article is not required in Land Use Area 1.  Visual screening in Land Use Area 2 
must: (1) use existing vegetation or installed landscaping; (2) include dense massing 
of trees, native understory vegetation, shrub massing, or berms; and (3) allow for 
topographic changes.   

 
Subdivision 
 Section 25-4-62 (Expiration of an Approved Preliminary Plan) – Modification – An 

approved preliminary plan expires seven (7) years after the date the application for 
approval of the preliminary plan is submitted.   
 

 Section 25-4-411 (A) (Access to Lots) – Modification – Each lot in a subdivision shall 
abut a dedicated public street, or a private street with public access easement or 
Internal Circulation Route.   

 
Site Plan 
 Section 25-5-81 (B) (Expiration of an Approved Preliminary Plan) – Modification – 

Except as provided in Subsections (C), (D), and (E) of this section, a site plan expires 
eight (8) years after the date of its approval.   

 
 Section 25-5-21 (B) (Phased Site Plan) – Modification – The director may approve 

development phasing if the date proposed for beginning construction on the final 
phase is not more than five (5) years after the approval of the site plan.  Planning 
Commission approval is required for development phasing if the date proposed for 
beginning construction of a phase is more than five (5) years after approval date of 
the site plan.   
 

 Section 25-5-142 (Land Use Commission Approval) – Modification – Land Use 
Commission approval of site plan is required for: (1) a conditional use; (2) except for 
the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD and as provided in Section 25-5-2 (Site Plan 
Exemptions), development in a Hill Country Roadway Corridor; and (3) if otherwise 
required by this title.   

 
Transportation 
 Section 25-6-411 (Access to Hill Country Roadways) – Modification – Applicability:  

This division applies to property located in a hill country roadway corridor and within 
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the zoning jurisdiction of the City with the exception of the Brodie Oaks 
Redevelopment PUD.   

 
 Sections 25-6-477, 25-6-478, 25-6-532, and Appendix A (Off-Street Parking and 

Loading) – Addition – The minimum off-street parking, bicycle parking, and loading 
requirements shall be determined by the Director subject to a Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) Plan approved as part of the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD.   

 
 Section 25-6-473 (Modification of Parking Requirements) – Addition – In the Brodie 

Oaks Redevelopment PUD, for a site plan that complies with a TDM Plan and the 
site’s approved Traffic Impact Analysis, the minimum off-street parking requirement 
is 60 percent of that prescribed by Appendix A (Tables of Off-Street Parking and 
Loading Requirements).   
 

 Transportation Criteria Manual 1.3.1 (A) General Design Criteria - Grades – 
Addition – Existing streets that do not meet the standards for maximum grade may be 
improved as described in Exhibit E – Brodie Transportation Plan.   
 

Environment 
 Environmental Criteria Manual (ECM) 1.6.7.5 (D) – Modification – to provide 

options for cooling tower makeup water and a design option for beneficial reuse.  
Option C – Captured runoff for beneficial reuse.  This option proposes to capture 
rooftop rainwater from each building for reuse as traditional landscape irrigation and 
cooling tower makeup water.  The rooftop rainwater will be collected in subsurface 
tank(s) and treated downstream of storage with filtration and potentially ultraviolet 
light for specific applications prior to use.  The Landowner may achieve compliance 
through Section 25-8-151 (Innovative Management Practices) for innovative water 
quality controls as a practice that is not specifically prescribed in the ECM, but is 
designed to address the requirements of Article 6 (Water Quality Controls), subject to 
review and approval by the Watershed Protection Department.  Results will be 
modeled to demonstrate a reduction in pollutant load from the predeveloped condition 
in accordance with the Save Our Springs requirements.  Residence and drawdown 
times may differ from typical ECM requirements based on technical merit, resource 
protection and improvement, and advantages over standard practices.  Real time 
controls may be used to improve the runoff capture efficiency and optimize beneficial 
reuse.     

 
 Section 25-8-341 (Cut Requirements) – Modification – Cuts on a tract of land may 

not exceed a minimum of 14 feet as shown on Exhibit G – Grading Plan.   
 

 Section 25-8-342 (Fill Requirements) – Modification – Fill on a tract of land may not 
exceed 14 feet as shown on Exhibit G.   
 

 Section 25-8-514 (A) (SOS Ordinance, Pollution Prevention Required) – 
Modification – In order to prevent pollution, impervious cover for the Brodie Oaks 
Redevelopment PUD shall be limited to a maximum of 56 percent Net Site Area.  
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Please note that an amendment to the SOS Ordinance is covered as a separate 
agenda item.     
 

 Section 25-8-281 (A) (Critical Environmental Features) – Addition – The Brodie 
Oaks Redevelopment PUD will be permitted to encroach on Airman’s Cave a 
maximum of 80 feet provided there is a minimum of 20 feet of Del Rio Clay 
remaining between any encroachment into the CEF buffer and the vertical extent of 
the cave.   
 
In addition, the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD is permitted to encroach 50 feet 
into the spring labeled as 5-1 as shown on Exhibit F – Water Quality and Drainage 
Plan (Page 2).    
 

Drainage Criteria Manual 
 Section 5.3.2 (Maximum Velocities) – Addition – The Brodie Oaks Redevelopment 

PUD will be permitted to exceed 20 feet per second for the 25-year event for Storm 
drain trunks with a proposed velocity of 21.6 feet per second. 

 
RESTRICTIVE COVENANT AMENDMENT REQUEST   
On April 30, 1981, Council approved office and commercial zonings for the area covered by 
the request for PUD zoning (C14R-81-033).  The 1981 rezoning case also included four (4) 
adjacent tracts to the northwest and northeast as well that are outside of the PUD boundary 
and will remain unchanged.  As information, the Conditional Overlay mechanism did not 
exist in the Zoning Code in the early 1980s, hence a Restrictive Covenant was placed on the 
property to establish the maximum height by designated tract area.  The PUD zoning case 
covers five (5) Tracts:  A1 (GR – 35 feet), A2 (CS – 35 feet), and A4 (CS-1 – 35 feet), Tract 
A3 (GR – 40 feet), and Tract B (LO by C14R-81-033, and the Restrictive Covenant 
continued to apply upon Council approval of GR zoning on January 10, 1985 by C14R-83-
166 – 60 feet).  As information, the height limitation of the GR, CS and CS-1 districts is 60 
feet.      
 
The related Restrictive Covenant Amendment request is to terminate the maximum height 
limits as it pertains to five (5) Tracts:  A1, A2, A3, A4, and B in order to allow for the taller, 
denser mixed use project proposed by the PUD.  Please note that the existing height limits for 
the four (4) remaining Tracts:  C1 and C2 (MF-4 – 50 feet), C3 (MF-2 – 35 feet), and D (LO 
– 40 feet or 3 stories) will remain unchanged and continue to be subject to the 1981 
Restrictive Covenant.    
 
The Restrictive Covenant Amendment requires the approval of the adjacent property owners 
within the Covenant area prior to final Council approval.   
 
EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USES: 
 
 ZONING LAND USES 
Site Unzoned; GR; 

CS; CS-1 
Vacated TxDOT right-of-way; Commercial shopping 
center: financial services, food sales, indoor sports and 
recreation, medical office, personal services, restaurants, 
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retail sales 
Northwest SF-2 Barton Creek Greenbelt and trail 
Southeast CS-V; CS-1-V Vacated TxDOT right-of-way; Commercial shopping 

center:  financial services, food sales, hospital services 
(limited), indoor sports and recreation, medical office, 
personal services, personal improvement services, 
restaurants, retail sales 

Northeast MF-4 Apartments 
Southwest Not applicable South Capital of Texas Highway Northbound frontage 

road and main lanes (Loop 360) 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN AREA:  South Lamar Combined (Barton Hills) (Suspended)   
 
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS:  Is required – Please refer to Attachment A. 
 
WATERSHED:  Barton Creek Watershed – Barton Springs Zone –  
   Recharge Zone; Contributing Zone      
 
CAPITOL VIEW CORRIDOR:  No  SCENIC ROADWAY:  Yes, Loop 360 
 
HILL COUNTRY ROADWAY:  Yes, Loop 360 – High Intensity 
 
SCHOOLS:   
An Educational Impact Statement is required.  Please refer to Attachment D. 
Barton Hills Elementary School   O. Henry Middle School    Austin High School 
 
COMMUNITY REGISTRY LIST: 
  
381 – Barton View Neighborhood Association 384 – Save Barton Creek Assn. 
498 – South Central Coalition    511 – Austin Neighborhoods Council 
742 – Austin Independent School District   943 – Save Our Springs Alliance  
1107 – Perry Grid 614                      1228 – Sierra Club, Austin Regional Group 
1363 – SEL Texas      1424 – Preservation Austin     
1429 – Go Austin Vamos Austin 78745   1530 – Friends of Austin Neighborhood 
1531 – South Austin Neighborhood Alliance (SANA) 
1550 – Homeless Neighborhood Association   
1596 – TNR - BCP Travis County Natural Resources 
1616 – Neighborhood Empowerment Foundation   
1714 – East Oak Hill Neighborhood Association 1774 – Austin Lost and Found Pets  
1795 – Westgate Neighborhood Plan Contact Team 
AREA CASE HISTORIES: 
 

NUMBER REQUEST COMMISSION CITY COUNCIL 
C14-2020-0149 – 
4215 S Lamar Blvd 
and 2428 W Ben 

Unzoned; CS to 
CS-V  

To Grant CS-V Apvd CS-V as 
Commission 
recommended 
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White Blvd WB (7-29-2021). 
C14-2018-0094 – 
2432 W Ben White 
Boulevard Service 
Road Westbound 

Unzoned to CS To Grant CS Apvd CS as 
Commission 
recommended  
(11-15-2018). 

C14-2016-0091 – 
ASC / Bearcreek 
Properties – 4001 S 
Lamar Blvd 

CS-V to CS-1-V To Grant CS-V-CO 
w/CO for list of 
prohibited uses 

Apvd CS-V-CO as 
Commission 
recommended 
(12-8-2016).   

C14-2008-0019 – 
South Lamar 
Neighborhood 
Planning Area 
Vertical Mixed Use 
Building (V) 
Zoning Opt-In/ 
Opt-Out 

To add -V 
(Vertical Mixed 
Use) zoning to 
various 
properties. 

To Grant adding (V) to 
various tracts 

Apvd adding (V) as 
Commission 
recommended  
(6-18-2008). 

C14-2008-0043 – 
Barton Hills 
Neighborhood 
Planning Area 
Vertical Mixed Use 
Bldg (V) Zoning 
Opt-In/ Opt-Out 

To add -V 
(Vertical Mixed 
Use) zoning to 
various 
properties. 

To Grant adding (V) to 
various tracts 

Apvd adding (V) as 
Commission 
recommended  
(6-18-2008). 

 
RELATED CASES: 
 
The Development Assessment for a PUD was filed on December 21, 2020l and Staff 
conducted a briefing to the Environmental Commission on March 3, 2021 and to Council on 
March 23, 2021 (CD-2020-0002).  The Applicant filed the PUD zoning application on 
December 21, 2021.   
 
On October 13, 2022, Council approved a Resolution initiating site-specific amendments to 
City Code Chapter 25-8, Subchapter A, Article 13 (Save Our Springs Initiative) as minimally 
required to address development related to the proposed Brodie Oaks Redevelopment PUD 
(Resolution No. 20221013-076).  A supermajority vote of Council is required for approval.   
 
The rezoning area is platted as Lots A and B of the Barton Creek Plaza, a subdivision 
recorded on December 23, 1981 (C8-81-063.1).    
 
EXISTING STREET CHARACTERISTICS: 
 
Name ROW Pavement Classification Sidewalks 

  
Bicycle 
Route 

Capital 
Metro 
(within ¼ 
mile) 
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South Lamar 
Boulevard 

230’ – 
1,800’ 

Varies, 
divided 

Level 4 Yes Shared 
Lane 

Yes 

South Capital of 
Texas Highway 
Northbound 

154’ Varies Level 4 No Shared 
Lane 

Yes 

West Ben White 
Boulevard 

350’ Varies, 
divided 

Level 4 Yes Shared 
Lane 

Yes 

  
 
ADDITIONAL STAFF COMMENTS:   
 
Site Characteristics 
 
The property contains a commercial shopping center and parking lot, with sparse vegetation.  
Topography is flat to slightly sloping.  Surface elevations range from approximately 664 to 
712 feet above mean sea level with surface water flowing from south to north toward Barton 
Creek.   
 
Inclusive Planning 
 
The proposed PUD is located on the northeast corner of Capital of Texas Highway and South 
Lamar Boulevard, on an approximately 37.61-acre site, that currently contains a variety of 
commercial and retail uses, including a grocery store, retail and office uses, restaurants and a 
Hobby Lobby. The property consists of multiple address points, is located within the 
boundaries of an Activity Center for Redevelopment in Sensitive Environmental Areas 
(Lamar & Ben White) and along the South Lamar Activity Corridor. This rezoning case is 
not located within the boundaries of an adopted small area plan. Surrounding land uses 
include the Barton Creek Greenbelt and Trail and an apartment complex to the north; to the 
south is a shopping center; to the east is an apartment complex and commercial uses; and to 
the west is the Barton Creek Greenbelt, an office building and commercial uses. 
 
The development proposal calls for clearing the site and “transforming it from a suburban 
shopping center and surface parking lots to a compact, vibrant, transit-oriented, and mixed-
use center that includes 13.2 acres of new publicly accessible open space (which is 35 
percent of the site and 5 times the amount of greenspace required under Tier 2) with views of 
the downtown skyline and Hill Country forming a new gateway to the Barton Creek 
Greenbelt.” Specifically, this project proposes approximately 1,233 mid-rise multifamily 
residential units, 467 high-rise dwelling units (up to 275 feet tall), 1,260,000 square feet of 
office space, 200 hotel rooms, 140,000 square feet of retail and restaurant uses located along 
private streets with public access easements including an Internal Circulator Route meeting 
Great Streets standards with activated ground floor uses. 
 
The following points are taken from the applicant’s rezoning application highlighting some 
of the proposed improvements and features of the planned project:  

• Reposition the retail environment from single-use, auto-oriented to mixed-use and 
walkable will align the physical environment with the social and environmental 
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trends. The density and height proposed for the Brodie Oaks Redevelopment enable 
the project to meet the vision established in Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan of 
an “Activity Center for Redevelopment in Sensitive Environmental Areas” including 
state-of-the-art development practices to improve stormwater retention and water 
quality flowing into the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone and Barton Creek Zone. 
The Brodie Oaks Redevelopment will provide an environmentally superior project 
that complies with the SOS Water Quality Standards. Reducing impervious cover 
from 84 percent to 54 percent, complying with SOS water quality standards. 
Eliminate nearly 4 acres of untreated runoff from buildings and parking currently 
draining directly into the Barton Creek Greenbelt. The proposed plan will allow only 
water from open space to leave the site. Plant native or native adaptive trees and 
vegetation and be committed to a Tree Health and Maintenance Plan. Save or move 
the many of the heritage trees on the site.  

• Restore over 25 percent of the site to open space adjacent to the Barton Creek 
Greenbelt, which is made possible through building up to 275’ tall along the Loop 
360 and S. Lamar Boulevard frontage. 

 
• All buildings will have direct pedestrian connections from entrance to adjacent 

streets. Provide shade trees or shade structures along all streets. The Brodie Oaks 
Redevelopment provides transit-supportive densities within walking distance of the 
high-capacity MetroRapid Route 803 transit stop as called for in Imagine Austin. 
Discuss the coordination of a Purple Line high capacity MetroRapid Route 803 transit 
stop. A shared parking strategy and a travel demand management plan is included in 
PUD Submission 1. 

• Create a shared-use path of approximately 2,500 linear feet extending from S. Lamar 
Boulevard to Park Road that will run along the park’s edge and be used for mobility 
and recreation uses. Constructing a designated trailhead and connection to the Barton 
Creek Greenbelt with signage, trash disposal and parking. Provide a network of active 
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trails, public sidewalk, and install a publicly accessible trailhead into the Barton 
Creek Greenbelt. 

• At least 80 percent of the parking will be underground or in parking structures. 
Shared parking and travel demand management strategies will reduce reliance on 
single-occupancy vehicles. The project will also provide a network of up to 6,000 feet 
of active trails, 10,000 feet of sidewalk, and an intentional trailhead to the Barton 
Creek Greenbelt and Violet Crown Trail including trail access, wayfinding, and 
interpretive materials, as well as access to parking and restrooms. Restore and 
transform approximately 21-acres acres of surface parking lots and drive aisles and 
approximately 8-acres of single use office and retail buildings to a vibrant 
neighborhood and destination for South Austin. 

• Provide a bike share station, bike parking, lockers, and showers. Pedestrian and 
bicycle access and connectivity strategies include the funding or construction of 
pedestrian and bicycle amenities and infrastructure on roadways and at intersections 
that people would use to access the Project site. Examples of pedestrian and bicycle 
access and connectivity features include bike lanes, bike boxes, sidewalks, curb 
ramps, crosswalks, bicycle signal heads, and pedestrian-hybrid beacons. 

• Designate 10 percent of the ‘bonus’ area of both residential and non-residential 
square footage for affordable housing on-site regardless of ownership or rent. 

• Track and Certify each building to meet 3-star minimum Austin Energy Green 
Building Star Rating System. 

 
• Track development-wide performance using latest applicable version of the LEED 

ND and commit to full LEED ND submission after PUD approval.  Brodie is 
currently formally registered with LEED ND as of 9/22/2021. 
 

• Commit to SITES Silver certification for Parkland. 
 

• Commit to the installation of a minimum of two art installations from local artists and 
the incorporation of performance venues. A central green will be developed and 
programmed for events and entertainment acting as the central core of food and 
beverage options. Parkland dedication will be met through parks that enlarge Gus 
Fruh Park. The remainder of the parkland dedication requirement will be paid with 
fee-in-lieu. Use creative design and the incorporation of public art and performance 
venues. Biophilic design, energy and water conservation and the use of regional 
architectural styles and materials will all help contribute to the South Austin 
character. 

Connectivity 
This site is adjacent to CapMetro’s Metro Rapid Route 803, along the South Lamar Imagine 
Austin Corridor. Per the applicant’s agent: “The Brodie Oaks Redevelopment will support 
ridership on Capital Metro’s existing high capacity transit route (MetroRapid Route 803) on 
S. Lamar Boulevard with the development of a high-density, mixed-use project. Shared 
parking and travel demand management strategies will reduce reliance on single-occupancy 
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vehicles.” Existing mobility and connectivity options in and around the site are below 
average and considered unsafe for pedestrians. 
 
Imagine Austin 
The Imagine Austin Growth Concept Map identifies this property as being near one of the 
five Activity Center for Redevelopment in Sensitive Environmental Area as identified on the 
Imagine Austin Growth Concept Map, found in the Image Austin Comprehensive Plan 
(IACP). Page 106 of the IACP states, “Five centers are located over the recharge or 
contributing zones of the Barton Springs Zone of the Edwards Aquifer or within water-
supply watersheds. These centers are located on already developed areas and, in some 
instances, provide opportunities to address long-standing water quality issues and provide 
walkable areas in and near existing neighborhoods. State-of-the-art development practices 
will be required of any redevelopment to improve stormwater retention and the water quality 
flowing into the aquifer or other drinking water sources. These centers should also be 
carefully evaluated to fit within their infrastructural and environmental context”. One of the 
Land Use and Transportation policies, LUT P21 (page 102), clarifies the intent, “Ensure that 
redevelopment in the Edwards Aquifer’s recharge and contributing zones maintains the 
quantity and quality of recharge of the aquifer.” Activity Centers are supposed to be 
walkable, bikeable, and supported by transit. 
 
The property is also located along the South Lamar Activity Corridor. Activity Corridors are 
intended to allow people to reside, work, shop, access services, people watch, recreate, and 
hang out without traveling far distances. They are characterized by a variety of activities and 
types of buildings located along the roadway - shopping, restaurants and cafés, parks, 
schools, single-family houses, apartments, public buildings, houses of worship, mixed-use 
buildings and offices. 
 
The following IACP policies are also applicable to this rezoning case: 

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

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

• LUT P5. Create healthy and family-friendly communities through development that 
includes a mix of land uses and housing types and affords realistic opportunities for 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian travel and provides both community gathering spaces, 
parks and safe outdoor play areas for children. 

Based upon the proposed project’s Superiority Table stating it will meet or exceed a variety 
of environmental standards, improve connectivity and mobility options in the area, add 
cultural amenities, and provide an affordable housing component, this PUD appears to 
support the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan policies. 
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Drainage 
 
The developer is required to submit a pre- and post-development drainage analysis at the 
subdivision and site plan stage of the development process.  The City’s Land Development 
Code and Drainage Criteria Manual require that the Applicant demonstrate through 
engineering analysis that the proposed development will have no identifiable adverse impact 
on surrounding properties. 
 
Impervious Cover 
 
The existing amount of impervious cover on the Brodie Oaks site is approximately 84% and 
the Applicant proposes to reduce the maximum impervious cover to 56% of the net site area 
and comply with SOS ordinance standards for non-degradation of water quality.  Impervious 
cover will be tracked by site plan in compliance with Exhibit H – Phasing Plan and will be 
higher on a site-by-site basis.   
 
Modification of the maximum impervious cover allowed by the SOS Ordinance results in a 
Code amendment and is posted as a separate agenda item.  A supermajority vote of the City 
Council is required.        
 
Environmental Office – Watershed Protection Department 
 
Please refer to Attachment B. 
 
Environmental Review – Development Services Department  
 
Please refer to Attachment B. 
 
Floodplain: 
 
37.6-acre redevelopment site at S Lamar Blvd and US290/Loop360 in the Barton Creek 
watershed. Proposed redevelopment is not making improvements in the floodplain; as such 
no defined floodplain exists on the property since drainage area less than 64 acres. No 
floodplain review required for this case based on submitted documents. Comments below are 
standard FYIs. 
 
FYI:  As the PUD does not request changes or amendments to floodplain code and criteria, 
all future applications in the PUD area will be required to meet floodplain regulations in 
effect at the time of application including but not limited to: prohibition of new buildings and 
parking located in the floodplain, requirements to demonstrate that all proposed development 
activities located within the floodplain do not adversely impact the floodplain on other 
property and all other floodplain regulations. 

FYI:  Our understanding of flood risk in Austin is changing.  What is now known as the 500-
year floodplain is a good representation of what the 100-year floodplain will be according to 
a National Weather Service publication called Atlas 14.  This could affect the layout of this 
development, including the location of lots, drainage easements, buildings, parking, and 
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roadways.  The City will likely be using the current 500-year floodplain as the design 
floodplain for residential and commercial building permit review in the near future.  In order 
to minimize flood risk to our community and better ensure that all the lots in this PUD can be 
developed in the future, the City of Austin recommends that you consider the 500-year 
floodplain as a surrogate for the 100-year floodplain when designing this development within 
the PUD area.   

Office of Sustainability: 

The Brodie Oaks Redevelopment Superiority Table submitted with the PUD application 
outlines strategies to incorporate many of the elements in the Carbon Impact Statement 
(CIS), including: 

• Location of transit on the adjacent Lamar Blvd 

• Creating of bicycle facilities 

• Creating a walkable landscape with access to trails 

• Provide showers and indoor bicycle parking 

• Location in an Imagine Austin activity center or corridor.  Please refer to Attachment 
E. 

Site Plan 
 
Staff has verified that per LDC Section 25-2-1051(B) (Applicability), parkland does not 
trigger compatibility standards. 
 
As shown below, compatibility standards to parkland are exempted based on LDC Section 
25-2-1052 (D) (Exceptions).   
(D) This article does not apply to a passive use, including a park and hike and bike trail, in 
the 100 year flood plain if: 

(1) the requirements of Chapter 25-8 (Environment) are met; and 

(2) The use is within an easement dedicated to the City, if applicable. 
 
Transportation 
 
A traffic impact analysis is required and has been received.  Additional right-of-way, 
participation in roadway improvements, or limitations on development intensity may be 
recommended based on review of the TIA [LDC, Section 25-6-142].  Please refer to 
Attachment A.   
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Austin Water Utility 
 
The Brodie Oaks PUD submitted a completed version of Austin Water’s Water Balance 
Calculator tool to assess non-potable demands and determine available alternative water 
supplies for the development. 
The Brodie Oaks PUD shall use alternative water sources, either onsite sources or municipal 
reclaimed water, within the development for all non-potable uses such as irrigation, cooling 
and toilet/urinal flushing applications.  
FYI: Service Extension Requests 4969 and 4970 are currently in review and must be 
approved prior to formal development plan approval per Utilities Criteria Manual 
2.5.1(F)(13). For status, contact Katie Frazier at (512)-972-0232 or 
Katie.Frazier@austintexas.gov. 
FYI: The landowner intends to serve the site with City of Austin water and wastewater 
utilities. The landowner, at own expense, will be responsible for providing any water and 
wastewater utility improvements, offsite main extensions, water or wastewater easements, 
utility relocations and/or abandonments required by the proposed land uses.  It is 
recommended that Service Extension Requests be submitted to Austin Water (AW) at the 
early stages of project planning. Water and wastewater utility plans must be reviewed and 
approved by Austin Water in compliance with Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
rules and regulations, the City’s Utility Criteria Manual, and suitability for operation and 
maintenance. All water and wastewater construction must be inspected by the City of Austin.   
 
The landowner must pay the City inspection fees with the utility construction. The landowner 
must pay the tap and impact fee once the landowner makes an application for a City of 
Austin water and wastewater utility tap permit. 
 
Typical water system operating pressures in the area are above 65 psi. Pressure reducing 
valves reducing the pressure to 65 psi (552 kPa) or less to water outlets in buildings shall be 
installed in accordance with the plumbing code.  
 
All AW infrastructure and appurtenances must meet all TCEQ separation criteria.  
 
Additionally, AW must have adequate accessibility to safely construct, maintain, and repair 
all public infrastructure. Rules & guidelines include: 

1. A minimum separation distance of 5 feet from all other utilities (measured outside of 
pipe to outside of pipe) and AW infrastructure.  

2. A minimum separation distance of 5 feet from trees and must have root barrier 
systems installed when within 7.5 feet. 

3. Water meters and cleanouts must be located in the right-of-way or public water and 
wastewater easements. 

4. Easements AW infrastructure shall be a minimum of 15 feet wide, or twice the depth 
of the main, measured from finished grade to pipe flow line, whichever is greater. 
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5. A minimum separation of 7.5 feet from center line of pipe to any obstruction is 
required for straddling line with a backhoe. 

6. AW infrastructure shall not be located under water quality or detention structures and 
should be separated horizontally to allow for maintenance without damaging 
structures or the AW infrastructure. 

7. The planning and design of circular Intersections or other geometric street features 
and their amenities shall include consideration for access, maintenance, protection, 
testing, cleaning, and operations of the AW infrastructure as prescribed in the Utility 
Criteria Manual (UCM) 

8. Building setbacks must provide ample space for the installation of private plumbing 
items such as sewer connections, customer shut off valves, pressure reducing valves, 
and back flow prevention devices in the instance where auxiliary water sources are 
provided. 
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October 12, 2022 

 

Jerry Rusthoven, Chief Zoning Officer  
Housing and Planning Department 
City of Austin 
Street-Jones Building 
1000 E. 11th St., Suite 200 
Austin, TX 78702 
 

Re: Planned Unit Development Application for Brodie  

 

A Planned Unit Development application that will govern the redevelopment of a 37.6-acre site from a 
suburban shopping center and surface parking lots to a compact, vibrant, transit-oriented, and mixed-
use center that includes 11.6 acres of new publicly accessible open space with views of the downtown 
skyline and Hill Country forming a new gateway to the Barton Creek Greenbelt. 

A site-specific amendment to City Code Chapter 25-8, Subchapter A, Article 13 (Save Our Springs 
Initiative), as minimally required to allow for limits to impervious cover as proposed by the Brodie 
PUD. 

An amendment to an existing Restrictive Covenant, application C14r-81-033(RCA), as minimally 
required to allow for maximum heights within the property as proposed by the Brodie PUD.  

 

Dear Mr. Rusthoven 

As the authorized agent of the owner of the Brodie Oaks Shopping Center, Lionheart Places is 
respectfully providing this Planned Unit Development (PUD) application to rezone the property from 
General Commercial Services (CS), General Commercial Services – Liquor Sales (CS-1), and Community 
Commercial (GR) to the PUD zoning with a base zoning of CS-MU-V. As part of the discussion of the 
Brodie Oaks PUD development an amendment to existing Restrictive Covenants and a site-specific 
amendment to the Save Our Springs (SOS) Ordinance will be considered concurrently.   

The purpose of this zoning request is to transform the existing Brodie Oaks shopping center into a 
vibrant, mixed-use destination for South Austin.  Located at the northeast corner of the intersection of 
S. Lamar Boulevard and Loop 360, this 37.6-acre site is adjacent to Capital Metro’s Metro Rapid Route 
803, along the S. Lamar Boulevard Imagine Austin Corridor, within the South Lamar Neighborhood 
Planning Area (a suspended neighborhood plan), and within an Activity Center for Redevelopment in 
Sensitive Environmental Areas on Imagine Austin’s Growth Concept Map. The site is part of an original 
164-acre development that contributed to setting a standard for development in environmentally 
sensitive areas for its time in 1981 including the dedication of 84.3-acres of the Barton Creek Greenbelt, 
and clustering of impervious cover on the remaining acreage.  This legacy makes the Brodie PUD well 



suited for realizing the Imagine Austin vision for an Activity Center for Redevelopment in Sensitive 
Environmental Areas. 

The owner wants to achieve the vision of the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan, Strategic Housing 
Blueprint, Watershed Protection Master Plan, Austin Strategic Mobility Plan, Austin Community Climate 
Plan, Water Forward Master Plan, Project Connect, SOS Ordinance and the Austin Strategic Direction 
2023 Plan through the following set of project goals: 

• Ecology – We meet the highest environmental and ecological standards. 
Brodie will reduce total impervious cover from approximately 84 percent to a maximum 
impervious cover of 54 percent, a 36 percent reduction, and comply with the Save Our Springs 
(SOS) Ordinance standards for non-degradation of water quality. Currently, 6.25 acres of the 
site (63 percent of which is impervious cover) drains directly into the Barton Creek Greenbelt. In 
the planned condition all storm water will be treated to the SOS water quality non-degradation 
standard.  While the project is meeting the water quality standards from the SOS Ordinance, 
Brodie is proposing to modify the maximum impervious cover allowed by the SOS Ordinance.  
We understand that this code modification will require a super majority vote of the City Council.  
Even though we need to amend this section of the SOS Ordinance the proposed 36% reduction 
in impervious cover is far superior to what exists now and what could be built under the current 
code.  The project will restore and reserve 11.6-acres of the site that is currently developed as 
surface parking lots and single-story retail and office buildings as City of Austin Parkland which 
is equivalent to 31 percent of the subject property.  Nearly 9.7 acres of open space is located 
adjacent to the Barton Creek Greenbelt creating a 100' to 300' buffer between the existing 
Barton Creek Greenbelt and the new development. Brodie will blend new open space into the 
existing Barton Creek Greenbelt by restoring 6% of new open space (1 acre) using the Hill 
Country Revegetation standard. Another 6% (1 acre) will be restored to a native prairie 
standard. The restoration of these areas will include removal of the existing surface parking and 
wall and returning the area back to natural grades and revegetating with native and adaptive 
plants. Brodie has been thoughtfully designed to preserve 100% of the heritage trees and 75% 
of the protected and regulated trees and transplant up to 20 trees that are unable to be 
preserved in place. In the planned conditions, only limited impervious cover from sidewalks 
within the open spaces drains into the Barton Creek Greenbelt. These efforts will reduce heat 
island effect and provide a more biophilic landscape which will help foster pedestrian 
transportation. Finally, the focus on multi-modal travel will reduce emissions and reliance on 
fossil fuels. 
 

• Place – We create a dynamic, diverse, and inclusive mixed-use destination that expresses the 
character of South Austin. 
Brodie will be a destination landmark for South Austin and reflect the unique character of South 
Austin through its creative design and commitment to a minimum of 2 art installations from 
local artists and the incorporation of performance venues and a festival street adjacent to the 
new park. Brodie provides transit-supportive densities within walking distance of the high-
capacity MetroRapid Route 803 transit stop as called for in Imagine Austin. The project is 
planning for approximately 1,700 residential units, 1,260,000 square feet of office, 200 hotel 
rooms, 110,000 square feet of retail, and 30,000 square feet of restaurant uses – approximately 



56 units/acre and 59 jobs/acre. The project will reserve prominent areas with views of 
Downtown and the Hill Country as publicly accessible parks and open space. A central green will 
be developed and programmed for events and entertainment acting as the central core of food 
and beverage options. Parkland dedication will enhance and expand the existing Gus Fruh Park. 
The remainder of the parkland dedication requirement will be paid with fee-in-lieu. Park 
development will be $700 per unit more than required fees. All parks except the Neighborhood 
Park will be developed in Phase 1. Public spaces will include the incorporation of public art. 
Private streets with public access easements will exceed Great Streets standards including 
sidewalks or shared use paths with activated adjacent ground floor uses. These will connect to 
adjacent developments such as the Retreat at Barton Creek apartment complex and the S. 
Lamar Boulevard corridor improvements. Brodie will include approximately 140,000 square feet 
of retail and restaurants. These will be primarily focused on the Central Green and the Internal 
Circulation Route. The remaining frontages on the Internal Circulator Route, Park Street and 
main entrances will be activated with residential uses that have main entrances oriented onto 
the street, individual unit entrances and stoops, art, amenity space, plazas, or other active uses. 
We will work with existing businesses such as the grocery store and food and beverage 
establishments to relocate within the new development. Biophilic design, energy and water 
conservation and the use of regional architectural styles and materials will all help contribute to 
the South Austin character. 
    

• Connection – We link the site to its surroundings and create more access to the site for all. 
Brodie will support ridership on Capital Metro’s existing high-capacity transit route (MetroRapid 
Route 803) on S. Lamar Boulevard with the development of a high-density, mixed-use project. 
Shared parking and travel demand management strategies will reduce reliance on single-
occupancy vehicles. Per the approved TIA and associated TDM we shall be implementing a 
parking reduction of 35% from code requirements.  This meaningful reduction of parking in 
tandem with a robust TDM requirement will provide a minimum trip reduction of 25%.  The 
project will also provide a network of up to 6,000 feet of active trails, 10,000 feet of sidewalk, 
and an intentional trailhead to the Barton Creek Greenbelt and Violet Crown Trail including trail 
access, wayfinding, and interpretive materials, as well as access to parking and restrooms. The 
project will continue to work with local organizations like the Hill Country Conservancy, Austin 
Parks Foundation, and Save Barton Creek Association to explore how the project can support 
the construction and ongoing maintenance of a trail connection to the Barton Creek and 
regional Violet Crown trail systems.  A Shared Use Path and sidewalk along S. Lamar Boulevard 
will be built to Core Transit Corridor standards as well as adhering to the S. Lamar Boulevard 
Mobility Corridor Improvements. It should also be noted that with the adoption of Street 
Impact Fees by City Council in December 2020, this project has an estimated Street Impact Fee 
obligation of $7,287,061. The project will work with the City of Austin, Texas Department of 
Transportation, and Capital Metro on improving access external to the site through a Traffic 
Impact Analysis process. 
 

• Climate - We build resiliency and develop towards a zero-carbon, zero-water, and zero-waste 
development. 



Brodie will provide a dependable, low-carbon and adaptable energy strategy for the new 
development. Working closely with Austin Energy, the Brodie team aims to find optimal energy 
solutions at building-, site- and district-scale. At building scale, the Brodie design aims to 
optimize passive design strategies through building orientation and massing and façade design 
to find right balance of thermal performance and access to daylight and views. The project will 
investigate PassiveHaus design for the residential towers. Building will drive efficiency through 
high-performance systems, aggressively pursuing energy efficiency measures. At site scale, the 
Brodie team is exploring phased centralized district cooling and heating system, heat recovery 
chillers and various thermal storage alternatives. Through on-site solar generation with battery 
back-up generation, the project is seeking to deploy distributed energy resources to make the 
site more resilient. Through collaboration with Austin Energy, the Brodie team is aiming to 
provide the right power supply, grid-tied distribution, and demand management programs to 
balance the grid as it adapts to growth in the South Austin area.  
 
Brodie, in alignment with the Water Forward plan, will provide building and site solutions that 
treat water as the valuable resource it is. In response to the SOS Ordinance and the site's 
location over the Edwards Aquifer, Brodie is taking an aggressive approach in capturing all rain 
from the water quality event to reduce downstream discharges providing a large supply for 
reuse. Roughly 2/3 of the total retained volume will be collected from rooftops and combined 
with condensate from air conditioning systems, then conveyed through a set of clean water 
pipes to a central cistern for reuse in evaporative cooling towers and landscape irrigation 
demands. The remaining 1/3 will be captured as stormwater runoff in a retention-irrigation 
system and used in openspace. In total, the reuse program will offset 20M gallons of potable 
water consumption per year on average. In the event a regulatory pathway becomes available 
that allows for blackwater recycling, the site plan allows flexibility to incorporate reuse of 
treated biological wastewater in future development, as required. The centralized approach to 
rainwater harvesting provides plan-readiness in the form of space where additional central 
treatment facilities could be installed to enable expansion of the non-potable supply. A detailed 
techno-economic study was performed during the planning phase, demonstrating how a district 
blackwater system — which significantly outperforms graywater from a water conservation 
standpoint and could enable the project to approach a net zero water outcome — could be 
deployed. The building will provide low-flow and efficient fixtures to reduce demand beyond 
minimum requirements in the Austin Energy Green Building star rating system. Finally, 
managing the efficient use of materials to minimize waste to landfill are critical parts of the 
Brodie plan. Through the use of regional architectural styles, locally-sourced materials and low-
embodied energy materials and practices, the Brodie team aims to create a thoughtful, and 
environmentally responsive development that is reflective of its South Austin character. The 
design teams will be encouraged to utilize Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) to evaluate structural 
solutions, materiality and finishes that reduce embodied energy and are optimized through 
construction and fabrication processes. Waste management will be managed to highest levels 
during construction as well as into operation, with thoughtful waste storage, collection, and 
recycling of materials. Due to the anticipated high volumes of organic waste, Brodie also aims to 
provide comprehensive organic collection for off-site compositing. 
 



• Community - We create a community of residents, workers and visitors that prioritize health 
and well-being. 
The project is meeting the Imagine Austin vision of an Activity Center for Redevelopment in 
Sensitive Environmental Areas and repositioning the retail environment from single-use, auto-
oriented to mixed-use and walkable will align the physical environment with the social and 
environmental trends. Brodie offers 10 percent of the bonus area square footage as on-site 
affordable housing regardless of rental or ownership. The project is proposing to provide all 
housing on-site without requesting a fee- in-lieu if it is possible to track them site wide. This is a 
major superiority item because most of our bonus area is based on non-residential land uses.  In 
addition, the project team is exploring partnerships with community organizations that can 
provide deeper levels of affordability on-site. Brodie will strive to ensure highest quality of 
indoor and outdoor environments. Ventilation systems will be designed to provide increased 
quantities of outdoor air while air monitoring systems will ensure balance of air quality with the 
development’s aggressive energy reduction targets. The project will work to ensure access to 
healthy and affordable food by working with all restaurants, supermarkets, and retailers to 
ensure a wide range of affordable, healthy, local, and sustainable food options. As a 
development of this size, scale, and influence, the Brodie team has an opportunity and a 
responsibility to meaningfully contribute to a healthier Austin for all. Brodie will work through 
design and operations utilizing the WELL Building and Community standards to ensure health 
and well-being are front and center to shape our built environments. Brodie aims to ensure 
these factors are being communicated to our tenants and actively working to advance positive 
outcomes with respect to overall physical and mental health, chronic diseases, and access to 
health insurance.  
Brodie strives for equitable access to open space, art, culture, and community amenities and 
programs. This commitment bridges both the built as well as the digital worlds. The Brodie 
team aims to ensure a high-quality digital network providing equitable connectivity to tenants 
and visitors. Also, the Brodie team believes that informed citizens make empowered citizens for 
change. Brodie aims to leverage our collected data as well as local public data in open and 
accessible platforms for public consumption. 

 
 
Requests not being Supported 
The team has worked extensively to respond to all staff and stakeholder comments and concerns that 
we have received through the PUD process.  As you will see in the attached comment log, there has 
been careful thought and effort in each response.  We do want to bring to your attention that there is 
one suggested request from Austin Energy that the project cannot support. Austin Energy is requesting 
the project dedicate 1.5 acres for the installation of an above grade substation (we believe similar to the 
Rainey Street Substation) on the Brodie site.  We have been told the request is associated with concerns 
around capacity limitations in the existing area.   
 
As you know, Brodie is located in the Barton Creek Watershed: the most environmentally sensitive 
watershed in Austin. The site is also in the Barton Springs Zone and Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone 
which restricts impervious cover to 15%.  A substation would adversely affect the ability of the project 
to meet the SOS water quality pollutant removal requirements, balance the environmental sensitivity 



this site demands, and allow for the parkland and quality public amenity space that we all agree this site 
should provide.   Specifically, the substation as requested would: 
 

• Increase impervious area and challenge our ability to meet the SOS pollutant load removal 
requirements to the same degree proposed. 

• Reduce parkland available for recreation and ecological restoration. 
• Negatively impact placemaking and establishment of an authentic South Austin character. 
• Negatively impact Hill Country Views that are proposed to be restored by this project along the 

Loop 360 Corridor. 
 
Simply, Brodie is not the right location for a substation to serve this growth node in S. Austin. 
For these reasons the addition of a substation and the resulting implications within the design are not 
included in this PUD submission.  
 
We have been in several discussion with Austin Energy.  We have agreed to provide resources and 
support to Austin Energy to continue to find a solution that does not negatively impact the site and 
community benefits outlined within this PUD submission.   Brodie is years away from issuing a formal 
load letter and requesting power so there is time to plan for alternative locations.  The earliest 
forecasted timeline for phase 1 Site Development Permit (SDP) would be 2024.  Building Permit 
applications would follow with occupancy at approximately 2027.  
 
The proposed Planned Unit Development demonstrates that Brodie meets all Tier I requirements, 
achieves most Tier II requirements and presents community benefits not even conceived of in the City’s’ 
PUD ordinance thus resulting in a superior development that could not be achieved through 
conventional zoning. 
 
Please let us know if your team requires additional information or has any questions.  We are grateful 
for the opportunity to continue our collaboration with the City and stakeholders.   
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
Rebecca Leonard, FAICP, PLA, CNU-A 
Founder and CEO 
Rebecca@lionheartplaces.com 
 
Attachments included: 
Zoning Application, Property Description, and Restrictive Covenants 
Reviewer Comment Log 
Superiority Table 
Code Modifications Table 
Exhibits 

mailto:Rebecca@lionheartplaces.com


Drainage Study 
ERI 
Associated Permit Files as Requested 
Tax Plat Maps 
Carbon Impact Statement 
Integrated Pest Management Plan 
Draft Water and Wastewater SER  
Shared Parking and TDM 
Tax Certificates 

CC: 
Project and Ownership Team 
Pat Oles
Milo Burdette
John Schaefer
Zain Sayed
David Armbrust 
Jewels Cai
Joseph Longar
Bobak Tehrany
Steven Baumgartner
Bronson Johnson
Reviewing Agencies 
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), Reed.Smith@txdot.gov; william.semora@txdot.gov 
Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Lawrence.Deeter@capmetro.org; 
Mark.Herrera@capmetro.org   

Surrounding Environmental and Neighborhood Organizations 

Barton Hills-Horseshoe Bend (Barton Hills Neighborhood Association):  president@bartonhills.org and 
Peter Hess 
Barton Oaks Neighborhood Association: Chris Lehman
Barton View Neighborhood Association: info@bartonview.net and Terrence R Cowan 
Save Barton Creek Association: SBCA@savebartoncreek.org and Angela Richter 
angela@savebartoncreek.org   
Save Our Springs Alliance: notices@sosalliance.org and Bobby Levinski bobby@sosalliance.org 
South Austin Neighborhood Alliance: Ken Jacob 
South Lamar Neighborhood Association: Andrea Freiburger 
South Manchaca Neighborhood Plan Contact Team: David Foster  
Southern Oaks Neighborhood Association: Kevin Cruser 
Southwood Neighborhood Association: Joan Owens j  
Western Trails Group: Leann Land    
Western Trails Neighborhood Association: wtnaboard@gmail.com and Meenah Hulsen 
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mailto:angela@savebartoncreek.org
mailto:notices@sosalliance.org
mailto:bobby@sosalliance.org
mailto:krjacob@earthlink.net
mailto:andrea.freiburger@yahoo.com
mailto:david.k1971.foster@gmail.com
mailto:kevincruser@hotmail.com
mailto:joan.owens.hm@sbcglobal.net
mailto:lland@epura.com
mailto:wtnaboard@gmail.com
mailto:meenah@hulsenmedia.com


Westgate Neighborhood Plan Contact Team: WestgateNPCT@gmail.com and Karen Kalergis 
Zilker Neighborhood Association: zna@zilkerneighborhood.org and David Piper  

mailto:WestgateNPCT@gmail.com
mailto:karen.kalergis@gmail.com
mailto:zna@zilkerneighborhood.org
mailto:dpiper8866@att.net
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Brodie site superiority is anchored in our commitment to a robust set of performance standards. At the foundation of 

these standards is a commitment to several third-party sustainability rating system certifications, including: 

1. U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) LEED Neighborhood Development (LEED ND) 

a. Track development-wide performance using latest applicable version of the LEED ND. 

b. Integrate LEED ND into interdisciplinary site design and systems selection. 

c. Commit to full LEED ND submission after PUD approval.  Brodie is formally registered with LEED ND 

as of 9/22/2021. 

2. U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) SITES 

a. Track site design performance using latest applicable version of the SITES. 

b. Integrate SITES into interdisciplinary site design and systems selection. 

c. Commit to SITES Silver certification for Parkland. 

3. Austin Energy Green Building (AEGB) Star Rating System 

a. Track and Certify each building to meet 3-star minimum requirement utilizing the applicable version 

of the Commercial Rating system. Aspire to 4-stars. 

b. Tracking all buildings on-site utilizing the AEGB Commercial OR Multi-family Rating system. 

c. Build regular touchpoints with Austin Energy as partnership in advancing missions and finding 

increased opportunities for shared benefit. 

4. Other Third-Party Rating Systems  

a. In early design of residential building projects, the design teams will be encouraged to explore 

PassiveHouse, a process and protocol for low-energy construction standard.  

b. Brodie is also exploring WELL Building and Community Standards. Administered by the International 

Well Building Institute, these systems support health and well-being across all aspects and areas of 

building design and construction and community life. 

In addition to pursuing third-party sustainability rating system certifications, Brodie has established a customized set 

of goals and objectives for the project. This will embrace the critical environmental aspects of the site in its South 

Austin context, advance equity, resilience, and climate mitigation as core imperatives, and accelerate City and 

community-level planning efforts. 

Topic PUD Tier 1 PUD Tier 2 Brodie PUD   

Ecology - We meet the highest environmental and ecological standards. 

Ecology | Objective A. Expand Access to the Barton Creek Greenbelt. 

Open Space 2.3.1.C: 

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. 

 

Application to 

Brodie:   

 

Provides open space 

at least 10 percent 

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 

The project is providing – 11.6 acres of open space which is equivalent 

to 45 percent of the developed area (nearly 1.5 times the amount of 

open space required to satisfy Tier 2).  

 

A 75’ to 250’ naturally vegetated buffer is provided within the 

proposed overlook/ trailhead park.  The naturally vegetated area 

minimizes impervious cover; and enhances passive recreation through 

nature trails, seating areas, picnic spaces, and interpretive signage. 

The natural area buffer may include green infrastructure such as SOS 

reirrigation, rain gardens, or other functional green infrastructure.  

Revegetation with native plantings will provide valuable habitat and 

ecosystem services better supporting the transition from urban transit 

supportive development to the Barton Creek Greenbelt. 

 

Brodie is proposing to blend new open space into the existing Barton 

Creek Greenbelt by restoring 6 percent of new open space in Trailhead 

Overlook Park (1.0 acres) using the Hill Country Revegetation 

standard. Another 60 percent (1.0 acres) will be restored to native 

+ 
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Topic PUD Tier 1 PUD Tier 2 Brodie PUD   

Development 

Tracts: 26.0 

 

20 percent: 5.2 

acres 

existing or planned 

trails, parks, or 

other recreational 

common open space 

in consultation with 

the Director of the 

Parks and 

Recreation 

Department. 

 

Application to 

Brodie:   

 

Requirement for 

Tier 1: 5.2 acres 

With 10 percent 

increase:  7.8 acres 

prairie. The restoration of these areas will include removal of the 

existing surface parking and wall and returning the area back to 

natural grades and revegetating with native and adaptive plants. This 

work may require cuts that exceed 4’ along the edge of the property in 

order to take down the wall which is up to 20’ in some areas. 

 

This open space will include: 

An intentional trailhead to the Barton Creek Greenbelt and Violet 

Crown Trail including trail access, wayfinding, and interpretive 

materials, as well as access to parking and restrooms. This exceeds the 

vision set forth by the City of Austin Trails Master Plan, Austin Parks 

and Recreation Lone-Range Plan, Sidewalk Master Plan and Bicycle 

Path. 

 

Fifty parking spaces reserved for park users and constructed durin 

phase I of park development.  All spaces will be located within 

structured garages at full build-out. 

 

Water quality to meet SOS standards, beneficial reuse, ponds and 

reirrigation area;  

Restored woodland, savannah, and prairie;  

Habitat for birds, insects, amphibians, and reptiles;  

Extensive landscaping throughout; 

Interpretive materials throughout;  

Active trails; 

Nature play;  

Active Recreation; and 

A commitment to maintain all open space in perpetuity. 

Buffer from 

Existing 

Barton Creek 

Greenbelt 

  A 75’ to 250’ naturally vegetated buffer is provided within the 

proposed overlook/ trailhead park.  The naturally vegetated area 

minimizes impervious cover, programming, and improvements to 

provide passive recreation such as soft trails, benches, picnic tables, 

and interpretive signage.  The natural area buffer may include green 

infrastructure such as SOS reirrigation, rain gardens, or other 

functional green infrastructure.  Revegetation with native plantings 

will provide valuable habitat and ecosystem services better supporting 

the transition from urban transit supportive development to the 

Barton Creek Greenbelt. 

+ 

Revegetation   Most of the Brodie site has been highly disturbed since prior to the 

adoption of the Hill Country Roadway Overlay. Brodie will remove 

approximately 36 percent of the existing buildings, surface parking 

areas and other impervious improvements that currently cover the 

site and restore those portions of the site adjacent to the Barton Creek 

Greenbelt back to a naturalized grade, minimizing the need for 

existing or new retaining walls.  

 

The overall site impervious cover will be reduced to a maximum 56.4 

percent impervious - a 36 percent reduction from current conditions. 

 

Brodie is proposing to blend new open space into the existing Barton 

Creek Greenbelt by restoring 6 percent of new open space in Trailhead 

Overlook Park (1.0 acres) using the Hill Country Revegetation 

standard. Another 6 percent (1.0 acres) will be restored to native 

prairie. The restoration of these areas will include removal of the 

existing surface parking and wall and returning the area back to 

+ 
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Topic PUD Tier 1 PUD Tier 2 Brodie PUD   

natural grades and revegetating with native and adaptive plants. This 

work may require cuts that exceed 4’ along the edge of the property in 

order to take down the wall which is up to 20’ in some areas. 

Channel 

Design 

 Uses natural 

channel design 

techniques as 

described in the 

Drainage Criteria 

Manual. 

There are no natural or constructed channels on-site.  

NA 

CWQZ  Removes existing 

impervious cover 

from the Critical 

Water Quality Zone. 

There are no Critical Water Quality Zones on the site. 

 

 
NA 

Riparian 

Restoration 

 Restores riparian 

vegetation in 

existing, degraded 

Critical Water 

Quality Zone areas. 

There are no Critical Water Quality Zones on the site.  

 

 NA 

Drought/Fire 

Tolerance 

  Open space totaling 8.1 acres is located adjacent to the Barton Creek 

Greenbelt. Vertical development is clustered in areas 100’ to 300’ 

away from the Barton Creek Greenbelt. The ordinance speaks to how 

to design buildings that are within 50’ of existing fuel hazards. On the 

Brodie site, buildings are all greater than 50’ from existing fuel. 

Restoration of the open space will consider defensible space.  

+ 

Ecology | Objective B. Decrease Impervious Cover. 

Impervious 

Cover 

(percent of 

net site area) 

 Reduces impervious 

cover by five 

percent below the 

maximum otherwise 

allowed by code or 

includes off-site 

measures that lower 

overall impervious 

cover within the 

same watershed by 

five percent below 

that allowed by 

code. 

 

Clusters impervious 

cover and disturbed 

areas in a manner 

that preserves the 

most 

environmentally 

sensitive areas of 

the site that are not 

otherwise 

protected. 

 

 

Brodie will reduce total impervious cover from approximately 86 

percent net site area to a maximum impervious cover of 56 percent 

net site area, a 36 percent reduction, and comply with the Save Our 

Springs (SOS) Ordinance standards for non-degradation of water 

quality. Brodie is proposing to modify the maximum impervious cover 

allowed by the SOS Ordinance.  We understand that this code 

modification will require a super majority vote of the City Council.   

 

Proposed Maximum Impervious Cover is 56 percent net site area.  

 

Open Space totaling 11.6 acres is located adjacent to the Barton Creek 

Greenbelt.  A 75’ to 250’ naturally vegetated buffer is provided within 

the proposed overlook/ trailhead park.  The naturally vegetated area 

minimizes impervious cover; and enhances passive recreation through 

nature trails, seating areas, picnic spaces, and interpretive signage.   

The natural area buffer may include green infrastructure such as SOS 

reirrigation, rain gardens, or other functional green infrastructure.  

Revegetation with native plantings will provide valuable habitat and 

ecosystem services better supporting the transition from urban transit 

supportive development to the Barton Creek Greenbelt. 

+ 

Porous 

Pavement 

(Non-aquifer 

Recharge) 

 Provides porous 

pavement for at 

least 20 percent or 

more of all paved 

The project will not be requesting this superiority item due to its 

location over the Edwards Aquifer and within the Barton Springs 

Watershed which both restrict direct infiltration of stormwater - 



Brodie Superiority Table 

+ Superior + /- Partial Superiority - No Superiority  

SUBMITTAL DATE: October 31, 2022 Page 4 of 18 PUD CASE #: C814-2021-0099 
 

Topic PUD Tier 1 PUD Tier 2 Brodie PUD   

 areas for non-

pedestrian in non-

aquifer recharge 

areas. 

 

Porous 

Pavement 

(All Paved 

Areas) 

 

 Provides porous 

pavement for at 

least 50 percent or 

more of all paved 

areas limited to 

pedestrian use. 

 

The project will not be requesting this superiority item due to its location over 

the Edwards Aquifer and within the Barton Springs Watershed which both 

restrict direct infiltration of stormwater 

- 

Ecology | Objective C. Improve the Quality of Stormwater Runoff and Recharge. 

Water 

Quality 

Treatment 

(Off-Site) 

 Provides water 

quality treatment 

for currently 

untreated, 

developed off-site 

areas of at least 10 

acres in size. 

There are no off-site areas draining to the site. However, currently 

6.25 acres of the site (63 percent of which is impervious cover) drains 

directly into the Barton Creek Greenbelt. In the planned conditions, 

impervious cover will not drain off-site, but instead through approved 

water quality treatment facilities. 
 

NA 

Water 

Quality 

Treatment 

(On-Site) 

 Provides water 

quality controls 

superior to those 

otherwise required 

by code. 

This site has an existing impervious cover of 86 percent and this 

application proposes to both reduce the impervious cover to 56 

percent net site area and comply with the SOS water quality 

standards. Brodie is meeting the SOS Ordinance pollutant load 

removal requirements through green water quality controls such as 

rainwater harvesting and retention-irrigation. 

In addition, the Brodie PUD is also using the rainwater captured to 

meet cooling tower makeup water and conventional landscape 

irrigation demands.  The Brodie PUD will also use air condition 

condensate wastewater to supplement the rainwater supply.    

+ 

Water 

Quality 

Treatment 

(On-Site) 

 Uses green water 

quality controls as 

described in the 

Environmental 

Criteria Manual to 

treat at least 50 

percent of the water 

quality volume 

required by code. 

This site has an existing impervious cover of 86 percent net site area 

and this application proposes to both reduce the impervious cover to 

56 percent net site area and comply with the SOS water quality 

standards.  

The Brodie PUD proposes to treat 100% of the water quality volume 

using green water quality controls, which will include all or some of 

the following methods:  

1) Retention/Irrigation 

2) Retention/Infiltration 

3) Cooling Tower Makeup water 

4) Conventional Irrigation 

In addition, the Brodie PUD is also use air condition condensate to 

supplement the rainwater supply. 

+ 

Stormwater 

Runoff 

 

 Directs stormwater 

runoff from 

impervious surfaces 

to a landscaped area 

at least equal to the 

total required 

landscape area. 

The Brodie Oaks PUD is located in the Barton Springs Zone and is 

located over the Edwards Aquifer. The SOS Ordinance requires that 

the first water quality control be lined (to not infiltrate into the 

Aquifer) and as such cannot infiltrate into the ground. This Tier 2 

option allowing direct stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces to 

a landscaped area is contrary to the SOS requirement. However, the 

Brodie Oaks PUD will comply with the Tier 2 reuse option by collecting 

rooftop rainwater and A/C condensate wastewater for reuse in 

traditional landscaping irrigation purposes and cooling tower makeup 

water.  

Brodie is committed to satisfying this Tier 2 requirement through the 

methods described above  

+ 
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Topic PUD Tier 1 PUD Tier 2 Brodie PUD   

Primary 

Irrigation 

Source 

 Provides rainwater 

harvesting for 

landscape irrigation 

to serve not less 

than 50 percent of 

the landscaped 

areas. 

 

Code section.  

Brodie will provide a rooftop rainwater harvesting system that will 

serve not less than 50 percent of the landscaped areas where 

irrigation is required. 
 

 

 
+ 

Flood 

Detention/R

etention 

 Provides volumetric 

flood detention as 

described in the 

Drainage Criteria 

Manual. 

The Brodie PUD is proposing a significant reduction of impervious 

cover such that the uncontrolled storm flows at all points leaving the 

site are less than they were in the existing condition, as such no on-

site detention is required.  Please reference the drainage report 

submitted with the original PUD application titled “Brodie Oaks 

Redevelopment Drainage Study” dated April 2021. 

+ 

Floodplain 

Modification 

 Proposes no 

modifications to the 

existing 100-year 

floodplain. 

There are no floodplains on the site, so no floodplain modifications are 

necessary.  
+ 

Waterway 

and CEF 

Setbacks 

 Provides minimum 

50-foot setback for 

at least 50 percent 

of all unclassified 

waterways with a 

drainage area of 32 

acres.  

Provides at least a 

50 percent increase 

in the minimum 

waterway and/or 

critical 

environmental 

feature setbacks 

required by code. 

There are no waterways on-site. Nevertheless, a 75’ to 250’ naturally 

vegetated buffer is provided within the proposed overlook/ trailhead 

park.  The naturally vegetated area minimizes impervious cover; and 

enhances passive recreation through nature trails, seating areas, 

picnic spaces, and interpretive signage.  The natural area buffer may 

include green infrastructure such as SOS reirrigation, rain gardens, or 

other functional green infrastructure.  Revegetation with native 

plantings will provide valuable habitat and ecosystem services better 

supporting the transition from urban transit supportive development 

to the Barton Creek Greenbelt. 

 

The project is requesting a modification to the CEF buffer around 

Airman’s cave. According to analysis performed by Nico Hauwert 

(Airman’s Cave Hydro Study 2021), the cave is approximately 140’ 

below the surface. The project is requesting an encroachment into the 

CEF buffer for the purpose of subsurface parking garages or ponds and 

structural supports of up to 80’ with the condition that at minimum 

20’ of Del Rio Clay remains between any encroachment and the 

vertical extent of the cave. 

 

In addition, a spring was discovered within 150’ of the existing 

developed site.  Brodie will be removing existing impervious cover 

from this area in order to restore the site to natural grades as such we 

are proposing to encroach approximately 50’ for the purpose of 

restoring grades and removing existing impervious cover. 

 

 

 

 

+/- 

Drainage 

Upgrades 

(Off-Site) 

 Provides drainage 

upgrades to off-site 

drainage 

infrastructure that 

does not meet 

current criteria in 

the Drainage or 

No upgrades are needed for the off-site pond and infrastructure due 

mainly to the fact that impervious cover dropped 36 percent and the 

new SOS retention/irrigation and rainwater harvesting systems on-site 

reduced the overall stormwater flow significantly to existing facilities 

downstream, capturing and retaining 100 percent of the water quality 

event. Existing stormwater infrastructure meets Atlas 14 drainage 

criteria. 

+ 

https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/environmental_criteria_manual?nodeId=S1WAQUMA_1.6.0DEGUWAQUCO_1.6.7GRSTWAQUIN_DRAHA
https://library.municode.com/TX/Austin/codes/drainage_criteria_manual?nodeId=S8STMA
https://library.municode.com/TX/Austin/codes/drainage_criteria_manual?nodeId=S8STMA
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT30AUTRCOSURE_CH30-5EN_SUBCHAPTER_AWAQU_ART7REALWA_DIV2PRSPFE_S30-5-281CRENFE
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Environmental 

Criteria Manuals, 

such as storm drains 

and culverts that 

provide a public 

benefit. 

Ecology | Objective D. Enhance Environment Approaches for Building and Site Design. 

Carbon 

Impact 

Statement 

  Since 2017, Carbon Impact Statements have been required for PUDs. 

The Carbon Impact Statement is envisioned as advisory in nature and 

is not intended to trigger any formal development requirements. 

Brodie has committed to 9 points or greater Carbon Impact Statement 

which is considered “Demonstrated Leadership” on the projects 

carbon impact. 

 

+ 

Tree Species 

List 

 Tree plantings use 

Central Texas seed 

stock native and 

with adequate soil 

volume. 

Brodie will use Central Texas seed stock native and with adequate soil 

volume. In addition, Brodie is proposing to blend new open space into 

the existing Barton Creek Greenbelt by restoring 1-acre in Trailhead 

Overlook Park using the Hill Country Revegetation standard. Another 

1-acre will be restored to native prairie. The restoration of these areas 

will include removal of the existing surface parking and wall and 

returning the area back to natural grades and revegetating with native 

and adaptive plants. 

+ 

Non-

Protected 

Trees  

(Up to 18.9”) 

 Preserves 75 

percent of all the 

native caliper 

inches. 

Brodie is preserving 77% of all trees meeting preservation criteria that 

are up to 18.9 caliper inches.  This includes the relocation of 4 trees 

into the newly created parkland on-site. + 

Protected 

Trees 

(19 – 23.9”) 

 Preserves 75 

percent of the 

caliper inches 

associated with 

native protected 

size trees. 

Brodie is preserving 79% of all protected trees meeting preservation 

criteria.  This includes the relocation of 10 trees into the newly created 

parkland on-site.  Brodie is also committed to implementing a tree 

care plan identified in the arborist report to maintain the health of 

trees that are planned to be preserved in the ultimate development. 

 

+ 

Heritage 

Trees 

(greater than 

24”) 

 Preserves all 

heritage trees on-

site.  

Brodie has intentionally designed the site to preserve stands of 

significant trees in place. Brodie commits to preserving all heritage 

trees on-site and meeting the heritage tree ordinance.  This includes 

the relocation of 6 trees into the newly created parkland on-site.  

+ 

Green 

Building 

Program 

 

2.3.1.D: 

Comply with the 

City's Planned Unit 

Development 

Green Building 

Program. 

Provides a rating 

under the Austin 

Green Building 

Program of three 

stars or above. 

Brodie will track and certify each building to meet 3-star minimum 

requirement utilizing the applicable version of the Commercial Rating 

system at the time of design and aspire to 4-stars.  Brodie will provide 

a dependable, low-carbon and adaptable energy strategy for the new 

development. Working closely with partners at Austin Energy, Brodie 

team aims to find optimal energy solutions at building-, site- and 

district-scale.  

 

At building scale, the Brodie design aims to optimize passive design 

strategies through building orientation and massing and façade design 

to find right balance of thermal performance and access to daylight 

and views. The project will investigate Passive House design for the 

residential towers. Building will drive efficiency through high-

performance systems, looking towards radiant cooling and heating 

and energy recovery. Although the team will investigate building-scale 

renewable options for the building, the team sees full potential, while 

balancing other roof-top and façade options, to be less than 3 percent 

of the total site energy.  

+ 
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Topic PUD Tier 1 PUD Tier 2 Brodie PUD   

 

At site scale, the Brodie team is exploring phased centralized district 

cooling and heating alternatives, heat recovery chillers and various 

thermal storage alternatives. Through partnerships with Austin 

Energy, the Brodie team is aiming to provide the right power supply, 

grid-tied solution, and demand management programs to optimize the 

grid as it adapts to growth in the South Austin area. 

Bird-Friendly 

Building 

Design 

  Brodie is committed to bird-friendly architecture and design and are 

currently researching national best practices.  + 

Grow Green 

Landscaping 

2.3.1.H: 

Exceed the 

minimum 

landscaping 

requirements of 

the City Code. 

 Brodie will meet or exceed the landscaping requirements.  

 

Specifically, the Brodie team will restore the native woodland and 

prairie to portions of the site. Brodie is proposing to blend new open 

space into the existing Barton Creek Greenbelt by restoring 6 percent 

of new open space in Trailhead Overlook Park (1.0 acres) using the Hill 

Country Revegetation standard. Another 6 percent (1.0 acres) will be 

restored to native prairie. The restoration of these areas will include 

removal of the existing surface parking and wall and returning the 

area back to natural grades and revegetating with native and adaptive 

plants. This work may require cuts that exceed 4’ along the edge of 

the property in order to take down the wall which is up to 20’ in some 

areas. 

 

A double allée of street trees will be provided on the north side of the 

main Internal Circulator Route which will be dedicated as a public 

easement. The addition of this second row of trees increases the total 

area of the “Planting Zone” from 16 feet for the street section to 21 

feet, an addition of 5’ of planting area.  

+ 

Place - We create a dynamic and diverse mixed-use destination that expresses the character of South Austin. 

Place | Objective A. Deliver Transit-Supportive Densities within Walking Distance of the Transit Stop. 

Building 

Height and 

Density 

  Brodie provides transit-supportive densities within walking distance of 

the high-capacity MetroRapid Route 803 transit stop as called for in 

Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan. Considerations include:  

20-75+ jobs/acre within walking distance of transit stop is ideal for 

transit supportive densities according to a study in the Transportation 

Research Record. The plan has 54 jobs/acre in our development. The 

requested height is critical to achieving this density of jobs.  

50 - 75 DU/acre within walking distance of transit stop is ideal for 

transit supportive densities according to the City of Austin TOD 

ordinance. The plan has 54 DU/acre in our development. This is on the 

low end of this range. The requested height is critical to achieving this 

density of housing units.  

TOD’s approved in the city are allowing 360’ heights and the Brodie 

team is asking for much less. 

The site is not visible from Barton Creek. The Brodie team has 

documented in photographs the entire trail and the bed of the creek.  

+ 

Place | Objective B. Define Expectations for an “Activity Center in an Environmentally Sensitive Area”. 

Art  Provides art 

approved by the Art 

in Public Places 

Program in open 

spaces, either by 

providing the art 

directly or by 

Brodie anticipates an artful and vibrant environment within open 

spaces and streetscapes and has identified a minimum of two 

locations for the incorporation of locally sourced public art. See Exhibit 

I: Brodie Art Master Plan.  

 

+ 
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contributing to the 

City’s Art in Public 

Places Program or a 

successor program. 

Brodie will commit to a minimum of $50,000 in art installations.  

Brodie will commit to a minimum of $25,000 that will be spent on art 

installations in Phase I See Exhibit I: Brodie Art Master Plan. 

 

Brodie will commit to 10,000SF of the planned retail space at 60% of 

market rents for artists.  Lease rates will return to market rate and 

general retail use 60 days after efforts are made to market the lease to 

artists.  The Economic Development Department and Economic 

Development Corporation will be notified of available discounted 

leases.  

 

Brodie will provide a performance pavilion in the Central Green.  

Brodie will design the Park Street and Central Green to accommodate 

festivals and/or markets.   

Local Small 

Business  

 

 Provides space at 

affordable rates to 

one or more 

independent retail 

or restaurant small 

businesses whose 

principal place of 

business is within 

the Austin 

metropolitan 

statistical area. 

Brodie will encourage existing on-site businesses such as the grocery 

store and food and beverage establishments to become part of the 

new development. As Barshop and Oles has successfully done in their 

retail spaces throughout the city, other local businesses will be 

encouraged to become part of the new development.  Brodie is 

committing to 25% of the retail space reserved for local businesses. + 

Place | Objective C. Create a Vibrant Public Realm. 

Accessibility  Provides for 

accessibility for 

persons with 

disabilities to a 

degree exceeding 

applicable legal 

requirements.  

Brodie will provide a superior level of accessibility on the site including 

the addition of ADA accessible sidewalks on all streets and shared use 

paths within the park space. 

+ 

Great Streets 

 

2.3.2.A: 

Comply with 

Chapter 25-2, 

Subchapter E 

(Design Standards 

and Mixed Use). 

Complies with City's 

Great Streets 

Program, or a 

successor program. 

Applicable only to 

commercial, retail, 

or mixed-use 

development that is 

not subject to the 

requirements of 

Chapter 25-2, 

Subchapter E 

(Design Standards 

and Mixed Use). 

Please see Exhibit E- Brodie Transportation Plan. The dimensions 
shown were based on the recently approved Transportation Criteria 
Manual but adjusted based on guidance from national expert Jeff 
Speck. The roadways in the Brodie plan are not public so there is no 
requirement here. 

The plan meets or exceeds Subchapter E- Great Streets Standards, 
with the following modifications: 

• The Clear Zone in the Code calls for 14’ total across the 
street section. The Brodie plan is providing 25’ total across 
the street section of pedestrian and raised bicycling space.  

• The Planting Zones in the Code calls for 16’ total across the 
street section, whereas the Brodie plan provides 21’ total 
across the street section. The plan has also increased the 
overall number of planting zones from 2 to 3, therefore the 
site will have 30 percent more trees.  

• All utilities will be located underground.  

+ 

Sidewalks 

and Building 

Placement 

2.3.2.B: 

Inside the urban 

roadway boundary 

depicted in Figure 

 Please see Exhibit E- Brodie Transportation Plan. Pedestrian and 

bicycle safety and enjoyment is paramount to Brodie. The following 

strategies were employed:   
+ 
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2, Subchapter E of 

Chapter 25-2 

(Design Standards 

and Mixed Use), 

follow the sidewalk 

standards in 

Section 2.2.2., 

Subchapter E, 

Chapter 25-2 (Core 

Transit Corridors: 

Sidewalks and 

Building Placement) 

Sidewalks, pedestrian clear zones, planting areas and supplemental 

zones will meet or exceed requirements associated with Core Transit 

Corridors and Internal Circulation Routes. Enhanced shade will be 

provided in the form of street trees or shade structures on all streets 

and a double row of trees on one side of the street will create superior 

shade elements. 

Brodie will construct all back of curb improvements including bicycle 

and pedestrian accommodations and transit stop improvements 

compliant with the South Lamar Blvd 2016 Mobility Bond plan 

requirements and dedicate any space, right-of-way, or easement, 

necessary for such improvements.  

A public access easement will be provided for all private streets within 

the site.  

Brodie will provide pedestrian and bicycle connection to adjacent 

residential development such as the Retreat at Barton Creek. 

All buildings will have direct pedestrian connections from entrances to 

adjacent streets. 

Brodie will provide an intentional trailhead to the Barton Creek 

Greenbelt and Violet Crown Trail including trail access, wayfinding, 

and interpretive materials, as well as access to parking and restrooms. 

This exceeds the vision set forth by the City of Austin Trails Master 

Plan, Austin Parks and Recreation Lone-Range Plan, Sidewalk Master 

Plan and Bicycle Path.  The project team is in conversations with the 

Save Barton Creek Association, Hill Country Conservancy and other 

trail building entities and will seek any applicable code modifications 

as may be required in order to provide a trail connection from the 

project to the regional trail system. The project is currently working 

with local organizations like the Save Barton Creek Association to 

explore how the project can support the ongoing maintenance of a 

trail connection to the Barton Creek and regional Violet Crown trail 

systems. 

The high-capacity MetroRapid Route 803 transit stop will be 

integrated into the project.  

All curb cuts will be placed on side streets to allow for greatest 

pedestrian movement on S. Lamar Boulevard and the Internal 

Circulator Route.  

Connections between the site and adjacent arterials and highways 

occur no more frequently than every 400 feet. 

At least 80 percent of the provided parking is underground or within a 

parking structure.  

Additional improvements will be encouraged in buildings such as 

shower and locker facilities for employees and increased indoor 

bicycle parking.  

Pedestrian 

Uses on 

Ground Floor 

2.3.2.C: 

Contain pedestrian-

oriented uses as 

defined in Section 

25-2-691(C) 

(Waterfront 

Overlay District 

Uses) on the first 

floor of a multi-

story commercial 

or mixed-use 

building. 

 Brodie will have approximately 140,000 square feet of retail and 

restaurants. These will be primarily focused on the Central Green and 

the Internal Circulation Route. The remaining frontages on the Internal 

Circulator Route, Park Street and main entrances will be activated with 

residential uses that have main entrances oriented onto the street, 

individual unit entrances and stoops, art, amenity space, plazas, or 

other active uses.  

 

+ 
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Building 

Design 

 Exceeds the 

minimum points 

required by the 

Building Design 

Options of Section 

3.3.2. of Chapter 25-

2, Subchapter E 

(Design Standards 

and Mixed Use). 

Brodie is modifying aspects of Subchapter E to respond to specific site 

conditions and will ultimately provide a building design that meets and 

exceeds the design standards of Section 3.3.2 Subchapter E.  

 

+/- 

Parking 

Structure 

Frontage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 In a commercial or 

mixed-use 

development, at 

least 75 percent of 

the building 

frontage of all 

parking structures is 

designed for 

pedestrian-oriented 

uses as defined in 

Section 25-2-691(C) 

(Waterfront Overlay 

District Uses) in 

ground floor spaces. 

Brodie will design at least 75 percent of the building frontage of all 

parking structures along the Internal Circulator Route for pedestrian 

oriented uses. In addition, even upper floors of the parking structure 

will be wrapped with land uses to limit views of parking garage façade 

from the Internal Circulator Route.  

 

Special treatments such as false facades, vertical art or green walls will 

be utilized on parking garages visible from Loop 360 and S. Lamar 

Boulevard to enhance the aesthetic of the site.  

 

Brodie will provide solar power shading devices in parking lots.  

 

 

 

+ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Parkland 

Dedication 

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 

 Total Parkland Required: 29.6 acres 

Total Minimum Parkland Provided:  8.9 acres (See Parkland Credit 

Calculations) 

Remainder is in Fee-in-Lieu 

 

Other:  

The original Barton Creek Plaza development dedicated approximately 

84.3-acres of parkland in 1981 to the City of Austin. After including the 

additional 8.9 acres of credited Private Parkland from the current 

project, the total parkland contribution is 91.9 acres, which is 57 

percent of the total original 167-acre Barton Creek Plaza Development 

site. 

+ 
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governmental 

entity. 

 

(C)The 15 percent 

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.  

Parkland 

Development 

  Brodie will develop, operate, and maintain all open space on-site. 

Brodie is committing to exceed the 2021 Park Development Fee by 

$700 for both residential and hotel units. 

 

Other:  The Brodie project has committed to Exhibit D- Brodie Park 

and Open Space Plan as well as Exhibit H- Brodie Phasing Plan.  

 

The project is currently working with local organizations like the Hill 

Country Conservancy, Save Barton Creek Association, and Austin Parks 

Foundation to explore how the project can support the construction 

and ongoing maintenance of a trail connection to the Barton Creek 

and regional Violet Crown Trail systems.   

 

The project will commit to achieving SITES Silver Certification for 

Parks. 

+ 

Public 

Facilities 

2.3.1.G: 

Provide for public 

facilities and 

services that are 

adequate to 

support the 

proposed 

development 

including school, 

fire protection, 

emergency service, 

and police facilities. 

 As an infill project, the improvements in Brodie will provide increased 

tax revenue to the City on an ongoing basis without adding any new 

land into its service area, helping fund public services in this area and 

across the City. This will help pay for additional expenditures approved 

by voters in recent years including Project Connect and the Corridor 

Program.  

 

Brodie proposes to include the following public facilities: 

1) 11.6 acres of developed parkland expanding the Barton 

Creek Greenbelt and adding a new trailhead to enhance 

access to this destination space;  

 

2) A variety of new private streets with public access 

easements and trails achieving connectivity for all modes of 

transportation and including a lively, attractive pedestrian 

and bicycle environment; expanding and connecting open 

spaces to and along the Barton Creek Greenbelt;  

 

3) Implementation of an activity center and community 

destination in South Austin with active and passive 

recreational opportunities;  

 

4) A new location and enhancement to the high-capacity 

MetroRapid Route 803 transit stop along S. Lamar Boulevard 

including an upgraded bus stop, shady, wide sidewalks from 

the bus stop to the core of the development, transit 

supportive densities and mixed-use development. 

+ 
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5) Brodie shall provide a 9,000 to 11,000 Square foot 

unfinished space within the level of discharge (“ground 

floor”) and floor above of a building located upon Block 6, 

Block 8, or Block 9 to be used as a Fire/EMS station as shown 

in Exhibit C (PAGE 5). The Fire/EMS station shall include a 

private convenience stair, an external wall, adequate space 

on the level of discharge for apparatus bays and appropriate 

apron for Fire/EMS apparatus, and adhere to Austin Fire 

Department (AFD) and Austin Travis-County EMS (ATCEMS) 

design standards.  

The unfinished space will be provided at no rental cost to 

AFD/ATCEMS in a 40 year building lease with a unilateral 40 

year right to renew. Any foreclosure or sale of the building 

will require the lender or buyer to honor the lease. Ongoing 

costs of operating the space (utilities, maintenance, repair, 

etc.) will be at the expense of AFD/ATCEMS. All property 

taxes and building overhead costs will be at the expense of 

the building owner, unless the space is conveyed to the City 

of Austin in lieu of a lease. AFD/ATCEMS will be permitted to 

operate, use, and maintain necessary facilities and 

equipment as needed to conduct daily operations. 

Final selection of the location must be approved by the 

Austin Fire Department, Austin-Travis County EMS, the 

Development Services Department, and the Developer. 

Every effort will be made to provide access at a controlled 

intersection, with a preference for direct access to Lamar 

Blvd. The location will be finalized prior to the submission of 

any building permit applications beyond those representing 

a cumulative total of 40% of all building square footage 

within the entire PUD development. The lease will be 

executed and/or the space will be conveyed prior to 55% of 

certificates of occupancy for the development having been 

issued. 

Place | Objective D. Express the Culture of Southwest Austin. 

Neighborhoo

d Plans and 

Historic 

Compatibility 

2.3.1.E: 

Be consistent with 

applicable 

neighborhood 

plans, 

neighborhood 

conservation 

combining district 

regulations, historic 

area, and landmark 

regulations, and 

compatible with 

adjacent property 

and land uses. 

 There are no applicable neighborhood plans, neighborhood 

conservation combining district regulations, historic areas, or 

landmark regulations for the property. The site is within the S. Lamar 

Boulevard Combined Neighborhood Planning Area (Barton Hills) which 

does not have a City Council approved neighborhood plan. 

 

Brodie has placed compatible land uses (i.e., parks) adjacent to the 

adjoining Barton Creek Greenbelt and higher heights and densities 

adjacent to surrounding highways. A 75’ to 250’ naturally vegetated 

buffer is provided within the proposed overlook/ trailhead park.  The 

naturally vegetated area minimizes impervious cover; and enhances 

passive recreation through nature trails, seating areas, picnic spaces, 

and interpretive signage. The natural area buffer may include green 

infrastructure such as SOS reirrigation, rain gardens, or other 

functional green infrastructure.  Revegetation with native plantings 

will provide valuable habitat and ecosystem services better supporting 

the transition from urban transit supportive development to the 

Barton Creek Greenbelt. 

+ 

Architectural

, historical, 

2.3.1.K: Preserves historic 

structures, 

There are no identified historic structures or landmarks on this site. 

 
+ 
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cultural, and 

archeological 

areas 

 

Historic 

Preservation 

Protect, enhance, 

and preserve areas 

that include 

structures or sites 

that are of 

architectural, 

historical, 

archaeological, or 

cultural 

significance. 

landmarks, or other 

features to a degree 

exceeding applicable 

legal requirements. 

Brodie will provide an intentional trailhead to the Barton Creek 

Greenbelt and Violet Crown Trail, which is of cultural significance, 

including trail access, wayfinding, and interpretive materials, as well as 

access to parking and restrooms. This exceeds the vision set forth by 

the City of Austin Trails Master Plan, Austin Parks and Recreation 

Lone-Range Plan, Sidewalk Master Plan and Bicycle Path. 

 

The construction of a formal and universally accessible trailhead may 

reduce the pressure on other informal access points in neighborhoods 

and under MoPac (Loop 1) so that they may be redesigned to mitigate 

for community and environmental impacts.  

Connection - We link the site to its surroundings and create more access to the site for all. 

Connection | Objective A. Prioritize Walking and Bicycling Modes of Transportation. 

Transportati

on 

 Provides bicycle 

facilities that 

connect to existing 

or planned bicycle 

routes or provides 

other multi-modal 

transportation 

features not 

required by code. 

Brodie will provide a series of bicycle facilities for all types of users 

along the private streets with public access easements and will 

provide a shared use path adequate for recreational cycling that will 

connect through the site and to off-site trail networks.  

 

All private streets within the project will be within a public access 

easement. 

 

Pedestrian and bicycle safety and enjoyment is paramount to Brodie. 

The following strategies were employed:   

Sidewalks, pedestrian clear zones, planting areas and supplemental 

zones will meet or exceed requirements associated with Core Transit 

Corridors and Internal Circulation Routes. Shade will be provided in 

the form of street trees or shade structures on all streets.  

A Shared Use Path and sidewalk along S. Lamar Boulevard will be built 

to Core Transit Corridor standards.   

A public access easement will be provided for all private streets within 

the site.  

Brodie will provide pedestrian and bicycle connection to adjacent 

residential development such as the Retreat at Barton Creek. 

All buildings will have direct pedestrian connections from entrances to 

adjacent streets. 

Brodie will provide an intentional trailhead to the Barton Creek 

Greenbelt and Violet Crown Trail including trail access, wayfinding, 

and interpretive materials, as well as access to parking and restrooms. 

This exceeds the vision set forth by the City of Austin Trails Master 

Plan, Austin Parks and Recreation Lone-Range Plan, Sidewalk Master 

Plan and Bicycle Path. 

The high-capacity MetroRapid Route 803 transit stop will be 

integrated into the project.  

Internal utility lines will be in drive aisles or Internal Circulation 

Routes, rather than under parking areas.  

All curb cuts will be placed on side streets to allow for greatest 

pedestrian movement on S. Lamar Boulevard and the Internal 

Circulator Route.  

Connections between site and adjacent arterials and highways occur 

no more frequently than every 400 feet. 

At least 80 percent of the provided parking is underground or within a 

parking structure.  

Additional improvements will be encouraged in buildings such as 

shower and locker facilities for employees and increased indoor 

bicycle parking. 

+ 
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Connection | Objective B. Make Strong Connections to Public Transit. 

Connectivity  2.3.1.I: 

Provide for 

appropriate 

transportation and 

mass transit 

connections to 

areas adjacent to 

the PUD district 

and mitigation of 

adverse cumulative 

transportation 

impacts with 

sidewalks, trails, 

and roadways. 

 Brodie will deliver an attractive, walkable, and sustainable 

development pattern around the existing high-capacity MetroRapid 

Route 803 transit stop that maximizes Capital Metro's system 

ridership and offers Austin residents ample vibrant housing choices 

and convenient access to jobs, services, and diverse amenities. 

 

Improvements will include an enhanced bus stop; compact, mixed-use 

development; public realm improvements such as shade, street 

furniture, pedestrian-scale lighting; pedestrian and bicycle 

connections and enhanced crossings; sidewalk improvements; and 

wayfinding – all recommendations from Capital Metro's TOD Priority 

Tool that identifies the Brodie Oaks Station as an opportunity for 

redevelopment as a Transit Oriented Development around the existing 

high-capacity transit stop. 

 

In addition, the project will help implement the improvements along S. 

Lamar Boulevard identified by the Corridor Program Office extending 

city investments to the intersection of S. Lamar Boulevard and Loop 

360.  

 

The Transportation Impact Analysis is underway and will identify off-

site improvements required by the development. Brodie will provide a 

Traffic Demand Management Plan that will identify techniques 

intended to reduce single-occupancy trips to the site by a minimum of 

25 percent and encourage more transit ridership on Capital Metro’s 

high-capacity MetroRapid Route 803 transit stop located adjacent to 

the site on S. Lamar Boulevard. The final trip reduction numbers will 

be determined through the TDM Process. 

+ 

Connection | Objective C. Embrace High-Quality Vehicular Connections That Serves Need While Encouraging Other Modes. 

Gated 

Roadways 

2.3.1.J: 

Prohibit gated 

roadways. 

 Brodie will prohibit gated roadways and provide a public access 

easement on all private streets and parks. + 

Connection | Objective D. Create an Intentional Trailhead to the Barton Creek Greenbelt. 

Trailhead 

Along Creek 

or 

Waterways 

 Provides publicly 

accessible multi-use 

trail and greenway 

along creek or 

waterway. 

Brodie will provide an intentional trailhead to the Barton Creek 

Greenbelt and Violet Crown Trail including trail access, wayfinding, 

and interpretive materials, as well as access to parking and restrooms. 

This exceeds the vision set forth by the City of Austin Trails Master 

Plan, Austin Parks and Recreation Lone-Range Plan, Sidewalk Master 

Plan and Bicycle Path. 

+ 

Climate - We build resiliency and work towards a zero-carbon, zero-water, and zero-waste development. 

Climate | Objective A. Build a Reliable, Efficient, Low-Cost and Adaptable Energy Network. 

Energy 

Strategy 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brodie will provide a dependable, low-carbon and adaptable energy 

strategy for the new development. Working closely with Austin 

Energy, the Brodie team aims to find optimal energy solutions at 

building-, site- and district-scale. At building scale, the Brodie design 

aims to optimize passive design strategies through building orientation 

and massing and façade design to find right balance of thermal 

performance and access to daylight and views. The project will 

investigate PassiveHaus design for the residential towers. Building will 

drive efficiency through high-performance systems, aggressively 

pursuing energy efficiency measures. At site scale, the Brodie team is 

exploring phased centralized district cooling and heating system, heat 

recovery chillers and various thermal storage alternatives. Through on-

site solar generation with battery back-up generation, the project is 

+ 
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seeking to deploy distributed energy resources to make the site more 

resilient. Through collaboration with Austin Energy, the Brodie team is 

aiming to provide the right power supply, grid-tied distribution, and 

demand management programs to balance the grid as it adapts to 

growth in the South Austin area. 

Climate | Objective B. Treat Water as a Precious Resource. 

Water 

Strategy 

  Brodie, in alignment with the WaterForward plan, will provide building 

and site solutions that treat water as the valuable resource it is. In 

response to the SOS Ordinance and the site's location over the 

Edwards Aquifer, Brodie is taking an aggressive approach in capturing 

all rain from the water quality event to reduce downstream discharges 

providing a large supply for reuse.  

• Roughly 2/3 of the total retained volume will be collected 

from rooftops and combined with condensate from air 

conditioning systems, then conveyed through a set of clean 

water pipes to a central cistern for reuse in evaporative 

cooling towers and landscape irrigation demands.  

• The remaining 1/3 will be captured as stormwater runoff in a 

retention-irrigation system and used in openspace. 

In total, the reuse program will offset 20M gallons of potable water 

consumption per year on average.  

In the event a regulatory pathway becomes available that allows for 

blackwater recycling, the site plan allows flexibility to incorporate 

reuse of treated biological wastewater in future development, as 

required. The centralized approach to rainwater harvesting provides 

plan-readiness in the form of space where additional central 

treatment facilities could be installed to enable expansion of the non-

potable supply. A detailed techno-economic study was performed 

during the planning phase, demonstrating how a district blackwater 

system — which significantly outperforms graywater from a water 

conservation standpoint and could enable the project to approach a 

net zero water outcome — could be deployed. 

+ 

Climate | Objective C. Maximize the Potential of Waste Networks. 

Waste 

Reduction 

  Managing material flows and minimizing waste to landfill are critical 

parts of Brodie. From site-wide aspects of materiality South Austin 

authenticity to low-embodied energy materials and practices, the 

Brodie team aims to create a thoughtful, local, and environmental 

responsive development. The design teams will be encouraged to 

utilize Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) to evaluate structural solutions, 

materiality and finishes that reduce embodied energy and are 

optimized through construction and fabrication processes. Waste 

management will be managed to highest levels during construction as 

well as into operation, with thoughtful waste storage, collection, and 

recycling of materials. Due to the anticipated high volumes of organic 

waste, Brodie also aims to provide comprehensive organic collection 

for off-site compositing. 

+ 

Community - We create a community of residents, workers and visitors that prioritize health and well-being. 

Community | Objective A. Provide a Range of Housing Options for All Income Levels and Ages. 

Affordable 

Housing 

 

 

 According to 

Chapter 25-2, 

Subchapter B, 

Division 5 (Planned 

Unit Development 

Ordinance), the 

baseline affordable 

The project is proposing to meet the 10% of bonus area square 

footage requirement for affordable housing and to incorporate all 

units on site.  Affordable housing units generated from residential 

bonus area will be dispersed throughout the site and all affordable 

housing units generated from non-residential bonus area will be 

accommodated in a standalone Foundation Communities 

+ 
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housing 

requirement for 

PUD developments 

is included below: 

The required 

affordable Rental 

units must be equal 

to 10 percent of the 

bonus area square 

footage. 

The required 

affordable 

Ownership units 

must be equal to 5 

percent of the bonus 

area square footage. 

For non-residential 

developments, $7 

per square foot of 

bonus area may be 

paid in lieu of on-site 

development of 

affordable units. 

development.  Additional detail has been provided with a new Exhibit 

C: Brodie Land Use Plan (Page 3 and 4) 

Community | Objective B. Improve and Protect Air Quality. 

Air Quality   Brodie will thrive to ensure highest quality of indoor and outdoor 

environments. Ventilation systems will be designed to provide 

increased quantities of outdoor air while air monitoring systems will 

ensure balance of air quality with the development’s aggressive 

energy reduction targets. Natural ventilation will be explored in design 

phases for applicable spaces. Beyond building ventilation, source 

control is critical. The Brodie team aims to prioritize healthy products 

and embrace the Healthy Products Declaration (HPD) standard. In 

addition, the construction teams will manage the potential of 

hazardous contaminants into the building during construction. 

+ 

Community | Objective C. Protect Access to Quality Food. 

Access to 

Food 

  Ensuring access to healthy and affordable food is critical to Austin’s 

sustainability and resiliency. The Brodie team aims to work with all 

restaurants, supermarkets, and retailers to ensure a wide range of 

affordable, healthy, local, and sustainable food options. The Brodie 

team embraces the work of the City’s Office of Sustainability and 2018 

State of the Food System Report, namely, to increase sales of locally 

produced food and expand access to fresh, healthy, and affordable 

food for everyone, and reduce the amount of wasted food. The 

development is exploring the implementation of a weekly local 

produce delivery program available on an elective basis to employees 

or residents of the building as well as a local produce purchasing policy 

for the buildings’ restaurants, cafés, and cafeterias. 

+ 

Community | Objective D. Improve Community Health Indicators. 

Community 

Health 

  As a development of this size, scale, and influence, The Brodie team 

has an opportunity and a responsibility to meaningfully contribute to a 

healthier Austin for all. Brodie will work through design and 

operations utilizing the WELL Building and Community standards to 

ensure health and well-being are front and center to shape our built 

environments. The Brodie team will also look to city-wide tracking 

efforts such as the work done through the city. Health indicators in the 

+ 
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Austin area are dependent on a variety of social, economic, and 

geographic factors. Brodie aims to ensure these factors are being 

communicated to our tenants and actively working to advance 

positive outcomes with respect to overall physical and mental health, 

chronic diseases, and access to health insurance.  

Community | Objective E. Increase Digital Connectivity. 

Digital 

Connectivity 

  Brodie thrives for equitable access to open space, art, culture, and 

community amenities and programs. This commitment bridges both 

the built as well as the digital worlds. The Brodie team aims to ensure 

a high-quality digital network providing equitable connectivity to 

tenants and visitors. Also, the Brodie team believes that informed 

citizens make empowered citizens for change. The Brodie team aims 

to leverage our collected data as well as local public data in open and 

accessible platforms for public consumption. 

+ 

Other 

General 2.3.1.A: 

Meet the 

objectives of the 

City Code. 

Complies with 

current City of 

Austin Code instead 

of asserting 

entitlement to 

follow older code 

provisions by 

application of law or 

agreement. 

Brodie is complying with current City of Austin Code except where 

modified by this PUD.  

 

+ 

General  2.3.1.F: 

Provide for 

environmental 

preservation and 

protection relating 

to air quality, water 

quality, trees, 

buffer zones and 

greenbelt areas, 

critical 

environmental 

features, soils, 

waterways, 

topography, and 

the 

natural/traditional 

character of the 

land. 

 

 Brodie provides for superior environmental preservation and 

protection by: 

• Reducing impervious cover from 85 percent net site area to 

56 percent net site area. 

• Complying with SOS water quality standards. 

• Eliminating the nearly 6 acres of untreated runoff from 

buildings and parking currently draining directly into the 

Barton Creek Greenbelt.   

• Dedicating approximately 11.6 acres (approximately 1/3) of 

site as active public open space/parkland. 

• Designating 10 percent of the “bonus” area of both 

residential and nonresidential square feet for affordable 

housing on-site regardless of ownership or for rent. 

• Constructing a designated trailhead and connection to the 

Barton Creek Greenbelt with signage, trash disposal, and 

parking. 

• Creating a shared-use path for approximately 2,500 feet and 

extending from S. Lamar Boulevard to the Park Road that 

will run along the park’s edge and be used for mobility and 

recreation. 

• Providing transit supportive densities of jobs and residences 

within walking distance of the new Capital Metro transfer 

station. 

• Concentrating density at the designated Imagine Austin 

Comprehensive Plan Activity Center and high-capacity 

transit stop. 

+ 

General 2.3.1.B: 

Provide for 

development 

standards that 

achieve equal or 

 Brodie will provide for the preservation and enhancement of the 

natural environment within and immediately adjacent to the subject 

property, along the Barton Creek Greenbelt. The restoration of these 

areas will include removal of the existing surface parking and wall and 

+ 



Brodie Superiority Table 

+ Superior + /- Partial Superiority - No Superiority  

SUBMITTAL DATE: October 31, 2022 Page 18 of 18 PUD CASE #: C814-2021-0099 
 

Topic PUD Tier 1 PUD Tier 2 Brodie PUD   

greater consistency 

with the goals in 

Section 1.1 

(General Intent) 

than development 

under the 

regulations in the 

Land Development 

Code.  

Section 1.1 says, 

“This division 

provides the 

procedures and 

minimum 

requirements for a 

planned unit 

development (PUD) 

zoning district to 

implement the 

goals of preserving 

the natural 

environment, 

encouraging high 

quality 

development and 

innovative design, 

and ensuring 

adequate public 

facilities and 

services. The 

Council intends 

PUD district zoning 

to produce 

development that 

achieves these 

goals to a greater 

degree than and 

that is therefore 

superior to 

development under 

conventional 

zoning and 

subdivision 

regulations.” 

returning the area back to natural grades and revegetating with native 

and adaptive plants.  

Brodie is a high-quality, mixed-use development promoting innovative 

design in keeping with the South Austin character. The plan will offer a 

live, work and play environment and will undoubtedly become a 

beloved South Austin gathering place.  

Brodie will provide a dense mixed-use development transforming 

approximately 21-acres acres of surface parking lots and drive aisles 

and approximately 8-acres of single use office and retail buildings to a 

vibrant neighborhood and destination for South Austin.  

Brodie will reduce greenhouse gases by providing a true transit-

oriented development taking advantage of Capital Metro’s adjacent 

bus stop for the MetroRapid route number 803. The project will 

construct a new high-capacity MetroRapid Route 803 transit stop that 

meets or exceeds Capital Metro’s requirements and integrate the stop 

into the development by providing comfortable waiting areas, easy 

access for bicycles and pedestrians, and urban amenities. 

The density and height proposed for Brodie enable the project to meet 

the vision established in Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan of an 

“Activity Center for Redevelopment in Sensitive Environmental Areas” 

including state-of-the-art development practices to improve 

stormwater retention and water quality flowing into the Edwards 

Aquifer Recharge Zone and Barton Creek Zone. Brodie will provide an 

environmentally superior project that complies with the SOS Water 

Quality Standards. 

PUD size and 

uniqueness 

2.3.1.L: 

Include at least 10 

acres of land, 

unless the property 

is characterized by 

special 

circumstances, 

including unique 

topographic 

constraints. 

 At 37.6 acres, Brodie exceeds the 10-acre minimum. 

+ 
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THE ORIGINAL CODE HAS BEEN PROVIDED IN THE “PROPOSED PUD REGULATION” COLUMN IN BLACK, WITH 

MODIFIED OR REMOVED TEXT HIGHLIGHTED IN RED AND UNDERLINED.  

0BCODE SECTION 1BPROPOSED PUD REGULATION 2BJUSTIFICATION 

3BGeneral   

25-1-21 – 

Definitions. (11) 

Modify: BLOCK means one or more lots, tracts, or parcels of land 

bounded by streets (public or private), 30’ wide or larger pedestrian 

paseo or courtyard with a minimum 12’ sidewalk or trail, public or 

private park space/open space, easement, or plaza space, railroads, 

or subdivision boundary lines. 

Creative use of open space, parks, and 

plazas will be used throughout the 

development to achieve maximum 

walkability, connectivity, and value for 

the development. The existing Brodie 

Oaks Shopping Center site is currently 

limited in vehicular connectivity as it is 

surrounded by dedicated parkland or 

TxDOT ROW. The project will utilize 

enhanced bicycle and pedestrian 

connectivity to the parkland to define 

blocks adjacent to the parkland. 

25-1-21 – 

Definitions 

Modify: GROSS FLOOR AREA means the total enclosed area of all 

floors in a building with a clear height of more than six feet, 

measured to the outside surface of the exterior walls. The term 

includes loading docks and excludes atria airspace, parking facilities, 

parking structures, driveways, and enclosed loading berths and off-

street maneuvering areas. 

 

Vehicular facilities were never 

anticipated to be included in gross floor 

areas. It is desirable to clarify that 

parking structures are excluded from 

gross floor area as originally intended.  

 

25-1-21 – 

Definitions 

 

Addition: OPEN SPACE (OS) means the areas identified as Parks and 

Open Space on Exhibit C- Brodie Land Use Plan. 

Designated Parks and Open Space are 

intended as a buffer providing enhanced 

accessibility and vistas into the Barton 

Creek Greenbelt. 

25-1-21 – 

Definitions. (105) 

 

 

Modify: SITE means a contiguous area intended for development, or 

the area on which a building has been proposed to be built or has 

been built. A site may not cross a public street or right-of-way. A 

site within the Brodie boundary may cross a private street with 

public access easements. 

 

 

The Brodie boundary is 37.6 acres and 

will be split into multiple tracts by 

private streets with public access 

easements. Flexibility for a site to cross a 

public or private street is needed to 

create a unified design throughout the 

entirety of the development. 

 

 

4BZoning   

25-2, Subchapter 

B, Article 2, 

Subpart C, 

Section 3.2.2. (C) 

(Residential Uses) 

Remove: (C) for multifamily development, the maximum floor to 

area ratio; 

To remain compact and connected, the 

primary criteria for density shall be 

based on a contribution to overall 

impervious coverage, unit count and 

height maximums. Floor-to-area ratios 

do not apply to this development. 
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25-2, Subchapter 

B, Article 2, 

Subpart C, 

Section 3.2.3. (B) 

(Nonresidential 

Uses) 

Remove: (B) the maximum floor area ratio, which may not be 

greater than the maximum floor to area ratio permitted in the most 

restrictive base zoning district in which proposed use is permitted; 

 

 

 

 

 

  

To remain compact and connected, the 

primary criteria for density shall be 

based on a contribution to overall 

impervious coverage, unit count and 

height maximums.  Floor-to-area ratios 

apply by Land Use Area, but not on a 

parcel-by-parcel basis. 

 

 

 

 

Modify: (D) the minimum front yard and street side yard setbacks, 

shall be modified as stated in Exhibit C- Brodie Land Use Plan which 

must be not less than the greater of:  

1. 25 feet for a front yard, and 15 feet for a street side yard; or  

2. those required by Subchapter C, Article 10 (Compatibility 

Standards); 

 

Building locations shall conform with an 

urban development located along a high-

capacity transit corridor. 

25-2, Subchapter 

B, Article 2, 

Subpart B, 

Section 2.5.2.B – 

Requirements for 

Exceeding 

Baseline. 

 

Modify: (B). the developer:  

1. for developments with residential units, provides contract 

commitments and performance guarantees that provide affordable 

housing meeting or exceeding the requirements of Section 2.5.3 

(Requirements for Rental Housing) and Section 2.5.4 (Requirements 

for Ownership Housing); or  

2. for developments with no residential units, either provide 

contract commitments and performance guarantees that provide 

affordable housing meeting or exceeding the requirements of 

Section 2.5.3 ( Requirements for Rental Housing ) and Section 2.5.4 

( Requirements for Ownership Housing ) within the boundaries of 

the Brodie PUD OR provides the amount established under Section 

2.5.6 ( In Lieu Donation ) for each square foot of bonus square 

footage above the baseline to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund to 

be used for producing or financing affordable housing, as 

determined by the Director of the Neighborhood Housing and 

Community Development Department. 

The exact size and density of the future 

development will be contingent on the 

market. The Brodie PUD is committed to 

meeting affordability requirements for 

both residential and non-residential 

buildings and would like the option to 

meet affordability requirements in non-

residential buildings within another 

building on the site.  

25-2-491 – 

Permitted, 

Conditional, And 

Prohibited Uses 

Modify: (A) Exhibit C- Brodie Land Use Plan The table in Subsection 

(C) provides the permitted uses for the property. 

Brodie is planned to be more mixed-use 

than the base zoning district would 

allow. 

25-2-492 – Site 

Development 

Regulations 

Modify: (A) The table in Subsection (C) provides the permitted and 

conditional uses for each base district. "P" means a use is a 

permitted use, "C" means a use is a conditional use, and "X" means 

a use is prohibited. Endnotes provide additional information. Exhibit 

C- Brodie Land Use Plan establishes the principal site development 

regulations. 

The Brodie PUD is proposing denser and 

more compact uses along S. Lamar 

Boulevard and Loop 360 frontages to 

minimize impervious cover. To achieve 

this goal, it is necessary to have more 

flexibility in the minimum setbacks and 

development standards in the Brodie 

PUD. 
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25-2 - Subchapter 

E Sec 2.2.1 B 

Modify: The roadway with the highest level of priority adjacent to 

the lot or site is considered the "principal street" for purposes of 

this Subchapter. For a lot or site that is adjacent to more than one 

roadway of equal priority, the development shall be subject to the 

standards associated with the roadway with the highest level of transit 

service. The priority street for the Brodie PUD is the Internal 

Circulator Route. If the roadways do not have transit service or the 

level of transit service is equal, the roadway designated by the lot 

owner.   

For large sites subject to Section 2.2.5. or for sites abutting more 

than one roadway type, the Sidewalk and Supplemental Zone 

requirements (but not the Building Placement and Parking 

requirements) shall apply along all abutting streets or the Internal 

Circulation Route frontages, with the applicable requirements 

determined by the roadway type.  

S. Lamar Boulevard is predominantly a 

TXDOT ROW and functions more as an 

on-ramp for Loop 360 in this location. 

The character of this roadway in this 

location does not lend itself to the 

active, vibrant, and high-quality 

pedestrian environment that is desired 

by the Brodie PUD. 

The Brodie PUD is planning extensive 

improvements along S. Lamar Boulevard 

to include sidewalks, a transit stop, and 

street trees. In addition to streetscape 

elements, Exhibit E: Brodie 

Transportation Plan includes an exhibit 

with commitments to pedestrian 

oriented uses on the ground floor for 

portions of the frontage along S. Lamar 

Boulevard. 

 

25-2 Subchapter 

E 2.2.2B 1 

Planting Zone 

B1a. Planting Zone. The planting zone shall have a minimum width 

of eight seven feet (from face of curb) and shall be continuous and 

located adjacent to the curb or cycle track. 

 

  

 

Please see Exhibit E- Brodie 
Transportation Plan. The plan is 
proposing to meet or exceed Subchapter 
E- Great Streets Standards for the 
planned ICR, with the following 
modifications: 

• The Planting Zones required under 
great streets call for 16’ total across 
the street section, whereas the 
Brodie PUD plan provides 21’ total 
across the street section.  

• The Brodie plan has also increased 
the overall number of planting 
zones from 2 to 3, therefore the site 
will have 33 percent more street 
trees.  

• The Brodie PUD is also committing 
to increase the size of the trees 
from 2” at the time of planting to 3” 
at the time of planting. 

• The planting zones along all other 
sections within the PUD will be a 
minimum of 7’. 



Brodie Code Modification Table 

SUBMITTAL DATE: October 31, 2022 Page 4 of 19 PUD CASE #: C814-2021-0099 

 

0BCODE SECTION 1BPROPOSED PUD REGULATION 2BJUSTIFICATION 

25-2 Subchapter 

E 2.2.5 C Block 

Standards 

Modify: C1. Unless exempted by this subsection, a site shall be 

divided into internal blocks, no larger than 5 acres. The perimeter of 

a block is defined by private streets with a public access easement, 

public streets, and public open spaces that include a pedestrian 

path. The maximum length of any block face, as measured from 

intersection to intersection, shall be 800 feet. 

The Brodie PUD is limited in the number 

of vehicular access points to TxDOT 

frontage roads.  The project is also 

situated adjacent to the Barton Creek 

Greenbelt for much of the northwestern 

boundary line reducing the ability to 

make vehicular connections. The project 

is improving both pedestrian and bicycle 

access within and through the site. 

25-2 Subchapter 

E 2.2.5 G 

Modify: G.2 If the Internal Circulation Route is intended to 

accommodate bicycles, head-in and angle parking is not permitted 

except when the cycle tract is provided between the clear zone and 

the head-in or angle parking. 

The Brodie PUD is including cycle tracts 

along the Internal Circulator Route. 

Refer to Exhibit E- Brodie Transportation 

Plan. 

25-2 Subchapter 

E 4.3.3 C 

Modify: C. Along at least 75 percent of the building frontage along 

the principal street, the building must be designed for commercial 

uses in ground-floor spaces that meet the following standards. A 

residential use or amenity space for residential uses may occupy a 

space that is designed for commercial uses. A lobby serving another 

use in the VMU building shall not count as a pedestrian-oriented 

commercial space for purposes of this section if it is designed to 

meet the standards of this section. 

a. A customer entrance that opens directly onto the sidewalk; 

b. A depth of not less than 24 feet; 

c. A height of not less than 12 feet, measured from the finished 

floor to the bottom of the structural members of the ceiling; and 

d. A front facade that meets the glazing requirements of Section 

3.2.2. 

 

The Brodie PUD is focusing active ground 

floor uses around the internal green 

space and central buildings along the 

Internal Circulator Route.  Other ground 

floor spaces will be designed so that they 

can accommodate additional 

commercial in the future based on 

demand. 
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25-2 Subchapter 

E 4.3.3F 

Modify: F To be eligible for the dimensional or parking standards 

exemptions in Subsection E of this section, the residential units in a 

VMU building the Brodie PUD shall meet the following affordability 

requirements identified in the Brodie Superiority Table 

The project offered 10 percent of the 

bonus area square footage as on-site 

affordable housing regardless of rental 

or ownership. That is more than the 

baseline superiority requirement of 10 

percent for rental and 5 percent for 

ownership. The project team does not 

have a projected breakdown of rental 

and ownership units at this time but has 

committed to meeting the 10 percent 

requirement. 

The project is proposing to provide all 

housing on-site without requesting a 

fee- in-lieu if it is possible to track them 

site wide. This is a major superiority item 

because most of our bonus area is based 

on non-residential land uses. In the 

example below, if the average unit size is 

850 sq. ft. the required number of 

affordable units would be 50 units. This 

is equivalent to 68 percent of the units in 

this building. It is our understanding that 

the code allows a request for fee-in-lieu 

when the bonus area is non-residential. 

Based on the proposal in the Brodie PUD 

Development Assessment, the team 

would not request any fee-in-lieu but 

would construct somewhere on the 37.6 

acres instead if it is possible to track 

them site wide. 

 

Affordable housing ties closely to the 

height allowed on-site. If height is 

reduced, it will reduce our bonus area 

significantly and therefor fewer units. 

This would be unfortunate because of 

the great access to the high-capacity 

MetroRapid Route 803 transit stop and 

proximity to job centers for the 

affordable housing residents. 
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25-2-1104 – Hill 

Country Roadway 

Overlay 

Exceptions 

Addition: (F) This article applies to the Brodie PUD and designated 

Land Use Areas as specifically indicated in this Code Modification 

Table and as represented in Exhibit C- Brodie Land Use Plan.   

 

 

The Hill Country Roadway Ordinance is 

not compatible with the Imagine Austin 

Comprehensive Plan designation of the 

site as a Center for Redevelopment in 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas. The site 

is currently 100 percent developed and 

does not contribute to the Hill Country 

aesthetic that is being preserved through 

the ordinance. The Brodie PUD has 

established a more appropriate 

transition from the Imagine Austin 

Comprehensive Plan High-Capacity 

Transit Corridor on S. Lamar Boulevard 

to the Hill Country along Loop 360. The 

project will meet and exceed Hill 

Country Roadway Overlay requirements 

within the portion of Land Use Area 2 

that is within the Hill Country Roadway 

Overlay by removing existing impervious 

cover and buildings within Land Use Area 

2.  In addition, the Brodie PUD is 

proposing to blend new open space into 

the existing Barton Creek Greenbelt by 

restoring 6% of the area using the Hill 

Country Revegetation standard and 

another 6 percent will be restored to 

native prairie.  The restoration of these 

areas will include removal of the existing 

surface parking and wall and returning 

the area back to natural grades and 

revegetating with native and adaptive 

plants.  In addition to exceeding the Hill 

Country Landscape and Restoration 

Standards is Land Use Area 2 the project 

is complying with 9 out of the 12 criteria 

for approval of a development bonus 

within the Hill Country Roadway Overlay 

as follows: 

1) Preserves a scenic vista and 

provides a place where the public 

can view the scenic vista – The 

Brodie PUD is creating and 

enhancing a scenic vista and has 

ensured public access in perpetuity 

through an easement. 

2) Reduces by at least 15 percent the 

amount of impervious cover 

otherwise required for the 

development - The Brodie PUD has 

reduced impervious cover by 36 

percent. 

3) Increases landscaping or a setback 

by more than 50 percent above the 
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amount required for the 

development or increases a natural 

area. - The Brodie PUD is increasing 

the Barton Creek Greenbelt Natural 

Area by establishing 9.7 acres of 

new publicly accessible open space 

along the border of the greenbelt, 

removing all existing surface parking 

and buildings, and treating 

stormwater runoff to SOS water 

quality standards within that space. 

4) Is a mixed-use development, 

particularly a mixed-use 

development that includes a 

residential use and community 

facility. - The Brodie PUD includes a 

residential use. 

5) Uses pervious pavers although the 

development is not entitled to 

receive an impervious cover credit. - 

The Brodie PUD includes porous 

pavement in the design for all non 

“high-use” pedestrian areas such as 

courtyards or walkways between 

buildings where possible. 

6) Consolidates small lots to create a 

parcel that has at least 300 feet of 

frontage on a hill country roadway. - 

The Brodie PUD proposes to 

consolidate 4 tracts into one 

cohesive development plan with 2 

lots along Loop 360 frontage each 

exceeding 300’. 

7) Includes the construction or 

dedication of a public facility that is 

not required by a City ordinance, 

including a park, roadway and right-

of-way, Police department site, Fire 

department site, emergency 

medical services facility site, or a 

regional drainage facility. - The 

Brodie PUD is constructing a 

publicly accessible open space to 

include a recreational easement 

dedicated in perpetuity, a shared 

use path along the street 

connecting the project and S. Lamar 

Boulevard transit stop with the 

Barton Creek Greenbelt and Barton 

Creek Plaza Office Park. 

8) Limits the construction of a building 

or parking area to an area with a 

slope with a gradient of not more 

than 15 percent. - The Brodie PUD is 
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0BCODE SECTION 1BPROPOSED PUD REGULATION 2BJUSTIFICATION 

not constructing any buildings or 

parking areas where the slope is 

greater than 15 percent and is 

removing existing buildings and 

parking areas that were built in 

these locations in the past. 

9) Uses an energy-conserving or a 

water-conserving device that 

reduces energy or water 

consumption below City 

requirements. - The Brodie PUD is 

employing several strategies to 

reduce and reuse water and energy 

onsite.  

25-2-1122 – 

Floor-To-Area 

Ratio of a 

Nonresidential 

Building 

Addition: (F) This section does not apply to property in the Brodie 

PUD. 

To remain compact and connected, the 

primary criteria for density shall be 

based on a contribution to overall 

impervious coverage, unit count and 

height maximums. Floor-to-area ratios 

do not apply to this development. 

25-2-1123 – 

Construction on 

Slopes 

Addition: (H) This section does not apply to property in Land Use 

Area 2 of the Brodie PUD. 

The existing park road is constructed on 

slopes that exceed 15 percent gradient 

for a short portion of the roadway within 

the property and for a longer distance 

off-site. Due to the location of this road 

within the Balcones Canyon Land 

Preserve no modifications are proposed 

to the road where it enters the site. 

25-2-1124 – 

Building Height 

Addition: (D) The height of a building within the Brodie PUD will 

comply with Exhibit C: Brodie Land Use Plan. 

Height has been limited within Land Use 

Area 2 to a maximum of 28’.  This 

exceeds the HCRO ordinance which 

allows heights up to 53’ for a building 

located more than 200’ from the nearest 

ROW. The modified height limits within 

the Brodie PUD reflect an appropriate 

transition from the goals of the Imagine 

Austin Activity Center and High Capacity 

Transit Corridor and the Hill Country 

Roadway Corridor. 
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25-2-1126 – 

Building Materials 

Modify: (A)Each building shall be designed to use, to the greatest 

extent feasible, building materials that are compatible with the 

environment of the hill country, including rock, stone, brick, and 

wood on the ground floor of a building in the Brodie PUD. 

There are no buildings planned within 

Land Use Area 2.  Buildings in Land Use 

Area 1 are intended to represent a 

transition from the Hill Country aesthetic 

in Land Use Area 2 to the eclectic 

character of South Austin.  Materials 

such as rock, stone, and brick will be 

used on the ground floors and materials 

more appropriate to taller mixed use 

buildings will be used on the remainder 

of floors. 

25-2-1022 – 

Native Trees 

Modify: (B) A site plan within the HCRO area for the Brodie PUD 

must provide a sufficient number preserve all Heritage and 

Protected Trees identified as suitable in the Arborist Report 

submitted with this PUD and compensate for the removal of the 

following native or small native trees at a rate of 60%:to reasonably 

compensate for the removal of  

(1) each small native tree; 

(2) each native tree with a trunk diameter greater than six 

inches; and 

(3) each cluster of three or more native trees located within 

ten feet of each other with trunk diameters greater than 

two inches. 

All Heritage and Protected Trees within 

the HCRO are being preserved.  Eighty 

percent (80%) of the inches from native 

trees and small native trees less than 19” 

and determined as suitable for 

preservation by the submitted arborist 

report are being preserved.  Any trees 

that are removed from Land Use Area 1 

will be compensated for in Land Use 

Area 2 at a mitigation rate of 60%.  The 

priority tree planting area within Land 

Use Area 2 for compensating trees will 

be within and adjacent to the highway 

vegetative buffer area. 

25-2-1023 – 

Roadway 

Vegetative Buffer 

Modify: (A)Except in the Brodie PUD and as otherwise provided by 

this section, vegetation within 100 feet of the dedicated right-of-

way may not be cleared, unless the clearing is necessary to provide 

utilities and access to the site. 

Vegetation within the Roadway 

Vegetative Buffer has already been 

cleared and the site is fully developed in 

this area.  The Brodie PUD is committing 

to removing all impervious cover in Land 

Use Area 2 with the exception of the 

existing access road and revegetating 

this area with native trees, shrubs, and 

grasses.  
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25-2-1024 – 

Restoring 

Roadway 

Vegetative Buffer 

Addition: (C) In the Brodie PUD revegetation of the Roadway 

Vegetative Buffer will be consistent with the commitments made in 

Exhibit C: Brodie Land Use Plan. 

The total area within the HCRO 

Vegetative Buffer is equivalent to 1.7 

acres.  The Brodie PUD is proposing to 

restore 2-acres total within the HCRO.  

One acre will exceed the HCRO 

Revegetation Standard by increasing the 

density of planting from ¼ of the 

standard density to 1/3 of the standard 

density.  The second acre will meet a 

new native prairie criterion for 

revegetation as identified in the PUD. 

The Loop 360 frontage located within 

Land Use Area 2 is equivalent to 

approximately 300’.  All buildings and 

impervious cover, with the exception of 

the parkland road, will be removed 

between the road and the Barton Creek 

Greenbelt within Land Use Area 2 and 

Hill Country Views will be restored. 

25-2-1025 – 

Natural Area 

Addition: (E) Within Land Use Area 2 of the Brodie PUD, 

representing at least 45% of the Hill Country Roadway Overlay Area, 

existing surface parking, perimeter walls, and buildings will be 

removed and 2-acres or 12% of the total area within the Hill 

Country Roadway Overlay area will be restored to meet the 

Revegetation Standards outlined in Exhibit C: Brodie Land Use Plan 

(Page 7). 

The Brodie PUD is making a significant 

commitment to restoring the site back to 

natural conditions. 

25-2-1026 – 

Parking Lot 

Medians 

Modify: A permanent parking lot must have a median at least ten 

feet wide containing existing native trees or dense massing of 

installed trees between each distinct parking area 

The Brodie PUD may include temporary 

parking areas on cleared land within 

Land Use Area 1 while the site is 

awaiting full buildout of each phase.  

These parking areas will not be subject 

to this code section.  

25-2-1027 – 

Visual Screening 

Modify: Visual screening required by this article is not required in 

Land Use Area 1.  Visual Screening in Land Use Area 2 must: 

 

(1)use existing vegetation or installed landscaping;(2)include dense 

massing of trees, native understory vegetation, shrub massing, or 

berms; and(3)allow for topographic changes. 

There is an existing berm within the 

ROW and along Loop 360 which will 

remain and provide some visual 

screening.  Buildings in Land Use Ara 1 

will not be screened. 

25-6-411 – Access 

to Hill Country 

Roadways 

Modify: Applicability. 

This division applies to property located in a hill country roadway 

corridor and within the zoning jurisdiction of the City with the 

exception of the Brodie PUD. 

Site roadway and access standards will 

be regulated by Exhibit E: Brodie 

Transportation Plan and other applicable 

standards as determined by the TIA and 

TxDOT. 
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5BSubdivision   

25-4-171 – Access 

to Lots 

Modify: (A) Each lot in a subdivision shall abut a dedicated public 

street, or private street with public access easement or Internal 

Circulator Route. 

A private internal circulator route with 

public access easements will be 

constructed to provide frontage for 

some of the lots in the Brodie PUD.  The 

ASMP does not include any public 

roadway needs within this property. All 

roads within the development will be 

private streets with public access 

easements. This designation means the 

streets will be actively maintained by the 

applicant verses by the City and 

therefore is superior. 

6BTransportation   

Section 25-6-477, 

25-6-478, 25-6-

532 and Appendix 

A – Off-Street 

Parking and 

Loading 

Addition: 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. 

The Brodie PUD intends to provide a 

mixed-use development with a robust 

travel demand management plan to 

better utilize shared parking 

opportunities within the site and to 

surrounding multi-modal connections. 

Section 25-6-473 

(Modification of 

Parking 

Requirements) 

Addition: In the Brodie Oaks PUD, for a site plan that complies with 

a TDM plan and the site’s approved TIA, the minimum off-street 

parking requirement is 60 percent of that prescribed by Appendix A 

(Tables of Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements). 

The Brodie PUD intends to provide a 

mixed-use development with a robust 

travel demand management plan to 

better utilize shared parking 

opportunities within the site and to 

surrounding multi-modal connections.  

Reduction in Off-street parking are 

included as part of this overall effort. 

TCM 1.3.1 (A) 

General Design 

Criteria - Grades 

Addition: (1) Existing Streets that do not meet the standards for 

maximum grade may be improved as described in Exhibit E- Brodie 

Transportation Plan. 

The Brodie PUD is proposing to improve 

the street between the project and 

Barton Creek Plaza with a Shared Use 

Path.  This street exists within a 40’ 

easement and the multi-use trail would 

be provided on the park side of the 

easement. 
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7BEnvironmental   
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ECM 1.6.7.5(D) Modify:  

Introduction. Rooftops can generate large volumes of runoff 

which, when discharged to paved surfaces and landscaped 

areas, can generate large pollutant loads. Rainwater 

harvesting systems can capture this runoff before it is 

discharged, thus preventing pollution while also putting the 

captured water to beneficial use, such as landscape irrigation 

and cooling tower makeup water.  The amount of runoff 

captured will depend on the size (water quality volume) and 

drawdown time of the rainwater harvesting system. The 

systems can also control the peak flow rate for the 2-year 

storm. See Section 1.6.8 if specifically designed for this 

purpose. Rainwater harvesting systems can provide 

equivalent treatment to a standard sedimentation/filtration 

system and may be used within the Barton Springs Zone if 

the design achieves the non-degradation load requirements 

detailed in Section 1.6.9. Rainwater Harvesting systems will 

only be permitted for commercial developments. 

In an effort to promote water conservation, the State of 

Texas offers financial incentives and tax exemptions to offset 

the equipment costs. Additionally, the Water Conservation 

staff of the City of Austin Water Utility Department is 

available to provide input on how to achieve cost efficient 

design and equipment selection that will also help reduce 

water and wastewater costs. 

Design Options. 

A typical configuration for a rainwater harvesting system is 

shown in Figure 1.6.7.D-2. To receive water quality credit, 

rainwater harvesting systems must be designed so that 

captured runoff is held for at least 12 hours (for Options A & 

B) after rainfall has ceased, then either gravity-drained to a 

vegetated area sized large enough to infiltrate all the water 

(Option A), or used to irrigate the vegetated area (Option B), 

or be used to provide beneficial reuse (Option C).  (Option B) 

is similar to a retention/irrigation system and Section 1.6.7(A) 

should be referenced for guidance.  

Option C - Captured runoff for beneficial reuse.  

This option proposes to capture rooftop rainwater from each 

building for reuse as traditional landscape irrigation and 

cooling tower makeup water. The rooftop rainwater will be 

collected in subsurface tank(s) and treated downstream of 

storage with filtration and potentially ultraviolet light for 

specific applications prior to use. The applicant may achieve 

compliance through LDC 25-8-151 for innovative water 

quality controls as a practice that is not specifically 

The Brodie Oaks PUD will fully 

comply with the SOS pollutant load 

reduction requirements.  This is 

being accomplished through two 

separate methods.  The first 

method will capture stormwater 

run-off from the site (excluding the 

rooftops of the buildings) and will 

not deviate from the City of Austin 

requirements and meet all aspects 

of the Environmental Criteria 

Manual for Retention/Irrigation 

Systems. 

The second method will be 

Rainwater Harvesting where the 

water will be captured for 

beneficial reuse as cooling tower 

make-up water and landscape 

irrigation.  

 In order to implement the second 

method, the following 

modifications and additions to the 

Environmental Criteria Manual 

1.6.7.5(D) will be required as it 

relates to this Beneficial Reuse 

only.   

Calculations must be provided that 

demonstrate that the innovative 

water quality controls meet or 

exceed SOS pollutant load 

reduction requirements on an 

average basis for the period of 

record. The modeling assumes that 

a minimum 12-hour hold time 

would not apply to cooling tower 

makeup demand, which is 

continuous during storm events. 

Though the lack of residence time 

would result in reduced 

sedimentation, there will be other 

treatment mechanisms in place 

including filtration to ensure the 

water quality meets the 

requirements for reuse  
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prescribed in the Environmental Criteria Manual, but is 

designed to address the requirements of Article 6 (Water 

Quality Controls), subject to review and approval by the 

Watershed Protection Department. Results will be modeled 

to demonstrate a reduction in pollutant load from the 

predeveloped condition in accordance with SOS 

requirements. Residence and drawdown times may differ 

from typical ECM requirements based on technical merit, 

resource protection and improvement, and advantages over 

standard practices. Real time controls may be used to 

improve the runoff capture efficiency and optimize beneficial 

reuse.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Given the variable dynamics of 

supply and demand for a rainwater 

harvesting system, drawdown 

times may vary throughout the 

season. Generally, drawdown 

times are faster during summer 

months when demands from 

cooling towers and irrigation is 

higher. In wintertime, when 

demands are lower and drawdown 

is slower, large storms are less 

common and therefore overflow is 

less of an issue. This innovative 

water quality measure unlocks the 

benefits of potable water 

conservation and reduces the 

acreage of re-irrigation that would 

impact parkland uses. 

25-8-341 – Cut 

Requirements 

Modify: Cuts on a tract of land may not exceed a maximum of 

fourteen (14) feet as indicated in Exhibit G- Brodie Grading Plan 

We have reviewed the topographic 

conditions as they existed prior to the 

original Brodie Oaks development (1976) 

and have compared that to the existing 

conditions today with both the 1976 and 

2021 topographic data and determined 

that there was no significant difference 

between the two and will use the 

current 2021 topographic data to 

determine the extent of Cut. 

The reason for the requested cut is that 

the existing wall behind the old Toys-R-

US building will be torn down to make 

the greenbelt more accessible and to 

blend the greenbelt into the property as 

shown on Exhibit G. 
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25-8-342 – Fill 

Requirements 

Modify: Fill on a tract of land may not exceed fourteen (14) feet as 

indicated in Exhibit G- Brodie Grading Plan 

We have reviewed the topographic 
conditions as they existed prior to the 
original Brodie Oaks development (1976) 
and have compared that to the existing 
conditions today with both the 1976 and 
2021 topographic data and determined 
that there was no significant difference 
between the two and would request that 
the current 2021 data be used to 
determine the extent of Fill. 
 
The reason for the request fill is due to 
the adding of the Small Txdot parcel in 
the front of the site.  This area was not 
originally part of the Brodie Oaks 
shopping center and was actually Txdot 
ROW and the grade of this parcel was 
the same grade as the roadways which 
were artificially cut when the roadways 
were originally constructed.  This has 
caused a small area to be filled to meet 
the grade of the Brodie Oaks Shopping 
Center.  As such fill was needed in order 
to obtain access to the proposed 
building as shown on Exhibit G.  
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25-8-514 – SOS 

Ordinance 

Modify: (A) In order to prevent pollution, impervious cover for all 

such development the Brodie PUD shall be limited to a maximum of 

56% Net Site Area. 15 percent in the entire recharge zone, 20 

percent of the contributing zone within the Barton Creek 

watershed, and 25 percent in the remainder of the contributing 

zone. 

The Brodie PUD is proposing to modify 
the maximum impervious cover allowed 
by the SOS Ordinance.  We understand 
that this code modification will require a 
super majority vote of the City Council.  
Even though we need to amend this 
section of the SOS Ordinance the 
proposed 36% reduction in impervious 
cover is superior to what exists now 
versus revitalizing the existing shopping 
center with no reduction of impervious 
cover or water quality benefit.   
The traditional approach to meeting the 
SOS pollutant load reduction 
requirements is to retain all stormwater 
and then reirrigate it on the site.  This 
typically involves significant amounts of 
land area reserved for reirrigation to 
meet infiltration timing that treats the 
associated water volume.  Following this 
method the Brodie PUD would need to 
utilize over 9 acres for reirrigation that 
would have no other use. 
In collaboration with City staff the Brodie 
PUD has tested and will commit to an 
enhanced approach to pollutant removal 
that advances the City’s Water Forward 
Plan by conserving potable water. The 
Brodie PUD will remove rooftop 
rainwater volume through reuse as 
supply for cooling towers and traditional 
landscape irrigation. 

Under the ECMs, the Director may 
approve such an alternative design that 
is  

A) not subject to a hold time of 12 
hours following a rain event to 
allow for ongoing drawdown 
from continuous cooling tower 
makeup demand, and 

B) not subject to the maximum 
drawdown time of 120 hours 
following a rain event, allowing 
it to be partially emptied prior 
to forecasted rain based on the 
favorable relationship between 
variations in seasonal rainfall 
intensity and reuse demands 
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25-8-281 – 

Critical 

Environmental 

Features 

Modify: (A)Drainage patterns for proposed development must be 

designed to protect critical environmental features from the effects 

of runoff from developed areas, and to maintain the catchment 

areas of recharge features in a natural state. Special controls must 

be used where necessary to avoid the effects of erosion, or 

sedimentation, or high rates of flow.(B)A residential lot may not 

include a critical environmental feature or be located within 50 feet 

of a critical environmental feature.(C)This subsection prescribes the 

requirements for critical environmental feature buffer zones.(1)A 

buffer zone is established around each critical environmental 

feature described in this subchapter.(a)Except as provided in 

Subsection (C)(1)(b), the width of the buffer zone is 150 feet from 

the edge of the critical environmental feature.   The Brodie Oaks 

PUD will be permitted to encroach on Airman’s Cave a maximum of 

80’ providing there is a minimum of 20’ of Del Rio Clay remaining 

between any encroachment into the CEF buffer and the vertical 

extent of the cave.   

In addition, the Brodie Oaks PUD is permitted to encroach 50’ into 

the spring labeled as S-1 as indicated on Exhibit F – Brodie Water 

Quality and Drainage Plan (Page 2).    

The project is requesting to encroach 

into the CEF buffer for Airman’s Cave up 

to 80’ providing that 20’ of Del Rio Clay 

remain between any encroachment into 

the CEF Buffer and the Cave.  The project 

is also requesting to modify the location 

of the CEF Buffers at the edge of the site 

to encroach 50’ as indicated in Exhibit F- 

Brodie Water Quality and Drainage Plan. 

According to analysis performed by Nico 

Hauwert (Airman’s Cave Hydro Study 

2021), the cave is approximately 140’ 

below the surface. The reduction of the 

CEF buffer for Airman’s Cave is necessary 

for the structural supports for the 

buildings, below grade parking, and 

subsurface ponds. 

The reason for the 50’ encroachment 

into CEF S1 is to allow for removing of 

the wall that separates the site from the 

greenbelt and regrading to a more 

natural grade.   Due to the desire to 

restore the edge of the site and connect 

it to the Barton Creek Greenbelt, there 

will be grading that will occur to connect 

new grades to those in the greenbelt. 

Some of this grading may infringe on the 

150-foot CEF buffer of CEF S-1.  The 

project is proposing to add an 

approximately equivalent area of 

additional CEF setback area to CEF S-1 

and CEF S-2 in order to compensate for 

the reduction in the buffer area.    

In addition, the conflicting desires to 

minimize impervious cover and to 

minimize height of the buildings has 

required that we go below grade with 

multiple levels of parking.  

Finally, the small, walkable blocks have 

left a situation where some blocks need 

5 levels of parking with the building 

sitting on top of the parking structure. 

This makes those blocks very tall (225’). 

Deep structural piers are necessary to 

support such a tower. 
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DCM Sec. 5.3.2 

(Maximum 

Velocities) 

Maximum velocities in conduits are important because of the 

possibility of excessive erosion of the storm drainpipe material. The 

Brodie PUD will be permitted to exceed 20’/sec (for the 25-year 

event) for Storm drain trunks with a proposed velocity of 21.6’/sec.   

The waiver is requested for the following 

reasons. 

1. Due to the significant reduction 

of impervious cover, the 

proposed 25-year flow rate is 

less than the existing 25-year 

flow rate. 

2. The current velocity in the pipe 

is 21.9’/sec and the proposed 

velocity is 21.6’sec after the 

reduction of impervious cover 

3. The outfall of the pipe drains to 

an existing wet pond and the 

pipe is submerged in the 

normal pool condition. This 

condition would eliminate any 

erosion potential downstream. 

4. The pipe is existing. Under 

normal circumstances the pipe 

would have been sized to meet 

this criterion. But since the pipe 

is existing, we do not 

significantly exceed the 

maximum velocity and due to 

the costs associated with 

replacing this pipe, we are 

requesting the pipe to remain 

in-place. 

Administrative   

Sec. 25-4-62 

Expiration of an 

Approved 

Preliminary Plan 

An approved preliminary plan expires five seven years after the 

date the application for approval of the preliminary plan is 

submitted. 

The Brodie PUD is a complex 

redevelopment intended to be phased 

over several years.  The first phase of 

development will be larger due to the 

need to build roadway infrastructure 

that serves the entire site and 

demolition of impervious cover and 

temporary revegetation to meet the SOS 

Water Quality Standards.    

Sec. 25-5-81(B) Modify: Except as provided in Subsections (C), (D), and (E) of this 

section, a site plan expires three eight years after the date of its 

approval. 

The Brodie PUD is a complex 

redevelopment intended to be phased 

over several years.  The first phase of 

development will be larger due to the 

need to build roadway infrastructure 

that serves the entire site and 

demolition of impervious cover and 

temporary revegetation to meet the SOS 

Water Quality Standards. 
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25-5-21(B) Modify: The director may approve development phasing if the date 

proposed for beginning construction on the final phase is not more 

than three five years after the approval of the site plan. Planning 

Commission approval is required for development phasing if the 

date proposed for beginning construction of a phase is more than 

fivethree years after approval date of the site plan. 

The Brodie PUD is a complex 

redevelopment intended to be phased 

over several years.  The first phase of 

development will be larger due to the 

need to build roadway infrastructure 

that serves the entire site and 

demolition of impervious cover and 

temporary revegetation to meet the SOS 

Water Quality Standards.    

25-5-142 Modify: Land Use Commission approval of site plan is required for: 

(1)  a conditional use; 

(2)  except for the Brodie PUD and as provided in Section 25-5-

2 (Site Plan Exemptions), development in a Hill Country 

Roadway Corridor; and 

(3)  if otherwise required by this title. 

 

The Brodie PUD will be reviewed and 

approved by the Land Use Commission 

as a comprehensive development 

through the PUD process as such each 

individual site plan will be 

administratively approved and not 

required to be approved by the Land Use 

Commission. 

 

https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-5SIPL_ART1SIPLGE_DIV1SIPLRENO_S25-5-2SIPLEX
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-5SIPL_ART1SIPLGE_DIV1SIPLRENO_S25-5-2SIPLEX
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: August 31, 2022 
To: Bobak Tehrany, P.E. (BOE Consulting Services)  
CC: Nathan Aubert, P.E. (ATD); Joan Minyard EIT (ATD) 

Reference: Brodie Oaks Redevelopment 
Transportation Impact Analysis Final Memo 
C814-2021-0099 

Summary of the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA): 

The Austin Transportation Department (ATD) has reviewed the “Brodie Oaks Center Transportation 
Impact Analysis” dated June 9, 2022 (received June 30, 2022) prepared by BOE Consulting Services. 
The proposed development is for a PUD consisting of 1,233 dwelling units of mid-rise multifamily, 
467 dwelling units of high-rise multifamily, a 200-room hotel, 1,260,000 square feet of general 
office, and 140,000 square feet of shopping center. The site is located on the northwest corner of 
the intersection of South Lamar Boulevard and Capital of Texas Highway frontage road in south 
Austin. Site access will primarily consist of four driveways: one full-access and two right-in/right-
out driveways on South Lamar Boulevard and one right-in/right-out driveway on Capital of Texas 
Highway frontage road. Additional access is provided via the private drive connecting the Brodie 
Oaks development to the Barton Creek Plaza office complex to the north/west. The project is 
anticipated to be constructed in three phases with buildout years of 2026, 2031, and 2036.  

Below is a summary of our review findings and recommendations: 

1. The applicant shall design and construct the improvements identified in Table 2 below as
part of the first site development application associated with this zoning case, contingent
upon ATD and TxDOT review and approval. No temporary certificate of occupancy (TCO) or
certificate of occupancy (CO) shall be issued until the construction of the identified
improvements is complete. Note: Cost estimates should not be assumed to represent the
maximum dollar value of improvements the applicant may be required to construct.

2. Development of this property should not vary from the approved uses or deviate from the
approved intensities and estimated traffic generation assumptions within the finalized TIA
document, including land uses, trip generation, trip distribution, traffic controls, driveway
locations, and other identified conditions. Any change in the assumptions made to the TIA
document shall be reviewed by ATD and may require a new or updated TIA/addendum.

3. Approval of this TIA does not grant nor guarantee approval of proposed driveway locations.
Driveway locations shall be reviewed and considered during the site plan review process.

4. An electronic copy of the final TIA is required to be provided to ATD prior to the issuance of
any site development permit.

Attachment A
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5. 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.

6. 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 22, 2022. For more
information please visit the Street Impact Fee website [austintexas.gov/streetimpactfee].

7. Any building permit(s) associated with this development issued on or after June 22, 2022,
will be subject to the Street Impact Fee (SIF) program. At time of first site plan, TDS staff
shall draft a SIF Offset Agreement for all eligible improvements and an Allocation
Agreement to memorialize how offsets are to be applied throughout the development. The
SIF will be calculated and invoiced for each building permit and any required SIF payments
shall be made prior to building permit issuance.

Assumptions: 

1. Driveway access is being proposed on South Lamar Boulevard and Capital of Texas Highway
frontage road, with additional access provided by the private drive running parallel to
Capital of Texas Highway to the west.

2. The anticipated buildout years are 2026, 2031, and 2036.
3. The following reductions were applied for this development:

 Transportation Demand Management (25% in both AM and PM)
4. Based on TxDOT AADT volume data, a three (3.0) percent annual growth rate was assumed

to account for the increase in background traffic.
5. The following were identified as background projects expected to generate vehicle trips in

addition to the general increase in background traffic:
 AISD Ann Richards School
 Victory Medical

Trip Generation and Land Use 

Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (10th Edition), the 
development will generate approximately 30,417 unadjusted daily vehicles trips at full buildout. 
Taking into account the trip reductions identified in the previous section and the existing land uses 
and intensities, this development is anticipated to generate 3,567 net new adjusted daily vehicle 
trips. Table 1 shows the trip generation for the proposed development. 
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Table 1 – Trip Generation 

ITE Code Land Use Size / Unit 
24-Hour Two-
Way Volume

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

Existing 
Various Phase 1 - - 12,782 1,046 1,262 
Various Phase 2 - - 785 70 68 
Various Phase 3 - - 5,678 416 469 

Total Existing Trips 19,246 1,532 1,800 
Proposed Phase 1 – Blocks 1, 2, 8 

221 Mid-Rise Multifamily 629 DU 3,426 226 277 
222 High-Rise Multifamily 248 DU 1,101 76 89 
710 General Office 466,200 SF 4,585 541 536 
820 Shopping Center 74,200 SF 4,006 118 369 

Total Proposed Trips Phase 1 (Unadjusted) 13,118 961 1,271 
Proposed Phase 2 – Blocks 5, 6 

221 Mid-Rise Multifamily 160 DU 873 58 71 
710 General Office 667,800 SF 6,567 775 768 
820 Shopping Center 63,000 SF 3,401 100 314 

Total Proposed Trips Phase 2 (Unadjusted) 10,841 932 1,152 
Proposed Phase 3 – Blocks 3, 4, 7, 9 

221 Mid-Rise Multifamily 444 DU 2,419 160 195 
222 High-Rise Multifamily 219 DU 977 68 79 
310 Hotel 200 Keys 1,672 95 124 
710 General Office 126,000 SF 1,239 146 145 
820 Shopping Center 2,800 SF 151 4 14 

Total Proposed Trips Phase 3 (Unadjusted) 6,457 473 557 
Total Proposed Trips (Unadjusted) 30,417 2,366 2,980 
Transportation Demand Management Reduction (25%) (7,605) (590) (745)
Existing Trips (19,246) (1,532) (1,800) 
Total Adjusted Trips 3,567 244 435 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

A Sustainable Modes Analysis was included in the TIA which was used to identify existing gaps in 
the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit system to determine which improvements should be associated 
with this development. The Sustainable Modes Analysis may also be used by future developments 
to identify pedestrian, bicycle, and transit needs in the area. Additionally, the applicant prepared a 
separate TDM Report to address the various measures this development will commit to in an effort 
to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips. Based on the Sustainable Modes Analysis and TDM report, 
a total TDM reduction of 25% was granted. 
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Summary of Recommended Improvements 

Improvements to Roadway Infrastructure 

The TIA analyzed a total of 23 study intersections: four driveway intersections and 19 intersections 
external to the site. Based on the conclusions from this development’s TIA, the following 
improvements have been identified and will be assessed in greater detail when the first site plan 
application associated with this zoning case is submitted: 

 Reconstruction of the Brodie Oaks driveway and South Lamar Boulevard intersection. The
TIA identified modifying this intersection to a standard four-legged design by regrading the
northbound approaches to merge prior to the intersection, installing new signal
infrastructure, constructing curb ramps, and restriping lanes and crosswalks. However, the
City of Austin’s Mobility Bond Corridor Improvements to South Lamar are planned to
commence construction in 2023 which potentially impact the results of this analysis;
therefore, additional analysis shall be required in the future to take into account the
corridor improvements. A micro-level simulation model shall be required to further analyze
the intersection of South Lamar Boulevard and the Brodie Oaks driveway and determine
what final/additional mitigation measures may be required. Both ATD and TxDOT must
review the more detailed analysis and concur with findings prior to documenting the
improvements to be constructed by the applicant.

 Construction of a dedicated right-turn lane into the site at the driveway on Capital of Texas
Highway frontage road. Coordination with TxDOT shall be required to determine final
design.

Improvements to Transit 

The MetroRapid 803 route runs from the Westgate Transit Center north along South Lamar 
Boulevard with the northbound and southbound Brodie Oaks Station stops currently located at the 
Brodie Oaks driveway intersection. The applicant has committed to incorporating the southbound 
stop into the site design per the South Lamar Boulevard corridor plan. No additional transit-related 
improvements have been proposed. 

Improvements to Active Modes (Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure) 

There currently exists pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure in the area, however there are gaps in 
connectivity. To improve the active modes transportation network, the following improvements 
have been identified and committed to by the applicant: 

 Construction of a 12’-wide shared-use path along the south/west side of the private road
connecting the development to the Barton Creek Plaza office complex.

 Construction of all South Lamar Boulevard corridor plan improvements along the property
frontage, including but not limited to sidewalks and protected bike lane.

 Construction of sidewalks, crosswalks, curb ramps, and stamped concrete to provide
pedestrian routes across the west and east sides of the South Lamar Boulevard and US 290
frontage roads intersection. Please see Exhibit B for additional information.
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Table 2 – Summary of Improvements 

Items Eligible for Street Impact Fee Offset 

Location Improvement Estimated Cost Developer Requirement 

South Lamar 
Boulevard & Brodie 
Oaks driveway 

Reconstruction to standard four-
legged intersection or other 
intersection improvements as 
identified with further analysis 

$1,050,000 

Construct as part of first site 
plan contingent upon micro-

level simulation modeling and 
ATD/TxDOT approval 

South Lamar 
Boulevard frontage 

Construct corridor plan 
improvements 

$300,000 Construct as part of first site 
plan 

South Lamar 
Boulevard & US 
290 frontage roads 

Construct pedestrian elements 
needed to provide continuous path 
on east side of box intersection 

$281,250 

Construct as part of first site 
plan Construct pedestrian elements 

needed to provide continuous path 
on west side of box intersection 

$272,500 

Subtotal $1,903,750 

Items Not Eligible for Street Impact Fee Offset 

Capital of Texas 
Highway frontage 
road driveway 

Construct right-turn lane $187,500 Construct as part of first site 
plan 

Private road 
connecting to 
Barton Creek Plaza 

Construct 12’-wide shared-use path $328,125 
Construct as part of first site 

plan 

Subtotal $515,625 

Total $2,419,375 

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact me at 512-974-1449. 

Justin Good, P.E. 
Austin Transportation Department 
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PARKS AND RECREATION BOARD RECOMMENDATION 20220926-3 

Date: September 26, 2022 

Subject: Brodie Oaks Planned Unit Development Application 

Motioned By:    Sarah Faust Seconded By:    Nancy Barnard 

Recommendation 

The Parks and Recreation Board recommends the Brodie Oaks PUD as superior if the applicant 
agrees to: 

1) Work with staff and Austin Transportation department to provide ten (10) free parking
spaces to the neighborhood park site;

2) Amend the application to state there will be a publicly available restroom at the
neighborhood park;

3) Continue to work with Hill Country Conservancy and Austin Parks Foundation to
ensure this is a sustainable trail accessing the Barton Creek Greenbelt; and,

4) Investigate and report back on methods to fund off-site Barton Creek Greenbelt
preservation and management through commercial development at the site.

Vote The motion to recommend the Brodie Oaks PUD as superior if the applicant 
agrees to: 1) Work with staff and Austin Transportation department to provide 
ten (10) free parking spaces to the neighborhood park site; 2) Amend the 
application to state there will be a publicly available restroom at the 
neighborhood park; 3) Continue to work with Hill Country Conservancy and 
Austin Parks Foundation to ensure this is a sustainable trail accessing the 
Barton Creek Greenbelt; and, 4) Investigate and report back on methods to 
fund off-site Barton Creek Greenbelt preservation and management through 
commercial development at the site was approved on Vice Chair Faust’s 
motion, Board Member Barnard’s second, on a 9-0 vote. Board Members 
Lewis and Taylor absent.  

For: Chair Cottam Sajbel, Vice Chair Faust, Board Members Barnard, DePalma, Di Carlo, 
Flowers, Hugman, Moore and Rinaldi 

Against: 

Abstain: 

Absent:   Board Members Lewis and Taylor. 

Attest:   Attachment C



EDUCATIONAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 Prepared for the City of Austin 

Austin 
Independent 
School District 

[1] 

PROJECT NAME: Brodie Oaks Redevelopment 
ADDRESS/LOCATION: 4021 thru 4141 S. Capital of Tx. Hwy NB; 3940 thru 4236 S. Lamar Blvd. SB 
CASE #: C814-2021-0099 

 NEW SINGLE FAMILY  DEMOLITION OF MULTIFAMILY 

 NEW MULTIFAMILY   TAX CREDIT 

IMPACT ON SCHOOLS 

The student yield factor of 0.088 (across all grade levels) for apartment homes was used to determine the number 
of projected students. This was determined by the district’s demographer by looking at similar projects in the area 
and accounting for the indicated affordable units.   

The proposed 1,700-unit multifamily development is projected to add approximately 149 students across all grade 
levels to the projected student population.  It is estimated that of the 149 students, 75 will be assigned to Barton 
Hills Elementary School, 37 to O. Henry Middle School, and 37 to Austin High School.   

The percent of permanent capacity by enrollment for School Year 2025-26, including the additional students 
projected with this development, would be within the optimal utilization target range of 85-110% at Austin HS 
(103%), below the target range at O. Henry MS (71%), and over the target range at Barton Hills ES (112%). The 
projected additional students at O. Henry MS would not offset the anticipated decline in student enrollment. The 
enrollment and number of transfers into Barton Hills ES will need to be closely monitored to determine the 
impact on its capacity. 

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT 

Students attending Barton Hills ES, O. Henry MS and Austin HS will all qualify for transportation. One additional 
bus trip will need to be created for each of the schools. 

SAFETY IMPACT 

There are not any identified safety impacts at this time. 

Date Prepared: 08/27/2021     Executive Director: 

# SF UNITS: STUDENTS PER UNIT ASSUMPTION 
Elementary School: Middle School: High School: 

# MF UNITS: 1,700 STUDENTS PER UNIT ASSUMPTION 
Elementary School: .044 Middle School: .022 High School: .022 



EDUCATIONAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 Prepared for the City of Austin 

Austin 
Independent 
School District 

[2] 

DATA ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL: Barton Hills 
ADDRESS: 2108 Barton Hills Drive PERMANENT CAPACITY: 418 

MOBILITY RATE: +65.0% 

MIDDLE SCHOOL: O. Henry 
ADDRESS: 2610 West 10th St. PERMANENT CAPACITY: 945 

MOBILITY RATE: -1.5% 

POPULATION (without mobility rate) 
ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL  STUDENTS 

2020-21 
Population 

5- Year Projected Population
(without proposed development) 

5-Year Projected Population
(with proposed development)

Number 240 240 315 

% of Permanent 
Capacity 57% 57% 75% 

ENROLLMENT (with mobility rate) 
ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL  STUDENTS 

2020-21 
Enrollment 

5- Year Projected Enrollment
(without proposed development) 

5-Year Projected Enrollment
(with proposed development)

Number 396 392 467 

% of Permanent 
Capacity 95% 94% 112% 

POPULATION (without mobility rate) 
MIDDLE SCHOOL 
STUDENTS 

2020-21 
Population 

5- Year Projected Population
(without proposed development) 

5-Year Projected Population
(with proposed development)

Number 939 657 694 

% of Permanent 
Capacity 99% 70% 73% 

ENROLLMENT (with mobility rate) 
MIDDLE SCHOOL  
STUDENTS 

2020-21 
Enrollment 

5- Year Projected Enrollment
(without proposed development) 

5-Year Projected Enrollment
(with proposed development)

Number 925 636 673 

% of Permanent 
Capacity 98% 67% 71% 

Attachment D



EDUCATIONAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 Prepared for the City of Austin 

Austin 
Independent 
School District 

[3] 

HIGH SCHOOL: Austin 
ADDRESS: 1715 W. Cesar Chavez St. PERMANENT CAPACITY: 2,247 

MOBILITY RATE: +11.5% 

POPULATION (without mobility rate) 
HIGH SCHOOL 
STUDENTS 

2020-21 
Population 

5- Year Projected Population
(without proposed development) 

5-Year Projected Population
(with proposed development)

Number 2,110 2,037 2,074 

% of Permanent 
Capacity 94% 91% 92% 

ENROLLMENT (with mobility rate) 
HIGH SCHOOL  
STUDENTS 

2020-21 
Enrollment 

5- Year Projected Enrollment
(without proposed development) 

5-Year Projected Enrollment
(with proposed development)

Number 2,353 2,269 2,306 

% of Permanent 
Capacity 105% 101% 103% 



Transportation
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
WE2:  Reclaimed Water 

Land Use
LU1:  Imagine Austin Activity Center 

or Corridor
LU2:  Floor-to-Area Ratio

Carbon Impact Statement
Project:

Materials
M1:  Adaptive Reuse

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

Total Score: 

Scoring Guide:
1-4: Business as usual

5-8: Some positive actions

9-12: Demonstrated leadership

Food
F1:  Access to Food

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Attachment E



November 10, 2022  -- Meeting Notes – Re: Brodie Oaks Development 

Austin Energy, COA Law Dept, Brodie Oaks Development Team, Planning Commissioner Greg Anderson 

 

 
 



Intros 
• AE: Andy H., Stuart, Scott B., Lisa, Maria, Michael P., Reza, Nick S., Noelle, Pamela E. 
• COA: Kait 
• Armbrust & Brown: Jewel, David 
• Lionheart: Rebecca, Abby 
• Brodie Oaks Owner Rep: Milo 
• Engineers & Planners: Steven, Joe Longaro 

  
Rebecca Leonard 

• Apologized for communication breakdowns; transparency and engagement have been 
cornerstones of the approach for the last 3 years 

• Have had many meetings with AE staff 
• Most recently Summer 2022; included Stuart and Jackie 

o Clear direction that only option was 1.5 acre substation site on property 
o Approx 1/3 of substation capacity would be for the Brodie Oaks development 

• Left the mtg thinking that was AE's final say; didn't realize AE was still working on things 
• Does not support substation on site 
• Have met with several entities and none of them think this is a great location for a substation 
• Interested in hearing more from AE in terms of what options are available 

Stuart 
• Did not intend that meeting to be final  
• Left the meeting with the intent that the teams would look for creative solutions together 
• We have not been approaching this as, this is a nice to have, so we can burden this site and 

serve other areas 
• First and foremost, we need a substation to serve this site and we don't have the substation 

capacity elsewhere to serve it 
• All sites are not the same from an engineering perspective 

David 
• Never encountered this issue at the zoning stage of the work 
• This is a long way out; why now? 
• What would AE do if Milo decided not to do this project?  How would you serve S. Austin 

otherwise? 
Stuart 

• Can't plan out too far due to 10 year rule associated with eminent domain 
• A load such as this, which is a few years out, is really right around the corner for us 

Rebecca 
• Team provided very preliminary loading estimate; was very conservative on it 
• Expect they will come in lower than that 

Maria 
• AE recognizes that load estimates are estimates and that load varies over time; thus, AE applies 

a diversification factor to load estimates; used to determine how to feed the site 
• The driver for the substation is the load of Brodie Oaks; there is no other way to serve this load 
• You don't want to put a load this large at the end of a feeder 
• Also one feeder serves 10-12 MVA, if you're talking 20-30 MW, then we need more than one 

feeder available 
David 

• This is in the SOS area, which has impervious cover limitations 



• Across Lamar, that is not in the SOS zone 
• Of all the sites in S. Austin, it gets very difficult once you get into an SOS zone 

Maria 
• True, that may be why we didn't plan for a development such as this one in this location 

Pamela 
• Re why this is coming up now, we need to plan ahead to serve load 
• It has to work from an engineering standpoint: connect into T and D system 
• Acquiring properties is 18-24 months just to get the land 
• We do operate with power of eminent domain; it still takes a lot of time 
• Need civic use to be included in this zoning phase 

Rebecca 
• Have added those as permitted uses; from a zoning perspective, we're good 
• We still don't agree that this is the best site for a substation 
• You normally assess those things at site plan or building permit 
• We just want to get through the zoning phase 

David 
• Are we good from a zoning perspective or is AE going to step in and hold things up? 

Pamela 
• If civic use is included, we're golden from a zoning perspective 
• We can't stop the conversation there, though, b/c it takes time to prepare and be ready to serve 

your load 
Stuart 

• There were two other sites off-PUD, one is no longer viable and the other is needed for another 
substation 

Milo 
• What is the best way to discuss potential sites? 

o Pamela explained the AE team structure 
Stuart 

• What is before the Planning Commission?  Is the PUD document included? 
David 

• PUD documents include a site plan; don't plan on having substation on site 
• If we changed it, would require PUD amendment 
• SOS amendment is limiting impervious cover to 54%; if AE wanted to come in later and add a 

substation, it would require an additional SOS amendment 
Stuart 

• We should discuss now b/c timing requires action now 
David 

• Planning Commission 11/15; Council at 12/1 
• There isn't time to site a substation prior to that; would take months 

Greg (Planning Commission) 
• 10 of 17 acres taken up here (???) 
• Across Lamar, means a lot less land needed; believes less cost 
• Don't let the substation be a poison pill that kills this project 

Stuart 
• Can see your point about looking elsewhere; Makes sense logically 
• There may be creative solutions on-site that allow for a substation while still meeting your other 

requirements (e.g., reduce building footprint to reduce impervious cover but go higher) 
• Using another site assumes use of eminent domain elsewhere for the benefit of this site 



Milo 
• This is a difficult situation and we appreciate it 
• We've been trying to please a whole lot of interests in this PUD 
• Adding on top of the height may be the straw that breaks the camel back 

Rebecca 
• PUD takes 50% vote; SOS ordinance takes supermajority vote to pass 
• If there is any solution that doesn't affect the SOS ordinance … 
• Adding substation now will make it impossible to pass now, on 12/1 at Council 

Pamela 
• Andy H. is SPOC for AE for substation, PUC, site plan; please ensure all communications involve 

him and he will coordinate up and down internally 
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ARMBRUST & BROWN, PLLC 

A T T O R N E Y S  A N D  C O U N S E L O R S  

100 CONGRESS AVENUE, SUITE 1300 
AUSTIN, TEXAS  78701-2744 

512-435-2300 

FACSIMILE  512-435-2360 

Jewels Cain 

(512) 435-2318 
jcain@abaustin.com 

 

{W1051520.1}  

August 9, 2021 

Rosie Truelove 

Director, Housing & Planning Department 

City of Austin 

1000 E. 11th Street, Suite 200 

Austin, Texas  78702 

Re:  Restrictive Covenant Termination Application C14r-81-033(RCT) (the 

“Application”)  

Dear Mrs. Truelove: 

 This Application is submitted to terminate the restrictive covenant recorded in Volume 

7479, Page 23 (the “Restrictive Covenant”) of the Official Public Records of Travis County, 

Texas on June 26, 1981.  This Restrictive Covenant was associated with zoning case C14r-81-

033 at the time it was recorded. 

 The Restrictive Covenant encumbers Lots A, B, C and D shown on the Barton Creek 

Plaza Subdivision in Figure 1 below (the “Property”).   

 

Figure 1 



ARMBRUST & BROWN, PLLC 

Page 2 

 

 

{W1051520.1}  

A Planned Unit Development application (the “PUD Application”) has been submitted 

for Lots A and B (C814-2021-0099) and will be reviewed concurrently with this Application.  

The purpose of this Application is to terminate the Restrictive Covenant which limits height on 

Lots A, B, C and D to allow for the mixed-use project proposed in the PUD Application.  

Although the PUD Application is only being submitted on Lots A and B the Restrictive 

Covenant applies to Lots A, B, C, and D and will require approval from the adjacent property 

owners prior to finalizing the terminations.   

 Thank you in advance for your consideration of this Application.  Should you have any 

questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

 

Respectfully, 

 
Jewels Cain 

Land Development Consultant   

 

 

 

 

cc:  Jerry Rusthoven; City of Austin   

Kate Clark: City of Austin  

Milo Burdette; Barshop & Oles Company  

Rebecca Leonard: Lionheart Places  

Abby Gillfillan: Lionheart Places  

David Armbrust: Armbrust & Brown  

 

 

















From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Dombeck, Tim; Rowlinson, Thomas; 
Kallivoka, Liana [PARD]; McNeeley, Kimberly; Scott, Randy; 
Re: Brodie Letters of Support
Monday, September 26, 2022 6:54:49 AM
image001.png
2022 09 26_APF-HCC_Ltr_To_PARB_BrodieOaksTrails.docx

Good Morning, Tim.

Please forward the letter appended below and attached as word.doc to PARB. Thank you. George

Monday, September 26, 2022

TO: City of Austin Parks & Recreation Board - Via Electronic Communication

Austin Parks Foundation and Hill Country Conservancy have agreed to lead a team of trail 
professionals to offer guidance to The Barshop Oles Company regarding the routing and design of 
separate, sustainable pedestrian and mountain biking trails – with emphasis on sustainable, low-
maintenance design, that would connect the proposed redevelopment project to the Barton Creek 
Greenbelt.

APF and HCC collectively have more than forty years of “on the ground” experience designing, 
constructing, and maintaining pedestrian and biking trails in ecologically sensitive landscapes. We 
plan to involve representatives of other organizations and draw on their expertise as well.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter and thank you for your commendable, and important, 
public service.

Sincerely,

Colin Wallis, CEO
Austin Parks Foundation

George Cofer
Hill Country Conservancy

From: "Dombeck, Tim" <Tim.Dombeck@austintexas.gov>
Date: Friday, September 23, 2022 at 12:19 PM
To: Thomas Rowlinson <Thomas.Rowlinson@austintexas.gov>, Abby Gillfillan

Cc: George Cofer, Liana Kallivoka
<Liana.Kallivoka@austintexas.gov>, Kimberly McNeeley
<Kimberly.McNeeley@austintexas.gov>, Randy Scott <Randy.Scott@austintexas.gov>

mailto:Tim.Dombeck@austintexas.gov
mailto:Thomas.Rowlinson@austintexas.gov
mailto:Liana.Kallivoka@austintexas.gov
mailto:Kimberly.McNeeley@austintexas.gov
mailto:Randy.Scott@austintexas.gov
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Monday, September 26, 2022

 

TO: City of Austin Parks & Recreation Board - Via Electronic Communication

 

Austin Parks Foundation and Hill Country Conservancy have agreed to lead a team of trail professionals to offer guidance to The Barshop Oles Company regarding the routing and design of separate, sustainable pedestrian and mountain biking trails – with emphasis on sustainable, low-maintenance design, that would connect the proposed redevelopment project to the Barton Creek Greenbelt.

 

APF and HCC collectively have more than forty years of “on the ground” experience designing, constructing, and maintaining pedestrian and biking trails in ecologically sensitive landscapes. We plan to involve representatives of other organizations and draw on their expertise as well.

 

Thank you for your consideration of this letter and thank you for your commendable, and important, public service. 

 

Sincerely,

 

Colin Wallis, CEO

Austin Parks Foundation

colin@austinparks.org

 

George Cofer 

Hill Country Conservancy

george@hillcountryconservancy.org





From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Rivera, Andrew; Rhoades, Wendy 
Brodie PUD - Planning Commission 
Tuesday, October 25, 2022 10:09:14 PM

*** External Email - Exercise Caution ***

Dear Commissioners Cohen, Hempel, Llanes, Howard, Cox, Shaw, Mushtaler, Schneider, Thompson, Shieh,
Anderson, Azhar, Flores, and Singh:

I am writing in support of the Brodie PUD.  As a long time South Austin resident, I am all in favor of the proposed
redevelopment of the (formerly) Brodie Oaks site.

The existing ocean of parking / collection of empty big boxes / greatest hits of 1980s strip mall architecture is a
gross under-utilization of the site that maximized impervious cover and turned its back on some of the best views in
Austin.

In contrast, the Brodie project as envisioned by the development team strikes all the right notes:  it decreases
impervious cover, provides an inviting connection to the greenbelt, takes advantage of the gorgeous views, includes
affordable spaces for creatives and housing, aligns with existing and future transit, and activates the site with a
variety of uses for 24/7 engagement.  Keeping an eye towards the future, the project as presented includes
innovative water and energy management, and flexibility for decreased reliance upon automobiles and parking.  The
development team has done a great job in identifying and highlighting the best features of this site in a sensitive and
efficient manner while balancing the concerns of neighbors.  My favorite feature is the procession of formal to
informal green space for the most delicate alliance with the Barton Creek Greenbelt.

The Brodie sets a high bar for future re-development of similar commercial sites.  Let’s help them do it.

Sincerely,
Andrea Freiburger

South Lamar Neighborhood resident since 2008
South Austin resident since 1998
Planet Earth resident since 1968
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.

mailto:Andrew.Rivera@austintexas.gov
mailto:Wendy.Rhoades@austintexas.gov
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November 2, 2022 

TO:  Austin Environmental Commission   Via Hand-delivery and email  

FROM:  Bill Bunch, Executive Director, SOS Alliance 

RE:   Brodie Oaks PUD needs changes to meet required “superior” standards, to comply with 

Austin’s Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan, and to meet Water Forward and Climate 

Equity Plan goals 

Dear Chair Ramberg and Commissioners:  

Save Our Springs Alliance representatives have actively engaged with Applicant representatives 

off and on for over a year on this project.  The goal has always been to reach agreement on all 

issues so that Brodie Oaks would be a model project that would set a very high standard for 

redevelopment in the Barton Springs watershed and for the larger Austin community.   

While we can agree on some key elements, and very much appreciate the Applicant’s efforts to 

engage with neighborhood and environmental representatives and provide answers to our 

questions, the project as currently proposed does not meet required “superior” standards on 

environmental issues and does not fully meet Imagine Austin, Austin Climate Equity, and Austin 

Water Forward environmental and planning standards.  

For context, the current development holds approximately 360,000 square feet.  The proposed 

development would, according to the Applicant, total about 3.2 million square feet.  Thus the 

proposal is not simply a significant increase in overall density but would rather be roughly a 900 

percent increase in density.  

While some substantial density increase is readily supported, the scale and type of development 

proposed both push the project into “inferior” status and in direct conflict with multiple 

environmental standards and planning goals.   

SOS does support a narrowly tailored SOS ordinance site specific amendment for the Brodie 

Oaks PUD.  This amendment would accept the Applicant’s proposed reduction in impervious 

cover from 84% gross site area to approximately 56% net site area and the Applicants 

commitment that SOS “pollution prevention” requirements would be met with SOS level water 

quality controls.   



Our consulting expert, Dr. Lauren Ross, Ph.D., P.E., has reviewed the details of the Applicant’s 

water quality controls. Dr. Ross generally agrees with the Staff that if implemented as described 

the water quality controls would provide the necessary treatment and capture volumes to meet 

the “pollution prevention” standards.  In doing so, pollutant loading from the site would be 

greatly reduced, along with the impervious cover, as compared to the current development.  

The environmental shortfalls to “superiority” are, however, significant.  We ask that the 

Environmental Commission vote to find that the proposed PUD is not environmentally superior 

and should be denied unless the following changes shortfalls are corrected:   

1. Need for offsite mitigation land to reduce overall impervious cover to below 15% 

net site area and to mitigate for offsite pollution and environmental impacts.  

The Brodie Oaks tract rests within the Barton Springs recharge zone and thus is otherwise 

subject to a 15% net site area limit.  We recognize that under the SOS redevelopment exception 

ordinance, the council has discretion to approve a much higher level of onsite impervious cover 

when considering the specific circumstances of a project.  That SOS exception ordinance 

contemplates and in some cases requires the acquisition of land or conservation easements offsite 

so that the overall impervious cover (taking the two tracts together) meets SOS impervious cover 

standards.   

Absent this offsite mitigation requirement, the proposed PUD cannot be viewed as “superior” to 

either the SOS ordinance or the SOS redevelopment exception ordinance requirements.   

The SOS redevelopment ordinance provides in relevant part at Section 25-8-26:  

“(G)  City Council shall consider the following factors in determining whether to 

approve a proposed redevelopment: 

(1) benefits of the redevelopment to the community; 

(2) whether the proposed mitigation or manner of development offsets the potential 

environmental impact of the redevelopment; 

(3) the effects of offsite infrastructure requirements of the redevelopment; and 

(4) compatibility with the City's comprehensive plan. 

(H) Redevelopment of property under this section requires the purchase or restriction 

of mitigation land if the site has a sedimentation/filtration pond. . . .  

(1) The combined gross site area impervious cover of the mitigation land and the 

portion of the redevelopment site treated by sedimentation/filtration ponds may not 

exceed 20 percent.” 



As noted below, several of these factors are implicated by the proposed redevelopment project.  Offsite 

impacts will be substantial given that the project is heavy on office, retail, and hotel that will drive 

secondary development further out into the Barton Springs watershed, in direct conflict with Imagine 

Austin goals.  As proposed there would be developed 1.2 million sq. feet of office, 140,000 sq. ft. of 

retail, and a 200 room hotel – all of which will create a demand for yet more housing over the Barton 

Springs Edwards Aquifer watershed.      

2. Need to reduce height to meet Climate Equity Plan and “carbon neutral” goals 

Skyscrapers are not climate-friendly, primarily because of the “embodied” energy required to 

manufacture the concrete and steel required to support very tall buildings.  There is now solid 

research showing that cities that develop with mid-rise and low-rise projects that are dense 

enough to support public transit and walkability and limit land consumption have greatly reduced 

greenhouse gas emissions when compared to skyscraper development. This short piece from 

October 2021 in Resilience provides an excellent summary on the issue.   

We do not have an exact height limit to recommend at this time but keeping the height low 

enough, in the 5 to 10 story range, that use of energy intensive steel and concrete construction 

can be minimized or avoided altogether, while being consistent with Imagine the Imagine Austin 

Comprehensive plan should be recommended.  This would allow substantial increase in density 

and likely could accommodate all of the proposed residential development if the 1.2 million 

square feet of office and hotel were scaled back.  Converting the internal streets from auto traffic 

to pedestrian malls would also allow more of the onsite impervious cover to be dedicated to 

buildings rather than car habitat.   

3. Need to remove skyscrapers or other otherwise reduce density to meet Austin Water 

Forward “net zero water” goals.  

The skyscrapers in the plan not only push the site away from being “carbon neutral” but also 

result in the project failing to meet “net zero water” goals. These buildings and the extra density 

they accommodate translate into having too little available onsite water to meet summer cooling 

tower, landscaping, and other project water demands. By reducing the scale of the development, 

the project would be able to flush toilets and meet other onsite water demands that cannot be met 

as proposed.   

4. Need to remove skyscrapers to be consistent with the Imagine Austin 

Comprehensive Plan’s call for an “activity center in a sensitive environmental 

area.”   

SOS respectfully disagrees with Staff’s stated conclusion that the proposed development is 

consistent with the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan.  The “activity center in an 

environmentally sensitive area” designation calls for lower density, low- to mid-rise 

redevelopment that supports public transit without inviting major density centers into the Barton 

Springs watershed.  As proposed, the project would be more on the order of a “satellite 

https://www.resilience.org/stories/2021-10-28/cities-and-climate-change-why-low-rise-buildings-are-the-future-not-skyscrapers/
https://www.resilience.org/stories/2021-10-28/cities-and-climate-change-why-low-rise-buildings-are-the-future-not-skyscrapers/


downtown,” especially when the large commercial tracts across Lamar and adjacent to the 

Brodie Oaks tract move toward redevelopment.   

The attached list of Imagine Austin and neighborhood plan references prepared by long-time 

Zilker neighborhood/South Lamar development expert Lorraine Atherton make clear that the 

proposal, in its current form, is not consistent with the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan and 

should be scaled back to be consistent.  It is certainly not “superior” to the comprehensive plan 

requirements.  

5. Parks need more attention and should be “public” and mostly kept natural and not 

converted to outdoor commercial areas controlled by the developer. 

 

6. Please request that the matter be returned to the Environmental Commission when 

there is an actual draft zoning ordinance to be reviewed.  

We have learned from the Statesman PUD that having boards and commissions “review” a 

complex “zoning” ordinance that addresses far more than zoning when that ordinance does not 

actually exist leads to all kinds of problems – problems that are hidden from view or simply go 

unnoticed when they are not written down on paper.  To address this problem, please include in 

your recommendation that the Environmental Commission be allowed to again review and make 

recommendations when there is an actual draft ordinance to review.   

Currently the staff back-up says there are 43 code modifications requested. Several of these have 

not been addressed here, and some of these are very important.  For example, the proposal 

appears to mostly gut Hill Country Roadway Ordinance protections that are important not just 

for scenic beauty but also for air quality, urban heat island, and carbon capture.  These issues 

deserve some attention, at least to the point of what is being lost from what would otherwise be 

required.  Regretfully, we have not figured this one out yet. 

It only recently registered with us that the proposal would greatly reduce setbacks from a spring 

on the site.  We also do not yet understand this issue but of course are concerned and don’t see 

how reducing setbacks from the spring can be environmentally superior.   

As to Airman’s Cave, we do believe that, given the unique geology of the site and the 

configuration of the cave, that the cave should be adequately protected.   

Thank you for your service to the community and for your consideration.  

       

Sincerely, 



                    

Bill Bunch   

Enclosure  

 

Cc:  David Armbrust, Pat Oles, Milo Burdette,  Applicants 

 Melissa Hawthorne, Barton Hills Neighborhood Assn. 

 Lorraine Atherton, Zilker Neighborhood Assn.  

 Hon. Ann Kitchen, Councilmember, District 5 

  



Here's a run-down of the passages relevant to the proposed Brodie Oaks PUD from Imagine 

Austin [with Lorraine’s comments in square brackets]. The references to building height are 

found on page 105. Here goes: 

Pages 100-103, Figures 4.2 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Networks), 4.3 (Transit Networks), 4.4 (Roadway 

Networks), and 4.5 (Growth Concept Map): 

On all maps, the dots indicating the activity center at Ben White and Lamar are positioned to the east, 

between Lamar and Manchaca, not on top of Barton Creek. 

Page 104, Growth Concept Map Definitions, Activity Centers and Corridors 

Centers that are already established by existing small-area plans . . . are drawn to reflect those 

plans. Centers without small-area plans are simply shown with a circle, indicating scale and 

general location. Specifying boundaries for these centers may occur through small-area plans"  

[In this case, the center's boundaries should now reflect the South Austin Combined 

neighborhood plan. The South Austin Combined NP captures perfectly the definition of an 

activity center in the third paragraph on page 104. The Brodie Oaks proposal, on the other 

hand, has no library, no college campus, no high school, no hospital, no playing fields, no 

housing choices other than high-rise multifamily, and no transit center. It has one bus stop, and 

the Brodie PUD proposal pushes it south to the equivalent of a highway on-ramp, isolating it 

from any possible pedestrian traffic.] 

Page 105, description of Regional Centers 

"The central regional center encompassing Downtown . . . is the most urban. It includes low- to 

high-rise residential and office buildings."  

[Regional Center is the only category that includes high-rise buildings. The intersection of Ben 

White and South Lamar is NOT a regional center in Imagine Austin. Also see page 124 below.] 

Page 105, description of Town Centers 

"The buildings found in a town center will range in size from one- to three-story houses, 

duplexes, townhouses, and row houses, to low- to midrise apartments, mixed use buildings, 

and office buildings. These centers will also be important hubs in the transit system."  

[Town Center is the only category that fits the "Activity center for redevelopment in sensitive 

environmental areas" designation for the intersection of Ben White and South Lamar. The 

South Austin Combined NP fits the Town Center description perfectly, with lots of variety 

embedded in a grid of South Austin bus routes with established routes to the north and east.] 

 



Page 106, Activity Centers for Redevelopment in Sensitive Environmental Areas 

“Five centers are located over the recharge or contributing zones of the Barton Springs Zone of 

the Edwards Aquifer or within water-supply watersheds. These centers are located on already 

developed areas and, in some instances, provide opportunities to address long-standing water 

quality issues and provide walkable areas in and near existing neighborhoods.”  

[Note that it says "existing neighborhoods," not "new."]  

“State-of-the-art development practices will be required of any redevelopment to improve 

stormwater retention and the water quality flowing into the aquifer or other drinking water 

sources. These centers should also be carefully evaluated to fit within their infrastructural and 

environmental context."  

[In this case, the size of the proposed project overwhelms the fire, power, water, and street 

infrastructure that can be provided within the environmental context. Attempts to provide that 

increased level of services to the Brodie site will necessarily divert resources away from the 

redevelopment of the Westgate and South Austin Hospital areas, which are already under way.] 

Page 107: 

"The Growth Concept Map not only guides where Austin may accommodate new residents and 

jobs but also reflects the community intent to direct growth away from environmentally 

sensitive areas including, but not limited to, the recharge and contributing zones of the Barton 

Springs segment of the Edwards Aquifer, and to protect the character of neighborhoods by 

directing growth to areas identified by small area plans."  

[In this case, growth should be directed to the approved South Austin Combined neighborhood 

plan, which is well-positioned as an education, medical, and transportation hub, and able to 

absorb a large population in the redevelopment of large and small shopping centers.] 

Also, 

"Protect Austin's natural resources and environmental systems by limiting land use and 

transportation development in sensitive environmental areas." 

Page 108: 

"transit stops are identified as ‘proposed.’ As more detailed planning occurs, these may move. 

When this happens, the associated activity center should move as well."  

[In this case, the Westgate transit center has moved to Ben White at Victory, which means the 

associated activity center should be the South Austin Combined neighborhood plan area. Given 

the state highway department’s policies controlling the Lamar right of way south of Panther, it 



will not be possible to change traffic patterns or make any substantial pedestrian or transit 

connections to the Brodie Center in the foreseeable future.] 

Page 118, Best Practices: 

“One of the most critical pieces of the code is the concept of ‘successional zoning.’ This allows 

rezoning only to the next most intense zone if the property abuts a more intense zone. This 

promotes a controlled evolution of the built environment and minimizes opportunities for 

developers to acquire a property and request a rezoning to a dramatically different intensity or 

use.”  

[In other words, rezoning of Brodie Oaks should not exceed the zoning across the street, which 

is GR with a VMU overlay.]   

Page 124, Figure 4.6, Combined Future Land Use Map: 

There is one, and only one, parcel designated as a bright blue "Activity Center." It is the 

Westgate Shopping Center, on the southeast corner of the Ben White-Lamar intersection. 
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Opposition to Case C814-2021-0099, Brodie Oaks PUD 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AGREEMENT AND PUD BONUS CALCULATIONS 
Nov. 14, 2022 
From: Lorraine Atherton, member, Zilker Neighborhood Association Zoning Committee 
2009 Arpdale, Austin TX 78704 
Council District 5 

 
Over the three years that ZNA has been aware of this case, the affordable housing component has 
always come up at the end of the discussion, when everybody is ready to go home. If affordable housing 
is the Planning Commission’s and City Council’s top priority, however, the PUD requirements for 
affordable housing really should be examined more closely. 
 Last week, staff did not address Commissioner Schneider’s question about “the 10 percent 
standard in typical bonus programs.” They simply stated that the package met superiority. If the 
applicant did intend to develop on-site affordable units at the 10% standard, the PUD would be 
incorporating 170 affordable units (10% of 1,700) onsite, in addition to contributing an $8.6 million fee-
in-lieu to cover the nonresidential bonus area. Also, it should be noted that the new standard for bonus 
height programs is 12% of units (in this case 204 affordable units). Please ask staff to explain how the 
value of the land under an unfunded future affordable housing complex of only 100 units can be higher 
than the value of 170 affordable units onsite and a cash contribution of $8.6 million to NHCD that could 
be used to support projects offsite immediately.     
 The “stand-alone”affordable apartment building offered in the Brodie PUD is not a gift, and it is 
not even a reliable commitment. To make a long story short, Austin cannot rely on speculative rezoning 
agreements to provide affordable housing in the short-term. The history of the tiny PUD at Riverside and 
South Lamar (Taco PUD) is instructive. 
 
TACO PUD COMPARISONS 
To summarize:  
 In 2013, when the Taco PUD consisted of a 175-unit luxury condo project on less than an acre, a 
vaguely defined fee-in-lieu of less than $500,000 was deemed superior as an affordable housing 
contribution. The PUD ultimately delivered no housing and no fee-in-lieu. 
 In 2019, a fee-in-lieu of $1.2 million was calculated for a redesigned PUD on the same site, with 
108 hotel rooms and 27 luxury condos; plus, a direct, immediate cash donation was made to a deeply 
affordable 110-unit permanent supportive apartment project about one mile away from the PUD site. 
Construction on the nonprofit project began almost immediately, followed closely by the PUD hotel 
project, delivering $3.7 million to Austin’s affordable housing program.    
 
2013 Taco PUD ordinance 
The Affordable Housing section of the 2013 PUD ordinance for 1211 W. Riverside (211 S. Lamar) reads: 
 
“PART 9. Affordable Housing Program.  

The project will comply with the requirements for affordable housing options in accordance with the 

established PUD regulations. Participation will be provided by either providing on-site units or by 

paying a fee-in-lieu. The fee-in-lieu will be $6 for each square foot of bonus square footage above the 

basehne. The baseline shall include F.A.R. that could be achieved under the existing zoning and 

existing applicable site development regulations, including additional F.A.R. that may be granted 

under Section 25-2-714 (Additional Floor Area). If rental housing is provided, dwelling units equal to 

at least 10 percent of the bonus area square footage within the PUD must be affordable. If owner 

occupied housing is provided, dwelling units equal to at least 5 percent of the bonus area square 

footage within the PUD must be affordable. Payment of the fee-in-lieu will be made prior to the site 
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plan being released. If the site plan is revised to increase square footage, the project will have to pay 

additional fees for the additional square footage above baseline.”  

 

Note that the fee rate was locked in at a very low $6 per square foot of bonus area, and the size of the 
bonus area was slashed by requiring that the baseline include “additional F.A.R. that may be granted 
under Section 25-2-714.” Because PUD fees were tied to permit approvals, the baseline FAR and the 
bonus square footage were not estimated, and the public never had the opportunity to compare the 
value of housing provided in a VMU project with the housing that would be expected from the PUD 
project. We were told that the fee-in-lieu would work out to something between $250,000 and 
$500,000. My own estimate, with incomplete data, was $414,000. 
 Six years later, no site plan had been submitted, no market or affordable housing had been built, 
and no fees had been paid--demonstrating that the minimum affordable housing requirement under a 
typical PUD is, essentially, 0 units and $0 in fees to NHCD. 
 

2019 Taco Hotel PUD ordinance 
If the 2019 hotel PUD had been approved under the baseline and bonus area methodology of the 2013 
PUD, the baseline entitlement would have been about 193,000 square feet. In the end, the site plan 
submitted for the hotel had a gross floor area of 184,000 square feet, which works out to a bonus area 
of negative 9,000 sf. In other words, the project would be required to provide 0 affordable units and $0 
in fees to NHCD. That’s why the ZNA zoning committee worked to negotiate a substantial contribution 
to an off-site private nonprofit project separate from the PUD, with no strings attached to PUD baselines 
or bonus areas and no reliance on a site plan approval for a hotel that might never be built. 
 The result was the Foundation Communities project nearing completion today at 1508 S. Lamar, 
with 110 apartments affordable for income levels below 50% MFI. Because the land was purchased and 
transferred to Foundation Communities before the PUD was approved by City Council, we in ZNA did not 
pay much attention to the final wording in the PUD ordinance. The deal was already done. So, looking at 
the ordinance language last week, I was surprised and pleased to see that the terms of the affordable 
housing contribution were actually written into the ordinance, in a way that should serve as a model for 
future PUDs. 
 
The Affordable Housing section of the 2019 PUD ordinance for 1211 W. Riverside (211 S. Lamar) reads: 
 

“PART 8. Part 9 (Affordable Housing Program) of the Original Ordinance is deleted in its entirety and 

replaced with the following:  

The community benefit package contains a total of $3,700,000 devoted to affordable housing, to be 

contributed as follows:  

A. $1,200,000 in cash shall be contributed to the Neighborhood Housing & Community Development 

Department on or before issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy for the Proiect; and  

B. $2,500,000 in cash shall be donated to a non-profit organization that provides affordable housing 

("Non-Profit"), or its designee, on or before 60 days from the effective date of this Ordinance, to be 

used by Non-Profit for the acquisition of the site located at 1508 South Lamar Boulevard, Austin, 

Texas, as required by agreement between the applicant and Non-Profit.  

In addition to the cash donations described above, the applicant shall assign its rights to the purchase 

contract for the 1508 South Lamar Boulevard property to Non-Profit, or its designee, 

contemporaneously with the cash donation described in subsection B above. If for any reason Non-

Profit notifies the applicant and the City in writing of its decision not to accept the cash donation 

described in subsection B above, or fails to acquire the site located at 1508 South Lamar Boulevard 

within 90 days of approval of this Ordinance, the applicant shall satisfy the requirement in subsection 
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B above by donating the $2,500,000 in cash to the Neighborhood Housing & Community 

Development Department on or before 90 days from the effective date of this Ordinance.” 

 

Note that there is no quibbling over baselines and bonus areas, rental or ownership, length of leases, 
on-site or off-site. The only part of the package that isn’t pinned down is the timing of the $1.2 million 
cash payment. It is dependent on the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. If the hotel project failed 
to complete construction, the payment to NHCD would be delayed, but the affordable project would not 
be affected.  
 Compare the 2019 Taco hotel PUD with the Brodie PUD proposal, and then ask staff how they 
could possibly call the Brodie proposal “superior.”  
 
2019 Taco hotel PUD: 108-room hotel contributes $3.7 million to affordable housing, resulting in a 
guaranteed 110-unit nonprofit project on a close-in corridor site in a high-opportunity area. 
versus 
2022 Brodie PUD: a project with 3.1 million sf of space, including a 200-room hotel, 1,700 residential 
units, and 1.26 million sf of office space, contributes an undefined amount--to be determined in the 
distant future, depending on the phasing of building permits, and  based on an unpredictable calculation 
of nonresidential bonus area above a baseline yet to be revealed--to a possible 100-unit nonprofit 
project on the edge of a remote environmentally sensitive area with high infrastructure and 
construction costs.   
 
Excerpts from Exhibit C, Brodie Land Use Plan 6/15/2022, pp. 120-121 [my comments in brackets]: 
NON-RESIDENTIAL BONUS AREA  

To the extent any non-residential buildings exceed the base height established in this Exhibit C Brodie 

Land Use Plan (Page 4), the developer shall convey land to Foundation Communities for a standalone 

affordable housing project built on-site that must:  

• Include a minimum of 130 [staff says this number has been reduced to 100] family-oriented units with a 

higher percentage of 3-bedroom units than the site wide average [if there are no 3-bedroom units on the 

rest of the site, the average will be 0];  

• Be affordable to a household whose income is between 30 and 60 percent of the median family income 

in the Austin metropolitan statistical area;  

• Remain affordable for 40 years [staff says this number has been increased to “perpetuity”] from the date 

a certificate of occupancy is issued; and  

• Be eligible for federal housing choice vouchers.  

ASSURANCES AND PHASING OF NON-RESIDENTIAL BONUS AREA  

In recognition of these facts:  

• Brodie will be constructed over time;  

• A stand-alone Foundation Communities project will require additional tax credits and other funding 

sources for construction and operation that are likely but not certain and not within this developers control 

[see next page]; and  

• The best site for a stand-alone affordable housing project is located in Phase II of the development, 

adjacent to the planned neighborhood park, along the South Lamar frontage, and adjacent to the planned 

transit stop [The PUD proposes to move the transit stop to the south of the one and only driveway, where 

it will be about three blocks away from the FC project and cut off from most pedestrian activity]. The 

affordable housing requirement attributed to nonresidential square footage may be constructed no later 

than 5 years after the first building permit in Phase II is granted a Certificate of Occupancy. In the event 

land has not been conveyed to Foundations Communities and a project is not in process by this time the 

developer will provide the amount established under Section 2.5.6 (In Lieu Donation) for each square foot 

of non-residential bonus square footage above the baseline [*] to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund to be 

used for producing or financing affordable housing, as determined by the Director of the Neighborhood 



4 

 

Housing and Community Development Department. The fee-in-lieu amount form Phase I and Phase II 

will be assessed at the time of building permit and tracked on each site plan in accordance with Exhibit H: 

Brodie Oaks Phasing Plan. 

 
[* New wrinkle: Exhibit C includes a diagram and calculations of baseline heights within the Hill Country 
Roadway area. The calculations seem to indicate that the non-residential bonus area will have a 
negative value.] 
 
Lessons learned from the Goodwill-Foundation Communities project in the Barton Springs Zone 
In Exhibit C, the Brodie PUD applicant admits that “A stand-alone Foundation Communities project will 
require additional tax credits and other funding sources for construction and operation that are likely 
but not certain and not within this developers control.” 
 The stand-alone project will have to compete with other affordable housing projects for 
additional funding sources (in other words, public funding). Given the lengthy time-frame for 
redevelopment, dependence on the Certificate of Occupancy in Phase II, the use of questionable 
calculations of nonresidential bonus area to determine the dollar-amount of the contribution, and the 
increased construction costs dictated by the site restrictions, the affordable housing project is not likely 
to survive the competition for public funding.  
 ZNA learned this the hard way in 2013, with the Goodwill-Foundation Communities proposal at 
2800 S. Lamar. This was an excellent project, but it had to compete with three other nearby projects. It 
failed to receive tax credits and was never revived. It is not just a coincidence that Goodwill sold this 
problematic site within the Barton Springs Zone and moved to a shopping center on the east side of 
South Lamar, directly across from Brodie Oaks. The old Goodwill building at 2800 S. Lamar is now 
abandoned and derelict, along with two affordable fourplexes behind it. 
 ZNA put that lesson to good use in 2019, when a new owner was seeking an amendment to the 
Taco PUD at S. Lamar and Riverside. We insisted that an appropriate site should be purchased for 
Foundation Communities, off-site but within the neighborhood, separate from the PUD rezoning and 
bonus area calculations. As a result, FC was able to close on a new property within the neighborhood 
before the PUD case was approved and to begin development of the affordable housing immediately. 
The 110 units of permanent supportive housing are nearing completion as I write this. 
 Based on ZNA’s real-world experience with affordable housing and PUD promises, I would 
expect the Brodie Oaks PUD to assist Foundation Communities in securing a site east of S. Lamar or 
within the Westgate neighborhood plan area large enough for the construction of at least 200 units of 
housing affordable at less than 60% MFI--on terms similar to those written into the 2019 Taco hotel 
PUD. Such housing is desperately needed for hospital employees, school employees, ACC students and 
employees, and other public service workers in the rapidly growing Ben White corridor east of Lamar. 
 Because of the environmental restrictions in the Barton Springs Zone, infrastructure and 
construction costs will be very high within the Brodie PUD, so it makes sense to permit more expensive 
market-rate housing on the site identified in Exhibit C, similar to the multifamily housing in the adjacent, 
heavily wooded Retreat complex, in two- or three-story structures with 4 to 8 dwellings each. 
 
Thank you, Commissioners, for the opportunity to examine this one aspect of the PUD process in such 
detail. I hope you will recommend that the Brodie PUD be shelved until you and the City Council can 
revise the City’s PUD ordinance as proposed by the Austin Neighborhoods Council last month. 
 
Thank you for your service, 
Lorraine Atherton 





From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Rivera, Andrew; Rhoades, Wendy

Brodie Oaks PUD postponement request at Planning Commission C814-2021-0099 
Monday, November 7, 2022 10:40:11 AM

*** External Email - Exercise Caution ***

Hello, Ms. Rhodes and Mr. Rivera,

The Zilker Neighborhood Association requests that the Planning Commission rezoning hearing for the
Brodie Oaks PUD, case C814-2021-0099 (items 2, 3, and 4 on the Nov 8 agenda), be postponed to
November 15. We'd like to review materials presented at and after the Environmental Commission
hearing, including but not limited to the affordable housing agreement and bonus calculations, the terms
of the site-specific amendments to the SOS ordinance and the proposed restrictive covenant
amendments, the parking calculations, the traffic and transit recommendations, the school impact
analysis, the tree plans, the limits on excavations, the electric demand, the water and sewer demand, the
fire and EMS demand, and conflicts with Imagine Austin and other planning guidelines. Thank you for
your time.

Best regards,

David Piper, ZNA Secretary

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.

mailto:Andrew.Rivera@austintexas.gov
mailto:Wendy.Rhoades@austintexas.gov


From: Rhoades, Wendy
To: Rivera, Andrew
Subject: RE: November 8, 2022 Planning Commission Agenda
Date: Tuesday, November 8, 2022 2:01:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Andrew,
Please see my responses below. 
 
Wendy
 

From: Rivera, Andrew <Andrew.Rivera@austintexas.gov> 
Sent: Friday, November 4, 2022 2:11 PM
To: Rhoades, Wendy <Wendy.Rhoades@austintexas.gov>
Subject: FW: November 8, 2022 Planning Commission Agenda
 
Wendy,
 
Please see questions below from Commissioner Schneider.
 
Thank you,
Andrew
 
 
 

From: Schneider, Robert - BC <BC-Robert.Schneider@austintexas.gov> 
Sent: Friday, November 4, 2022 1:16 PM
To: Rivera, Andrew <Andrew.Rivera@austintexas.gov>
Subject: Re: November 8, 2022 Planning Commission Agenda
 
Hi Andrew --
 
I have some questions for staff regarding the Brodie Oaks PUD. 
 
I am unable to attend Tuesday's meeting but would appreciate their response for my own as well as other PC
members better understanding of the case.
 
Thanks!
Rob
 
Questions on Items 02, 03, and 04, Brodie Oaks PUD
 
As I understand it, this is the first case for a development in an activity center in an environmentally sensitive area.  The SOS
ordinance would require strict limits on impervious cover if this were a new development (as opposed to a redevelopment). 
While the applicant is reducing the impervious cover on this site compared to the site’s existing coverage, it is expected to be
at a significantly higher level than the standard for new development under SOS.
Redevelopment under SOS envisions the ability of an applicant to offset impervious coverage that exceeds current SOS limits
by acquiring land or conservation easements so the impervious coverage of the two tracts taken together meets or exceeds
the 15% SOS ordinance standard. Is the applicant doing that?  If not, does staff believe the proposal demonstrates
superiority, and if not, could staff articulate its rationale for that analysis?  RESPONSE:  The Brodie Oaks PUD
project is not eligible for the conditions of the BSZ Redevelopment Exception due to proposed impacts of
Critical Environmental Features on the site; therefore, staff did not require the project to comply with the
conditions described in 25-8-26, including the purchasing of mitigation land. However, staff would support
any recommendation from Planning Commission or Council to adopt this requirement. Instead of the
Redevelopment Exception, the applicant was directed by staff to follow the process for a site-specific SOS

mailto:Wendy.Rhoades@austintexas.gov
mailto:Andrew.Rivera@austintexas.gov
mailto:BC-Robert.Schneider@austintexas.gov
mailto:Andrew.Rivera@austintexas.gov






amendment to address proposed impervious cover limits. This process requires a higher level of approval
at City Council (super majority) and a higher level of water quality protection (full compliance with SOS
water quality non-degradation requirements) compared to the BSZ Redevelopment Exception. Staff finds
the Brodie Oaks PUD project to be environmentally superior with the included site-specific SOS
amendment for impervious cover.
 
I understand that the applicant is proposing to provide support for affordable housing by donating a portion of the site’s land
to Foundation Communities for affordable housing. The idea is this is the offset for the bonus heights the applicant is
requesting for the office buildings on the site. 

In a recent case further north on Lamar, the “Taco Cabana” PUD, did the applicants offer both land and funding for an
affordable housing project in order to to support its claim of superiority? What were the details of the Taco Cabana
PUD’s affordable housing contribution?   RESPONSE:  Council approved an amendment to the 0.933 acre
Taco Cabana PUD on October 17, 2019 that revised its affordable housing program to include two
different community benefit contributions for a total of $3,700,000 as follows:  1) a $1,200,000 cash
donation for affordable housing to the Housing and Planning Department, and 2) a $2,500,000 cash
donation to a Non-Profit for acquisition of the site at 1508 South Lamar Boulevard.  The complete
affordable housing program in the amended Taco Cabana PUD ordinance is provided in Part 8
(please refer to pages 5-6) below:

                document.cfm (austintexas.gov)
Is staff able to provide an analysis of the value of the affordable housing contribution on this site, and to what extent
it demonstrates superiority?  RESPONSE:  The affordable housing requirement for office buildings is
typically a fee-in-lieu.  The fee-in-lieu is equivalent to $7 per SF of bonus area.  While the amount of
bonus area is not able to be determined until building permits, the Applicant has provided an
estimate of approximately $8.6 million dollars.  The Applicant’s commitment as part of this PUD is
to provide for a new Foundation Communities affordable housing project with a minimum of 100
family-sized units affordable to residents earning between 30% – 60% of median income.  The
commitment also includes a restrictive covenant that will ensure the property remains affordable at
these levels in perpetuity.  This commitment is superior to the PUD requirements by:

Requiring that units are constructed on-site in this High-Opportunity area instead of paying
the Fee-in-lieu. The value of a new affordable housing complex is much higher than the
potential fee-in-lieu commitment.
Filing a restrictive covenant that ensures an affordability period in perpetuity instead of the
PUD required 40-year period.
Collaborating with Foundation Communities, an organization with a long track-record of
delivering successful projects that support residents on many levels beyond affordability.

 
For the residential units the applicant is planning, I understand applicant intends to develop on-site affordable units at
the 10 percent standard in typical bonus programs for the city.  Does staff believe that commitment demonstrates
superiority to meet the PUD approval requirement?  RESPONSE:  The commitment to affordability on this
site does meet superiority as a full package.  The Applicant reports that the project is also
committing to source-of-income protections and affirmative marketing provisions.

 

From: Rivera, Andrew <Andrew.Rivera@austintexas.gov>
Sent: Friday, November 4, 2022 11:01 AM
To: Shaw, Todd - BC <BC-Todd.Shaw@austintexas.gov>; Hempel, Claire - BC <BC-Claire.Hempel@austintexas.gov>
Subject: November 8, 2022 Planning Commission Agenda
 
Dear Chair Shaw, Vice-Chair Hempel and Members of the Planning Commission:
 
Below please find the link to the November 8, 2022 agenda and backup (prelim. proposed consent agenda attached).
 
If you have not done so, please let me know if you will be absent Tuesday evening.
 
Please fill out the form, link below, to inform me of your availability to attend Tuesday evening. An absence without
informing me of a reason prior to the date of the scheduled meeting will result in an unexcused absence (City Code, § 2-1-
26).

https://services.austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=330454
mailto:Andrew.Rivera@austintexas.gov
mailto:BC-Todd.Shaw@austintexas.gov
mailto:BC-Claire.Hempel@austintexas.gov


Planning Commission Question and Answer 

 

2, 3, and 4: 

 

Commission Shaw / Staff Response: 

 

As I understand it, this is the first case for a development in an activity center in an environmentally 
sensitive area.  The SOS ordinance would require strict limits on impervious cover if this were a new 
development (as opposed to a redevelopment).  While the applicant is reducing the impervious cover on 
this site compared to the site’s existing coverage, it is expected to be at a significantly higher level than 
the standard for new development under SOS. 

Redevelopment under SOS envisions the ability of an applicant to offset impervious coverage that 
exceeds current SOS limits by acquiring land or conservation easements so the impervious coverage of 
the two tracts taken together meets or exceeds the 15% SOS ordinance standard. Is the applicant doing 
that?  If not, does staff believe the proposal demonstrates superiority, and if not, could staff articulate 
its rationale for that analysis?  RESPONSE:  The Brodie Oaks PUD project is not eligible for 
the conditions of the BSZ Redevelopment Exception due to proposed impacts of Critical 
Environmental Features on the site; therefore, staff did not require the project to comply 
with the conditions described in 25-8-26, including the purchasing of mitigation land. 
However, staff would support any recommendation from Planning Commission or 
Council to adopt this requirement. Instead of the Redevelopment Exception, the 
applicant was directed by staff to follow the process for a site-specific SOS amendment 
to address proposed impervious cover limits. This process requires a higher level of 
approval at City Council (super majority) and a higher level of water quality protection 
(full compliance with SOS water quality non-degradation requirements) compared to the 
BSZ Redevelopment Exception. Staff finds the Brodie Oaks PUD project to be 
environmentally superior with the included site-specific SOS amendment for impervious 
cover. 

 

I understand that the applicant is proposing to provide support for affordable housing by 
donating a portion of the site’s land to Foundation Communities for affordable housing. The idea 
is this is the offset for the bonus heights the applicant is requesting for the office buildings on the 
site.  

• In a recent case further north on Lamar, the “Taco Cabana” PUD, did the applicants offer both 
land and funding for an affordable housing project in order to to support its claim of superiority? 
What were the details of the Taco Cabana PUD’s affordable housing 
contribution?   RESPONSE:  Council approved an amendment to the 0.933 acre 
Taco Cabana PUD on October 17, 2019 that revised its affordable housing 
program to include two different community benefit contributions for a total of 



$3,700,000 as follows:  1) a $1,200,000 cash donation for affordable housing to 
the Housing and Planning Department, and 2) a $2,500,000 cash donation to a 
Non-Profit for acquisition of the site at 1508 South Lamar Boulevard.  The 
complete affordable housing program in the amended Taco Cabana PUD 
ordinance is provided in Part 8 (please refer to pages 5-6) below: 

                document.cfm (austintexas.gov) 

Is staff able to provide an analysis of the value of the affordable housing contribution on 
this site, and to what extent it demonstrates superiority?  RESPONSE:  The affordable 
housing requirement for office buildings is typically a fee-in-lieu.  The fee-in-lieu 
is equivalent to $7 per SF of bonus area.  While the amount of bonus area is not 
able to be determined until building permits, the Applicant has provided an 
estimate of approximately $8.6 million dollars.  The Applicant’s commitment as 
part of this PUD is to provide for a new Foundation Communities affordable 
housing project with a minimum of 100 family-sized units affordable to residents 
earning between 30% – 60% of median income.  The commitment also includes 
a restrictive covenant that will ensure the property remains affordable at these 
levels in perpetuity.  This commitment is superior to the PUD requirements by: 

• Requiring that units are constructed on-site in this High-Opportunity area 
instead of paying the Fee-in-lieu. The value of a new affordable housing 
complex is much higher than the potential fee-in-lieu commitment. 

• Filing a restrictive covenant that ensures an affordability period in 
perpetuity instead of the PUD required 40-year period. 

• Collaborating with Foundation Communities, an organization with a long 
track-record of delivering successful projects that support residents on 
many levels beyond affordability. 

   
For the residential units the applicant is planning, I understand applicant intends to 
develop on-site affordable units at the 10 percent standard in typical bonus programs for 
the city.  Does staff believe that commitment demonstrates superiority to meet the PUD 
approval requirement?  RESPONSE:  The commitment to affordability on this site 
does meet superiority as a full package.  The Applicant reports that the project is 
also committing to source-of-income protections and affirmative marketing 
provisions.  

 
Commissioner Mushtaler/ Staff Response: 

1. I would like to know which department oversees water quality runoff for a development 
site both during and after construction? I would like to know the city process for this. 

Development Services Department (DSD) water quality reviewers and Watershed Protection 
Department (WPD) engineering staff will review the construction plans before construction 
begins. DSD Environmental Inspectors will inspect the project during construction and provide a 
final inspection once construction is complete. The developer is also required to obtain an 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fservices.austintexas.gov%2Fedims%2Fdocument.cfm%3Fid%3D330454&data=05%7C01%7CAndrew.Rivera%40austintexas.gov%7Cd825d3f76aa84f7a9eac08dac1c3f9b9%7C5c5e19f6a6ab4b45b1d0be4608a9a67f%7C0%7C0%7C638035344700044163%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=j%2FFKwlBG1qdwZVs%2FUSgBXMhD4TOpLuMCQhZT0SV98C0%3D&reserved=0


annual Barton Springs Zone operating permit, requiring them to submit an annual maintenance 
plan and maintain their water quality infrastructure to the standards required by current code 
and applicable ordinances. WPD staff will inspect the water quality facilities for compliance. 

 

I would like legal to comment on status of MOU between BCP and developer?  

Will be sent via separate communications.  

I would like to know more from watershed on how this area feeds into drinking supply? 
aquifers? potable water? 

Water runoff from the Brodie Oaks site does not impact the drinking supply for Austin since the 
water source for our drinking supply comes from the Colorado River upstream of the site and 
treated at a water treatment plant. Regarding the Edward’s Aquifer and based on the analysis 
of Austin Water and Watershed Protection staff, there is little to no point-source infiltrations on 
the Brodie Oaks site to the Edwards Aquifer due to an existing layer of Del Rio Clay. However, 
the runoff from the site has the potential of entering the Edward’s Aquifer at a point recharge 
feature in the Barton Creek Greenbelt. The proposed project is required to comply with the 
Save Our Springs non-degradation water quality requirements, which would prevent the project 
from increasing sediment and pollutant loads from the pre-developed condition for any water 
flowing offsite. The project also proposes to reduce potable water demands by harvesting 
rainwater off all buildings within the project and using it for beneficial reuse.  

 

24  

Commissioner Thompson / Staff Response: 

• For the Secondary metric, is it the Percent of SF units that are affordable?  I wasn't aware 
Census included this data.  If it is simply the number of SF homes, how does that indicate that 
we are preserving affordable housing?  If we bulldoze 3 affordable homes and replace with 40 
units, 10% of which are affordable how does the metric change? 

o At this time, the secondary metric is simply the percent of SF units out of the total 
universe of housing units within the station (and not tied to explicitly affordable SF 
units). ETOD Goal 3 aims to both preserve and increase both affordable housing and 
“attainable” (non-luxury) market-rate housing. These Complete Community Indicators 
(that this metric is part of) are intended to help staff find a starting point of future 
detailed station area planning that will follow approval of the Policy Plan. This metric 
allows us at a glance to see whether most of the residents living in a station area live in 
SF homes or not. For instance, if a station today has a large percentage of its existing 
housing stock as SF homes, it could indicate that allowing and/or incentivizing more 
types of housing units (beyond SF) could help increase the amount of attainable and 
affordable units overall, benefiting transit ridership as well as providing access to 
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Johnston, Liz; Mushtaler, Jennifer - BC; Sherman, Lee 
Lilly, Leslie; Coyne, Katie; Rhoades, Wendy
RE: Brodie
Tuesday, November 15, 2022 12:03:28 PM 
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*** External Email - Exercise Caution ***

Good Morning,
Liz – that is correct about the mitigation land.

The Brodie team chose the path to pursue an amendment to the SOS Ordinance when City
Environmental staff and SOS indicated they would not support the Brodie PUD if we used the
Redevelopment Exception.  The redevelopment exception allows a lesser standard for water quality
and impervious cover in exchange for preserving land elsewhere. 
We believe the environmental and water quality commitments in this development meet the goals
of the SOS Ordinance and do not need to be mitigated for elsewhere. Instead of mitigating
elsewhere we are committed to working with the Hill Country Conservancy, Save Barton Creek
Association, Austin Parks Foundation, and the Balcones Canyonlands Preserve to improve the
conditions within the greenbelt adjacent to this site.

Based on our conversations, we understand that you need to have more assurances written into the
PUD to ensure that this will happen. 

Please consider a condition to require the applicant to work with applicable non-profits and apply for
a Trail Master Plan permit through the BCP prior to issuance of the first site plan permit constructing
the adjacent parkland.  As we have discussed this is an extensive process that takes many factors
into consideration including long-term maintenance, habitat conservation, and ongoing
stewardship.  I have attached the application packet here to give you an idea of how comprehensive
the trail master plan process is.

We are in favor of and amenable to your suggestion to provide sufficient Scoop the Poop stations
and trash cans at trail heads and at other green spaces throughout the site.  We will also provide
educational signage about the negative effects of pet waste.

Commissioner Mushtaler – Thank you for all of the time that you have spent to gain a better
understanding of this project and the issues surrounding it.  We area available to answer any
additional questions that you have.

Abby

Abby Gillfillan AICP
M 512 644 9628

mailto:Liz.Johnston@austintexas.gov
mailto:BC-Jennifer.Mushtaler@austintexas.gov
mailto:Lee.Sherman@austintexas.gov
mailto:Leslie.Lilly@austintexas.gov
mailto:Katie.Coyne@austintexas.gov
mailto:Wendy.Rhoades@austintexas.gov
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TIER II-A MANAGEMENT HANDBOOK 


CHAPTER XII: PUBLIC ACCESS MANAGEMENT 
 


1.0 INTRODUCTION 


The Balcones Canyonlands Preserve (BCP) serves as mitigation for species protected under the 
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). In exchange for careful management of the land to benefit these 
species, land development in western Travis County is allowed to go forward. A permit issued jointly to 
the City of Austin (COA) and Travis County in 1996 for the Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan 
(BCCP) by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (the Permit) authorized incidental take under the 
ESA (USFWS 1996). Incidental take is the loss of federally listed species or their habitats in the course of 
(or “incidental to”) otherwise legal actions, like development and infrastructure activities. Such 
permitting is authorized under ESA Section 10(A)(1)(b). 


This system of preserves is managed under guidelines provided by USFWS and agreed upon by 
the various participating entities. The managing partners of the Balcones Canyonlands Preserve are the 
City of Austin, Travis County, City of Sunset Valley, and Lower Colorado River Authority. The Nature 
Conservancy of Texas, Travis Audubon Society, and St. Edward’s University also manage BCP lands. There 
are additional Preserve tracts considered as part of the BCP that are managed by private landowners 
through their own individual 10(a) or Section 7 mitigation agreements with the USFWS.  


The preserve offers public access and recreational opportunities at selected sites, as long as 
those activities are consistent with the protections required by the Endangered Species Act. The 1996 
Habitat Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (HCP/EIS) for the BCCP allows public 
access where and when such access does not threaten the welfare of golden-cheeked warblers (GCWAs) 
and other target species, or cause the degradation of soil, vegetation, or water resources.  The primary 
purpose of managing the BCP is to ensure the continued survival of the GCWA, black-capped vireo (BCVI), 
and rare karst and plant species.1 


1.1 PURPOSE 
This document is designed to serve as a guide for Balcones Canyonlands Preserve (BCP) 


managers. It addresses public access on tracts managed by the above listed partners. It does not include 
the individual 10(a) or Section 7 BCP tracts, which are managed by private landowners under separate 
agreements with the USFWS.  


The chapter includes general public access management policies for all BCP tracts, including lists 
of activities and levels of activity that are acceptable within the preserve. It includes information about 
two categories of public access: pre-existing parkland that has "grandfathered” uses and lands acquired 
specifically for the BCP.  


                                                           


1 The 1996 HCP/EIS states “The BCCP preserve system is to be managed to permanently conserve and facilitate the 
recovery of the populations of target endangered species inhabiting western Travis County.  This priority objective 
will govern preserve management activities to improve target species habitat, while protecting preserves against 
degradation caused by urbanization of surrounding lands and increased public demand for recreational usage 
within preserves. The welfare of target species (species of concern) will be the overriding influence on all decisions 
regarding activities on preserve lands. Decisions about activities within preserves should be made cautiously, so as 
to meet biological objectives to protect and enhance target species and minimize risk of damage to their habitat.” 
(p. 2-28) 
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The “BCP Land Management Plans and Guidelines” for the BCCP, located in the HCP/EIS (p. 2-31 
to 2-44), stipulate that endangered species management must take precedence over recreational 
opportunities within the preserve. Section 1.3 and sections 3.0 through 5.0 of this document are based 
on those Guidelines.  


1.2 PUBLIC ACCESS BY TYPE OF BCP UNIT 


1.2.1 GRANDFATHERED UNITS 
The BCP includes parkland or preserve lands that existed prior to the creation of the BCP with 


specific grandfathered uses that were brought into the preserve as "grandfathered" tracts. The Public 
Access chapter adopted in 1999 noted, “These grandfathered units are allowed to continue public access 
at levels as of adoption of this plan”. . . “these tracts are permitted by USFWS to continue providing 
current active and passive recreational uses at current levels,” and at the “current level of use.” Although 
there is likely no measurable difference in BCP access between 1996 and 1999, changes in access levels 
relative to the signing of the 1996 permit is the most defensible reference point for upholding the 
commitments of the federal permit. The tracts have been “grandfathered” from the more stringent 
requirements placed on other BCP lands. Construction of new trails is not grandfathered and must be 
approved by the managing entity and the BCCP Secretary.  


 


• The City of Austin's pre-existing parkland properties with allowed 1996 levels of use are 
Barton Creek Greenbelt and Wilderness Park, Bull Creek Park and Greenbelt, Commons Ford 
Park, Emma Long Metropolitan Park, Mt. Bonnell Park, and the non-BCP portion of St. 
Edwards Park.  


• Travis County's pre-existing preserve lands with allowed 1996 levels of use include the 
Romberg Preserve, Hamilton Pool Preserve, and Wild Basin Preserve.  


• LCRA's pre-existing preserve land with allowed 1996 level of use includes Westcave Preserve. 


• Travis Audubon Society land is privately owned Preserve land secured for the Balcones 
Canyonlands Preserve by a conservation easement held by Travis County. Access is restricted. 


• The Nature Conservancy’s land is privately owned Preserve land with restricted access. 
 


 Publicly accessible City of Austin parks and preserves contain many caves that the USFWS BCCP 
permit requires be protected. As described in greater detail in Section 10, the caves themselves are not 
publicly accessible without a permit. These include Airman’s Cave and Cave Y at the Barton Creek 
Greenbelt and Wilderness Park; Goat Cave and Maple Run Cave at the Goat Cave Karst Nature Preserve; 
District Park Cave at Dick Nichols District Park; Midnight Cave, Arrow Cave, and Slaughter Creek Cave at 
Circle C Ranch on Slaughter Creek; Get Down Cave at the Village at Western Oaks Karst Preserve and 
Watershed Management Area; Buda Boulder Spring at Shoal Creek Greenbelt; Cotterell Cave at Stillhouse 
Hollow Nature Preserve; and Fossil Cave at Hubert C. Schroeter Neighborhood Park. 


1.2.2  REGULAR PRESERVE UNITS 
Properties that were acquired specifically for preserve land contain much more restrictive public 


access policies. These tracts were purchased with private, local, and/or federal funds specifically deeded 
to mitigate "take" of permitted species during the development of homes, businesses, and support 
infrastructure in western Travis County.  The majority of the BCP fits into this category.  Volunteer 
opportunities and guided hikes are available on mitigation tracts.  On most tracts, public access activities 
are allowed only when the impacts of the activity have been carefully considered and after monitoring 
and management strategies have been detailed in the tract-specific Tier III tract management plans. 
Exceptions to this are described in sections 6, 7, and 8. The City of Austin's Ullrich Water Treatment 
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Plant, now the Bee Creek Preserve, has restricted access due to COA policies for water treatment 
facilities. Note that the Water Treatment Plant #4 site referenced in the 1999 Public Access Chapter is 
now known as the Sam Hamilton tract and has no grandfathered public access provisions. The currently 
operating Water Treatment Plant #4 site is a different site that also has no public access provisions and is 
not part of the BCP. 


1.2.3  CONSERVATION EASEMENTS 
Travis County manages some tracts through conservation easement agreements.  These BCP 


tracts are mitigation lands that are owned by private individuals, companies, non-profit organizations, or 
universities, but are subject to conservations easements held by Travis County.  Most of these tracts have 
restricted access outlined in the individual conservation easement agreements and/or in the individual 
10(a) permits.  Examples of this type of tract include Steiner Ranch, Travis Audubon’s Baker Sanctuary, 
and Concordia University. Those conservation easement tracts, which provide access to large numbers of 
people (>100 individuals annually), are described in section 6. 


The BCP also contains mitigation lands from private 10(a) permits or Section 7 consultations with 
the USFWS that are owned and managed by the private landowner.  These tracts are subject to their own 
rules and are not considered in this public access chapter.   


1.3 MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 
The key to allowing public access that is non-damaging to preserve lands is the implementation of 


effective management strategies to control such access and use.2 Public access should be managed on a 
tract or unit level based on the type of unit (grandfathered, mitigation, conservation easement), the site’s 
environmental features, the species present, and the resources available to the managing entity. The 
level of public access allowed and the strategies to monitor and manage the public access should be 
described in a unit-specific land management plan. These unit-specific plans are part of the Tier III section 
of the Balcones Canyonlands Land Management Plan.    


Since the creation of the 1996 federal permit, public access to BCP lands and BCP permit caves 
has likely increased for all recreational use types including hiking, caving, rock climbing, and mountain 
biking. In some respects, this increasing interest in greenspace utilization is a positive sign that Travis 
County residents’ value outdoor activities and are supportive of parks and preserves, as seen in highly 
successful public votes for additional greenspaces. However, the BCP has a federal permit requirement to 
maintain public access on grandfathered tracts to 1996 levels. Innovative solutions such as offering 
additional recreational areas to keep pace with growing populations and demands and acquiring 
additional preserves to offset habitat degradation on existing BCP lands are needed to help satisfy the 
increased demand while still meeting the permit requirements.  


For BCP land where access is not already allowed, managers should allow adequate time for 
preparation of the Tier III tract management plans (that provide details for each BCP tract) and for 
implementation of the management strategies. These management strategies must be specified in the 
Tier III tract management plans and implemented by the preserve tract managers.  


Effective management strategies can be any combination of, but are not limited to no access, 
seasonally restricted access, rotation of accessible preserves over a period of years, prohibited access to 
selected sensitive areas of a tract, selected access to non-habitat areas of a tract only, or careful trail and 


                                                           


2 The 1996 HCP/EIS states “The preserve system may offer public access and recreational opportunities within the 
Austin and Travis County area where possible and manageable. Public access may be allowed where and when such 
access does not threaten the welfare of the target species of concern, which is the overriding goal of the preserve 
system, nor cause the degradation of soil, vegetation, or water resources.” (p. 2-36). 
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amenities location, design and relocation, fencing, signs, ranger patrols, and enforcement.  Preserve 
managers are encouraged to consider creative plans that could increase public education and 
recreational opportunities, but only after ensuring healthy populations3 of endangered species and 
species of concern.  Demonstration over time of effectively implemented management strategies on a 
preserve tract may justify increased public access opportunities. Likewise, site problems resulting from 
public access may justify closing or reducing public access for a particular tract4. 


Access to some sites during specific seasons will be regulated in order to conserve target species and 
their associated communities. Activities to avoid include:  


(1) the creation of new roadways, trails, and cleared rights-of-way that open the canopies of     
     woodland and shrubland communities  
(2) the creation of additional impervious cover, and  
(3) the facilitation of public use of preserve interiors or high-quality sites occupied by target species. 


 
It is important that funds for endangered species management not be diverted from the purpose 


of endangered species protection. There should be sufficient funds beyond those needed to accomplish 
priority species protection activities in order to provide the necessary staff support for public access. 
Public access to a preserve tract requires considerable resources including:  


- infrastructure construction including sustainable trails  
- regular patrols 
- complaint response 
- scientific monitoring 
- restoration after harmful impacts, including removal of graffiti, trash disposal, and homeless 


camps. 
 


Another consideration is that a site with public access must be managed differently from one 


without public access. For instance, it is difficult to manage for environmentally damaging feral hogs and 


deer on publicly accessible sites. Areas with public access can have additional problems like illegal 


camping, trash disposal, graffiti, and vandalism. It is important to acknowledge that most citizens who 


enjoy access to the BCP are good stewards, and it is a small minority that causes the problems above. 


Nevertheless, management of these problems is necessary. Maintenance of trails and other facilities are 


important for sustainable public access. Partnerships with user groups and neighborhood associations 


may assist in communication on management issues and support for addressing them. Public safety is 


another factor that needs to be considered.  As wilderness and cave sites, the BCP lands are associated 


with inherent potential public safety hazards that require additional infrastructure and staff if public 


access is allowed or increased. 


   


                                                           


3 Long-term monitoring of both the environmental quality of the preserve and the health of its populations of 
endangered species is a necessary part of this endeavor. This is primarily because the basic biology of most local 
federally-listed species is not sufficiently well understood to allow prediction of the impact on those species of 
specific management activities or use-intensity levels for public recreation. Consequently, management practices 
should be prescribed and monitored with an appropriate multi-species emphasis and overall ecosystem approach. 
(HCP/EIS, 1996, pg. 2-34) 
4 Demonstration over time of effectively implemented management strategies on a preserve tract may justify 
increased public access opportunities. Demonstrated non-effectiveness or habitat degradation may justify less 
public access for a particular tract. (HCP/EIS, 1996, page 2-36) 
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1.3.1  Benefits of Public Access 
Developing creative options for providing outdoor opportunities for the public is also important, 


both for the protection of preserves as well as for our community health and cohesion. Unstructured 


positive immersion in nature promotes greater environmental sensitivity (Tanner 1980; Hungerford and 


Volk, 1990; Mathews and Riley, 1995). Pergams and Zaradic (2008) measured an 18-25% decline in 


nature-based recreation between 1981 and 1991 that has the potential to, ”greatly reduce the value 


people place on biodiversity conservation” and challenge efforts to “raise public awareness of the current 


biodiversity crisis.”  Kellert (1996) concluded that while the college-educated public showed the highest 


tendency towards biodiversity protection, providing greater scientific information in a classroom setting 


alone does not increase protection tendencies of the public. Greater exposure to nature has been linked 


in nation-wide surveys to more environmentally responsible behavior, greater community cohesion, and 


lower crime (Kuo and Sullivan 2001, Mayer et al., 2008; Weinstein et al., 2015). Nature immersion 


provides positive effects to communities including physical fitness (Leather et al., 1998, Maas et al., 


2006), reducing depression (Tarrant 1996; Hartig et al 2003, White et al 2010), and reducing stress (Ulrich 


et al., 1991, Hartig et al., 2003; Fuller et al., 2007). Attention Restoration Theory studies demonstrate 


that outdoor immersion limits overexposure to attention-consuming technology and increases creativity 


and problem-solving ability (Atchley et al 2012). 


1.3.2  Species Specific Considerations 
Populations of golden-cheeked warblers (GCWAs) have been monitored or censused in recent 


years in the BCP by various entities.  Unfortunately, a variety of different methods were initially used, 
making it difficult or impossible to compare the results statistically.  The 1997 Tier IIA-7 GCWA 
Management chapter of the land management plan outlines a standardized monitoring method that was 
initiated to monitor GCWAs throughout the BCP. This protocol employs a system of 100-acre sample 
plots in which to monitor long-term trends in GCWA populations and their reproductive success.  
Territorial males, females, and young are mapped within these plots using International Bird Census 
Committee (1970) methods. 


The City of Austin began more intensive monitoring (color-banding and nest monitoring) on these 
plots in 2009.  In 2011, the City of Austin entered into a 5-year collection agreement with the U.S. Forest 
Service and University of Missouri to assess habitat relationships and population viability of the GCWA 
within the BCP (Reidy et al. 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018).  Travis County contributed to this study with 
funding, plot sites, and staff support for color-banding and survey effort. BCP partners and volunteers 
assisted with site access and data collection on an expanded number of plots throughout the BCP.  The 
purpose of this study was to evaluate the status and habitat requirements of the GCWA on the BCP to 
promote informed management strategies.  The study addressed four primary questions: 
 


1. What is the absolute abundance of the GCWA on the BCP and on individual macrosites?  
2. How do demographics (e.g. density, productivity, survival) vary with landscape and habitat 


factors?  
3. How viable are these populations?  
4. How do various management scenarios influence population viability? 


 
The study results were consistent with those of Fort Hood (Peak 2007, Peak and Thompson 2013, 


2014) and other population viability analyses for the GCWA (Duarte et al. 2013, 2016a,b) and reinforce 
the conservation goals of the BCCP, specifically protection of large patches of closed canopy, mature 
Ashe juniper-oak woodlands with minimal edge.  While the 5-year study did not specifically address 
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recreation, the findings support managing for tall (>3 m) mixed juniper-oak woodlands, including upland 
woodlands, with a well-developed understory of native woody vegetation under a closed canopy.  
Managing for this habitat requires healthy soils and watersheds.  The study re-emphasizes the 
importance of ensuring that access does not cause the degradation of soil, vegetation, or water resources 
and to take corrective action if it does.   
 Land managers should take relevant scientific data regarding impact from public access, including 
site-specific information, into account in developing management plans. In general, managers should err 
on the side of the species in issues of public use and focus their efforts on recovery of the species.  This 
requires conservative public access - with a focus on guided programs on regular preserve tracts - until 
such time as the endangered species and species of concern have healthy populations, AND additional 
funding is provided for public access management. 


Although there is limited information on the effects of human disturbance on karst invertebrates, 
GCWAs, BCVIs, rare plants, and other protected species, studies of other birds indicate that the presence 
of humans may have a detrimental effect on these two species. Studies of various bird species (including 
BCVIs) have shown that human intrusion may cause escape behaviors (flushing), reduced singing rates 
(important in mate attraction and territorial defense), nest abandonment, lower nestling survival rates, 
and displacement of birds from foraging areas (Tremblay and Ellison 1979, Westmoreland and Best 1985, 
Gutzwiller et al. 1994, Burger 1981, Kaiser and Fritzell 1984, and Sparkman 1996). 


Public access, if not controlled, may cause a decrease in habitat quality for the protected 
endangered species. For the two bird species, visitors may increase openings in the canopy (such as 
illegal trail blazing) of GCWA habitat, cause an increase in the occurrence of avoidance behaviors, and 
reduce the ability of birds to communicate where humans cause noise levels to be higher than in 
undisturbed habitat.  


Visitors may adversely impact cave species by disturbing or altering cave habitats, or by physically 
damaging or killing individuals of the species. 


Minimum protective measures recommended by the USFWS (L. O'Donnell, pers. comm.) are: 


• Fencing and signage for all preserve tracts; 


• Intensive public outreach and educational programs within the BCP and with adjacent 
landowners to manage threats (including unauthorized access, oak wilt, predators [jays and 
cowbirds attracted to birdfeeders, and pets], etc.); 


• *Permanent closure of trail systems that cross through interiors of GCWA habitat, and 
elimination of internal fragmentation through active habitat restoration and reforestation; 


• Routine surveillance to ensure no unauthorized public access or other problems occur within 
the preserve; 


• *Elimination of recreational access to all GCWA habitat during the breeding season; 


• *To reduce disturbance during the breeding season, limit access for supervised educational 
tours to peripheries of occupied habitat, and rotate visits among occupied habitat areas; 


• *Prohibition of unauthorized recreational activities (mountain biking, horseback riding, all-
terrain vehicles, etc.) unless clearly demonstrated through scientific research (in areas 
outside the preserve) that they are not a threat, and they are introduced slowly with 
monitoring and oversight to ensure no negative impact; and 


• *Permanent exclusion of activities that may promote the degradation or destruction 
(through erosion, habitat fragmentation, introduction of exotic species, noise, fire, etc.) of 
GCWA habitat 


*Except on "grandfathered" tracts (including Wild Basin Wilderness Preserve and Hamilton Pool 
Preserve) where recreational access was already allowed before the creation of the BCP. On these tracts, 
access should be held near the level that occurred at the time the BCP was created. 
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Programs and brochures that describe the natural history and ecosystem of, and threats to, the 
protected species will be used to educate the public about the BCP and the protected species (USFWS 
1992). 


Staff may access tracts for purposes of habitat management, research projects, species 
monitoring, fence and road maintenance, patrolling for trespassers, and other necessary management 
activities. 


1.3.3  Stakeholders Forum on BCP Public Access 
In December 1998 representatives of various stakeholder groups met at the request of the City of 


Austin Parks and Recreation Department to identify their issues and concerns regarding public access in 
the City of Austin's Balcones Canyonlands Preserve tracts. These stakeholder representatives included 
recreationists, neighborhood associations, adjacent land owners, educators, and environmental groups. 


It was the observation of the program co-facilitators that funding was most often mentioned by the 
forum participants as an issue which needs immediate attention. Several points were made in the 
forum's focus groups which seemed to be well received by the majority of the participants: 
 


• protection of the species 


• paid guided tours / eco-tourism 


• establishment of BCP Education Center 


• establishment of a "Friends" group 
 


Most participants identified a need for more volunteer recruitment, coordination, and training, as 
well as an extensive educational outreach program.  There was also concern by the majority of 
participants that extra funding be found to purchase other lands for recreational uses, as well as to 
complete purchase of the final acreage of the preserve system. 


 


2.0 ACTIVE AND PASSIVE RECREATION AND TRAIL ISSUES 


The City of Austin bond election ballot, by which voters authorized purchase of preserve lands, 
specified passive recreation as an additional use of the lands.  This section provides a definition of 
"active” and "passive” recreation and discusses the issue of recreation in dedicated parklands that are 
part of the BCP. 


2.1 DEFINITIONS 


2.1.1  Active Recreation 
Active recreation within natural areas is herein defined as follows: 


• those activities requiring a vehicle or animal for transportation, such as bicycling, horseback-
riding, and off-road vehicle-riding 


• faster-paced activities that can disturb fish and wildlife, such as swimming, jogging, racing and 
group sports 


• activities involving organized groups of greater than 10 people – unless guided by staff or other 
approved leader (see Section 3.1.1) 


• noise-producing activities, such as music events and even bird-watching - when birders use taped 


bird calls and other sounds to attract birds 
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• resource extraction - when it is not an approved ecosystem management objective - such as 


sport-fishing and hunting, as well as collecting or harvesting of plants or plant parts, animals or 


animal parts, and minerals or fossils. 


• rock-climbing 
 


More discussion regarding these activities is found in Section 3.0.  People wishing to camp, ride 
horses, and ride bicycles on restricted units within the Balcones Canyonlands Preserve should be referred 
to non-BCP locations in or near Austin that offer camping, biking, and equestrian trails. (See Appendix E) 


2.1.2 Passive Recreation 
Activities considered to be "passive" are nature-viewing and contemplation, guided educational 


tours, and walking or hiking (see statement above regarding organized groups of people). A discussion of 
each activity is found in Section 3.0 below. 
 


2.1.3 Approved Trails and Activities 
The HCP/EIS allows the addition of new trails and recreational activities within Preserve land 


when part of an "approved plan." “Approved trails” is herein defined as trails that are marked on maps 
contained in approved Tier III land management plans prepared by the tract manager, or that have been 
approved subsequently by the Coordinating Committee. If no trail maps are shown in the currently 
approved Tier III plan, the authorized trails are defined as those shown in the most recent previously 
approved Tier III plan that shows a trail map. BCP staff will solicit input from user groups to ensure that 
there is clear documentation of approved trails in parks on grandfathered units.  The BCCP commits to a 
transparent process for incorporating stakeholder feedback during updates to Tier III plans on 
grandfathered units.  


The activities listed in this chapter are “approved recreational activities" within the individual 
preserve units and changes in these approved activities or levels of activities will require approval of the 
Coordinating Committee. 


If new trails are recommended by a land manager to the Coordinating Committee, these must be 
addressed in an amended preserve land management plan and designed to leave woodland canopies 
intact. In GCWA habitat, new trails should not fragment woodland interiors or allow levels of human use 
intensity to degrade the habitat. Existing trails into woodland interiors should be minimized, not 
extended. Managers should consider blocking these trails where feasible with temporary barriers, during 
the nesting season to discourage human intrusion. The HCP/EIS requires "existing approved trails" be 
restored to habitat if and when they are no longer in use. 


 


3.0 RESTRICTIONS BY RECREATION TYPE 


3.1 INDIVIDUAL OR INDEPENDENT GROUP USE 
To protect endangered species and wildlife in general, it is necessary to avoid, detect, and reduce 


localized detrimental impacts on the tracts associated with human activity. The following types of 
outdoor activities may be allowed if they do not conflict with conservation of target species described in 
the individual preserve land management plans. 
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3.1.1  Walking/Jogging/Hiking 
Unsupervised group access should not be allowed within 100 meters of occupied songbird 


habitat during the breeding/nesting season, unless such access can be documented to show no apparent 
degradation to the welfare of the species of concern. Previously existing parkland is exempted from this 
restriction, but the Tier III management plan for grandfathered parkland must address reduction of visitor 
impacts over time to 1996 levels and these strategies should be implemented within two years after the 
adoption of the Tier III management plan. 


3.1.2  Fishing and Stocking of Fish 
Fishing may be allowed where there is existing access to lake frontage that is not inhabited by 


target species. If it is allowed on a site, fishing locations are to be designated. Fishing is prohibited 
outside these designated areas. Construction of new roads, access points, and other support facilities for 
fishing must be part of that preserve's approved Tier III management plan. 


Fishing in environmentally sensitive springs and deeper spring runs, especially where rare 
salamander species are present, is absolutely prohibited. 


Stocking of native species is discouraged; stocking with exotic species is expressly prohibited. 


3.1.3  Swimming/Boating/Rafting/Tubing 
Areas designated for swimming, boating, rafting or tubing may be made available at selected 


locations within parks or preserves, based on approved Tier III management plans. Bank access 
restrictions may be necessary to protect adjacent target species habitats. All of these activities are 
prohibited in environmentally sensitive springs and deeper spring runs on non-parkland BCP units. 


3.1.4  Bicycling 
This activity is prohibited on all BCP tracts that are not dedicated parkland, except as provided for 


in the City of Austin Trail Master Plan. Bicycling may continue at 1996 levels on previously existing 
parklands which are now part of the BCP including Barton Creek Greenbelt, Bull Creek Greenbelt, Emma 
Long, and St. Edwards.  Parks and greenbelts should be monitored for effects on the endangered species. 
Enforcement of all applicable rules is required. 


New bicycle trails for parkland units that have bicycling should only be considered by a manager 
where closing or relocation of existing trails will improve protection of listed species or species of 
concern. As part of an approved plan, creation of new trails should leave woodland canopies intact. In 
GCWA habitat, trails cannot fragment woodland interiors or allow human use intensity that threatens 
this species. In addition, any new bike trails must be designed to minimize erosion. All trails in BCP units 
must be part of an approved Tier III site management plan. Existing approved trails (*see maps in Tier III 
plans for locations) exhibiting significant erosion must be closed or renovated and restored to habitat. All 
non-approved trails are subject to closure and restoration. 


No units purchased specifically for endangered species management or accepted for mitigation, 
or units that were pre-existing City of Austin Nature Preserves, are available for bicycling. This active 
recreation is not compatible with the passive uses of wildlife-viewing, nature study and contemplation. 
However, other trails on parkland are available for bicycling. 


3.1.5  Horseback Riding 
This activity may continue at 1996 levels on previously existing parklands that are now within the 


BCP.  It is not an approved activity on lands purchased specifically for the BCP, or those that were 
previously designated Nature Preserves. 


Stables and similar facilities for the long-term (overnight or longer) maintenance of groups of 
horses shall not be constructed within any part of the preserve. 
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According to the HCP/EIS, contracts with private and commercial facilities on adjacent lands may 
be negotiated for use of tracts during the non-nesting and breeding season, provided that mitigation, 
clean-up, and cowbird trapping are implemented; however, no participating partners in the BCP are 
proposing horseback-riding at this time in any BCP tract. 


Horses may be used by staff for operations and maintenance activities, such as patrolling and 
enforcement. 


3.1.6  Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Riding 
This is prohibited as a recreational activity because it is not compatible with preserve 


management objectives and goals.  The Motorcycle Park in Emma Long Metropolitan Park is 
grandfathered from this prohibition and may continue at 1996 levels. Furthermore, appropriate barriers 
and enforcement penalties will be established to minimize trespass into preserve properties and 
subsequent damage by ORV users. These vehicles may be used for appropriate preserve operations and 
maintenance activities, as needed. 


3.1.7  Picnicking 
This activity may continue at 1996 levels on previously existing parklands that are now part of the 


BCP.  Adoption of "Pack-it-in and pack-it-out" policies by park/preserve managers is encouraged.  If this 
activity is included in approved Tier III site management plans, those plans will designate picnic sites that 
can be easily maintained to avoid creating food centers for cowbirds, tawny crazy ants, or red imported 
fire ants. 
 


3.1.8  Camping 
This activity may continue at 1996 levels on previously existing parklands that are now part of the 


BCP.  If camping is allowed at other units, sites must be designated in approved Tier III site management 
plans and related to operations and maintenance or to guided educational activities.  When allowed, 
camping must be restricted to minimum-impact camping.  Preserve managers should designate suitable 
camping areas, and these minimum-impact camping areas should be rotated frequently to enable each 
site to recover from past use.  Only closed-burning fires (such as camp stoves) will be allowed. 


3.1.9  Nature Viewing 
Permitted nature-viewing opportunities include designated viewing areas with blinds, trails with 


descriptive trail brochures, or guided tours.  Educational tours for groups should be encouraged, but 
procedures for minimizing and monitoring the effects of tour group activities should be followed.  These 
are addressed in Tier ll-A: Management Handbook.  Supplemental feeding to improve wildlife viewing is 
prohibited. 


3.1.10  Caving  
All access to caves is restricted to those holding permits issued by the appropriate land 


management agency; however, some caves on dedicated parkland are grandfathered from this 
restriction.  Permits to restricted caves may only be granted for karst species management, research and 
education. See Section 10 for more information. 


3.1.11  Rock-Climbing 
Rock-climbing and related activities are prohibited in BCP portions of parks.  Rock-climbing at 


Barton Creek Greenbelt is permitted to continue at 1996 levels at those sites already designated for this 
activity. 
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3.1.12  Pets 
No pets are permitted in areas designated for endangered species management, except in those 


areas of BCP parkland where pets were already allowed; pets in these areas should be leashed.  An 
exception is Turkey Creek Trail in Emma Long Park, where pets are allowed to be off-leash.  Pets may also 
be allowed on BCP tracts that have conservation easements, each of which has its own terms and 
contractual rights.  


 


4.0 NON-COMMERCIAL GROUP USE 


Non-commercial groups are nonprofit organizations, schools, and educational groups that 
request visitation to any tract for educational purposes or research.  This use should be encouraged 
where there is sufficient staffing to monitor effects upon species and habitat. These groups will be issued 
permits by the appropriate land management agency.  The permit process should include user guidelines 
that protect target species and their respective habitats.  


4.1  EDUCATIONAL USES 
Educational use is defined as those activities that present or interpret information about the 


ecology of the preserve sites and the target species.  Daytime field trips by school groups typify this 
public use category and are encouraged where they are compatible with species protection.  They will 
need to be coordinated through the appropriate preserve land manager and monitored by staff.  Limits 
should be established for maximum group size and number of groups accessing an individual preserve at 
any one time.   


Preserve managers are encouraged to offer high school and college internships. Managers are 
also encouraged to use part-time employment of high school students in small teams of “youth rangers”.  
On-the-job training should focus on learning and applying preserve management activities, as well as 
providing educational tours of the preserve for others.  For example, these tours could interpret for the 
participants the work done by the youth employees themselves.  


4.2 RESEARCH USES 
Research use activities include those activities that gather and interpret site-specific data in a 


way that improves understanding of the preserve ecology. Such activities will be coordinated through the 
appropriate preserve land manager. Research related to endangered species must have approval from 
the BCP land manager and appropriate permits from the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department and the 
USFWS. The land manager may refer such research proposals to the BCCP Scientific Advisory Committee 
for review and comment. 


 


5.0 COMMERCIAL USE 


5.1  GUIDED TOURS 
Commercial tour groups may be allowed to schedule tours of preserve sites with the approval of 


the site manager, subject to the provision that such groups abide by prevailing visitation guidelines. Tours 
must not harm the preserve environment or the protected species.  Tour groups will need to be 
coordinated through the appropriate preserve land manager and monitored by staff for possible impacts 
to the preserve.  Limits should be established for maximum group size and number of groups accessing 
an individual preserve at any one time. 
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Contractual tour leaders are responsible to the site managers. Contractual arrangements for 
guided tours will be non-exclusive with regard to public access. 


5.2 FILM-MAKING 
Film production projects may be allowed subject to approval by the preserve manager and the 


Coordinating Committee Secretary.  The film production process must not harm the preserve 
environment. 
 


6.0  PUBLIC ACCESS IN THE BCP BY SITE 


The table below summarizes the designations of recreational uses for the various units of the 
Balcones Canyonlands Preserve.  Note that all these locations may be accessed via approved volunteer 
service or educational outings.  Maps showing approved trails are shown in the Tier III documents. 


 


UNIT TYPE 


PRIMARY MANAGEMENT 


RESPONSIBILITY TYPE OF PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE 


Grandfathered Units 


Barton Creek Greenbelt (East 


and West)/  Wilderness Park 


park Austin Parks and 


Recreation Department 


Operations, Austin 


Water – Wildland 


Conservation Division 


Grandfathered uses include 


hiking, swimming, tubing, 


mountain biking, rock climbing, 


picnicking, and caving.    


Commons Ford Ranch 


Metropolitan Park/ BCP 


portion 


Park/ 


preserve 


Austin Parks and 


Recreation Department 


Operations/Austin 


Water - Wildland 


Conservation Division 


The BCP portion is generally the 


wooded portion of the park 


south of the park road as 


mapped in the 1999 EIS & HCP. 


Grandfathered uses include 


hiking on marked trail, though 


pets are not allowed in the BCP 


portion. Biking is currently 


prohibited by PARD in the BCP 


portion of the preserve.     


Bull Creek Greenbelt (Upper 


and Lower) and Bull Creek 


District Park 


park Austin Parks and 


Recreation  


Department 


Operations/ Austin 


Water – Wildland 


Conservation Division 


Grandfathered uses include 


hiking on marked trails, 


swimming, tubing, mountain 


biking, and picnicking.  Rock 


climbing (bouldering) is allowed 


outside the BCP Preserve area 


south of Bull Creek and 


upstream of Lakewood Drive.  
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UNIT TYPE 


PRIMARY MANAGEMENT 


RESPONSIBILITY TYPE OF PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE 


Emma Long Metropolitan 


Park 


park Austin Parks and 


Recreation Department 


Operations, Austin 


Water - Wildland 


Conservation Division 


Grandfathered uses include 


hiking on marked trails, 


mountain biking, and 


motorcycle riding on approved 


trails in designated areas.  


Emma Long is the only BCP tract 


that allows hiking with dogs off-


leash, specifically along Turkey 


Creek nature trail. Archery is 


permitted in a designated range.   


Mt. Bonnell Park park Austin Parks and 


Recreation Department 


Operations, Austin 


Water - Wildland 


Conservation Division 


Grandfathered uses include 


hiking, viewing, picnicking, and 


mountain-biking on approved 


trails. 


St. Edwards Park/BCP portion park/ 


preserve 


Austin Parks and 


Recreation Department 


Operations/Austin 


Water - Wildland 


Conservation Division 


Public uses include hiking on 


approved trails, hiking with pets 


on leash, and mountain biking.   


Stillhouse Hollow (Spicewood 
Springs Preserve) 
/Barrow Preserve 


preserve Austin Parks and 


Recreation Department 


Operations/Austin 


Water - Wildland 


Conservation Division 


Grandfathered uses include 


hiking on approved trails, staff 


guided tours.   


Hamilton Pool Preserve preserve Travis County Parks and 


Travis County Natural 


Resources 


Grandfathered uses include 


hiking on approved trails, 


swimming (except when 


bacteria levels are too high), 


picnicking, guided tours, and 


fishing on river. An entry fee is 


required year-round and a 


reservation system is in place. 


Romberg Preserve preserve Travis County Parks and 


Travis County Natural 


Resources 


Romberg Preserve is a portion 


of Bob Wentz Park that is part of 


the BCP. Access is limited to 


guided hikes and approved 


research. The non-BCP portion 


of Bob Wentz Park has public 


access and amenities. 
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UNIT TYPE 


PRIMARY MANAGEMENT 


RESPONSIBILITY TYPE OF PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE 


Barton Creek Habitat 


Preserve 


preserve The Nature 


Conservancy 


Approved educational/research 


access, guided educational 


group tours. 


Lehmann Tract preserve The Nature 


Conservancy 


Approved educational/research 


access, guided educational 


group tours. 


Baker Sanctuary preserve Travis Audubon/Travis 


County Natural 


Resources 


Baker Sanctuary is open to 


Travis Audubon members and 


their guests. Other members of 


the public can access the 


sanctuary through guided hikes. 


Ullrich Water Treatment Plant AW 


Facility 


Austin Water  No access; secure facility for 


public safety. 


Westcave Preserve  preserve Lower Colorado River 


Authority/Westcave 


Preserve Corporation 


BCP section: approved 


educational/research access, 


guided educational group tours. 


Regular Preserve Units 


Bull Creek Preserve (Forest 


Ridge, Jester, portion of 3M) 


preserve Austin Water – 


Wildland Conservation 


Division 


 


 


Public uses that existed prior to 


the COA BCP Trail Master Plan 


include hiking from March 


through July by permit, hiking 


without permit from August 


through February and guided 


educational group tours.    


South Lake Austin Unit 


(Reicher/DJ&T/ Bohls) 


 preserve Austin Water - 


Wildland Conservation 


Division; Reicher also 


Parks and Recreation 


Department 


Public uses that existed prior to 


the COA BCP Trail Master Plan 


include approved educational / 


research access, guided 


educational group tours. On 


Reicher: reservations of facility 


may include unsupervised hiking 


on marked trails near facilities 


and outdoor education 


programs.    


Cortaña   preserve Austin Water - 


Wildland Conservation 


Division 


 


 


Public uses that existed prior to 


the COA BCP Trail Master Plan 


include approved educational / 


research access, and guided 


educational group tours.    
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UNIT TYPE 


PRIMARY MANAGEMENT 


RESPONSIBILITY TYPE OF PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE 


Black-capped Vireo Research 


Area, Cow Fork/Coldwater, 


Kent Butler (Ivanhoe)/Beard 


Trust, Lime Creek, Senna Hills, 


Upper Bull Creek Unit Sam 


Hamilton Memorial Reserve 


West (formerly WTP #4) 


preserve Austin Water – 


Wildland Conservation 


Division  


 


 


Approved educational/research 


access, guided educational 


group tours, and volunteer 


projects. 


Sansom  preserve Austin Water - 


Wildland Conservation 


Division 


Approved educational/research 


access, guided educational 


group tours, and volunteer 


projects. 


Wild Basin Wilderness 


Preserve 


 preserve Travis County Natural 
Resources/St. Edward’s 
University 


Grandfathered uses include 


hiking on marked trails. Also 


approved educational/research 


access, guided educational 


group tours, and volunteer 


projects. 


Upper and Lower Bull Creek 


Units, Canyon Vista Unit, 


Jollyville Unit, Cypress Creek 


Unit, Volente Unit, South Lake 


Austin Unit, North Lake Austin 


Unit, Kotrla Unit, and Lime 


Creek Unit 


Nature 
preserve 


Travis County Natural 
Resources 


Approved educational/research 
access, guided educational 
group tours, and volunteer 
projects. 


Trails End Park/ 
preserve 


Travis County Natural 
Resources and Travis 
County Parks 


Public access is allowed on a 


portion of the tract on the east 


side of Trails End Road which is 


proposed as a future County 


Park.  No amenities are 


available.  There is restricted 


walk-in access for neighbors on 


a portion of the tract on the 


west side of Trails End Road.  No 


parking or amenities are 


available.  
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UNIT TYPE 


PRIMARY MANAGEMENT 


RESPONSIBILITY TYPE OF PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE 


McGregor Preserve preserve Lower Colorado River 
Authority (LCRA) 


Approved educational/research 
access, guided educational 
group tours. The LCRA’s Good 
Neighbors Program provides 
training to owners of property 
immediately adjacent to 
McGregor Preserve.  Successful 
completion of the training 
grants the property owner 
access to McGregor Preserve 
under specific conditions 
outlined in the training. 


Wheless Tract preserve Travis County Natural 
Resources (the Wheless 
Tract was acquired 
from LCRA by Travis 
County in 2017) 
 


A 19-acre portion is managed 
for public access as part of 
Sandy Creek Park. The rest can 
be accessed through approved 
educational/research, guided 
educational group tours, and 
volunteer projects.  


Gaines Greenbelt preserve City of Sunset Valley A hike and bike trail, which is 
part of the Violet Crown Trail, is 
open to the public during 
daylight hours. Dogs are allowed 
on leash. 


Conservation Easements 


The Crossings 
Conservation Easement  


preserve Travis County Natural 
Resources 


Employees and guests of 
Travaasa Austin are allowed to 
hike on approved trails.  Pets 
are prohibited. 


Steiner Ranch Conservation 
Easement 


preserve Travis County Natural 
Resources 


Steiner Ranch residents and 
their guests are allowed to hike 
on approved trails. Dogs are 
permitted only if on leash. 


Concordia University 
Conservation Easement 


preserve Travis County Natural 
Resources 


Approved educational/research 
access, guided educational 
group tours, and volunteer 
projects. 
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7.0 CITY OF AUSTIN BCP TRACTS 


7.1  PUBLIC ACCESS PER CITY OF AUSTIN LOCATION 


7.1.1  Barton Creek Greenbelt and Wilderness Park 
Since its opening in 1985, the level of use and types of use on Barton Creek 


Greenbelt have increased significantly.  It was estimated that Barton Creek Greenbelt annually attracted 
over 100,000 visitors to its trail and natural areas in 1999. Common activities include: 
 


• Hiking 


• Mountain Biking 


• Walking pets 


• Water recreation - swimming, wading, tubing, canoeing, kayaking 


• Rock climbing &. rappelling 


• Caving 
 


Nature Study - field trips, photographers, bird watchers. Increased and more varied public use 
has simultaneously deepened community appreciation for the unique character and fragile and 
endangered resources of the Barton Creek watershed. 


7.1.2  Black-capped Vireo Research Area 
Public access is limited to staff-guided or approved environmental education, scientific research 


and service activities compatible with the goals of the Tier III tract management plan and with the 
approval of the site manager. A small unpaved parking area is provided for program participants.  There 
are no restroom facilities or drinking fountains. No pets are allowed at any time. 


7.1.3  Bull Creek Greenbelt and Bull Creek District Park 
The Bull Creek Greenbelt is located on both the east and west sides of Loop 360 south of 


Spicewood Springs Road. Bull Creek Park is on the east side of Loop 360 on Lakewood Drive. There are 
parking area and public restrooms. The BCP portion of Bull Creek District Park is located east of Bull 
Creek. The greenbelt and park are used by recreationists for hiking, biking, swimming, picnicking, rock 
climbing, and nature enjoyment.   Pets are allowed on leash in the Greenbelt. Due to fecal bacteria 
contamination of Bull Creek that was attributed to dogs, PARD designated all Bull Creek District Park to 
on-leash dog access only on February 17, 2011. A designated rock-climbing bouldering area is located 
outside of the BCP area within the park east of Lakewood Drive and south of Bull Creek, where rock 
climbing has occurred prior to 1996. 


7.1.4  Bull Creek Preserve, also called Forest Ridge 


7.1.4.1  Background 
Forest Ridge refers to a group of several independently acquired tracts: Forest Ridge, Jester, and 


3M. These tracts have suffered degradation from a variety of previous land use changes. Much of the 
surrounding lands have been developed in recent years into highways and roads, single-family residential 
subdivisions and support infrastructure, such as large electrical transmission lines and a water storage 
facility. In addition, even the preserve itself has been degraded by roadway clearing, dumping of 
construction materials, and construction and maintenance of electrical lines. Off-road vehicles, 
motorcycle riding, trash dumping, illegal encampments, illegal trail clearing, cedar chopping, and general 
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partying have all occurred throughout the Forest Ridge Preserve from numerous previously uncontrolled 
access points. An extensive system of trails, jeep roads, access roads, and abandoned roadway segments 
facilitated the unauthorized uses of this preserve unit. These various impacts are highly problematic for 
the managing agency and thus, habitat restoration at this site is a high priority for management 
resources. 


7.1.4.2 Public Access Limitations by Season 
Austin Water reserves the right to place additional limitations on visitation, if the managing 


agency finds that it cannot adequately meet federal permit requirements for endangered species 
management and manage public access. Impacts on the species will be closely monitored. There are 
restroom facilities and drinking fountains available in the adjacent Bull Creek Greenbelt facilities 
immediately west of Loop 360. No pets are allowed at any time. 
 


7.1.4.2.1 Non-Nesting Season August 1 through February 28 
Unsupervised public access will be available from August 1 through February 28 from dawn 
to dusk to walkers or hikers, individually or in groups of less than 10.  Until additional 
resources are available to manage endangered species and public access on the BCP, this is 
the only preserve purchased specifically for the BCP by the City that will allow unsupervised 
public access at this time. 


7.1.4.2.2 Nesting Season March 1 through July 31 
Public access during the months March through July from dawn to dusk is limited to  
1. Individual hikers/walkers certified after completion of any one of a series of free one-day 


trainings originally developed by Parks and Recreation staff but now administered by 
Austin Water, Wildland Conservation Division staff. 


2. Environmental education group tours guided by BCP staff or such tours and guides 
approved by the site manager. 


3. Scientific research and service/volunteer activities compatible with the goals of the Tier 
III tract management plan and approved by the site manager. 


4. All organized groups are restricted in size to ten individuals or fewer. The tranquility of 
the preserve must be respected: no loud voices or noises. 


 
The acquisition deed for the 3M tract limits its use to: “the property shall be used as a 
conservation area managed for the preservation of the natural habitat of the golden-cheeked 
warbler (and other conservation efforts consistent therewith) and for no other purpose. “ A 
small strip of the 3M tract along the western fence line is used solely for access between 
Jester and St. Edwards Park. 


7.1.5  Commons Ford Metropolitan Park 
Commons Ford Park is two miles northwest of the intersection of F.M. 2244 (Bee Caves Road) 


and Cuernavaca Dr. west of Austin. The tract is bound on the north by Lake Austin. The BCP portion of 
this metropolitan park is generally south of the park access road and has a hiking trail. PARD prohibits 
bikes on the BCP trail. Pets are allowed in the non-BCP portion only. 


7.1.6  Cortaña Unit 
Public access is limited to staff-guided, volunteer-guided, or other approved environmental 


education, scientific research and service activities compatible with the goals of the Tier III tract 
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management plan. All require the approval of the site manager. There are no restroom facilities or 
drinking fountains. No pets are allowed at any time. 


7.1.7  Cow Fork/Coldwater Unit 
Public access at the Cow Fork Unit near Emma Long Metro Park is limited to staff-guided or 


approved environmental education, scientific research and service activities compatible with the goals of 
the Tier III tract management plan and with the approval of the site manager. There are no restroom 
facilities or drinking fountains. No pets are allowed at any time. 


7.1.8  Emma Long Metropolitan Park 
The 950-acre BCP area within Emma Long is located on City Park Road off RR 2222. Most of the 


park is open to the public at no fee at this time.  Fees are collected to enter the camping area on Lake 
Austin. Current land uses in the BCP acreage include archery, motorcycle riding and racing, hiking, biking, 
nature viewing, and bird-watching. Tier III management plans are reviewed every 5 years and are 
updated as necessary to reflect current conditions. 


A nature trail for hiking only follows Turkey Creek west of the park road and turns north into 
upland areas.  No mountain bikes are permitted to access this area. This trail had been designated by the 
Parks and Recreation Department as an "off leash" area for dogs. In a part of the park referred to as the 
"Motorcycle Park”, motorcycle and mountain-bike riding is allowed year-round.   


 


7.1.9  Kent Butler Ecological Reserve (Ivanhoe/Beard Trust Unit) 
Public access is limited to staff-guided or approved environmental education, scientific research 


and service activities compatible with the goals of the Tier III tract management plan and with the 
approval of the site manager. There are no restroom facilities or drinking fountains. No pets are allowed 
at any time. 


7.1.10 Lime Creek 
Public access is limited to staff-guided or approved environmental education, scientific research 


and service activities compatible with the goals of the Tier III tract management plan and with the 
approval of the site manager. There are no restroom facilities or drinking fountains. No pets are allowed 
at any time. 


7.1.11  Mount Bonnell Park 
Mount Bonnell Park is located on Mount Bonnell Drive north of 38 1/2 Street and overlooking 


Lake Austin. Visitors climb steep stairs to reach the top where they may enjoy the views. Picnicking is 
allowed at permanent tables provided for that purpose. Pets are permitted on leash. Bicyclists may 
access the service road. Note that unauthorized hiking/biking trails have damaged colonies of the rare 
bracted twistflower (Streptanthus bracteatus) that the BCCP is charged with protecting (HCP/EIS p. 4-38). 
Some of these areas have been fenced and the unauthorized trails are closed. 
 


7.1.12  South Lake Austin (Reicher/JJ&T/Bohls) Unit 
Several buildings on the Reicher Unit are available by reservation from Austin Water. Public 


access to the area in the immediate surroundings of these buildings is permitted by those who have 
permission from Austin Water Wildlands Conservation Division to use the facilities. These visitors may 
hike the trail and road to the lake, and the trails into the nearby woods. No outdoor amplified sound 
systems are allowed. 
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Public access to the remainder of the unit is limited to staff-guided or approved environmental 
education, scientific research and service activities compatible with the goals of the Tier III tract 
management plan and with the approval of the site manager. No pets are allowed at any time. 


7.1.13 Senna Hills 
Public access is limited to staff-guided tours or approved environmental education, scientific 


research and service activities compatible with the goals of the Tier III tract management plan and with 
the approval of the site manager. There are no restroom facilities or drinking fountains. No pets are 
allowed at any time. 


7.1.14  Stillhouse Hollow Preserve (Spicewood Springs Preserve)/Barrow Nature Preserve 
Stillhouse Hollow Preserve (Spicewood Springs Preserve) is located at Sterling and Burney off 


Mesa Drive. Spicewood Springs Park (8.1 acres) was traded for a portion of the current Stillhouse Hollow 
Preserve (19.8 acres) following voter approval in 1991. The actual Spicewood Springs is located about a 
mile east of Stillhouse Hollow in another watershed. A mobility-impaired accessible trail leads from the 
small parking area to an overlook deck at the canyon above the springs and shelter caves. No pets or 
bikes are allowed in the preserve. Due to its narrow width and location directly on a waterway, Barrow 
Preserve has no public trails.  


7.1.15  St. Edward's Park 
St. Edward's Park is located in the northern edge of the Bull Creek Preserve Unit on Spicewood 


Springs Road. It has a parking area and hiking/biking trails in both the BCP portion of the park and the 
non-BCP lowlands. All dogs must be leashed. Horseback riders have used the park prior to 1996.  


7.1.16  Ullrich Water Treatment Plant/Bee Creek Preserve 
There is no public access to this tract. 


7.1.17  Upper Bull Creek Unit 
Public access is limited to staff-guided or approved environmental education, scientific research 


and service activities compatible with the goals of the Tier III tract management plan and with the 
approval of the site manager. There are no restroom facilities or drinking fountains. No pets are allowed 
at any time. 


7.1.18  Sam Hamilton Memorial Reserve West (Former Water Treatment Plant #4 Site) 
Approved educational/research access, guided educational group tours.  No pets are allowed at 


any time. 
 


7.2  FUTURE ACQUISITIONS 
The City of Austin may acquire tracts to be managed as part of the preserve for a variety of 


purposes.  The acquired tracts may or may not include habitat for listed species but may serve as buffers 
to tracts that do support listed species, or as venues for learning about the environment of the 
preserve.   In all cases, the primary purpose of acquiring and managing these tracts, as for the existing 
preserve lands, will be to protect and/or benefit the listed species and their habitats.  Most BCP tracts 
purchased or managed in the future by the City of Austin will be closed to the public for at least the first 
five years of ownership or management by the City of Austin. This five-year period will be used to assess 
and monitor the condition of the habitat and resident populations of endangered species, and for general 
environmental assessment purposes. After five years, public access options will be considered along with 
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the supporting funding needs in a Public Access Plan. Any public access will be contingent upon the ability 
of staff to continue to maintain and improve endangered species habitat and populations, upon 
evaluation of baseline ecological and endangered species data, and upon appropriate and sufficient 
operations and management funding approved by the Austin Council for public safety, education, 
enforcement, grounds maintenance, and any other necessary operations 


8.0 TRAVIS COUNTY-MANAGED BCP LANDS 


8.1  PUBLIC ACCESS BY SITE 


8.1.1 Grandfathered Units 


8.1.1.1 Hamilton Pool Preserve 
Hamilton Pool Preserve is located on Hamilton Pool Road in southwestern Travis County, and 


consists of 232 acres along Hamilton Creek and the Pedernales River. Hamilton Pool is generally open 
every day for hiking, swimming and nature viewing. Access management includes a staffed entrance 
station, an information kiosk, and two trails. Other improvements include a parking area, picnic tables, 
restrooms, benches, and a footbridge. Guided public tours are available. Visitors must stay on designated 
trails and may swim only in designated areas when bacteria levels are within established safe standards. 
Disturbing, feeding collecting or harming plants or animals in the preserve is prohibited. Painting, 
marking, altering, or removing any natural features is prohibited. Pets are prohibited. No fires, stoves or 
cooking are allowed. An entry fee is required, and a reservation system is in place during the peak 
season. 


8.1.1.2 Wild Basin Preserve 
The 227-acre Wild Basin Preserve is owned and managed jointly by Travis County and St. 


Edward’s University. The preserve is located on Loop 360 (Capital of Texas Highway), 1.5 miles north of 
Bee Cave Road, within the Bee Creek drainage basin. Wild Basin is open from daylight to dusk every day 
for hiking and nature viewing.  Guided and self-guided tours are available, and a wide range of 
educational programs are offered. Improvements include an interpretive center called the Wild Basin 
Creative Research Center, information kiosk, parking area, 2.5 miles of trails including an easy access 
loop, and composting and portable toilets. Visitors must stay on designated trails. Swimming is not 
allowed. Disturbing, feeding, collecting, or harming plants or animals is prohibited. Painting, marking, 
altering, or removing any natural features is prohibited. Pets are prohibited. No fires, stoves or cooking 
are allowed. 


8.1.1.3 Romberg Preserve 
The Romberg Preserve is a 40 acre portion of Bob Wentz Park, which is part of the BCP.  It is 


located on Comanche Trail Road at Windy Point on Lake Travis. The preserve has no improvements, 
except for a septic drain field, and no visitor accommodations are available. Travis County staff conducts 
research, maintenance, and enforcement as needed. Ecological tours coordinated with Travis County 
staff may be conducted. The non-BCP portion of Bob Wentz Park has public access and amenities.  
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8.1.2 Units with Limited Public Access 


8.1.2.1 Trails End 
The 227.8-acre Trails End tract is located on the southern end of Trails End Road and the property 


is bisected by the road. A portion of the tract on the east side of Trails End Road has deeded recreational 
access for residents of an adjacent subdivision.  In 2016, Travis County included that 36-acre portion of 
the Trails End tract, which already has some access, in the Parks Master Plan as a proposed future County 
Park.  Public access is currently allowed in this area, but there are no amenities available.  In addition, 
there is restricted walk-in access for neighbors on the portion of Trails End tract west of Trails End 
Road.  No parking or amenities are available on the western portion of the tract.   


8.1.2.2 Wheless Tract 
 The 2,319 acre Wheless tract is located along Lime Creek Road.  It was acquired from LCRA by 


Travis County in 2017.  A 19 acre portion of the tract is managed for public access as part of Sandy Creek 


Park.  The remainder of the tract can be accessed through approved guided educational activities and 


volunteer projects. 


8.1.3 All Other Travis County BCP Units 
All other Travis County BCP units not discussed above can be accessed through approved 


educational/research, guided educational group tours, and volunteer projects. 


8.2  TRAVIS COUNTY FUTURE ACQUISITIONS 
Most BCP tracts purchased or managed in the future by Travis County will be dedicated as 


preserve, and will be closed to the public for at least the first five years of ownership or management by 
Travis County.  


This five-year period will be used to assess and monitor the condition of the habitat and resident 
populations of endangered species, and for general environmental assessment purposes. After five years, 
public access options will be considered along with the supporting operations and management funding 
needs in a Public Access Plan. However, any public access will be contingent upon the ability of staff to 
continue to maintain and improve endangered species habitat and populations, and upon appropriate 
and sufficient operations and management funding approved by the Travis County Commissioner’s Court 
for public safety, education, enforcement, grounds maintenance, and any other necessary operations. 


Travis County may purchase tracts for the specific purpose of providing nature-based recreation 
to support the preserve, which could be open to the public in fewer than five years. It is important to 
note that the primary way that Travis County provides new opportunities for recreation is through parks. 
Travis County Parks has a robust program and has added new parks continually over the past several 
decades. 


9.0 LCRA-MANAGED BCP 


9.1 MCGREGOR PRESERVE 
No commercial or non-commercial uses by individuals or private groups are permitted on the 


McGregor Preserve. LCRA plans to develop programs to promote educational research, and wildlife 
viewing activities which will not interfere with the nesting season. The LCRA’s Good Neighbors Program 
provides training to owners of property immediately adjacent to McGregor Preserve.  Successful 
completion of the training grants the property owner access to McGregor Preserve under specific 
conditions outlined in the training. No pets are allowed at any time.  
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9.2  WESTCAVE PRESERVE 
The Westcave Preserve, a 25.8-acre preserve is located along the Pedernales River on Hamilton 


Pool Road. It is owned by the Lower Colorado River Authority and managed by the non-profit Westcave 
Preserve Corporation. The preserve has a headquarters/manager's residence, composting toilet, visitor 
center, trails, small parking area, gravel road, and fencing on all sides. 


Both individuals and groups are encouraged to visit the site, although access to the site is by 
guided tour only. Tours are by appointment during the weekdays and at regular times on Saturdays and 
Sundays, weather permitting.  Tours are designed to avoid possible harm to the sensitive ecological 
features of the preserve. Motor vehicle access will be limited to the established parking area, except for 
equipment and vehicles used to maintain the preserve. 


10.0  CAVES AND KARST FEATURES 


The Tier II A Chapter IX 2016 Karst Species Management Plan states:  “Education both for land 
management professionals and the general public should be implemented in order to raise awareness of 
cave conservation issues and encourage protection of caves and karst ecosystems.….Public education 
includes literature, curriculum, web media, interpretive kiosks, and guided surface and subsurface tours 
that can be made available for the general public, agencies, and individuals interested in learning more 
about karst areas and their inhabitants. A higher public awareness is an important step towards the 
recovery of the endangered cave invertebrates and continued preservation of karst species of concern.” 
 The 1996 HCP/EIS states: “All access to caves must be restricted to permits issued by the 
appropriate land management agency, based on an appropriate program in the land management plan 
for the preservation of the caves’ ecosystem.” Public access to the 62 BCP permit caves is restricted to 
Whirlpool, Goat, Maple Run, District Park, Lost Oasis, Midnight, and Airman’s Cave under guided tours, 
with permits, and associated visitor traffic logging and faunal surveys. As mentioned in the 1999 Public 
Access Chapter, access to the first portion (50 feet) of District Park Cave in Dick Nichols Park is still open 
to public access. Within the Barton Creek Wilderness Park, Backdoor Cave is a relatively short non-permit 
cave that is not gated. 


Airman’s Cave was listed as “grandfathered” to unsupervised public visitation in the 1999 Public 
Access Chapter. However, it was gated January 12, 2012 in response to rescues by Austin Fire 
Department on February 1993, July 2, 2006, and October 15, 2007. Some of those rescues involved 
jackhammering the entrance, building a fire at the entrance and public complaints regarding tax-payer 
funding required for the rescues and other actions that were not supportive of BCP cave management. 
Prior to gating Airman’s Cave, incidents of vandalism involving graffiti, trash deposition and harassment 
of hibernating bats were also observed. Open public access is now allowed within the first 20 feet of the 
cave entrance. Because of inherent ecosystem sensitivity, special hazards, equipment, and experience 
required for safe cave exploring, this activity is limited to permitted guided tours in all BCP caves. Cave 
gating recommendations are provided in the Tier II A Chapter IX 2016 Karst Species Management Plan. 


 


11.0  GUIDE TO THE CITY OF AUSTIN BCP TRAIL MASTER PLAN PROCESS 


11.1  INTRODUCTION 
This chapter is intended to serve as a functional guide to the BCP Trail Master Plan process and 


should be used by stakeholders interested in sponsoring a trail proposal on eligible City of Austin BCP 
tracts. The complete BCP Trail Master Plan and supporting process development documents can be found 
online at https://austintexas.gov/page/bccp-trail-master-planning-process. 



https://austintexas.gov/page/bccp-trail-master-planning-process
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The City of Austin’s BCP Trail Master Plan process was created in response to a new policy issued 
by the BCCP Coordinating Committee on November 28, 2007 to increase opportunities for sustainable 
recreational trails on the BCP. The process was created by the Trail Master Plan Committee which was 
formed by 17 stakeholders representing various recreation advocates, environmental advocates, and 
neighborhoods, and it was approved by the BCCP Coordinating Committee on February 18, 2009.  The 
goal and objective of the BCP Trail Master Plan process is to increase recreation access by identifying 
public access locations and activities within less sensitive areas of the BCP that can sustainably support 
access consistent with existing conditions of the BCCP and associated permit, and to ensure adequate 
monitoring and adaptive management of the public access locations and land uses. The Travis County 
Commissioners Court did not adopt this Trail Master Plan process, so it does not apply to County BCP 
tracts. 


The primary expectation of the BCP Trail Master Plan is to convert existing unauthorized trails to 
authorized or sustainable ones as appropriate. Proposals may also include plans for new trails or 
improving the sustainability of existing trails.  New trails may be considered on tracts unburdened by 
unauthorized and/or unsustainable trails.  BCP Trail Master Plan proposals will be accepted for the 
following City of Austin BCP tracts, and Appendix G shows a map of these BCP tract locations: 
 


• Barton Creek Greenbelt (East and West) 


• Barton Creek Wilderness Park 


• Bull Creek Greenbelt (Upper and Lower) 


• Bull Creek District Park 


• Forest Ridge 


• Jester 


• St. Edwards Park 


• Stillhouse Hollow Nature Preserve 


• Cortaña 


• Emma Long Metropolitan Park 


• Bohls 


• Reicher 


• Commons Ford Ranch Metropolitan Park 


• Double J & T 


• Sansom 
 


The BCCP preserve system is managed to permanently conserve and facilitate the recovery of the 
populations of target endangered species inhabiting western Travis County.  This priority objective will 
govern preserve management activities to improve target species habitat, while protecting preserves 
against degradation caused by urbanization of surrounding lands and increased public demand for 
recreation usage within preserves.  The welfare of target species will be the overriding influence on all 
decisions regarding activities on preserve lands.  Decisions about activities within preserves will be made 
cautiously, so as to meet biological objectives to protect and enhance target species populations and 
minimize risk of damage to their habitat. Public access may be allowed where and when such access does 
not threaten the welfare of the target species of concern, which is the overriding goal of the preserve 
system, nor cause the degradation of soil, vegetation, or water resources. Trail uses will be limited to 
hiking, trail running, and biking, as constrained by grandfathering and the Trail Master Plan Strategic 
Vision. No activity will be allowed which results in a “take” of an endangered species, or which degrades 
or in any way harms the preserve.  On tracts where grandfathered uses are provided for, those use types 
shall continue for any redefined public access recommended in this plan. 
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The COA and stakeholders must develop trail systems for additional public access that utilize the best 


available knowledge to provide for increased trail access while avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating 
potential adverse effects of recreational activities on endangered species populations.  Long-term 
monitoring of both the environmental quality of the preserve and the health of its populations of 
endangered species is a necessary part of this endeavor to maintain compliance with the federal 
Endangered Species Act.  To ensure impacts from the additional public recreation have insignificant 
impacts to the preserve and permitted species, it would be necessary to develop peer-reviewed scientific 
studies to test for potential adverse effects of recreation using the following monitoring guidelines for 
trails within habitat and non-habitat areas.  In non-habitat areas: 
 


1. Monitoring should include baseline (pre-trail) conditions, control (no trail in similar area), and 
post treatment (post-trail) conditions to document any changes in soils, vegetation, water, 
and wildlife resources. 


2. Monitoring of vegetation should include, at a minimum, measures of introduction of exotics, 
oak wilt, effects of trampling, species composition and cover, and regeneration of native 
woody species. 


3. Monitoring of soils should include, at a minimum, measures of soil compaction and erosion, 
and changes in amount and composition of litter. 


4. Monitoring water quality should include, at a minimum, measures of turbidity/suspended 
solids, dissolved oxygen, temperature, nutrients, algal/plant communities, and introduction 
of pathogens and exotic species. 


5. Monitoring of wildlife species should include, at a minimum, measures of changes in 
abundance of known predators (snakes, jays and crows, squirrels, red imported fire ants) and 
likely predators (free-roaming cats) to species of concern and avian communities.  It should 
also include changes in abundance of species, such as deer and feral hogs that are known to 
be detrimental to the habitat of endangered species and species of concern. 
 


Within habitat areas, a research plan should be designed to isolate the effects of public 
recreation from the overriding influences of habitat loss from surrounding urbanization.  Although 
monitoring baseline conditions is not possible on existing trails, at a minimum, monitoring focused on 
areas of public recreation and known locations of species of concern in current habitat areas should 
include all monitoring identified in non-habitat areas, plus: 


1. Effects on territory size, distribution, and productivity of Golden-cheeked Warblers and 
Black-capped Vireos. 


2. Effects on abundance of karst invertebrates and species upon which they depend. 
3. Direct disturbance of rare plants and karst features. 


 
Additionally, it would be necessary for stakeholders to collaborate to develop a monitoring plan 


to quantify the type and level of activity for all areas with public recreation to document the extent of 
authorized and unauthorized use.  Information from the scientific research and public recreation 
monitoring will be used to ensure that no activity results in a “take” of any species of concern, or 
degrades their habitat (soil, vegetation, water).  This information would also be utilized to develop an 
ongoing adaptive management process, thus ensuring insignificant impacts to the preserve over the long-
term. As identified in the BCCP, this must be adequately demonstrated prior to considering access to 
known endangered species habitat sites. The BCCP Scientific Advisory Committee (2015) provides 
recommendations for monitoring effects of recreation and examples of monitoring protocols. 
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11.2  BCP TRAIL MASTER PLAN PROCESS 
The BCP Trail Master Plan process begins with the sponsors request to plan a proposal.  A Trail 


Sponsor Request to Plan a Proposal using the BCP Trail Master Plan Process application can be found in 
Appendix H and it should be used for this request.  The following process components are essential to 
completing the Trail Master Plan process. 
 


1. COA and stakeholders will identify, and secure necessary funding/staffing resources needed 
to develop the Trail Master Plan, construct, manage, monitor and enforce the additional 
public recreation, and provide for additional public outreach/education. 


2. Through the stakeholder process, a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database will be 
developed by COA with stakeholder assistance as needed, with data layers identifying 
endangered species habitat, non-endangered species habitat, sensitive areas, and other 
factors as necessary.  In this portion of the process, sharing of data will allow stakeholders to 
understand more about each other’s needs.  This may assist with identifying challenges with 
meeting the goals and objectives. 


3. All stakeholders will identify logistical constraints (physical access, parking, topography, 
public access/recreation on tracts with hog and deer management, etc.) for each site 
identified. 


4. With the information above, the COA and stakeholders will identify the most appropriate 
site(s) and uses to consider for providing increased public access through trails while ensuring 
compliance with the terms and conditions of the Federal permit, and that the species and 
preserve needs are met.  The goal of this effort would be to focus stakeholders on existing 
non-endangered species habitat areas and other less sensitive sites, while also meeting the 
needs of trail users. 


11.2.1  Planning Considerations for a BCP Trail Master Plan Proposal  
Trail sponsors and stakeholders must address and explain trail issues as outlined in the Planning 


Considerations for a BCP Trail Master Plan Proposal, found below.  A BCP Trail Master Plan Application, 
designed to help stakeholders satisfy these requirements can be found in Appendix I.  This should be 
completed collaboratively by the trail sponsor and the land manager(s) to ensure accurate and agreeable 
answers.  This should be submitted after the Trail Sponsor Request to Plan a Proposal has been evaluated 
by BCP staff, and the GIS database  
supporting sustainable trail analysis for the proposed project has been completed collaboratively by the 
trail sponsor and the land manager(s).  This completed application must be included in the trail sponsor 
proposal application submission package. The following are the Planning Considerations for a BCP Trail 
Master Plan Proposal.  
 


Use 
1. What uses are being sponsored? 
2. Who is/are the sponsors? 
3. What resources is/are sponsor(s) offering to provide? 
4. What resources is/are the sponsor(s) seeking from the land manager? 
5. How will this trail comply with the BCP (from TMP and Strategic Vision)? 
6. How will user conflicts be avoided? 


 
Trail 
1. What is the approximate length of the proposed trail?  Please provide a map or GIS data. 
2. What is the proposed surface of the trail? 
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3. Are there any potential structural components? 
4. What is the type and expected extent of clearing created by the proposed trail? 
5. What type of habitat is expected to be affected?  (Use TMP process documents as a guide.) 


a. Can occupied habitat, karst, springs, and plants be avoided by more than 100 
meters? 


b. If habitat cannot be avoided, what are the proposed actions to mitigate? 
 


6. How will International Mountain Biking Association (IMBA) design standards and 
specifications be met? 


7. How will cultural and other sensitive resources be protected? 
 


Facilities 
1. Will parking be onsite or off BCP property? 


a. If the parking is onsite, what is the proposed mitigation? 
b. Is any impervious cover proposed? 


2. Are structural facilities proposed? 
a. Will they be located onsite or offsite? 
b. If onsite, what is the proposed mitigation? 
c. Is any impervious cover proposed? 


 
Operations 
1. User management 


a. How will intensity of use be managed and/or maintenance be adjusted to address 
intensity? 


b. How will enforcement and security be addressed? 
c. What design and education components are proposed to keep users on trails? 


2. Resource impacts (protected species, soil, water, and plant communities) 
a. What design and/or management components are proposed to avoid impacts to 


protected species, soil, water, and plant communities? 
3. How will uninterrupted preserve operations be provided for: 


a. Species monitoring 
b. Animal population management (deer, hogs, brown-headed cowbird) 
c. Habitat manipulation 


▪ planting/restoration 
▪ burning 
▪ mechanical and chemical treatments 


d. Safety of personnel and users 
e. Other 


4. How do you propose to provide long-term maintenance and repairs, enforcement, 
monitoring, and adaptive management? 


5. How do you propose to support monitoring of the potential impacts from this trail on 
protected species, soil, water, and plants? 


11.2.2  BCP Trail Master Plan Proposal Process and Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
A Trail Master Plan Memorandum of Agreement between the City and a trail sponsor must be 


drafted and will require revision to mutually agreed items before moving through the approval process.  
A template MOA can be found in Appendix J.  A simplified outline of the Trail Master Plan proposal and 
implementation process and MOA approval process are provided below. 
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1. Sponsor submits the Trail Sponsor Request to Plan a Proposal using the BCP Trail Master Plan 
Process form (Appendix H). 


a. BCP staff review of proposal request. 
b. Coordination meeting between sponsor and the City to discuss proposal and provide 


guidance. 
c. Sponsor obtains City of Austin access letter (for non-park land). 
d. City and sponsor collaborate on GIS data, maps, monitoring data, natural resource 


information, and other documents as needed to analyze proposed trail suitability and 
sustainability. 


2. BCP Trail Master Plan Application (Appendix I) and Trail Proposal submission and review 
a. Collaboration, clarification and discussion between the City and sponsor 
b. COA proposes revisions to sponsor. 
c. Acceptance 


3. Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
a. Use BCP Trail Master Plan MOA template found in Appendix J. 
b. Initial Trail Master Plan MOA will require revision to mutually agreed items 


(committees, reviews, administration, etc.). 
c. MOA Approval 


i. BCCP Coordinating Committee 
1. Advisory Committee recommendations 


a. Scientific Advisory Committee 
b. Citizens Advisory Committee 


2. USFWS concurrence or comment 
ii. City Council 


1. Boards and Commissions recommendations 
a. Water and Wastewater Commission 
b. Environmental Board  
c. Parks and Recreation Board (for grandfathered sites) 


4. Initial design 
5. Permitting 


a. Revisions to design as required 
b. COA Austin Water Utility/PARD general permits 


6.   Construction 
a. Problem solving 
b. Permit compliance certification 


7. Trail Impact Monitoring 
a. Adaptive land management as needed 
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APPENDIX A - CITY OF AUSTIN BCP PROPERTIES MAP 
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APPENDIX B - TRAVIS COUNTY BCP PROPERTIES MAP 
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APPENDIX C – BCP PARTNER PROPERTIES MAP 
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APPENDIX D - PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE BCP KARST PRESERVES 
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APPENDIX E - LOCATIONS AVAILABLE FOR ACTIVE RECREATION IN 


CENTRAL TEXAS 


 
The Central Texas area offers ample opportunities for the active recreational pursuits of camping, 
horseback riding and bicycling.  Listed below are some of the numerous facilities, both public and private, 
where these activities are available. 
 


Agency/Location Camping 


Biking, 


mountain 


and 


otherwise 


Horseback 


Riding 


Swimming Fishing 


Texas Parks and Wildlife State Parks   


Bastrop State Park ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ 


Blanco State Park ✓   ✓ ✓ 


Buescher State Park ✓ ✓   ✓ 


Colorado Bend State Park ✓ ✓  ✓  


Enchanted Rock State Natural Area ✓     


Garner State Park ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ 


Guadalupe River State Park ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 


Hill Country State Natural Area ✓ ✓ ✓   


Inks Lake State Park ✓   ✓ ✓ 


Kerrville-Schreiner State Park (now 


operated by City of Kerrville) 


✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ 


Lake Somerville State Park – Birch 


Creek 


✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 


Lockhart State Park ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ 


McKinney Falls State Park ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ 


Mother Neff State Park ✓     


Palmetto State Park ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ 


Pedernales Falls State Park ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 


Travis County Parks   


Arkansas Bend Park ✓   ✓ ✓ 


Barkley Meadows Park  ✓   ✓ 


Bob Wentz Park    ✓ ✓ 


Cypress Creek Park ✓   ✓ ✓ 


Dink Pearson Park    ✓ ✓ 


East Metropolitan Park  ✓  ✓ ✓ 


Hamilton Pool Preserve    ✓  


Hippie Hollow Park    ✓ ✓ 
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Agency/Location Camping 


Biking, 


mountain 


and 


otherwise 


Horseback 


Riding 


Swimming Fishing 


Mansfield Dam Park  ✓  ✓  


Milton Reimers Ranch Park  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 


Northeast Metropolitan Park  ✓    


Pace Bend Park ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ 


Southeast Metropolitan Park  ✓   ✓ 


Tom Hughes Park    ✓ ✓ 


Sandy Creek Park ✓ ✓ road biking  ✓ ✓ 


Richard Moya Park  ✓ road biking    


Webberville Park  ✓ ADA trial 


not suitable 


for mt. biking 


✓  ✓ 


Lower Colorado River Authority   


Black Rock Park – Lake Buchanan ✓   ✓ ✓ 


Cedar Point – Lake Buchanan ✓   ✓ ✓ 


Gloster Bend – Lake Travis    ✓ ✓ 


Grelle – Lake Travis  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 


McKinney Roughs  ✓ ✓  ✓ 


Muleshoe – Lake Travis ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 


Narrows – Lake Travis     ✓ 


North Shore Park – Lake Bastrop ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ 


Shaffer Bend – Lake Travis ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 


Turkey Bend – Lake Travis ✓   ✓ ✓ 


City of Austin Parks and Recreation Department   


* Balcones District Park  ✓  ✓  


* Barton Creek Greenbelt  ✓  ✓  


* Bull Creek District Park and 


Greenbelt 


 ✓  ✓  


* Bull Creek Parkway  ✓    


Circle C Veloway  ✓    


* Commons Ford Ranch  ✓ hiking/mt. 


biking 


 ✓ ✓ 


* Emma Long Metropolitan Park ✓ ✓ hiking/mt. 


biking/ 


motorcycling


/archery 


 ✓ ✓ 
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Agency/Location Camping 


Biking, 


mountain 


and 


otherwise 


Horseback 


Riding 


Swimming Fishing 


Johnson Creek Greenbelt  ✓    


Mary Moore Searight Park  ✓ ✓   


*Mt Bonnell Park  ✓    


Pease District Park  ✓    


*Schroeter Park  ✓    


*Shoal Creek Greenbelt  ✓    


*Slaughter Creek Metropolitan Park  ✓    


Springfield Park  ✓   ✓ 


*St. Edward’s Park  ✓ ✓ ✓  


Town Lake Metropolitan Park  ✓    


Waller Creek Greenbelt  ✓    


Walnut Creek Metropolitan Park  ✓  ✓  


Waterloo Park  ✓    


Zilker Metropolitan Park  ✓  ✓  


 
* These City of Austin Parks are also included in the Balcones Canyonlands Preserve (BCP) or are locations 
for BCP caves. 
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APPENDIX G - MAP OF CITY OF AUSTIN BCP TRACTS ELIGIBLE FOR BCP 


TRAIL MASTER PLAN PROPOSALS 
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APPENDIX H - TRAIL SPONSOR REQUEST TO PLAN A PROPOSAL USING 


THE CITY OF AUSTIN BCP TRAIL MASTER PLAN PROCESS 


Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan (BCCP) 


                         Trail Sponsor Request to Plan a Proposal using the City of Austin BCP Trail Master 


Plan Process 


The City of Austin BCP Trail Master Plan process begins with the submission of this Trail Sponsor Request 


to Plan a Proposal.  Stakeholders interested in sponsoring a trail proposal for a sustainable trail in City of 


Austin owned Balcones Canyonlands Preserve (BCP) land should review all of the information and 


guidance found on the BCP Trail Master Plan Process Sponsor Pre-planning Toolkit webpage, found at 


http://arcg.is/4neP  before submitting this request.  The interactive maps at that site should be used to 


help answer the questions below.   


In this portion of the process, sharing of data will allow stakeholders to understand more about each 


other’s needs as well as helping everyone understand any challenges with meeting the goals and 


objectives.  BCP staff will review this request and contact the trail sponsor to set up a project 


coordination meeting to discuss the proposal and provide guidance through the rest of the Trail Master 


Plan process. 


1.  Applicant Information: 


Applicant Name: ______________________________________________________________________  


Company or Agency:  ___________________________________________________________________  


Mailing Address: _______________________________________________________________________  


                      City: _________________________ State: ____________ Zip Code:  ___________________  


Contact Name: ___________________________ Contact Title: _________________________________  


Daytime Phone #  (____) ____-______  


Email address: _________________________________________________________ 


 


2.  Trail Proposal Planned for which Balcones Canyonlands Preserve? 


  Barton Creek Greenbelt     Barton Creek Wilderness Park   Reicher  


  Bull Creek Greenbelt                    Bull Creek District Park                       Forest Ridge 


  Jester                                  St. Edwards Park                     Stillhouse Hollow Nature Preserve 


  Cortaña                                  Emma Long Metropolitan Park                 Bohls 


  Sansom                               Commons Ford Ranch Metropolitan Park                  Double J & T 


 


 



http://arcg.is/4neP
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3.  What is the Trail Proposal Type?   


  Improve the sustainability of an existing trail. 


  Convert an unauthorized trail to an authorized trail. 


  New trail construction. 


4.  Trail uses will be limited to hiking, hiking with dogs, trail running, and biking, as constrained by 


grandfathering which is described in the BCCP Public Access Land Management Chapter, and the 


Trail Master Plan Strategic Vision.  What are the proposed trail uses?   


  Hiking          Hiking with Dogs            Trail Running               Mountain Biking        


  Other Grandfathered Use___________________________________________                                       


5.  Brief Trail Proposal Description.  Please include GIS data for the Trail Master Plan trail proposal 


location or provide a map with this request. 


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  


6.  Do stakeholders have the funding and staffing resources needed to develop the Trail Master Plan, 


construct, manage, monitor and enforce the additional public recreation, and provide for 


additional public outreach and education?    Yes       No 


 Please explain:    


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


7.  Trail Pre-planning Questions 


a) Does the proposed trail support connectivity?      Yes     No 


 


b) Does the proposed trail cross through a BCCP Habitat Mitigation Zone?   Yes     No 


• If yes, please specify which zone(s):  
  Golden-cheeked Warbler Zone 1     Golden-cheeked Warbler Zone 2     


 Black-capped Vireo Zone           Karst Zone 1       Karst Zone 2                       


     
c) Does the proposed trail cross through any sensitive feature areas?     Yes     No 


• If yes, additional coordination with the City of Austin is required to identify sensitive 
features near the proposed trail alignment.  This allows stakeholders to understand any 
challenges the project may have with meeting the Trail Master Plan goals and objectives.  


 


d) Does the proposed trail cross any creeks or other water features?      Yes     No 
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e) Is the proposed trail sustainable, given the soil and terrain?      Yes     No 


 
f) Does the proposed trail address parking and user amenities, as  


appropriate to the activities and trail proposed?      Yes     No 


 


• Parking        Yes     No     Not Applicable 


• Bathrooms       Yes     No     Not Applicable 


• Trash disposal and receptacles     Yes     No     Not Applicable 


• Other amenities:    ________________________  Yes     No 
 


8.  ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:  


  _______________________________________________________________________________  


  _______________________________________________________________________________  


  _______________________________________________________________________________  


 


I realize that failure to supply complete information with this request may delay processing.   I certify 


that all statements on this request are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 


 


 


 ___________________________________________________   ___________________  


SIGNATURE of Person Responsible for Submitting Request                  DATE Signed 


 


 ___________________________________________________   ___________________  


PRINTED NAME of Person Signing  Sponsor or Agency 


 


Submit requests to:  BCP Program Manager 


Wildland Conservation Division, Reicher Ranch 


Austin Water 


3621 South FM 620 Rd. 


Austin, Texas 78738 


Attn: Nico M. Hauwert, Ph.D., P.G. 


BCCP Infrastructure Coordinator 


 


Or email directly to:            Nico M. Hauwert, Ph.D., P.G., BCP Program Manager 


                                                 512/972-1661   Nico.Hauwert@austintexas.gov 


 


  



mailto:Nico.Hauwert@austintexas.gov
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APPENDIX  I - CITY OF AUSTIN BCP TRAIL MASTER PLAN APPLICATION 


Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan (BCCP) 


City of Austin BCP Trail Master Plan Application 


 


This Trail Master Plan Application should be completed collaboratively by the trail sponsor and the land 


manager(s) to ensure accurate and agreeable answers.  This should be submitted after the Trail Sponsor 


Request to Plan a Proposal has been evaluated by BCP staff, and the GIS database supporting sustainable 


trail analysis for the proposed project has been completed collaboratively by the trail sponsor and the 


land manager(s). 


 


1.  Applicant Information: 


Applicant Name: ______________________________________________________________________  


Company or Agency:  ___________________________________________________________________  


Mailing Address: _______________________________________________________________________  


                      City: _________________________ State: ____________ Zip Code:  ___________________  


Contact Name: ___________________________ Contact Title: _________________________________  


Daytime Phone #  (____) ____-______  


Email address: _________________________________________________________ 


 


2.  BCP Tract Manager:__________________________________________________________________  


Contact Name and Department/Division: ___________________________________________________  


Mailing Address: _______________________________________________________________________  


                      City: _________________________ State: ____________ Zip Code:  ___________________  


 


3.  Project Information: 


Project or Trail Name:_____________________________________________________________  


Street Address or Location Description: _______________________________________________  


Project Manager:  ________________________________________________________________  


Daytime Phone #  (____) ____-______   Email address: _____________________________________ 


On-site Single Point of Contact:  _____________________________________________________  


Daytime Phone #  (____) ____-______   Email address: _____________________________________ 
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4.  Trail Proposal Planned for which Balcones Canyonlands Preserve? 


  Barton Creek Greenbelt     Barton Creek Wilderness Park  Sansom 


  Bull Creek Greenbelt                    Bull Creek District Park        Forrest Ridge 


  Jester                                  St. Edwards Park                       Stillhouse Hollow Nature Preserve 


  Cortaña                                  Emma Long Metropolitan Park                 Bohls 


  Reicher                                  Commons Ford Ranch Metropolitan Park   Double J & T 


 


5.  What is the Trail Proposal Type?   


  Improve the sustainability of an existing trail. 


  Convert an unauthorized trail to an authorized trail. 


  New trail construction. 


 


6.  Trail uses will be limited to hiking, hiking with dogs, trail running, and biking, as constrained by 


grandfathering which is described in the BCCP Public Access Land Management Chapter, and the 


Trail Master Plan Strategic Vision.  What are the proposed trail uses?   


  Hiking          Hiking with Dogs            Trail Running               Mountain Biking        


  Other Grandfathered Use___________________________________________        


                                


7.  Brief Trail Description: _____________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


8.  What is the approximate length of the proposed new trail?: _______________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


9.  What is the approximate length of the existing trail to be closed?: __________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  
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10. What resources are the sponsor offering to provide?: ___________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


11.  What resources are the sponsor seeking from the land manager?: _________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


12.  Design Phase Trail Planning Questions 


1. Is the proposed trail sustainable, given the terrain?      Yes     No 
 


a. Does proposed design meet or exceed the International Mountain  
Biking Association’s standards for trail design?     Yes     No 


 


2. Does the proposed trail avoid fragmenting high quality habitat?    Yes     No 
 


3. Does the proposed trail fragment woodland interiors?     Yes     No   
 


4. Does the proposed trail leave woodland canopies intact?         Yes     No  
 


5. Does the proposed trail avoid occupied habitat?      Yes     No 
 


a. Proposed trail does not provide access within 100 meters of                                                                
occupied songbird habitat during breeding/nesting season.            Yes     No 


 


      4.   Does the proposed trail address parking and user amenities, as  


appropriate to the activities and trail proposed?      Yes     No 


 


• Parking        Yes     No     Not Applicable 


• Bathrooms       Yes     No     Not Applicable 


• Trash disposal and receptacles     Yes     No     Not Applicable 


• Other amenities:    ________________________  Yes     No 
 


5.   Does the trail design support or enhance authorized uses and  


      discourage unauthorized uses?        Yes     No 


6.  Does the trail support connectivity?       Yes     No 


7.  Does the trail design accommodate ongoing land management    Yes     No 


     activities? 
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8.  Does the trail avoid cultural resources?       Yes     No 


   


9. Does the proposed trail avoid cave access or protect karst features?   Yes     No 


13.  Description of Vegetation Disturbance: _______________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


14.  Description of Ground Disturbance:__________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


15.  Dimensions of Disturbed Areas (length, width, total square feet): _________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


16.  Total acreage of disturbed area: ___________________________  


 


17.  If habitat cannot be avoided, what are the proposed actions to mitigate?: __________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


18.  If facilities, parking, or impervious cover will be onsite, what are the proposed actions to 


mitigate?: _____________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


19.  How will intensity of use be managed and/or maintenance be adjusted to address intensity?: __  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


20.  How will enforcement and security be addressed?: _____________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  
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21.  What design and education components are proposed to keep users on trails?: ______________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


22.  How will long-term maintenance and repairs, enforcement, monitoring, and adaptive 


management be provided for?: ____________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


23.  How will monitoring of the potential impacts from this trail on protected species, soil, water, 


and plants be provided for?: ______________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


  _____________________________________________________________________________  


 


24.  Please supply with this questionnaire: 


• Regional map showing location of project. 


• Map delineating total project disturbance area.  GIS data preferred. 


• Access route map of new trail, including length and width of route.  GIS data 


preferred. 


• Map of existing trail proposed for closure.  GIS data preferred. 


  


25.  ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:  


  _______________________________________________________________________________  


  _______________________________________________________________________________  


  _______________________________________________________________________________  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Page 54 of 60 


 


I realize that failure to supply complete information with this application may delay processing.  I 


understand that a copy of this application may be provided to Travis County and the Austin office of the 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  I certify that all statements on this application are true and correct to the 


best of my knowledge. 


 


 ___________________________________________________   ___________________  


SIGNATURE of Sponsor Responsible for Submitting Application                  DATE Signed 


 


 ___________________________________________________   ___________________  


PRINTED NAME of Person Signing  Sponsor or Agency 


 


 ___________________________________________________   ___________________  


SIGNATURE of BCP Tract Manager                                                                    DATE Signed 


 


 ___________________________________________________   ___________________  


SIGNATURE of City of Austin BCP Program Manager                                                  DATE Signed 


 


 ___________________________________________________   ___________________  


SIGNATURE of PARD Tract Manager (if trail is on dual-managed BCP)                     DATE Signed 


 


 


 


Submit applications to:  BCCP Coordinating Committee Secretary 


Wildland Conservation Division, Reicher Ranch 


Austin Water 


3621 South FM 620 Rd. 


Austin, Texas 78738 


Attn: Kimberlee Harvey 


 


 


Or email directly to:            Kimberlee Harvey, BCCP Coordinating Committee Secretary 


                                                 (512) 972-1686   Kimberlee.Harvey@austintexas.gov 



mailto:Kimberlee.Harvey@austintexas.gov





 


Page 55 of 60 


 


APPENDIX  J - CITY OF AUSTIN BCP TRAIL MASTER PLAN 


MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT TEMPLATE 


 


MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 


BETWEEN 


CITY of AUSTIN 


AUSTIN WATER UTILITY 


WILDLAND CONSERVATION DIVISION 


BALCONES CANYONLANDS PRESERVE (BCP) PROGRAM 


AND 


[SPONSOR] 


FOR CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF PUBLIC ACCESS TRAILS 


ON THE BALCONES CANYONLANDS PRESERVE 


[NAME OF BCP PROPERTY] TRACT 


 


Purpose 


The purpose of this agreement is to establish roles and responsibilities for parties engaged in 


implementing public access trails on the City of Austin’s Balcones Canyonlands Preserve (BCP). The 


Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan (BCCP) Coordinating Committee approved the BCP Trail Master 


Plan process on February 18, 2009.  It was created to increase opportunities for sustainable recreational 


trails on City of Austin owned BCP properties. 


 


This approval is meant to help implement the City’s philosophy of accommodating the public with access 


to land in order for them to learn the importance of our wildlands and protected species, how 


endangered species habitat systems function, and how we manage the land.  This access will leverage the 


City’s investment by educating our constituents so that they may protect sensitive endangered species 


habitat near their homes and businesses.   


 


The trail recommendations for BCP tracts approved by City Council are the result of an extensive 


collaborative process between trail sponsors and land managers where stakeholders agree to provide 


implementation resources.  This Memorandum of Agreement will also serve to protect the interests of all 


stakeholders involved in this project, including the City.  This relationship between the City of Austin and 
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the sponsors participating in this Memorandum serves as a model for Public – Private partnerships in 


Austin and other communities. 


The City of Austin Agrees: 


1. To make the site on the [BCP PROPERTY] available for planning, construction, operation and 
maintenance of a public access trail suitable for [TYPE(S) OF USE], access; 


2. That prior to construction, the Environmental Conservation Program Manager or designated 
representative shall review and approve any plans for public access trails; 


3. To move plans, etc. through the City’s regulatory process by obtaining permits and approvals in 
cooperation with other signatories to this Memorandum of Agreement; 


4. To provide technical assistance on issues related to sensitive and sustainable design, 
construction, operation, and management of a public access trail on this site; 


5. To provide technical assistance to stakeholders on education actions related to the public access 
trail on this site; 


6. To provide advance notice of temporary closures for management or emergencies to the 
Stakeholder Steering Committee, Trail Administration Subcommittee and the Trail Steward; 


7. To keep partners informed of management or policy changes that would affect access, by 
notifying the Stakeholder Steering Committee, Trail Administration Subcommittee and/or the 
Trail Steward as appropriate. 


8. To monitor public access effects on the welfare of the target species of concern, and impacts to 
habitat, soil, vegetation, or water resources, etc. and to inform partners and public of results. 


9. To conduct research on effects on the welfare of the target species of concern, and impacts to 
habitat, soil, vegetation, or water resources, as appropriate, and inform partners and the public. 


10. To evaluate whether constraints and guiding principles, which are the basis of the original trail 
recommendations, are being met.  When deficiencies are noted the City shall notify the 
Stakeholder Steering Committee, Trail Administration Subcommittee or the Trail Steward as 
appropriate of any deficiencies or concerns.   


11. Notify partners in a timely manner when conditions may lead to revocation of access so that 
corrective measures may be planned and implemented. 


 


1. [SPONSOR] Agrees: To serve as the sponsor and party responsible for the public access trail on 
[BCP PROPERTY] with primary fiduciary responsibility for the long term compliance with this 
memorandum of agreement and the constraints and guidelines contained in the approved public 
access recommendations; 


2. To plan and develop trails for this site including preparation and submission of plans to City of 
Austin for approval; 


3. To serve as the lead to secure and provide funding or other resources necessary to construct, 
operate, and maintain this trail; 


4. To help plan and provide trail construction and maintenance training to stewards, volunteers, or 
others who work on the trails; 


5. To provide volunteers and other inputs for trail work days or other trail related or educational 
events; 


6. To provide leadership for planning and implementing educational components for the trail and 
other educational activities on the property; 
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7. To provide annual reports (due November 1) documenting results of educational activities 
associated with the trail and other educational activities on the property; 


8. To provide a representative to the Trail Administration Committee; 
9. To assure that trail construction, maintenance, education activities and other trail related 


projects are completed according to the terms of this memorandum and the constraints and 
guidelines contained in the BCCP Trail Master Plan process approved public access 
recommendations; 


10. To assist with trail education, construction, operations, and maintenance. 
 


It is Mutually Agreed: 


1. That a Trail Administration Subcommittee of the Stakeholder Steering Committee shall be 
organized.  This subcommittee will serve as the entity that is accountable to the City of Austin for 
the construction, operation and maintenance of all public access trails on the Balcones 
Canyonlands Preserve. 
a. Purpose - Provide coordinated management for trail building, maintenance, and use policies 


and serve as a point of contact for trails. 
b. Governance - the subcommittee shall conduct an annual meeting with additional called 


meetings as needed. 
c. Organization and Individual Responsibilities 


i. Chairperson 
1. Will lead subcommittee and represent the interests of the trail stewards 
2. Point of contact for all trail issues 


a. Will handle trail issues directly or delegate 
b. Will follow up on issues and be responsible for ultimate resolution  
c. Will serve as single point of contact to the City of Austin regarding 


trail issues 
3. May direct volunteers to areas where help is needed. 
4. Assists with acquiring grants for trail maintenance, etc. 
5. Can call meeting when deemed necessary. 
6. Shall be elected annually from the subcommittee membership. 


ii. Non-City MOA Signatory Representatives - represent interest of specific user groups 
who have agreed to participate in the MOA and be accountable for its 
implementation.  Interests may include: 


a. [LIST TYPE(S) OF USER GROUPS)] 
iii. Stakeholder Steering Committee Representative - member of the Stakeholder 


Steering Committee which serves as the public oversight group responsible for 
assisting the City of Austin with planning public access on the Balcones Canyonlands 
Preserve. 


iv. Stewardship Committee Representative - member of the stewardship committee.  
This committee is organized to train and recruit trail stewards and other volunteer 
leaders assisting the Balcones Canyonlands Preserve.  


v. Trails Stewards – are trained volunteer leaders who are responsible for the day-to-
day operations and maintenance on individual trails.  They only attend meetings or 
provide reports on an AS-NEEDED basis. 
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2. That public access trails or segments of trails may be closed due to trail related issues, concerns 
or emergencies. Closures will be based on the following Grade/Priority of Threat: 


 


A. Extreme/Severe = Spill, pipeline threat, natural disaster.  An Immediate threat 
to life or public safety. 


• Requires immediate public notification (upon discovery) 


• Immediate closure of site or segment until resolved 


• City, signatory, or both are responsible for identifying threats, assuring 
they are addressed and providing notification. 


o The City, with the advice of trail steward, is responsible for 
making closure determination and providing notification. 


o These threats must be addressed before the trail or segment is 
reopened. 


o City of Austin representative and Trail Steward must be 
notified immediately. 


B. Serious/High = Dangerous Trail Conditions. Trail use would cause damage or 
pose serious threat to public safety. 


• Requires immediate public notification (upon discovery). 


• Requires closure of trail or segment until grade or priority is reduced to 
lower level. 


• The City, with the advice of trail steward, is responsible for making 
closure determination and providing notification. 


• Mitigation or correction will be initiated ASAP. 


• City of Austin representative and Trail Steward must be notified 
immediately. 


C. Concern/Moderate = Trail Maintenance Needs. Observed Habitat Threats 


• Public Notification within 24 hours. 


• Notification of City or Trail Steward within 5 working days. 


• The City and/or the Trail Steward are responsible for making the 
closure determination and notification. 


• Corrected or mitigated in 14 days. 


• No closings unless further deterioration to next higher grade/priority is 
expected or occurs. 


D. Routine/Preventative = Trail and Facility Management to Comply with Balcones 
Canyonlands Conservation Plan Permit and Habitat Conservation Plan 


• Public notice as needed to avoid conflicts 


• The City and/or the Trail Steward are responsible for making the closure 
determination and notification 


• Address under routine maintenance schedule 


• Closure as needed to avoid non-compliance with BCCP Permit  
E. Closure notifications shall include as appropriate 


• City staff 


• Trail Administrative Subcommittee 


• Stakeholder Steering Committee 
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• Trail Steward 


• MOA Signatories with impacted responsibilities 


• Media Outlets 


• Law Enforcement and Public Safety agencies 


• Trail Users through trail postings 
 


3. That the Trail Administration Subcommittee shall develop rules governing public access and use 
of the trail supported by this MOA.  They must support the constraints and guidelines contained 
in the public access recommendations.  Draft rules shall be presented to the Stakeholder Steering 
Committee for ratification.  Should the stakeholders fail to reach consensus to ratify these rules, 
the ratification process shall proceed to the second level of the appeals process.  All signatories 
agree to enforce trail rules through monitoring, educational interactions with trail users, and 
reporting of violations to City of Austin staff.  In situations where rules violations or emergencies 
pose a threat to public health or safety, an appropriate law enforcement agency shall be notified. 


4. That it is the decision of the City of Austin to indefinitely close a trail and revoke public access 
privileges. Revocation shall be through written notification to all signatories of this MOA.  This 
action shall be based upon non-compliance with this MOA, or the constraints, guidelines, or 
other provisions of the public access recommendations.  Revocation will be enforced until non-
compliance is corrected.  Revocation may be appealed through the appeals process. 


5. That there will be periodic review. 
a. The signatories of this agreement will meet to review the status of this agreement annually 


before its anniversary date.  The annual review will confirm that all the obligations of this 
agreement are being met and that all trail activities are being conducted in compliance with 
the public access recommendations including the constraints and guidelines. The status of 
each signatory shall be confirmed.   If a signatory organization is no longer able to meet its 
obligations under this memorandum, a substitute signatory must be added through 
modification of this agreement.   


b. Following the annual review, the City of Austin shall notify the signatories to this 
memorandum of the results of the review in writing.  Full compliance shall be so noted.  
Should deficiencies be revealed in the review, the City of Austin shall provide the signatories 
with written notice that shall also include a performance plan and schedule for correction of 
deficiencies. 


6. That any signatory to this memorandum of agreement may appeal revocation or decisions 
regarding trails rules.  Appeals must be presented in writing to all memorandum of agreement 
signatories.  The first level of appeal shall be to the Stakeholder Steering Committee.  The 
Stakeholder Steering Committee may receive and consider any information from the City of 
Austin or other signatories to this memorandum regarding the revocation and appeal.  An appeal 
may be decided using the Stakeholder Steering Committee’s normal decision-making process of 
consensus.  If the appeal fails in the first level, the decision may be appealed to the City Manager, 
whose decision is final (Second Level). 


7. That any actions must comply with all local, State, Federal, and BCCP Permit regulations. 
8. That this MOA may be revised or modified only with consent of all parties. 
9. That any signatory may withdraw from this agreement by providing 90 days’ notice to all other 


signatories.  Furthermore, if the City of Austin withdraws from this agreement after the trail is 
constructed and begins operation, the City agrees to maintain public access and assume full 
responsibility for operation and maintenance.  Should other signatories withdraw, they must 
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provide a substitute for their organization who will join the MOA through modification and 
assume the obligations of the withdrawing signatory. 


10. That the following are contacts regarding this MOA.  For the purposes of notice, the addresses of 
the parties are as follows 


 
The City: 


Austin Water /Wildland Conservation Division 
P.O. Box # 1088 
Austin, Texas 78767-8839 
Attention: Sherri Kuhl 


 
[SPONSOR AGENCY] 


 
[SPONSOR NAME] 
[SPONSOR ADDRESS] 
[SPONSOR ADDRESS] 


 
 


SIGNATURES 
 
 
 


____________________________Date__________ 
[NAME] 
Deputy City Manager 


 
 


____________________________Date__________ 
[NAME] 
[SPONSOR AGENCY] 


 







From: Johnston, Liz <Liz.Johnston@austintexas.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, November 15, 2022 10:34 AM
To: Mushtaler, Jennifer - BC <BC-Jennifer.Mushtaler@austintexas.gov>; Sherman, Lee
<Lee.Sherman@austintexas.gov>
Cc: Lilly, Leslie <Leslie.Lilly@austintexas.gov>; Coyne, Katie <Katie.Coyne@austintexas.gov>; 
Rhoades, Wendy <wendy.rhoades@austintexas.gov> 

Subject: RE: Brodie

Good morning Commissioner Mushtaler!

Yes, WPD staff will be available to answer questions this evening. 

While mitigation land is not a staff condition of support, we are certainly not against it. However, we 
do know from experience through WPD’s land acquisition program that land in the BSZ can be 
difficult to acquire and it may not be possible to find a willing seller. There is also the option of 
paying into a mitigation fund that was set up for BSZ redevelopment projects that WPD administers 
to acquire land in the Barton Springs Zone as an option. Staff are also not requiring this as a 
condition of staff support but it is an option to consider. I believe the applicant is not in support of 
this (Abby can confirm).

Regarding increased pressure on green spaces from increased density – yes the concerns you 
express are true of green spaces everywhere in Austin, especially during and after the pandemic. 
However, on the whole it is preferable to have density on sites such as this one than greenfield 
development in the suburbs. Denser development at this site will also relieve some pressure from 
the highly gentrifying areas of east Austin, and therefore help improve some of the environmental 
inequities that are inherent within our environmental regulations.

Pet waste is not great of course, and as you mentioned below the effects of pet waste on the 
environment are difficult to quantify because high bacteria levels in creeks can come from a variety 
of sources (pets, wildlife, leaky wastewater infrastructure, etc). Perhaps the applicant could provide 
sufficient Scoop the Poop stations and trash cans at trail heads and at other green spaces 
throughout the site? Educational signage about the negative effects of pet waste is also an option.

Liz Johnston
(she/her/hers)
Deputy Environmental Officer – Environmental Policy & Review
City of Austin | Watershed Protection Department

O: (512) 974-2619| C: (512) 350-6024
www.austintexas.gov/watershed

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.austintexas.gov%2Fwatershed&data=05%7C01%7Cwendy.rhoades%40austintexas.gov%7C62f047ef87ec4acfc03108dac7337947%7C5c5e19f6a6ab4b45b1d0be4608a9a67f%7C0%7C0%7C638041322069807789%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=rrlxgZWPakyKRZeAjd9vipVY3Q7ahlgaiH0UTKAkgGY%3D&reserved=0


From: Mushtaler, Jennifer - BC <BC-Jennifer.Mushtaler@austintexas.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2022 4:12 PM
To: Sherman, Lee <Lee.Sherman@austintexas.gov>; Johnston, Liz <Liz.Johnston@austintexas.gov> 
Cc: Abby Gillfillan 
Subject: Brodie

Good afternoon,

I am seeking information from Watershed on Brodie PUD. Abby and team has been terrific in
having open background discussion on the plans. I have shared with Abby that I am concerned
that we are guessing the impacts good or bad on water recharge and that I would lean more
towards requiring mitigation land in addition to the improvements they have committed to
already. I am concerned that although the plans improve the site dramatically, the complete
plans also drastically increase human (and by default pet) traffic in, around, over, through the
area in ways that are difficult to quantify. Admittedly, this is an emotional reaction on my part
so I am seeking scientific input. I believe some of our environmental groups have expressed
concern that what is being "counted" in credits still falls short of SOS intent?

I hope someone from staff can help and also be available for commission questions tomorrow
evening, unless I am the only commissioner with these questions. I am working my regular
paying job but will be reading email this evening and tomorrow before PC starts.

Thank you
Jennifer Mushtaler

Jennifer Mushtaler
Boards and Commissions

Scheduled Meeting Disclosure Information: Written disclosure is required by visitors when attending
a scheduled meeting with a City Official regarding a municipal question for compensation on behalf
of another person. Anyone scheduling or accepting a meeting invitation with a City Official must
either acknowledge that the disclosure requirement does not apply or respond to the following

mailto:BC-Jennifer.Mushtaler@austintexas.gov
mailto:Lee.Sherman@austintexas.gov
mailto:Liz.Johnston@austintexas.gov
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