Case No. C20-2023-045
Planning Commission: July 9, 2024

ORDINANCE AMENDMENT REVIEW SHEET

Amendment: C20-2023-045 | Site Plan Lite, Phase 2 & Infill Plats

Introduction: single

ordinance is
This staff report discusses amendments to the Land Development Code (“LDC”) proposed in problematic

response to two separate council initiatives intended to facilitate construction of infill housin|for two
Resolution No. 20221201-048 (“Site Plan Lite”) and Resolution No. 20230504-023 (“Infill different

Plats”). These amendments, which will be included in a single ordinance, seek to better applications of

calibrate non-zoning regulations and review procedures to the scale of “missing middle” the code and

housing. different
processes.

The report also describes changes initiated or under consideration by individual departments
to address non-LDC related challenges to development of missing middle housing, including
amendments to administrative criteria manuals and improvements to existing review
procedures.

Background:

— Site Plan Lite, Phase 2

On December 1, 2022, the City Council passed Resolution No. 20221201-048 initiating LDC
amendments to better scale site plan review for residential projects of three to sixteen units
located on a single lot. For Phase 1, Council adopted Ordinance No. 20230720-158 on July 20,
2023, creating a site plan exemption for projects of four or fewer residential units. This change,
coupled with subsequent passage of the first HOME ordinance, has enabled staff to conform
the review process for 3-4 unit residential projects more closely to the process used for one
and two-unit projects.

For Phase 2, staff’s proposed amendments would modify applicable drainage regulations and
adopt a new “small project” classification to enable further streamlining the review process for
projects of five to sixteen units. These amendments, coupled with additional department-
initiated changes, will make it easier to construct smaller multi-family projects on
appropriately zoned lots.

— Infill Plats

On May 4, 2023, Council approved Resolution No. 20230504-023 initiating LDC amendments
to facilitate the creation of infill lots and expand opportunities for “fee simple” ownership
within existing residential subdivisions. Staff’s proposed amendments would help to further
this objective by modifying applicable drainage regulations, which are a significant cost driver,
and changing how impervious cover is calculated to allow re-subdivisions to include a greater
number of lots. In tandem with additional department-initiated changes, these amendments

Case No. C20-2023-045 | Page - 1


https://services.austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=399275
https://services.austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=408751
https://services.austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=413497
David Whitworth
Text Box
single ordinance is problematic for two different applications of the code and different processes.


Case No. C20-2023-045
Planning Commission: July 9, 2024

will better calibrate regulations applicable to small-lot single-family uses as authorized
second HOME ordinance.

Department-level Improvements

Aside from drainage regulations codified in LDC Chapter 25-7 (Drainage), most of the ot
regulatory challenges highlighted by Council’s resolutions on infill housing are related
primarily to administrative criteria manuals and department-level review procedures. S
these aspects of the development process also affect infill development, Appendix A of
report describes several improvements planned or under review by DSD’s partner
departments. This work will remain ongoing following Council action on the proposed c
amendments and will be informed by feedback received throughout the public process,
as review by the Technical Advisory Review Panel (TARP).

One major proposal in this category, to be initiated by the Watershed Protection Departr

by the

The resolutions call
for amendments to
the LDC. Many
improvements are
possible within the
LDC by exemption
or amendment for
small sites without
kicking this to

TARP.

(WPD), is an amendment to the Drainage Criteria Manual (DCM) that will significantly reduce
the circumstances in which development is required to connect to an existing storm drain

system. This proposal responds to stakeholder feedback received at a DSD-led testing
session that took place on June 6, 2024. |'éducing required connection
triggers is promising for infill
Summary of Proposed Code Amendments:

I Modified Drainage Regulations

Background

LDC Sec. 25-8-211(B)(3) exempts development with up to 8,000 square feet of impervic
cover from the requirement to provide water quality controls on sites located outside o
Barton Springs Zone. However, the code provides no similar exemption for drainage
regulations under Chapter 25-7 (Drainage).

This means that, under current code, infill re-subdivisions and multi-unit site plans are
required to meet detention standards similar to those required for large-scale multi-far
commercial projects. The amendments proposed by staff would tailor drainage regula
more closely to the scale and intensity of residential infill projects.

Summary of Proposed Amendments

The table on page 3 summarizes proposed amendments to Chapter 25-7 (Drainage):

This seems good,
would help bypass
detention and
RSMP similar to
how WQworks, but
not the only way.
45% is already
allowed for
mansions and
parking areas
under SF, why any
obstacles to
additional dwellings
if it's the same
exact resulting
drainage?

{intentionally left blank}
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The resolutions call for amendments to the LDC. Many improvements are possible within the LDC by exemption or amendment for small sites without kicking this to TARP.
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This seems good, would help bypass detention and RSMP similar to how WQworks, but not the only way. 45% is already allowed for mansions and parking areas under SF, why any obstacles to additional dwellings if it's the same exact resulting drainage?


Recommend change to allow any residential only project up to 16 units not be required to provide any drainage
plans up to 45% IC regardless of lot size. Beyond 45% IC, drainage plans required. Reasoning is that every
plated lot went through some level of engineering to size infrastructure. Every SF zoned platted lot today is

allowed 45% IC and every SF zoned property (regardless of platting status) is assumed to have 45% IC.

iﬁi:jsyéil!oglze (ij Project Type Limit*ons Drainage Requirements
you bgild a No greater than O\25 acres

mansion or and not within the\Wildland- —

add parking Urban Interface (WWI)

area, but extra 4| Re-Subdivision

hurdlgs only . Over 0.25 acres, but o Applicant must provide a

for IanII..IS thls greater than one acre,\and Drainage Plan demonstrating
nggzgéaitse f not within the WUI that, without altering natural
equal? It does '_ ‘ topography, stormwater
seem prudent € Plan Lln.'uted to 5-16 dwelling runoff will be discharged to:
to address units and may not exceed (1) an existing storm

WUI when 0.50 acres drainage system; or (2) into
adding right-of-way.

dwelling units

(sort of like Effect of Proposed Amendments

flood

plain).Although [Project meeting the “Limitations” described in the second column, above, will be required
WUI should be drovide a drainage study or onsite detention facilities. In cases where a drainage plan is

regulated uired, the level of complexity and cost will be substantially less than participation in the
through WUI orjional Stormwater Management Program administered by WPD.
glrsilnzrglnm jescribed beloy Any platted lot of this size will use HOMEL feduce the impacts of

arainage regulatiof ©Nly and have 3 units on a lot. The proposed
amendments do not change this.

1. Infill Plats
w0000 TOME Lot Count by Lot Size — Lots no Greater Than a Quarter (0.25) Acre.
119,192 Both HOME 1 & 2 focused on the feasibility of adding

120,000
density to existing single lots, either through more units

on a single lot or re-subdivision. These proposed

amendments will significantly reduce the impact of

drainage regulations on projects re-subdividing into
39,031 small lot sizes, thereby aligning infill re-subdivision
requirements more closely with requirements applied
through the residential review process. As shown in the
diagram to the left, the proposed amendments would
allow over 75% of HOME eligible lots under an acre in

100,000

80,000

60,000

40,000

20,000

0.25to0 1.00
(24.7% of total)

size' to re-subdivide without providing drainage studies

or onsite dgtention facilities. This number is closer to 3700 lots
This number is closer to 13,000 with appropriate filters
lots using appropriate filters. sures that the minimum lot area for SF-1 and SF-2/SF-3 (10,000 sf and

5,750 sf, respectively) can be subdivided without drainage review. A quarter acre lot can re-subdivide into 6
small lot single-family lots.
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David Whitworth
Text Box
45% is allowed already in SF if you build a mansion or add parking area, but extra hurdles only for infill. Is this appropriate if drainage is equal? It does seem prudent to address WUI when adding dwelling units (sort of like flood plain).Although WUI should be regulated through WUI or Fire and not drainage.
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— Lots Greater than a Quarter Acre, But No Greater than One Acre

The proposed amendments establish a streamlined drainage review process for lots that are
greater than a quarter acre, but do not exceed one acre. Under this process:

o Neither drainage studies nor onsite detention facilities would be required if applicants
provide a drainage plan demonstrating that stormwater runoff is discharged to a storm
drain system or right-of-way.

e The drainage plan would not have to be submitted by a registered engineer.

e No payment would be required under the Regional Storm Management Program

(RSMP)'mansions don't pay RSMP, smaller infill plats with the This reduces the
same impervious do. Should City change fee structure? possible lots by 75%
If lots within this size range require grading to successfully drain to a stormdrg  meaning that only
right-of-way, an applicant would have to submit a drainage plan by a licensed {925 lots are potentialy

make payment under RSMP, but would not be required to undertake full draina able to use this
proposed

provide onsite detention. If a site cannot successfully demonstrate that runof
amendment.

storm drain system or right-of-way, full drainage review and onsite detention -

meet the “no adverse impact” standard under Chapter 25-7 (Drainage).
"no adverse impact" requires hiring an engineer

2. Site Ple

The “Site Plan Lite” initiative is intended to facilitate “missing-middle” style housing: i.e.,
small-to-medium sized multi-family developments that offer greater density than a traditional
single-family or condo development, but less density than a large, structured apartment
building.

As shown in the table on page 5, the MF-1 (Limited Density), MF-2 (Low Density), and MF-3
(Medium Density) zoning districts allow? a density of 5-16 units consistent with the goals of
Site Plan Lite, Phase 2. As sites approach an acre in size, lots zoned MF-2 and MF-3 are
capable of developing more units than is permitted by Site Plan Lite. Utilizing Site Plan Lite for
those zones above an acre is unlikely because it would require substantial under-utilization of
site area.

{intentionally left blank}

2The number of allowed units is determined by comparing the size of a lot to the minimum site area per
dwelling unit. This number differs from the number of developable units which is dependent on individual site
features, design choices, zone-specific regulations, and other regulatory requirements. Allowable units
provide reference points for desired and appropriate densities but are not a guaranteed level of development.
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Allowed Units by Zone and Lot Size

Half Acre One A

Min. Site Area per Unit Type

cre

Efficiency

One-Bedroom

Two+ Bedrooms

Number of Site Plan Lite Parcels by Zoning Type and Parcel Size Range

4,000

80.2%
3,500

3,000

Only 238 lots meet
this 0.5-1 acre size.

2 oo Of that, 29 lots

s~ available with

. 20 appropriate filters to
Only 1,787 lots meet |'*® use these
8000 sf - 0.5 acres in |1.000 o o amendments.

size. Of that, 920 lots | .,
available with

lots

apprpriate filters to P it — —
use these acre lots acre lots acre lots
amendments slzaoftals
However, 16 units is S S RS
very unlikely.

Of all lots zoned MF-1, MF-2, and MF-3, over 80% are under a half-acre in siz¢
eligible for the new modified drainage regulations. An additional 5.8% are elig
modified RSMP regulations that WPD will bring forward following possible ac
amendment.

— Half Acre or Less

This reduces the
possible lots by 75%
meaning that only
230 lots are potentialy
able to use this
proposed
amendment.

requirements as those outlined above for infill re-subdivisions between 1/4-acre an

Site plan applications for lots 1/2-acre or less would be eligible for the same drainagﬂe})
cre

= |f adrainage plan can demonstrate that runoff is discharged to a storm drain system or

right-of-way, no RSMP payment is required.

= |fagrading planis required to demonstrate that runoff is discharged to a storm drain
system or right-of-way, a licensed engineer must prepare the drainage plan and an

RSMP payment is required. R
This adds $.
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= |f runoff cannot be directed to a storm drain system or right-of-way, full drainage review
and detention is required to demonstrate “no adverse impact” under Chapter 25-7

(Drainage).

— Greater than Half an Acre, but No Greater than One Acre

Site plan applications for multi-family lots between 1/2-acre and 1-acre may provide an
engineered grading plan to demonstrate runoff to a storm drain system or right-of-way and pay

storm drain system or right-of-way, full drainage review and detention are reqyired.

an RSMP payment. If a site cannot successfully demonstrate that the runoff ?charges toa

Thisis the |. Modified Impervious Cover Assumption| T his reduces the possible lots by 75% meaning that
site plan only 8 lots are potentialy able to use this proposed
section, but [~  Background amendment.

summary DC Sec. 25-8-64 (Impervious Cover Assumptions) sets forth assumptions about how much

Seems to_ ~ mpervious cover is likely to be developed based on lot size. The assumptions play a critical

address infill

plat. Just be
careful. This
is why two

lans do.

ole in applying water quality and drainage regulations to proposed subdivisions, since the
reation of lots does not generate actual impervious cover the way that building permits or site

ordinances Under current LDC Sec. 25-8-64, all lots of up to 10,000 square feet in size are assumed to

might make )ave 2,500 square feet of impervious cover.

This assumption is unrealistically high for

sense. esidential lots under 5,750 square feet, which are limited by zoning to 40-45 percent

— Summary of proposed amendments

mpervious cover. It also has the effect of triggering water quality controls for most residential
ubdivisions of more than three lots, since the exemption in Sec. 25-8-211(B)(3) is capped at
,000 square feet of assumed impervious cover as described above.

o provide a more realistic and workable assumption for lots of at least 1,800 square feet but

less than 5,750 square feet (i.e., small lots),

the proposed amendments would use the

impervious cover allowed under applicable zoning regulations as the assumed impervious
cover in Sec. 25-8-64. When subdividing into smaller lot sizes, this change will allow
applicants to create more lots without exceeding the 8,000 square feet of assumed impervious

cover that triggers water quality and detention requirements.|Good solution. But Its difficult jumping

— Effect

Tying the assumed impervious cover to the zoning impervioug/MPErvious) but maybe okay. The
maximum amount of feasible small lots can be created while
cover assumed at subdivision will appropriately account for t
example, under the proposed amendments,

between two forms of measurement
(assumed impervious and actual site

Impervious assumptions obviously
don't work for infill.

a subdivision could create up to nine (9) SF-3-

zoned lots of 1,800 square feet without triggering water quality or detention requirements, but

only three (3) under current assumptions.

1. Small Project Site Plan

this seems good
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— Background

LDC Sec. 25-5-3 (Small Projects), commonly referred to as “Small-Project Site Plans,”

establishes an intermediate review path well-suited for projects that can’t feasibly be reviewed
as site plan exemptions but aren’t subject to the full range of regulations typically reviewed for

at site plan.

Smal Project Site Plans save 2 weeks in review, but do
cost half the review fee. HOWEVER, departmental creep

— Summary of proposed amendments | to the size limits of Small Project Site Plans means very

The proposed amendments would establish

few use thls as an avenue for gammg housing.

(= r4

5 to 16 units that are exempt from onsite detention requwements under the standards
discussed in Part | (Modified Drainage Regulations), above. This is appropriate to the level of

review required for this tier of “Slt
review but may trigger zoning and Bui
through the standard site plan exemption

— Effect

Small-Project Site Plans are subject to reduced fees, s
quicker review times. Applications for small projects, unli
subject to notification requirements. Due to these improved ef
projects will be able to navigate the development review process
economically.

Staff Recommendation:

lan Lite,” which will not require drainage or water quality
\ng Code regulations that cannot be reviewed for
residential review process.

this may not be the place for this, but the big problem for
small site MF projects is minimum site area ie 25-2-561

amlined submittal requirements, and
tandard site plans, are not
jencies, small multifamily
ore quickly and

Limited drainage review for the very few sites that can use these
amendments does save time, but all other department reviews will

still drag out the approval time frames.

Staff supports the proposed revisions to the Land Development Code.

Board and Commission Action:

April 1, 2024: To be reviewed by the Codes and Ordinances Joint Committee.
May 1, 2024: To be reviewed by the Environmental Commission.
July 8, 2024: A public hearing will be held by the Planning Commission.

Council Action:

July 18, 2024: A public hearing will be held.

Sponsor Department: Development Services Department
City Staff: Brent Lloyd

DSD, Development Officer
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These last couple of pages have some good ideas, but seem like
promises and not hard code edits(ie. "AWU has expressed

willingness"). Also missing some departments like AE. Truly,
ATTACHMENT A particularly for infill plat, the LDC can create exemptions or
amendments to whether and how the criteria manuals apply. The LDC
approach seems more immediate and on point, and in line with how the
DEPARTMENT-LEVEL IMPR resolutions are written (to amend the LDC).

Below is a summary of important department-level changes that would help to support
development under the proposed Infill Plat and Site Plan Lite amendments. The improvements
are responsive to stakeholder feedback received at a DSD-led testing session held on June 6,
2024, as well as ongoing efforts of individual departments that participated in the testing.

1. Watershed Protection Department (WPD)

Drainage Criteria Manual (DCM) Sec. 1.2.3.C - Street Drainage

This DCM provision requires proposed development to connect to an existing storm drain
system if it’s located within 550 feet. While WPD grants waivers where appropriate,
stakeholder feedback indicates that compliance with this requirement may in some instances

be cost prohibitive for infill developmenj=— toth = DD 1 totoclis -
Even 300 If of storm sewer is too much for a few units to

bear.. The costs are $60k-$80k.

e (Connectiontoa sting storm drain system would only be required if a project is
located within 300 feet, rather than 550 feet.

intent to initiate amendments to D

e Regardless of distance, no connection would be required for projects that are limited to

residential use and:

This is good.

o The existing lotis 0.50 acres or less in gross site area; or ‘

o The existing lot is over 0.50 acres, but no greater than one acre, and the applicant
provides necessary calculations indicating that the street, gutter, and storm drain

inlet contains the 100-year fully developed flow rateqfor the entire drainage area

that drains to the existing storm drainage system. This still requires $20k-$30k to

prove up. If all lots today went
thrugh any evel of engineering

design of infrastructure, the first
Lite and Infill Plats ordinance. Review by the Technical Advisory Review 45% should be exempt.

While the details of these changes remain under review, WPD has {tate
them at a future DCM amendment cycle following Council action on the

also be provided.

DCM Sec. 1.2.2.G - Detention Alternatives

WPD has stated its intent to consider potential improvements to the Regional Stormwater
Management Program (RSMP) to benefit infill projects that exceed the cutoffs for streamlined
drainage review under the newly proposed LDC Sec. 25-7-67 (Modified Drainage Standards for
Residential Infill), as summarized in the staff report. In particular, WPD plans to initiate a DCM
amendment that would allow “Site Plan Lite” projects of 5-16 units to participate in RSMP if
they do not exceed one acre in gross site area.

™~

Very few lots are available to meet any density yields to warrant these D45) | Page -1
amendments. A 1-acre limit does not achieve 16 units under any MF 1, 2 or 3
property when accounting for all other regulations.
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Staff Proposal re: Infill Plats & SP-Lite
ATTACHMENTA DSD — RPA Div.
July 2, 2024

2. Transportation & Public Works Department (TPW)

In response to stakeholder feedback and TPW’s ongoing efforts to improve the review process,
the department has stated its intent to initiate amendments to the Transportation Criteria
Manual (TCM) to reduce the need for unnecessary waiver requests when permitting a project
under the proposed Infill Plat and Site Plan Lite amendments. These amendments include:

e Reducing the width for a “Minor Driveway” to 10 feet & This is good.

o Allowing ribbon or “Hollywood” strips as a permitted driveway design; and<\|

This is allowed today.

e Reducing requirements for Joint Use Access easements.
TPW has also stated its intent to continue improving the review pr&ﬁ What reductions on

needs of infill development. Potential changes include: requirements?

e Improving the review process for waiver requests from driveway spacing standards so
that technical review is only required when nec ry and more requests can be

considered informally, without additional review time: Waivers cost money and do not
have predictability.
e Updating the “Site Plan Master Comment Report” to clarify tiat DackR-or-curb

pedestrian improvements under

e LDC are required, but TCM improvements are

optional. The Code needs to change for this to happen.

o Where street impact fees are assessed, provide the MAX/RP calculation whenever
dedication of ASMP-compliant right-of-way dedication is requested in a Master
Comment Report.

o Work with review staff to clarify applicability of street tree requirements and ensure

that they’re not applied to existing streets. The existing TCM requires street trees,
but the code does not authorize this.
Trees required for new streets only is
not authorized by Code.

3. Austin Water (AW)

AW has expressed its willingness to explore potential improver

applicants achieve greater certainty on likely infrastructure costs earlier in the development
process. These measures may emphasize greater education regarding the SER process and
options for obtaining earlier determinations, as well as guidelines for applicants considering
concurrent SER/SP review.

Additionally, AW is aware that greater use of utility easements may be necessary to facilitate
development of small-lot single-family uses under HOME-2.

Attachment A (Case No. C20-2023-045) | Page - 2


RonThrower
Callout
This is good.

RonThrower
Callout
This is allowed today.

RonThrower
Callout
What reductions on requirements?

RonThrower
Callout
Waivers cost money and do not have predictability.

RonThrower
Callout
The Code needs to change for this to happen.

RonThrower
Callout
The existing TCM requires street trees, but the code does not authorize this. Trees required for new streets only is not authorized by Code.




