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Balancing Austin’s priorities

Impervious cover analysis

Maintain existing watershed protections
Flood Mitigation for Redevelopment

Green Infrastructure /
Beneficial Use of Stormwater

Next Steps for Draft 3
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i f Imperwous Cover Analysis

e Compare existing vs. current max. entitlements vs. proposed
CodeNEXT max. entitlements

- 100-year floodplain and drainage infrastructure implications

 Understand areas of change



Study Area

Zoning Jurisdiction

Us 290

- Impervious Cover

Urban Watersheds

Zoning Jurisdiction
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vious Covera]y5|s Results (Draft 1 - updating soon)
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Watershed Watershed Existing Allowed Maximum Difference

Area Within Impervious Impervious Cover (%) between

City Limits Cover (%) Current LDC| Proposed LDC Current and
(acres) Proposed

Entitlements

Total 214,775 25% 49.6% 49.8% 0.25%
Urban 38,594 48% 64.4% 64.1% 0.35%

Watersheds
Note: This analysis does not account for environmental protections that may be located on a

parcel, including stream buffers, steep slopes, Critical Environmental Feature setbacks, and
protected trees. These protections potentially lower the total amount of impervious cover for any

given parcel.
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Single-Family 33% 20%
Public 12% 6%
Commercial/Multifamily 29% 32%
PUDs 13% 7%
No Zoning 14% 55%

Grand Total 100%

34%
24%
67%
67%
59%

49.6% 49.8%

vious cOve,;ﬁ.%_'f-’a1y5|s Results (Draft 1- updatlng soon)

Existing Zonin Percent of Existing IC Current Max| Proposed | Pct Unbuilt
% e City = Jchyle IC Increase

35%
24%
66%
67%
59%

18%
8%

40%
32%

1%
100%

Commercial, Multifamily, and PUD zoning categories represent over 70% of

unbuilt impervious cover entitlements.

Under the new proposal, these properties would have to prove no adverse

impact relative to undeveloped conditions.
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'ff‘i_f‘alysis Results {Draft 1 - updating soon)
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Difference from current
impervious cover maximum

B -80% - -50% 0% - 1%
I -49% - -25% 2% - 5%
| -24% --10% 6% - 10%
9% --5% [ 11% - 25%
A 4% --1% [l 26% - 50%

- Water Features
Floodplains and Buffers




nalysis Results (Draft 1 - updating soon)
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Difference from current

impervious cover maximum

B -80% - -50% 0% - 1%

T -49% - -25% 2% - 5%
-24% - -10% 6% - 10%

-9% - -5% B 1% - 25%

4% - -1% B 26% - 50%
- Water Features

Floodplains and Buffers

Imagine Austin
Corridors



.-"f_’"a'—ﬁ/sis Results (Draft 1 - updating soon)

e

Difference from current

impervious cover maximum

B -80% - -50% 0% - 1%

T -49% - -25% 2% - 5%
-24% - -10% 6% - 10%

9% - -5% B 1% - 25%
4% - -1% B 26% - 50%

- Water Features

Floodplains and Buffers

Localized Flood
Identified Problem
Areas

Imagine Austin
Corridors
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e CodeNEXT proposes to preserve existing

watershed regulations, including:

Floodplain protections

Drainage standards

Stream & lake buffers

Watershed impervious cover limits
Critical Environmental Features
Steep slope protections

Cut and fill limits

Erosion & sedimentation controls
Structural stormwater controls

Tree protections




Lake Austin, Barton Creek,
and Williamson Creek
Watershed Ordinances

[ Protected Tree Ordinance

Waterway Ordinance Heritage Tree Ordinance

Floodplain Ordinance

Watershed Protection

Landscape Ordinance Urban Watersheds
Ordinance Ordinance
| |
1974 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1985 1986 1991 1992 2010 2012 2013 2016

Lower Watersheds

Parkland Dedication

Comprehensive Watersheds Ordinance
Hill Country Roadway Ordinance

Imagine Austin

Ordinance Ordinance _
Comprehensive Plan
Austin Tomorrow Save Our Springs ¥ o
Comprehensive Plan Ordinance Par' and Dedication
Ordinance




Existing Watershed Regulations
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CodeNEXT proposes to preserve existing watershed
regulations, including:

15 to 25%
25 to 35%

- Greater than 35%




2013 Watershed
Protection Ordinance
extended protection

Water:

to 400 miles of Water
Suburban
headwaters buffers, Rural
Increasing protection
of eastern Blackland
Prairie creeks by 90% Urbar
Subugban

Blackland Prairie

- Desired Development Zone
- Drinking Water Protection Zone
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http://www.austintexas.gov/FloodPro _

Filter Layers. (X
— ¥ FloodPro
7 ddre
& Elevation Certificate

Letter of Map Amendment

Letter of Map Revision
Watershed Boundary

Model Footprint

FEMA Floodplain

Fully Developed Floodplain

Creek Buffers

Filter + =

" |

"WPD updates flood models to
reflect changing conditions and
improved technology

F

<|s Your Home at Risk? =

LOODPLAIN CHANGE

S

WATERSHED
PROTECTION

/The City of Austin has completed new floodplain studies that indicate

A\

Creek Studie

revised flood risks for several Austin watersheds, affecting thousands of

properties. You are receiving this notice because we believe your property
may be affected. Please keep an eye out for a more detailed letter in the

-4 next week.

‘Il The City restudies creeks to ensure accurate floodplain maps, which help
both the City and the public prepare for flooding. The City has already
begun using the new studies to regulate development. However, new FEMA

maps will not be used for flood insurance purposes until late 2015.

\ >

PUBLIC MEETINGS €

Boggy
Bull and West Bull
Carson
Cottonmouth
Dry Creek East
Fort Branch
Shoal
Tannehill

Central Austin East Austin

Northwest Austin

T ch

Friday, September 20, 1:00 p.m.
One Texas Center, Room 325
505 Barton Springs Road
Austin, Texas 78704

512-974-2843

Para informacion en espanol,
llame al 512-974-2843

Austin, Texas 787

l Monday, September 23, 6:30 p.m. &8
Carver Branch Library

1161 Angelina Street

.
4

Tuesday, September 24, 6:30 p.m.
Northwest Recreation Center
2913 Northland Drive

Austin, Texas 78757

www.austintexas.gov/floodplainchanges
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Number of Structures

1940 1950 1960 19

Count of structures in the current 100-year floodplain by decade

800
600
400
200

0

70 1980
Decade Built

s Watersh’é"Regulatiops;_:FIood Mitigation

1983: Regulations introduced
to prevent encroachment into
the 100-year floodplain

1990 2000 2010



12,000

10,000

8,000

6,000

Cumulative No. Structures in Floodplain

1940 1950 1960 1970 1980

Decade Built
Count of structures in the current 100-year floodplain by decade

Hypothetical number of
structures in floodplains without
regulatory protections

1990

2000

2010
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€d Challenges: Flood Mitigation
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® Top 20 Creek Flood Roadway Problems
- Top 20 Creek Flood Structure Problems

- Top 20 Local Flood Problems
10-1 Council Districts

- Lakes & Rivers

Watershed Boundaries

Austin Full & Limited Purpose ':0

Austin ETJ o 2 4 6 8
. I ] Miles NORTH
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eq Challenges :_:_,flood Mitigation

e Older sites built before drainage
regulations were introduced in 1974 lack
detention facilities and are often highly
Impervious

e Runoff from these sites can contribute to
downstream flooding and erosion

e Redevelopment in Austin’s central core has
put even greater pressure on existing
infrastructure, which is often aging and
undersized
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g Watershéd Challeng s: Flood Mitigation

e Current code requires commercial & multifamily
projects and residential subdivisions demonstrate
no additional adverse flooding

e Redevelopment projects that do not increase
impervious cover or change drainage patterns are
generally not required to provide flood mitigation

e As Austin grows and redevelops, key opportunities
for improvement are being missed in areas that
already experience flooding




* Redevelopment to contribute its fair share to address existing drainage issues
by accounting for existing impervious cover
e Tools for mitigating flood impacts & reducing peak flows include:
— Detention
— Conveyance

— Regional Stormwater Management Program (RSMP)

Subsurface Detention Regional Solutions
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Example 1: Maria’s Taco Express & — Original Site

" LA >

Maria’s Taco
Express & Mobile
Home Park

2.9 acres

. Open Channel

oy




Original Site

Localized Flood
complaint points

{ | [Yardk i F, S50
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Redevelopment

Maria’s Taco
Express &
Walgreens

| Yards




Redevelopment

Water quality
controls (required
by current code)

| Yards




Redevelopment

Added flood
detention vault
under parking lot

| Yards




Redevelopment
Upgraded
drainage
infrastructure

| Yards




Original Site

Sunnymeade
Apartments
3.96 acres

¥ 130
(I | Yards



Original Site

Localized Flood
complaint points
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Redevelopment
City
Improvements

with Longbow Ln
CIP project
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. Overland Flow
/ across neighboring

Original Site

No detention
required




Redevelopment
ROV i Added flood

'| detention
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rshed Challeﬁges and the Need for Water Stewardshlp

T

Heat Rainfall

Drought Surface &
Population Groundwater
Urbanization Natural Land Cover

Current requirements for stormwater controls do not significantly address goals of enhancing
creek baseflow, sustaining on-site vegetation, and reducing potable water consumption.



 Infiltrate to mitigate the impacts of
Impervious cover
— Improve stream baseflow
— Pollutant removal
— Reduce creek scour and erosion
— Improve aquatic habitat

— Enhance recreational values
e Conserve potable water indoors and outdoors

for resiliency
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Next Steps




" Flood ¥

ana%”Missing Middie” Housing

 Seeking to balance affordability goals
with avoidance of drainage problems

 Analyses in progress to assess extent
and severity of potential impacts

e QOpportunity to lessen review burden
for missing middle housing

 Assessing potential impacts on City
resources & permitting process
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e Impervious cover watershed analysis (updated)

 Modeling for estimating creek flood and localized flood impacts:

— Redevelopment proposal
— Residential infill

* Missing Middle: drainage & environmental considerations
e Continue work (e.g., capital projects) for existing drainage concerns

e Balance community priorities



““Contact Information

Matt Hollon

Watershed Protection Department
City of Austin

(512) 974-2212
matt.hollon@austintexas.gov
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