








@gmail.com>; Ron Thrower  
Subject: RE: 3500 Pecan Springs Road - FLUM Amendment and Rezoning 
 
Please see responses below in red. We hope that all are adjusting as best as can be expected 

during this challenging time.  

We are all working from home and remain available by email or phone (cell).  Please reach out if 

needed.  

 

Victoria Haase 

Thrower Design 
www.throwerdesign.com 
510 South Congress Avenue, Suite 207 
Mail:  P.O. Box 41957 
Austin, Texas 78704 
 

512-998-5900 Cell 
512-476-4456 Office 
 
 

 
 
 
From: PSS NA <  
Sent: Sunday, March 22, 2020 10:42 PM 
To: Victoria <  
Cc: Jon Hagar <jo>; PSS NA < >; Nat Bradford < >; Jessica Mansfield < >; Ron Thrower <r> 
Subject: Re: 3500 Pecan Springs Road - FLUM Amendment and Rezoning 
 
Hi Victoria, 
 
The PSSNA voted on 3/14 to delay our formal vote regarding the property until our April 11 meeting so 
we had the chance to send additional questions to you (Thrower Designs). 
 
Questions:  

1. Why should the neighborhood plan be changed? It was decided in our neighborhood plan nearly 
20 years ago that SF6 was placed on east side of Springdale, and the west side of Springdale is 

http://www.throwerdesign.com/
mailto:jonhagar@gmail.com
mailto:ront@throwerdesign.com


SF3. Why change existing single-family neighborhood plan, when there is adequate space for 
SF6 on the other side of the street? 

It is expected that many residents are going to be protective of the work that was done on 

their neighborhood plan, regardless of how many years have gone by.  Having been a 

Neighborhood Planner for the City of Austin, I remember how much work, effort and in 

some instances, sacrifice – that went into the creation of neighborhood plans.  I can also 

tell you, first hand, that City Council never intended for the Neighborhood Plans to be static 

documents that would live in perpetuity, without change or amending. In fact, rules were 

put into place to allow for the plan to be amended as the neighborhood evolves over 

time.  The East MLK Combined Neighborhood Plan was adopted by City Council in 2002. 

That was 18 years ago! So much has changed in our City and likely in this neighborhood 

since that time. Circumstances drive need for change. Look at where we are 

today…drastically different from 1 month ago.  

 

The Neighborhood Plan should be changed to allow for the request because doing so will 

produce a housing product that is more responsible and sustainable for this individual 

property by allowing the clustering of structures so that more of the land can be left for 

open, green space that is collectively enjoyed.  The Neighborhood Plan should be changed 

because the proposal will provide diversity of housing types for this area, it will promote the 

development and enhancement of Springdale Road, a major neighborhood corridor, and it 

will improve bicycle and pedestrian traffic safety on both Pecan Springs and Springdale 

Roads. The Neighborhood Plan should be changed because it is more responsible and 

sustainable to build much needed housing in this location versus building in the 

outskirts/suburbs of town.  There is a consistent pattern of SF-6 residential density and 

market support for this type of residential housing as can be seen with the property to the 

north of the creek as well as the property on the opposite side of Springdale.  Further, SF-

6 zoning district is an appropriate zoning district to buffer less intense residential districts 

such as SF-3 from major roadways like Springdale Road. SF-6 is a compatible use and 

density with SF-3. There are not many buyers who want to purchase a single-family 

home/lot that fronts or abuts a busy roadway like Springdale Road.  

2. Would your client agree to stagger seeking approval for both, changing the FLUM, and changing 
the zoning plan to allow for necessary discussion?  That would mean delaying the zoning change 
request.  



For the sake of conserving resources:  City Staff review time, Planning Commissioner and Council 
Member time (public funding) and the general population’s time which all equates to a 
monetary value, our client wishes to keep these two applications running concurrently.  

3. Would your client restrict the total number of units (houses and ADUs) to the same number 
allowed on the buildable portion of the lot, under current SF-3 zoning? (18-20 units max)(From 
your previous email: "With current SF-3 zoning, rules would allow at least 9-10 single family lots, 
each with a house and accessory dwelling unit (ADU) that will look different than the 1940's and 
1950's homes that remain in this area today.") 

There is no need to restrict the number of units by a Conditional Overlay or a Restrictive 
Covenant because the City’s rules and regulations coupled with the site constraints will 
organically reduce the level of development to what is reasonable and responsible. City 
regulations are extensive and strict, even more so after Atlas 14 was adopted. 

4. Would your client pay into park land dedication fund, to go to the Little Walnut Creek 
Greenbelt? This would include following the prices per unit that have been set by the city.  

If the City requires parkland dedication and/or fee-in-lieu, the fees will be paid accordingly. This 
matter is determined at site plan.  If this scenario comes into play, the City will have to provide a 
mechanism to earmark the funds specifically for Little Walnut Creek Greenbelt.  We are not 
opposed to funds going directly to the cause and it is beyond our power to dictate the matter. 

5. Would your client commit to at least 10 percent of each unit type provided, but not less than 
one total, must be affordable to households making no more than 80% of the Median Family 
Income for the Austin statistical metropolitan area as determined by the director of the City’s 
Neighborhood Housing and Community Development Department? 

Our Client is not opposed to providing some true affordability as per the NHCD guidelines. And, 
there is a hurdle to overcome. When a project has a greater level of density (more dwelling 
units), the loss of profit for providing the affordable unit(s) can be spread out over the number 
of market rate units constructed and sold.  With small projects, this is extremely hard to achieve 
and therefore cost prohibitive in most cases because there are less market rate units to make up 
the difference in cost. If pursued, the end result is that the purchase price of the other units will 
increase.    

6. Would your client restrict vehicular access to Springdale Rd. only?  No driveways or entrances 
on Pecan Springs Rd.? 

In alignment with the Neighborhood, our Client would prefer to have vehicular access to the 
property from Springdale Road and to restrict vehicular access from/to Pecan Springs. However, 
the City’s Transportation Department will have the final say in determining what they will 
allow/require.   

7. Would your client restrict parking on Pecan Springs?  



Pecan Springs Road is a public road. As such, current residents and the general public have the 
freedom to park on the road if they choose to do so. The City of Austin is the only entity that can 
restrict parking on Pecan Springs.  However, this development will encourage parking on-site by 
providing parking for residents and guests.   

8. Would your client comply with or exceed Atlas 14 flood plain requirements? We have pictures of 
an adjacent property flooding. We have input this property into the Atlas 14 tool and the results 
say "Flood elevations range exceeds specified threshold" so we are waiting to find out specific 
details about this property.

 

This development will abide by Atlas 14 requirements. 

9. Would your client limit impervious cover by 40%? 

Currently, the property is allowed 45% impervious cover just as all individual, residential SF-3 
lots are allowed across the City.  The rezoning to SF-6 would allow 55% impervious cover across 
the entire gross site area.  Limitations on this site allow the buildable area on the south ½ of the 
lot.  EVEN IF up to 80% impervious cover were allowed in the buildable area only, of which this is 
not practical, this would equate to +/- 40% across the entire gross site area of the property.  In 
the end, the amount of impervious cover will be less than what is allowed today and therefore, 
this restriction is not necessary.    

10. Would your client put $25,000 into an account to be used to enforce any and all restrictions 
agreed upon should your client break that commitment? Then, say after 5 years, should they not 
be needed for enforcement action, they could be used as a contribution toward the 
development of the Little Walnut Creek Greenbelt or some other project deemed suitable by 
the PSSNA at that time? 



It sounds like the fee requested here would be a sort of retainer fee in the event that 
agreements need to be enforced.  We do not see that agreements outside of the City’s 
regulations will be necessary. Again, site constraints and strict City regulations for this property 
will naturally reduce the amount of development on this site.  

11. If so, what would be the mechanism used to solidify and enforce those restrictions that at this 
phase to ensure your client abides by them if the proposed FLUM and Zoning requests were 
granted?  e.g. Conditional overly, restrictive covenant, some other restriction on plan 
amendment, etc.?   

As mentioned above, there isn’t a need for conditional overlays or restrictive covenants as the 
site constraints will naturally limit development. Getting a site plan approved  from the City of 
Austin is an extremely arduous process and as such, takes a year or more, and costs in the 
ballpark of $20K just in City fees alone.  This does not include the cost of engineers, architects, 
and land planners to create the site plan and then coordinate with City Staff to get it just right 
for approval.  All of this information is to make the point that the City process is quite 
complicated and very strict. So much so that we do not see the necessity for to create 
restrictions that are already in place.  

 
Have you gotten any indication of delays for the Planning Commission schedule given public 
participation is constricted with COVID-19? 
 
All public hearings have been paused at the moment while City Council discusses how to move forward 
within the bounds of the law for public hearings.  At this time, all virtual/remote meetings of Boards and 
Commissions are not permitted. City Council will have to formally address the matter and I suspect that 
they may do so tomorrow, Thursday March 26th.   
 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.   
 
Many thanks,  
Tyson Brown 
PSSNA Vice President 
PSSNAvicepresident@gmail.com 
https://pecansprings.org/ 
 
On Tue, Mar 10, 2020 at 5:24 PM Victoria < wrote: 

FYI – We just learned that the March 24th Planning Commission hearing is slated to be a date for 

discussion of the Land Development Code. Therefore, only cases that have support of all parties 

will be passed by consent vote that evening. All other cases will be postponed to April 14th.  
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Victoria Haase 

Thrower Design 

www.throwerdesign.com 

510 South Congress Avenue, Suite 207 

Mail:  P.O. Box 41957 

Austin, Texas 78704 
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