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Zone Hearings/App Ordinances/Restrictive Covenants
RECOMMENDATION FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Subject: C14-06-0053 - Star Riverside Resldential - Conduct a public hearing and approve an
ordinance amending Chapter 25-2 of the Austin City Code by rezoning property locally known as
1001 IH-35 (northeast comer of IH-35 and Riverside Drive)(Town Lake and Country Club Creek
Watershed) from general office (GO) district zoning and limited office (LO) district zoning (Tract
1); commerclal-liquor sales (CS-1) district zoning (Tract 2); limited office (LO) district zoning
(Tract 3); and limited office (LO) district zoning (Tract 4) to lake commercial -conditional overlay
({L-CQ) combining district zoning for Tract 1; general office-conditiona!l overlay (GO-CO)
combining district zoning for Tract 2; multi-family residence-highest density-conditional overlay
(MF-8-CO) combining district zoning for Tract 3; and general office-conditional overiay (GO-CO)
combining district zoning for Tract 4. Planning Commission Recommendation: To grant lake
commercial-conditional overlay (L-CO) combining district zoning for Tract 1; general office-
conditional overlay (GO-CO) combining district zoning for Tract 2; multi-family residence-highest
density-conditional overlay (MF-8-CO) combining district zoning for Tract 3; and general office-
conditional overlay (GO-CQO) combining district zoning for Tract 4. Applicant and Agent; Brian
Bridwell. City Staff: Robert Heil, 874-2330.

Additionsl| Backup Materlal

(click to open) For More Information:
0 Staff Report
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C14-06-0053

ZONING CHANGE REVIEW SHEET
CASE: C14-06-0053 P.C. Date: May 9, 2006
PROJECT: STAR Riverside Residential
ADDRESS: 1001 S. IH-35 (northeast comer of IH-35 and East Riverside Drive)
APPLICANT: BRE. ESA P. Portfolio Properties (Brian Birdwell)
AGENT: ﬂolford Group (Brian Birdwell)

ZONING REQUEST:

FROM: TO; AREA
Tractl: GO &10O........ L-CO ..o 0.843 acres
Tract2 CS-l1....coeeeee GO-CO.....ccocvemnues 0.052 acres
Tract3: LO...vreecnne MF-6-CO*............ 0.666 acres
Tract4: LO.....ocovennnne GO-CO......ccvvenrnne 0.109 acres

' 1.67 Total Acres

Note: Tract 5, while part of the project, is not included in the rezoning request. Tract §
approximatety 2.5 acres and is currently zoned GO. See Exhibit “Sketch of Zoning
Tracts STAR Riverside.”

The offered conditional overlay on all tracts would limit total vehicle trips to less than
2000 per day on the entire site.

*The original request of GO-CO on Tract 3 was amended to MF-6-CO on April 24, 2006.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the following:

Tract 1: Lake-conditional overlay (L-CO) combining district zoning. The conditional
overlay would limit heights to 120 feet and would limit total vehicle trips to less than
2000 per day on the entire site. Additionally pedestrian access must be provided from
Riverside Drive to the easement along Town Lake intended for future expansion of the
hike and bike trail. The entire easement area does not lie within this tract, but staff
recommends that the easement be extended as far as possible as part of this case.

Tract 2: General office-conditional overlay (GO-CO) combining district zoning. The
conditional overlay would limit total vehicle trips to less than 2000 per day on the entire
site.



C14-06-0053

Tract 3: Multi-family residence highest density-conditional overlay (MF-6-CO)
combining district zoning. The conditional overlay would limit the total vehicle trips to
less than 2000 per day on the entire site.

Tract 4: General office-conditional overlay (GO-CO) combining district zoning. The
conditional overlay would limit the total vehicle trips to less than 2000 per day on the
entire site.

See Exhibit “Sketch of Zoning Tracts STAR Riverside.”

Although the remainder of the project site is not part of the zoning application, staff
recommends that the pedestrian access be completed across the remainder of the project
to connect East Riverside Drive and the Town Lake waterfront. Additionally, staff would
encourage the developer to limit heights on those portions of the project site closest to
Town Lake to no more than 40’ in height.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
May 9, 2006 : Approved staff recommendation with the following exception:

Tract 1: Lake-conditional overlay (L-CO) combining district zoning. The conditional
overlay would limit heights to 190 feet and would limit total vehicle trips to less than
2000 per day on the entire site. Additionally pedestrian access must be provided from
Riverside Drive to the easement along Town Lake intended for future expansion of the
hike and bike trail, as offered by the applicant. (Vote: 7-0)

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS:

The property is currently the site of a hotel and associated surface parking. The stated
intent of the developer is to develop a condominium project with between 200 and 250
residential units and a limited amount of supporting commercial uses.

The request is from a mix of commercial liquor sales (CS-1), general office (GO), and
limited office (LLO) zoning to a mix of Lake (L), general office (GO) and multi-family
residence highest density (MF-6) base districts, with a conditional overlay limiting total
daily vehicle trips on the site to less than 2000.

Staff recommends approval of the request with the two additional conditions. The height
on Tract 1 should be limited to no more than 120°, and pedestrian access should be
provided from Riverside Drive to the Town Lake waterfront.

The conditional overlay capping height on Tract 1 to 120" provides for a gradation of
building intensity moving away from TH-35. Along the interstate highway, 120’ is an
appropriate height, stepping down to 90’ on Tract 3 — compatible with the 90’ heights
approved at the MF-6 site to the east. '
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Provision of pedestrian access from Riverside Drive to the easement along Town Lake
intended for the future extension of hike and bike trail is very important and should be a
component of any redevelopment of the site, regardless of the zoning or use.

The provision of the access to Town Lake may require alteration to the stream channel
along the mouth of Harper's Branch Creek. Staff considers any needed modifications can
be accomplished without serious environmental effect on this already impacted section of
the creek.

AREA STUDY: Riverside Neighborhood Plan. The Riverside neighborhood plan was
presented to Planning Commission on June 13, 2006. The Commission recommended
the Future Land Use map designation of “Mixed-Use” for this tract..

TIA: N/A (waived, as the applicant has agreed to limit total daily vehicle trips on the site
to less than 2000.) :

WATERSHED: Town Lake and Harper’s Branch Creek
" DESIRED DEVELOPMENT ZONE: Yes
CAPITOL VIEW CORRIDOR: No HILL COUNTRY ROADWAY: No

REGISTERED NEIGHBORHOOD AND COMMUNITY ORGANIZTIONS
¢ East Riverside / Oltorf Neighborhood Planning Team

South River City Citizens Association (SRCC)

Southeast Austin Neighborhood Alliance

The Crossing Gardenhome Owners’ Association

South Austin Trails and Greenbelt Alliance

People Organized to Defend Earth and her Resources (PODER)

South Central Coalition

Austin Neighborhoods Council (ANC)

Terrell Lane Interceptor Association

Barton Springs / Edwards Aquifer Conservation District

CHQOLS: (AISD ISD
Travis Heights Elementary School Fulmore Middle School = Travis High School

RELATED CASES

Case Address Request Status
C14-01-0001| 1400 block Edgecliff MEF-6 Approved 05/08/01
C14-01-0002| 1400 block Edgecliff ME-6 Approved 05/08/01

C14-06-0053 |IH-35 and Riverside Dr[L, GO and MF-6 1st reading at Council 6/8

Submitted 5/22/06, Under
C14-06-0117| 1317 E. Riverside Dr LI-PDA review.




- C14-06-0053

ABUTTING STREETS:

Name ROW | Pavement | Classification

IH 35 Varies | Varies Major Arterial
Riverside Drive | Varies | Varies Major Arterial

Riverside Drive is classified in the Bicycle Plan as a Priority 2 bike route.
There are existing sidewalks along IH 35 and Riverside Drive.

Capital Metro bus service is available along IH 35 and Riverside Drive, although not all
the routes that traverse IH-35 can be accessed from the site.

CITY COUNCIL DATE: ACTION:

June 8, 2006: Postponed to June 22, 2006 by éouncil.
June 22, 2006

ORDINANCE READINGS: I 2™ 3
ORDINANCE NUMBER:

CASE MANAGER: Robert Heil PHONE: 974-2330
e-mail address: robert.heil @ci.austin.tx.us .
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C14-06-0053

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The site is currently zoned with a mix of CS-1, GO and LO zoning and is developed with
a hotel and associated surface parking. Most of the actual hotel lies in Tract 5, which is
not part of the zoning request, although it would be part of the overall proposed project
site. The small footprint of CS-1 zoning does not correspond to existing any building or
use.

The property lies at the northeast corner of the intersection of IH-35 and East Riverside
Drive. Access to the site is currently provided by a right-in, right-out driveway onto
Riverside and via Manlove Street. There is a break in the median on East Riverside
Drive at Manlove Street allowing for uncontrolled left turns onto East Riverside Drive.

To the north is Town Lake. To the west, across IH-35 is commercial and office uses
along the interstate and frontage roads, and single family Zoning and uses further to the
west. To the south are undeveloped and office uses on L.O and SF-3 zoned land. Further
to the south, up a significant rise, lies the edge of a single-family neighborhood. To the
east lies an undeveloped site zoned MF-4 and MF-6, with many additional apartments
further to the east along Riverside Drive.

The site slopes steeply down to the shores of Town Lake, and is wooded along Town
Lake, and to a lesser extent along the western side of the property.

The majority of the site lies drains directly to Town Lake, although Harper’s Branch
Creek runs along western boundary of the property. A small portion of the site is located
within the 500-year floodplain.

RELTATED CASES:

lCase ddress equest tatus

EI4—M-%3O 1405 & 1415 East [From LO and SF- [Scheduled for public hearing at
ime MSurancgﬁ(iverside Drive [3 to GR-MU k:ity Council on June 8, 2006.

iverside dopt Scheduled for public hearing at
eighborhood Plan [Neighborhood  [Planning Commission on June
14-05-0112 lArea lan 13, 2006.

Site Plan

Compatibility standards are triggered by the SE-3 zoning to the south across Riverside
Drive and the SF-3 zoning to the west across TH-35.



C14-06-0053

The site should comply with the Riverside Neighborhood Plan ordinance requirement.
Comments on the recommended NP design guidelines will be made at the time a site plan
is submitted.

This project is within the Waterfront Overlay district. Comments on the design
guidelines will be made at the time a site plan is submitted. Impervious cover is limited
by the Waterfront Overlay to 50%.

The site must comply with the Scenic Roadway sign corridor. Comments will be made at
the time a sign permit is submitted.

 Transportation

No additional right-of-way is needed at this time.

The trip generation under the requested zoning is estimated to be 14,940 trips per day,
assuming that the site develops to the maximum intensity allowed under the zoning
classification (without consideration of setbacks, environmental constraints, or other site
characteristics). The proposed use of 400 town homes will generate approximately 2,085
vehicle trips per day. '

The traffic impact analysis for this site was waived because the applicant agreed to limit
the intensity and uses for this development to less than 2,000 trips beyond the trips
generated by the existing development. If the zoning is granted, development should be
limited through a conditional overlay to less than 2,000 vehicle trips per day (vpd)
beyond the existing site traffic (1,163vpd). This has been offered by the applicant.

It is recommended that at the time of site plan, the accessibility of the existing median at
Riverside and Manlove by site traffic be evaluated for site traffic entering eastbound
Riverside Drive from the northbound frontage of IH 35.

It is also recommended that .pedest.rian access be provided from Riverside Drive to the
casement along Town Lake intended for future expansion of the hike and bike trail.

Existing Street Characteristics:

Name ROW | Pavement | Classification
IH 35 Varies | Varies Major Arterial
Riverside Drive | Varies | Varies Major Arterial

Riverside Drive is classified in the Bicycle Plan as a Priority 2 bike route.
There are existing sidewalks along IH 35 and Riverside Drive.

Capital Metro bus service is available along IH 35 and Riverside Drive, although not all
the routes that traverse IH-35 can be accessed from the site.



C14.08-0053

Water and Wastewatcr

The landowner intends to serve the site with City of Austin water and wastewater
utilities. If water or wastewater utility improvements, or offsite main extension, or system
upgrades, or utility relocation, or utility adjustments are required, the landowner, at own
expense, will be responsible for providing. Also, the utility plan must be reviewed and
approved by the Austin Water Utility. The plan must be in accordance with the City
design criteria. The utility construction must be inspected by the City. The landowner
must pay the associated City fees.

Additionally redevelopment of the site must address the 60’ waterline crossing the
property. :

Environmental

The site is not located over the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone. The site is located in the
Town Lake Watershed of the Colorado River Basin, which is classified as an Urban
Watershed by Chapter 25-8 of the City's Land Development Code. It is in the Desired
Development Zone.

Impervious cover is not limited in this watershed class; therefore the zoning district
impervious cover limits will apply.

This site is required to provide on-site structural water quality controls (or payment in
lieu of) for all development and/or redevelopment when 5,000 s.f. cumulative is
exceeded, and detention for the two-year storm. At this time, no information has been
provided as to whether this property has any pre-existing approvals which would preempt
current water quality or Code requirements.

Accordiﬁg to flood plain maps, there is flood plain within the project area.
At this time, site-specific information is unavailable regarding existing trees and other
vegetation, areas of steep slope, or other environmental features such as bluffs, springs,

canyon rimrock, caves, sinkholes, and wetlands.

Standard landscaping and tree protection will be required in accordance with LDC 25-2
and 25-8 for all development and/or redevelopment.



PLANNING COMMISSION | May 9, 2006

14. Rezoning: C14-06-0053 - Riverside Drive Residentlal
Location: 1001 S IH-35, Town Lake Watershed, Riverside NPA
Owner/Applicant: BRE. ESA. P. Portfolio TXNC Properties (Brian Birdwell)
Agent: Holford Group (Brian Birdwell)
Request: From LO, GO and C5-1 to L, GO and MF-6
Staff Rec.: L-CO, MF-6-CO and GO-CO
Staff" Robert Heil, 974-2330, Robert.Heil @ci.austin.tx.us

Neighborhood Planning and Zoning

APPROVED L-CO, MF-6-C0O, & GO-CO DISTRICT ZONING.
" [C.GALINDO, M.DEALEY 2“’” 1(7-0) KJACKSON - LEFT EARLY

*COMMISSION RECOMMENDED THAT APPLICANT CONTINUE DISCUSSIONS WITH
NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, TO
INCLUDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

SUMMARY

Robert Heil, staff, gave staff presentation,
. Gary Stegeman — Where is the creek?

Mr. Heil — Harper's Branch Creek is part of a storm sewer and becomes part of an open air
creek and then empties back into Town Lake, so it’s more of a natural creek further down stream,
then it becomes a channel.

Commissioner Riley — What's the difference between the staff recommendation and what is being
requested?

Mr. Heil — The difference is that in tract 1, the applicant is asking for L zoning and staff is
recommending a height cap of 120-feet. The L zoning allows up to a height of 200-feet and in
looking at the different height configurations, we felt that 120-feet on the L zoning; the stepping
down to a 90-feet on tract 3 with the MF-6, we felt was a transition that we felt was appropriate
as the site moved away from I-35. There are compatibility standards that will need to be
addressed at site plan stage; there is a single-family zoning use to the south, across Riverside
Drive. On the other side of I-35 there’s also some single-family zoning and single-family use.

Commissioner Riley — When did you say the site to the east was rezoned? I'm not recalling that
case.

Myr. Heil - It is currently undeveloped; I don’t have a date right now, but I'll keep looking.
Commissioner Riley — So the applicant’s request would be for L zoning with no height limit,
which would allow him up to 200-fees; but staff is recommending L-CO with a height limit of 120-
Jfeet?

Mr. Heil - That’s correct; I think there’s more specifics in the applicant’s presentation.

Facilitator: Javier Delgado
City Attorney: Gordon Bowen, 974-2356



PLANNING COMMISSION May 9, 2006

Commissioner Stegeman ~ I saw in the paper that the property to the east is going to get
redeveloped with apartments or condos, have these come to you yet?

Mr. Heil — Next door to this site, I believe that the current proposal is for a trade or business
school; slightly further to the east there as been a development assessment for a Planned Unit
Development, which would include many of the existing apartments.

Commissioner Stegeman — So we’ll be talking about height limits again when those come in?

Mr. Heil ~ Yes, there is a lot of interest in the stretch between Riverside and Town Lake and 1
think you will be seeing other cases in the future, discussing redevelopment along that stretch of
Riverside.

Chris White, representing the applicant — Gave a slide presentatioﬁ to the commission. Mr.
White gave a history of past developments in other cities.

Brian Birdwell, representing the applicant — This is presently a hotel; the hotel has seen better
days and does not presently represent the gateway into downtown Austin that we might want to
see. This is an exciting opportunity for our applicant, also for many of us that grew up in Austin.
We want to demolish the existing site and come back with a design that really takes into account
the overall communities, the views from I-35 as your driving into town, the views from the hike
and bike trail; and from the other side of the lake. We want to revitalize this gateway and set new
benchmarks for design in this area of this community. We would like to change the 100-feet
setback line because the existing structure encroaches into that 100-foot setback line and that is
something that we would like to change with our redevelopment. The existing zoning does allow
for condominium use, it allows for a much greater FAR than what we’re proposing, but it doesn't
allow for a good quality design. The neighbors had a great suggestion when the told us to first
develop a site plan, then come back to us and request zoning and make that zoning fit the site
plan. So that's what we did, we came in a design that incorporated 4 structures to allow for some
break-up of the massing, it allows public access into the site, separation in between buildings to
get views in, it allows views through to Town Lake; it puts all the parking underground, which we
believe is a real benefit; it provides 250 high quality, for sale condominium units. It not only
grants the easement on the west side, but also along the Hike and Bike Trail and construct those
facilities at this point when they are constructing the site plan. It allows us to put water quality
on the site, which does not currently exist. This plan proposes 40-feet along Town Lake, 60-feet
at the southeast corner of the site and 190-foot tower at the southwest corner of the site.

We met with the neighbors starting in January; we met through January, February, March and
April and tried to address all of their issues. We also respect staff’s recommendation, so what
we're asking for tonight is L-CO, restricting it to 190-feet; we like MF-6, which allows 90-feet;
and GO on the remaining two tracts that we’re proposing; and the existing GO, which would
allow 60-feet on the front. We have a deed restriction that would restrict the MF-6 and the CO to
60-feet and 40-feet respectively. If the Board of Adjustment grants the variance to the
compatibility standards for the L, to allow the 190-feet, if not, it will be built at 110-feet; and the .
MF-6 and the GO would be built 90-feet and 60-feet.

Facilitator: Javier Delgada
City Attorney: Gordon Bowen, 974-2356
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Commissioner Reddy — Would you be open to a CO of 60-feet on the MF-6 and 40-feet on the
Go? .

Mr. Birdwell — We would happy to put a deed restriction on the MF-6 and the GO to restrict it to
60 and 40-feet, that would be conditioned upon the variance to the compatibility standards that
we would be seeking at the site plan level; we just haven't been able to go there yet.

Commissioner Reddy — I understand, okay, thank you.

Commissioner Riley — Asked about the staff recommendation regarding the height limits. Why
would you have a more gradual stair step as you move away from the interstate, as staff is
proposing?

Mr. Birdwell — When we looked at this site, we took pictures from all around the site and tried to
evaluate what the impact of this project was going to be to the neighborhood, to the overall
community, the other side of the lake, the hike and bike trail; and what we discovered was, if you
g0 up on Man Love Street to the south of Riverside Drive, and you're looking out across
Riverside and down the hill towards this site, due to the positioning of the oak trees and other
vegetation, the location where we're proposing the tower, is not visible from the homes in that
area, but if you look at the area that's proposed to be MF-6, it is visible. There's a 50-feet
elevation difference between our site and homes on Man Love Street. By keeping 60-feet of
height on that MF-6, it allows us to still preserve the views from those homes, looking out across
our site. We have a certain density that we need to achieve; we have models that we put together
for the neighborhood to see so that they knew what we were proposing.

Commissioner Riley — Is there anything less than 190-feet that would work; anything between 90
and 190-feet that would work on that site?

Mr. Birdwell ~ Cenrtainly, if the Planning Commission desired, one of the models that we have
here is what staff recommended; 120, 90 and 60-feet on the lake side. We felt that lowering the
height on the lake side to minimize the impact to the views from Town Lake and the hike and bike
trail, keeping it at 40-feet really keeps it within the vegetation line that’s there. We can go with
the staff option, we just don’t think that's the best design for the community overall.

Commissioner Riley asked to see the models set-up to see both staff’s recommendation on height
and the applicant’s request on height.

Commissioner Riley - If we postponed action on this until the Neighborhood Plan comes back to
us, so that we can deal with the whole Riverside plans; would that cause a problem for you?

Mr. Birdwell - Yes it will, we do have some contractual obligations; when we originally met with
the neighborhood in January, we had to modify our contract to purchase the property, to delay
that zoning application for two months. Trying to go back and modify that contract again may be
a difficult thing for us to do because we already requested that already once.

Commissioner Riley - Okay; I understand.

Facilitator: Javier Delgado
City Attorney: Gordon Bowen, 974-2356
10
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Don Schizmar — Spoke in opposition. Mr. Schizmar expressed concerns regarding increased
traffic; how dangerous this location is already; and the requested height.

Toni House — Spoke in opposition. Ms. House expressed concerns regarding the height.
Malcolm Yates — Spoke in opposition. Mr. Yates expressed concerns regarding increased traffic.

Jan Long — Spoke in opposition. Ms. Long requested a Corridor Study along East Riverside
Drive. '

Linda Watkins — Spoke in opposition. Ms. Watkins expressed concemns regarding the height,
increased traffic, setting a precedent for Riverside Drive and protection for Town Lake.

REBUTAL

Mr. Birdwell — We are asking to take that density and rearrange it in manner that provides for a
better design, it allows us to do all of the things that they talked about in their plan; it allows us
to put in a water quality, it allows us to increase pedestrian access, it allows us to put in
underground parking, it allows us to put 40-foot buildings next to the waterfront overlay, it
allows us to respect the water front overlay setback of 100-feet, it allows us to keep the creek in
its natural condition, it provides pedestrian access from Riverside to the hike and bike trail.
What we are asking is not for more density; the density is already there today; we are asking for
the ability to arrange that density in manner that's more compatible with the goals of the
neighborhood plan, the City and the overall community; at the same time, while we're trying to
balance all the issues and desires of all parties involved, we believe that we've done that in a plan
that tries to balance that the best we can. There's traffic there today, this project does not
increase the trips more than what's there today, but it’s less than 2000 trips per day total, so the

increase in traffic is not from this project. '

Commissioner Galindo - Is it feasible to get an exit from this site onto the northbound access
road on 1-35? '

Mr. Birdwell — No, there’s two existing access locations to the site right now. One is a right in,
right out access onto Riverside Drive; the other one is on Man Love Street; TXDOT will not
allow a driveway cut any closer to I-35 than what currently exist there today. Although we did
receive a TIA waiver, we did consult a traffic engineer to go out and determine what the existing
conditions were and figure out what the safest alternative was, because we're not increasing a
traffic problem that’s already there, we're dealing with one that's existing today. We're doing
everything we can to minimize the impact of traffic on the existing neighborhood,

Commissioner Riley — Is there a possibility of a traffic light on Man Love Street?

Mr. Birdwell — No, it does not meet warrants based on what our traffic consultant has said, and
would not meet warrants. The existing conditions today are about the same as what we're

proposing.

Facilitator: Javier Delgado
City Attorney: Gordon Bowen, 974-2256
12
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There was discussion on how access would be made to the projected site from Riverside.

Mr. Birdwell — Right now there’s a median opening at Man Love Street and we have proposed to
close that median opening to limit the left in and the left out, out of this site. If we did that,
someone wanting to make a left in into this site, would make a U turm on Summit Street, this
would be for east bound traffic; west bound traffic would just need to make a right turn into this
site.

There was more discussion regarding access onto the proposed site.

Commissioner Reddy — What is the size of the landscape buffer between the roadway and the
building ? '

Mr. Birdwell — We comply with all the criteria that Ms. Golf outlined; we have a 35-foot
- landscaped buffer and it’s outlined to be a 15 and a 10-feet. We also comply with the 50-foot
setback for the Urban Creek and the pedestrian access through the site.

‘Commissioner Reddy — Would the applicant be open to talking to the Department of
Neighborhood Housing and Community Development about an affordable component to the
project?

Mr. Birdwell — We were meeting with Stuart Hersch earlier today and we’re going to continue
those discussions as we approach the Council meeting and we fully anticipate that we'll reach an
agreement with that department on some form of affordable housing contribution from this site.

Commissioner Reddy and Dealey moved to close the public hearing.
Commissioner Galindo — I'd like to make a motion for approval of the applicant’s zoning request.
Commissioner Dealey — I'll second that.

Commissioner Galindo — We have to look at opportunities and this is an example for that
opportunity. I do not have any objections to height.

Commissioner Dealey ~ I agree. The density is out of our hands; this will enhance Town Lake
and this is a wonderful addition for the neighborhood.

Commissioner Moore — I'll support the motion.

Commissioner Sullivan — 1 just regret that we're doing this tonight, instead of as a part of the
neighborhood plan. This is on the extreme edge of the neighborhood, but this is still within the
planning area. [ will support this motion, but 1 still regret that we're not doing it in the same
context with the neighborhood plan. Maybe in part of our motion we can remind City Council to
look at something about attaching a recommendation for a half million dollar traffic study for the
Riverside corridor. '

Commissioner Stegeman — I'll support the motion.

Facilitator: Javier Delgado
City Attorney: Gordon Bowen, 974-2356
13



PLANNING COMMISSION May 9, 2006

Commissioner Riley - I'll be supporting the motion; I share Commissioner Sullivan's concerns; 1
too would have liked to have waited to make a recommendation until we did the neighborhood
plan. We will get the 100-foot setback thas the plan is calling for; and we are getting some things
that are being called for in the plan, so I will support the motion. I view this as a victory for the
neighborhood. I meant to ask if affordability can be part of the motion, just a recommendation to
the applicant that they continue their discussions with Neighborhood Housing and Community
Development to arrive to a proposal that they can present to Council regarding affordability.

Commissioner Galindo - Yes, that’s acceptable.

Commissioner Dealey — Yes.

Commissioner Riley — So the motion is to approve the requested rezoning with the additional
recommendation that the applicant continue discussions with NHCD to arrive to a proposal for

presentation to Council that would address affordability concerns.

"~ Motion carried. (7-0)

15. Rezoning: C14-06-0057 - 4605 Manor Road
Location: 4605 Manor Road, Tannehill Branch Watershed, East MLK NPA
Owner/Applicant: Harlan R, Lowe
Agent: Harlan R. Lowe
Request: From SF-3 to GR-MU
Staff Rec.: Not Recommended
Staff: Robert Heil, 974-2330, Robert.Heil @ci.austin.tx.us

Neighborhood Planning and Zoning

POSTPONED TO 05/23/06 (NEIGHBORHOOD)
[].REDDY, K.JACKSON 2°] (8-0)

16. Rezoning: C14-06-0058 - Life Center
Location: 6130 Highway 290 W, Williamson Creek Watcrshcd Oak Hill NPA
Owner/Applicant: Was Partner Ltd (Piotr Was)
Agent: Jody Hagemann '
Request: DR to GR
Staff Rec.: Recommended
Staff: Robert Heil, 974-2330, Robert.Heil @ci.austin.tx.us

Neighborhood Planning and Zoning

APPROVED STAFF’S RECOMMENDATION FOR GR DISTICT ZONING; BY CONSENT.
[J.REDDY, K.JACKSON 2"°] (8-0)

Facilitator: Javier Delgado
City Attorney: Gordon Bowen, 974-2356
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