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Quick History

July 2014 — neighborhood learns of Austin Oaks PUD proposal

August 2014 — 311 people gather in an intense community meeting
at St. Matthew’s

Widespread NO PUD reaction to the 17-story, 14-story image

April 2015 — revised PUD proposal — 10 stories; original design is
dead; we stopped THE PUD

Same negative reaction

October 2015 — owner does reset; 10 story design is dead; we
stopped THE PUD



What has been happening...

To City of Austin for Review
The legal documents governing the
site development presented to:

* Environmental Commission

* ZAP Commission

Charrette Design Workshop
* Jan 25-29
Neighborhood
Information Sessions
* Decl
* Dec2 To City
Implementation Council
Development of a Land Use
Plan based on the outcomes Vote
* ASAP

from the charrette design and

Organization of the Charrette

Values Sessions in keeping with City of Austin
Nov 2015 Neighborhood Inout . .
* Neighborhood Representatives ldentified (Neighborhood Input) zoning regulations
» Regular meetings and assembly with the * Declb * Febl-Feb26
Owner/Developer to collaborate and... * Jan12

* Agree upon a charrette budget, Project
Manager, Design Facilitator and Design Team

* Create a Steering Committee

* Create a Communications Committee

* Create a Logistics Committee



Charrette Team

* Who selected the design team? Who do they work for?
— The Working Group — Neighborhood representatives
* Who is paying the charrette team?
— Mostly Spire
— Neighborhoods are covering reimbursables through an NAR grant

— Charrette organizing has been done on a voluntary basis

* Whose plan is this charrette output?
— Our plan —the neighborhood’s plan



Implementation

* The charrette plan will be implemented through zoning

e Zoning possibilities - each has advantages and disadvantages
— Conventional zoning
* Conditional overlays
* Mixed use including VMU
* Variances and waivers

* Restrictive covenants
— With the City
— Private covenants with neighborhoods or individuals

— Unified Development Agreements
— PUD zoning

* Our approach is to design the site and then zone the design




Zoning Implements the Plan

Keep an open mind... focus on the design



Owner’s View

* Jon Ruff has been with us throughout the process, since
the October reset

What’s the Owner’s Goal for the Charrette?



TEAM PLEDGE

WE ARE DOING
OUR BEST!

aaaaaaaaaaaaaa



CLAIM

CHARTS MATCH
DRAWINGS!

aaaaaaaaaaaaaa



EVERY NUMBER WE PRESENT
WILL BE:

+10%

January 28, 2016



CHARRETTE WEEK PROCESS

Januar y 28, 2016



CHARETTE SCHEDULE

ver. 111416  |[Sanday Jan 24 |Monday Jan 25 Tuesday Jan 26 |Wednesday Jan 27 [Thursday Jan 28 |Friday Jan 29
7:00 AM Start Start Start Start Start
8100 AM Review Objectives, Market Analysis | Tech Medting - Tech Meelng - |Refinement
100 AM Strategies, Measures with Owner Transporiation Transportation |Refinement
10100 AM Transportation 101 Design Tedh Meating- Tech Meeing- |Refinement
11100 AM| _ Design Drai nvi DvainagefErmvi [Refinement
12:00 PM|Break Break Break Break Break Presentation
100 PM Environmental Site Design Design Design Presentation
2100 PM Analys Design Design Diesign {Move outf ke
200 PH| Stakehnlder [History' Demographics  |Design Design Design |down
Meelings
AD0 P Market Analysis 101___|Design Design Design
2100 PM Zoning 101 Alternatives Alternatives Composite
6:00 PM Break Break Break Break
00 PM Town Planning 101 Presentation Presentation Presentation
T30 PMMove inf st up Pin-up Reviews |Pin-up Reviews Pin-up Reviews
800 PM The Reference Plans _ |Pin-Up ReViews |Pin-Up Reviews  |Pin-up REViews
00 PM Review mpit Review input Review npit

Tames when the puhific is encouraged o panicipate ame highfped n yeifow.

Tymes when e pulilc is weicoine o ohisernve are ingivighied in Bloe.




MISSION STATEMENT

Create a Development Plan
for the Austin Oaks site that
satisfies the values of the
neighborhood stakeholders and
IS economically feasible.

January 27, 2016



ADOPTED OSMs/COMMUNITY VISIONING

AUSTIN OAKS REDEVEL DPEIENT CHARRETTE
DEIECTIVES, STRATEGEES, ANID MFASLRES
Draft - Version: 1/25/16 - to be further refined at the charrette
Diyectives: Definile, overmaching goals that the Redeveloprment Plan ahould abade by
Straiegiex: Recommended melhads, ofien aliemeives from diferent perspectives, thal atiempl ta
achieve the objeciives. The sirategies e nat absaluies that must be schicved
Hesawes: Polerinl ways o quanidy the slreleges

DESIGW/AESTHETICS
OBJECTIVES STRATEGES NMEASLRES
Indude uiiding heighis in
. Reguiating Pian
Bolxie height o be slong Mapac C by with exasiing hexght
imidainms alang Mopac
. . | Indiuxie iuiding heaghis in
Bolxie height o knr aresz of the siie Redsting Plan
Limit buiding heights tp 5 Snries 7o IIE:E' d”m"mm
et o vty . g
1 Limi widing heighiz in ta limik buikiing heights & 5 Altewmert o phisin beiter
resperd privacy and vices 'uh_".:t rdeniTs by alkwing some
SiNiES. Th be dbvooard on Moiay qrowh | d 5 sk
Mew bulichngs should not
shade exixiing neighbaring
Ddilemalaﬂd'ndemmmui in the _
foar Ll Exsiclings neighborhood betseen 9 am
and 3 pm on December 21st. JAN. 11 2016 - REVIEW AND EDIT TOGETHER
Add mofiop sound walls o imit nose
from mecharcal ecuipment
Prohibit reflecive qlsas; Lt of prohibied materisis -
requie naiumi® maloia [sone, Desicing piars are reviewed
Buiding desiqn shoukd be bwick, shuera) Anmins st prior o pamitting
besutifl and should =
2 | complement the exigling \e vinual prefesence aurveys D
anhbarhoad wlentily lypologes desred
Have no more than ane
Alknr 8 diversity of bullding siyles archiiechesl siyle per
Dol cling
Draviq it walerways besuihidy by

Low Impad Developmment
Beautify nalurl fealures an '"mm“ TEN gATeTS, |4 1) bechniques

nﬂenﬁkmmmm

fesrures to add value JAN. 25 2016 - REVIEW AND EDIT TOGETHER




CHARRETTE: EXPERT AND CODE INPUT

CAPITAL

=
METRO
y A

epartment
of Transportation

TORI SCOTT JAMES HECTOR TAMEZ ROBERTO GONZALEZ
JERRY RUSTHOVEN  ERIC BOLLICH

MATT LEWIS BETH ROBINSON

ANDY LIUCEISEN MICHAEL EMBESI

DONNA GALLATI

U.S.
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

<

WATERSHED
PROTECTION

CHUCK LESNIAK

ADAM ZERRENNER

MARILYN LAMENSDORF



COMMUNITY INPUT & POST-IT COMMENTS:
CONCEPTSA,B&C




DESIGN BASED ON COMMUNITY FEEDBACK:




COMMUNITY INPUT & POST-IT COMMENTS:
CONCEPTS D & F
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THE CHARRETTE INPUT PROCESS:




MAKING A PLACE PEOPLE WILL LOVE:
THE RECOMMENDED CHARRETTE PLAN

Januar y 28, 2016



FEATURES OF THE PLAN

Office/Retail/Restaurants/Boutique Hotel/Multifamily
Neighborhood Park

Creek Park

New Turning Lane

Improvements at Hart Lane & Spicewood Springs
Spicewood Springs Pedestrian Improvements
Spicewood Springs Traffic Calming

New street connection (aligning with Ceberry)

Streetscape Improvements

January 28, 2016



N
PL EMAKIN(T

January 28, 2016

\




DEFINITION

Placemaking:

» Capitalize on a community's assets, inspiration
and potential with the intention of creative public
spaces that promote people s health, happiness
and well-being.




KEY WORDS

» Health
» Happiness
» Well Being




KEY WORDS

» SOCIAL —9 Community

» ECONOMIC - Increased Value

» ENVIRONMENT > Trees Saved

» OPEN SPACE > Healthy Ecosystem



RECOMMENDED PLAN // CONCEPT

NSO
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Overall Preferred Plan
Office  Retail/Rest MF

Parcel 1 196,000 196,000

Parcel 2 310,000 310,000

Parcel 3 20,000 20,000
H Parcel 4 100,000 190,000
| Parcel 5 150,000 20,000 170,000

Parcel 6 10,000 210,000 220,000

Parcel 7 90,000 90,000

Totals 846,000 50,000 210,000 1,196,000

I W-o‘od; H‘Io' |




RECOMMENDEDPLAN//PLACEMAKINGDIAGRAM




NEIGHBORHOOD PARK // PROGRAM

* Walking Trail (10ft)

® Parking

® Transplanted Live Oaks

® Playground All Ages / Nature Play
* Shelter & Restroom

* Seating areas

* Open Play Lawn

* Native Areas

® Bus & Transit Stop

* Use Low Impact Development




NEIGHBORHOOD PARK // ANALYSIS




NEIGHBORHO

PARK // PROGRAM
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NEIGHBORHOODPARK // DESIGN
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NEIGHBORHOOD PARK // STREET SECTION
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NEIGHBORHOOD PARK // IMAGERY




HERITAGE TRAIL // PROGRAM

® Intent to save trees on Executive Center Dr.
»  (Protect Tree Eco-System)

®* Enhance walkablity & access
* Walking trail (10ft)
* Bike lane on Executive Center Dr. (8ft)

* Street lights

® Seating areas

® Retaining walls to save trees

* Native landscape

* Create spaces for retail & restaurants w/ patios




HERITAGE TRAIL // PROGRAM
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HERITAGE TRAIL // DESIGN
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HERITAGE TRAIL // BEFORE




HERITAGE TRAIL // AFTER




HERITAGE TRAIL // BEFORE
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HERITAGE TRAIL // AFTER




HERITAGE TRAIL // STREET SECTION
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HERITAGE TRAIL // IMAGERY




CREEK PARK // PROGRAM

® Re-natu
* Soft wa

ralizec

dlea

Ing t

* Low ligh

ting

®* Overlook

®* Bridge
® Seating

® Restaurar
®*Bus / Trar

dl€ds

all

t overlooking park
sit Stop



CREEK PARK // ANALYS\S
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CREEK PARK // DESIGN




CREEK PARK // BEFORE




CREEK PARK // AFTER

\"-iz
Q%

o\l N Nl /
1, __. L.‘_




CREEK PARK // BEFORE




CREEK PARK // AFTER




CREEK PARK // IMAGERY
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RECOMMENDED PLAN // CONCEPTUAL
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Overall Preferred Plan
Office  Retail/Rest MF TOTAL
Parcel 1 196,000 196,000
Parcel 2 310,000 310,000
Parcel 3 20,000 20,000
o Parcel 4 100,000 190,000
2 Parcel 5 150,000 20,000 170,000
Parcel 6 10,000 210,000 220,000
Parcel 7 90,000 90,000

Totals 846,000 50,000 210,000 1,196,000
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RECOMMENDED PLAN // 3D MODELING




TESTING THE
RECOMMENDED CHARRETTE PLAN



AUSTIN OAKS METRICS

METRIC RECOMMENDED |CODE COMPLIANT
CHARRETTE PLAN PLANS (13)
Financial Feasible Yes Yes
Mixture of compatible uses to Ves Yes - but only modest
serve the neighborhood amount
Traffic Comparable Comparable
Off-site Transportation | yes il be required by TIA No
mprovments
Save fewer Heritage trees e
Trees Retains more tree clusters and Savaserrﬂgreel?;jé\égdual
habitats J
Parks Yes - 2 acre neighborhood No

park with features

Creek Greenbelt

Yes - 4 acres with restaurants,
tralls, creek restaurants

Yes - But only modest
amount

January 28, 2016




AUSTIN OAKS METRICS

METRIC RECOMMENDED |CODE COMPLIANT
CHARRETTE PLAN PLANS (13)
Yes - Complies with current | No - complies only with
Environmental Superiority codes for CEF's Creek Redevelopment Provision
setbacks, etc. of code.
Building Heights 4-7 Floors 3-5 Floors
Square Footage 1,196,000 sf 890,795 sf
Regional Detention Potential
within creek channel Yes No
Ability to enforce superior urban
design and placemaking Yes No
Requires zoning change Yes No
Engages public input Yes No

January 28, 2016




TRAFFIC COMPARISON

AVERAGE DAILY TRIPS

EXISTING CODE RECOMMENDED CAP CODE COMPLIANT

COMPLIANT CHARRETTE PLAN (MAXIMUM)
(LIKELY)

*Estimate based on adjusted
average daily trips

January 28, 2016



TONIGHT'S ACTIVITY

| PREFER THE...

Code Compliant
Plan

Recommended
Charrette Plan

January 28, 2016




DISCUSSION

Januar y 28, 2016



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Januar y 28, 2016



KEY OSMs REPORT CARD

OBJECTIVES EXISTING CONDITIONS CUDPE“[;EI;"ZL;:\NT CTiE\cROR“éI]MTEENI’DIF:N
Total Square Footage 445,322 890,795 1,196,000
Building Heights 2-3 Stories 2-4 Stories 4-7 Stories
Heritage Trees Preserved /1 64 TBD
Protected Trees Preserved 106 1BD 1BD
Trip Generatiorj (Average 5 080 17000 17,000
Daily Trips)
Schools Impact 0 0 250 non-family units
Open Space N/A N/A b Acres

January 28, 2016




TRAFFIC ASSUMPTIONS

»Medical office produces 3 times the
trips of office

»Restaurant produces 3 times the trips
of general retal

»@rocery IS 2.5 times the trips of
general retall

January 28, 2016



