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Identification of Key Problem Issue Areas with current LDC

Overall 

1. Code not organized by intent to create a sustainable city, i.e. Water Conservation, Urban Heat Island, etc.  The code needs to be easy to 	understand by intent and flexible in design options to solve for that intent.
2. Code is circuitous and overlapping creating problems for reviewers and 	design professionals. It needs to be clear enough for a new developer or 	consultant coming into town to be able to submit a viable site plan. 
3. Although not the code itself, one of the main issues is different interpretations of the code by different reviewers and lack of trust by the reviewers of licensed professionals. Also, there seems to be more and more desire by the reviewers to apply tighter and tighter regulations rather than engage with the professionals in creative solutions that meet the intent of the ordinances. 
4. Lack of flexibility/scalability.  The code is black or white in terms of city acceptance versus a point system that would allow for significant flexibility and scaling.  e.g. similar to the Seattle Green Factor point system. Current LDC does not provide enough alternative incentives or compliance possibilities.
5. The LDC needs to better address older infill issues versus new development by the development of separate code sections.


Specific issues with existing code:

1. Decentralized water quality and detention is a desire of staff and neighborhoods but the ability to meet code design criteria can be difficult.  There is distrust around issues of increased impervious cover or density as a result of more passive water quality measures.  The LDC process must encourage a decentralized green approach that recognizes a more holistic approach to site development.  Examples of this include pervious paver allowances, additional rain water catchment allowances for required water quality treatment and flexibility around vegetative filter strip design.  These types of site solutions can sometimes require a site by site analysis, especially within the urban core.  The desire to accomplish increased densities in a compact city does not mean forfeiting water quality or a “green” livable environment, but it many times requires creative solutions that do not easily fit in a prescriptive code approach.
2. There is a need for education and qualified (licensed?) city review professionals to allow more flexibility. 
3. The restriction around the use of aggregates in landscape design:  ASLA would like to see more freedom for site specific solutions to ground cover.  This is review process issue not necessarily a code restriction.  There is a need to develop a systems area approach for this landscape design element.
4. Single family residential homes built prior to current code requirements can sometimes present grading and runoff problems with adjacent single family lots and/or creeks.  There needs to be review of grading and drainage of single family renovation permits that could identify options if there are existing problems.  
5. Current code does not incentivize water conservation at the site plan phase.  Unless a project is attempting LEED, there are no COA code incentives to accomplish surface water conservation or re-use.  COA Green Building applies at the Building Permit stage. A possible solution is development of a rating system for site plan similar to LEED or Green Building.
6. Include incentives for maintaining tree clusters and creating green roofs.   This ties into how the LDC can support Heat Island issues.
7. Urban farms, community gardens, food hub….LDC needs to further define compatibility issues.  
8. Make Code specific to areas (collection of similar neighborhoods).   This would allow the code to be responsive to area concerns/needs.  These areas would not correspond to City Council Districts.
9. Establish COA Review Teams for “areas” to allow systems area approach (areas meaning: villages, neighborhoods, or zones within the city of Austin)
10. Performance based metrics and commissioning has helped achieve certain building goals, could we use this approach on a Site Plan basis?
11. Create incentives to development to provide creative context sensitive solutions and opportunities in appropriate areas,  i.e. on-site water quantity and quality treatment, solar harvest (take load off city grid), provide public/private open space to meet 1/8 mile goal from each dwelling unit in “area”.   Multi-faceted values are important.  Owner can opt to provide “X” to receive variance, or alternative incentives while providing for the greater community.
12. Development of a rating system for site plans like with LEED or Green Building to help create incentives since site plans are approved before building permit. The rating system could be similar to the Seattle Green Factor. Hopefully, it would not have the hard line pre-requisites of LEED.  
13. Create ways to address issues on existing homes that may impact erosion and flooding on adjacent urban creeks.  This could be in the form of Retrofit incentives/programs.  This program could be a way to deal with design issues that would not be allowed under current code but aren’t really code violations. 
14. Regulatory review must be cross discipline.  Restructure how a review team reviews individual site development permit submittals. There is a need to meet jointly on issues such as landscape, grading, drainage and water quality.
15. The LDC re-write should explore methods for the site development permit and building permit to be reviewed together.  This would not be a requirement but one possible review/permit route.
16. [bookmark: _GoBack]Landscapes can be culturally significant. Although this is not an LDC issue, there could be an opportunity to recommend a program that explored possibilities around designation and preservation of culturally significant landscapes. 
17. Incorporate the flexibility to plant replacement trees within the immediate area if you can’t provide on existing site plan.  Currently the applicant is required to pay into a fund and the trees don’t necessarily go in the immediate area of the neighborhood.



