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Katie Van ka

From: Katie Van Dyk

Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2014 1:57 PM
To: ‘McDonald, Jehn'

Subject: RE: Pool Equipment + Cover

I see. Ok, thanks. Just let me know if you have any communications with Greg, and we will plan to simply state that the
pool equipment and cover are under review by the PDRD Director and his team.

Katie Van Dyk

. Associate

kvandvk(@mecleanhowardlaw.com

512.328.2008 phone

From: McDonald, John [mailto:John.McDonald@austintexas.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2014 1:56 PM

To: Katie Van Dyk

Subject: RE: Pool Equipment + Cover

Recently, | have had to remind several pool contractors and the ASPCA that pool equipment is not allowed in a yard
setback. The case | was speaking to you about which never made it to the BOA stirred up some pool builders in ASPCA
and they started contacting me about placing pool equipment in yard setbacks.

Respectfuily,

John M. McDonald
Development Services Manager
Residential Plan Review/PDRD
§74-2728 — Office
john.mcdonald@austintexas.gov

From: Katie Van Dyk [mailto:KVanDyk@mgcleanhowardiaw.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2014 1:51 PM

To: McDonald, John
Subject: RE: Pool Equipment + Cover

Thank you John, | was just about to follow up with you and check the progress. Below, you say “Residential Plan
Review’s decision not to allow pool equipment in a required yard (setback)”... does that mean that a decision has been
made in a previous similar situation, or are you simply stating that because the pool equipment was cited for being in
the setback, a contrary determination must be made in order to remedy that citation?

Thanks for the clarification. Please keep me posted on any information you get from Greg regarding this issue.

Katie Van Dyk

Associale

kvandyk@mcleanhowardlaw.com

512.328.2008 phone




From: McDonaId, John [mailto:John.McDonald@austintexas.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2014 1:48 PM
To: Katie Van Dyk
Subject: RE: Pool Equipment + Cover

Katie,
| have asked Greg if he would entertain looking into Residential Plan Review’s decision not to allow poof equipment in a
required yard {setback}. | did not get a chance to meet with him this morning, so it may be a while before he responds.

Respectfully,

John M. McDonald
Development Services Manager
Residential Plan Review/PDRD
§974-2728 — Office

john.mcdonald@austintexas.gov

From: Katie Van Dyk [mailto:KVanDyk@mgcleanhowardtaw.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 01, 2014 5:49 PM

To: McDonald, John
Subject: Pool Equipment + Cover

HiJohn,

Thank you for taking the time this afternoon to meet with me regarding the pool equipment and cover on 1307 Walier
Street.

As we discussed, it's clear that there is a strong argument for considering the pool equipment as incidental to the pool,
and treating both as exceptions to the “open yard” requirement under Section 25-2-513. We found two examples after a
quick search on AMANDA of properties where the pool equipment is shown on the surveys as located within a required
yard/setback. We also discussed the fact that many pool contractors fail to depict the pool equipment on their pians,
reviewers fail to require it, and then in only very few situations will the City require a survey that shows the final, as-built
location of any pool equipment and cover. Thus, it is difficult to know how many properties in Austin are in this same
situation, with pool equipment with some type of cover over it, located in a required yard/setback.

Since { believe that we are in agreement about the equipment being incidental to the pool, the issue Iikely turns on the
covering our client erected to protect and disguise the pool equipment. | explained to you the history; that when the
equipment was uncovered, the neighbors to the south complained of the aesthetics of the exposed equipment. Then
our client erected the cover and added a ladder and railing on top so that their small children could safely climb up onit,
and the neighbors to the south again complained. If the real issue with the pool equipment and cover is the cover,
please let me know whether some other type of screening would be permitted in the required yard/setback to disguise
the equipment and maintain a safe backyard environment for our client’s family and small children.

As you know, our rezoning case is scheduled before Planning Commission next Tuesday, April 8. We would appreciate
your review of the code and the facts of this situation, and ask that you and Greg interpret Section 25-2-518 as
permitting our client’s pool equipment and cover, in its existing state, to remain on the property within the required 5-
foot setback. In the alternative, | ask that you provide suggestions on how to bring the pool equipment and cover into
compliance in accordance with your interpretation of Section 25-2-513.

I have included the two survey examples that we found today, which show pool equipment located in required
yards/setbacks. | have also included photographs of the pool equipment and cover at issue. Thank you and Greg for your
consideration and please let me know if you have any questions regarding my request for interpretation of Section 25-2-
513.
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Thank you,

Katie Van Dyk
ASSOCIATE

kvandvk@mcleanhowardlaw.com

Barton Oaks Plaza, Building IT
901 South MoPac Bxpy | Ste 225
Austin, Texas 78746
512.328.2008 phone
512.328.2409 fax
www.mcleanhowardlaw.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of this information, you are notified that any use,
dissemirnation, distribution, or copying of the communication is strictly prohibited.




From: "Walker, Susan" <Susan.Walker@austintexas.gov>
Date: January 9, 2013 1:20:40 PM CST

To: T English" < >
Subject: RE: 1307 Waller St. IC variance verification

According to the permit...65% is allowed without a variance because you have small lot amnesty.

Susan Walker

Senior Planner

Planning & Development Review Department
Phone: 512-974-2202

Fax: 512-974-6536

From: T English [mailto: S |

Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2013 12:45 PM
- To: Walker, Susan
Subject: Re: 1307 Waller St. IC variance verification

Susan,

Thank you for your prompt response. Can you tell me what does it mean that 65% IC is
allowed? Does it mean that the current limit on this property is 65% IC?

Regards,
Toria

On Jan 8, 2013, at 12:14 PM, Walker, Susan wrote:

Toria,

The Board of Adjustment has not done a variance on this property. When | looked at the pool permit on
AMANDA it shows that 65% IC was allowed. There was no variance applied for.

To verify front yard parking you will need to ask a Planner in Residential Review to confirm.
If you have any further questions, please let me know.
Thanks!

Susan Walker

Senior Planner

Planning & Development Review Department
Phone: 512-974-2202

. Fax: 512-974-6536




From: T English [mailto il
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2013 2:41 PM

To: Wailker, Susan

Subject: 1307 Waller St. IC variance verification

Hello Ms. Walker, _

Amber Mitchell referred me to you for advisement on my efforts to comply with the residential parking
requirement. My address is 1307 Waller St. Austin, TX 78702. First, ] am hoping you can verify an
impervious cover variance which my pool company obtained in 2011. Below is a link to the pool permits but I
can't locate anything regarding the impervious cover variance. Second, Iwould like to confirm that there is no
code prohibiting me from parking in my front yard (in an effort to comply with our two car parking
requirement). We are not on the restricted parking map, and our Central Bast neighborhood plan does not
appear to have any rules regarding this.

Pool
Permit: https://www.ci.austin.tx.us/devreview/b showpublicpermitfolderdetails.isp?FolderRSN=10609255
Neighborhood Plan: http://austintexas.gov/page/meighborhood-planning-areas

Parking Map: ftp://fip.ci.austin. tx us/mpzd/Austingo/fyp_map.pdf

Thank you for your assistance,
Toria English
-
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§ 25-2-513 OPENNESS OF REQUIRED YARDS.@?

(A)

(B)

(C)

(D)

(E)

Except as otherwise provided in this section, a required yard must be open and
unobstructed from finished grade to the sky. This restriction does not apply to a yard
or part of a yard that is not required by this article.

A window sill, belt course, cornice, flue, chimney, eave, box window, or cantilevered
bay window may project two feet into a required yard. The two foot limitation does
not apply to a feature required for a passive energy design.

Uncovered steps or a porch or stoop that is not more than three feet above ground
level may project three feet into a required yard.

A parking area may be located in a required yard, unless prohibited by Article 10
(Compatibility Standards).

In a townhouse and condominium residence (SF-6) or more restrictive district, a pool,
including a swimming pool, reflecting pool, or fountain, may be located in a required
yard.

Landscaping may be located in a required yard.

This subsection applies to a building located in a multifamily residence medium
density (MF-3) or more restrictive district. A covered porch that is open on three
sides may project five feet into a required front yard.

Source: Section 13-2-610; Ord. 990225-70; Ord. 031211-11; Ord. 040826-67.
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can see why that would be the case. If we ju.st handled everything by variances, our corridors would be
lined with s.F.3 and other zoning that doesn't reflect what is there and figure out what variance they got
to allow the particular thing there. This is always been a church, the neighborhood plan calls for this to
be a civic use and that's the only sort of use that would be allowed by this zoning. | understand the fear
about future uses, but frankly, both the neighborhood plan and this zoning would prohibit any use other
than the civic

-- exact sort of civic use that has always been and contemplated by the neighborhood plan. In addition
to that, what we have

-- we have an opportunity here to not only get water quality treatment for the runoff from the
fellowship hall that they're providing but also an opportunity to provide treatment for the runoff from
the adjacent site that is going down into blunt creek. it would actually be a benefit over what's there
now. So i think it is a reasonable request.

>> Mayor leffingwell: Further discussion? All those in favor say aye. Opposed no. Passes on vote 5-2. Did
you vote no? Passes on a vote of 4-3, with council members, tove, martinez and morrison voting no.
Council member martinez.

[14:29:19]

>>Martinez: When we have time concerns, we go past that time. it seems like this item 60 would be
next in order. I'm asking for clarification.

>> Mayor leffingwell: That is incorrect. Right now, 101 is set for time certain of 10:00 p.M. To 2:00 p.M,,
I think everyone has that understanding. They set these up with 5:00. 5:15,

>>The point is that it doesn't come up before that time. If we have gone past that time, we typically go
back in numerical order of the agenda.

>> Mayor leffingwell: This has been our practice for a tong time. And this item has priority since it is
scheduled for 2:00. So we'll call up item 101,

>> Thank you, case ¢ 14 for the property located at 1307 waller street. This is a zoning change to sf 4 a,
zoning category which stands for single-family resident, small lot, with a conditional overiay. And that
staff is recommending on this property. Property itseif is 4,118 square feet. The staff recommendation
was to grant the sf 4 acomp zoning with an impervious cover limit of 60% of the gross site area. Interior
side yard setbacks, 5 feet. And the rear yard a minimum of 5 feet. The planning commission's
recommendation was to vote to deny on a 7-0-1 vote. The sf 4 mp zoning. This case came forward as a
result of some code citations that were issued on the property for exceeding impervious cover, parking
compliance and the location of a pool house in the rear and side yard setbacks of the property. The
property is developed with a single-family home and was part of originally an urban home subdivision
that had a pervious cover limitation of 45%. At the time of construction, it was compliant with those
limitations. Through time, there was a pool permit that was issued by my department. The pool permit
actually exceeded that 45% limitation because my staff understood that this was a smail lot. Under small
lot amnesty it was allowed cover of 65%. That permit was issued. A second permit was issued after that,
using the same assumption which boosted the impervious cover to about 63% on the property that
allowed for parking to be located in the front yard of the house in a brick-paved area. To the rear of the
property, there were two linear ribbon strips that were provided for parking on the back of the




property. That were removed. Parking was then put in the front so they could maintain the parking
minimum parking requirement of two spaces. There was a desire by the homeowner to remove those
from the rear lot because of the swimming pool and the adjacency to the lot to the rear. There was a
pootl building erected in violation without any permit or approval from my office for that structure that
is really along the rear and crosses the rear property line and along the side. Tin roofed, has a structure
to it. There has been also issued that have arisen about parking up the alley. Not necessarily within the
paved alley, which runs along the southern portion of the property. But adjacent to the single-family
home and the paved portion of the ally. And where parking would be on a river rock material that's half
-- I would say about 5 feet in the aliey area. And half on the private property owner's property. There
are other structures that are along the ailey that take access from the alley and park off of the alley. Just
as this property would to the rear and the garage portion of the existing single-family home, which takes
access and vehicles would be seen either on the urban strip off that alley or through the garages along
the property. As | mentioned before, this is zoned single-family 4 is the proposed zoning request. The
difference between that and an urban home category principally would probably be the impervious
cover. Unique feature of the urban home regulations, that if this lot were actually smalier in size, to be
only 3500 to 4,000 square feet in size, you would actually get more impervious cover of 65%, as allowed
by our code. | don't know alf the particulars in how that came about, back in the day when the urban
home category was created, but that was something that would have been allowed by that. The owner
Wﬂ ¥ Kﬂ{ is seeking, because of the errors made by my department, to seek a zoning change, also seek board of
;{ {If‘qj‘uﬂg adjustment variances, as-a remedy. And has worked very diligently, I think, with the neighborhood
wi+ today. | think there was a meeting last week with regards to this to no avail, at this time. There was a
ne 7, b =question that came up at your work session a few weeks ago about a proposal by the property owner to
W'g dedicate some additional land to the city to be part of right-of-way. I've had a conversation with howard
lazarus, and | believe the councii is in receipt of a memo that
— whether or not he would accept that.

[14:36:00]

And his answer to me was: Not at this time. And | believe that was conveyed to each of your offices. So
this is a difficult case. Certainly the zoning is one where it is single-family. And in that sense, s.F.3
generally allows for uses like duplexes or garage apartments. S.F.4 a would not. The issue here is the
small size of the lot. And mistaken by my staff, it was not urban home but under smail-lot amnesty. With
that, I'll pause. | think the applicant has a presentation, and ! believe you have 10 to 15 speakers.

>> Mayor leffingwell: Questions for staff?

>> Spelman: Brief one.

>> Mayor leffingwell: Council member spelman.

>> Spelman: | suppose we have had a situation where the small lot dropping down to 45% for a slightly
larger lot where that issue has come up before. Are you aware of a case like that?

>> I'm not aware of a case like that, but I'm sure there are many properties that are between 3,500 and
4,000 where they have taken advantage of that 65%.

>> Spelman: | just did the math. Is there a number

-- can you think of more than a few lots that are somewhere between 4,000 and 5,778 square feet?




>> Council member, not off the top of my head.

>> Spelman: These would not be small lots but relatively small lots that qualify for sf 3 zoning?

>>That is a possibility, yes. If the property owner was successfu! either through the planning process or
dedicating that right-of-way to make that lot smalier, then certainly that is somethiqg that we would
consider. But I'm not aware of ancther méchanism to address it, other than asking for a variance to
relieve that. ' '

[14:38:19]

>> Spelman: For example, one way to cure the problem is for the homeowner to dedicate part of the
property to the pubiic, making the property smalier, giving more allowed impervious coverage and
therefore allowing the issue to be cured.

>> As | said, there might be an offer. He's not in a position to accept that. | will tell you the area they had
suggested to dedicate was already part of the sidewalk easement that has been constructed on the
property. So there is already a public right to actually cross private property through that sidewalk
easement,

>> Spelman: The point | was getting at earlier, is there any other cases that have a similar condition as
this. Too big for small-lot zoning and slightly too big and therefore the impervious amount is gone
dramatically down.

>> | can't tell you where they are. | believe they exist.

>> Spelman: You haven't had an issue with this before, that you are aware of.

>> Not that I'm aware of.

>> Mayor leffingwell: We'll hear from the applicant. Are you representing the applicant?

>>1{am, my name is torria english, I'm the property owner.

>> Mayor leffingweli: Torria english and is chad simon here? Chad? You have six minutes. Excuse me,
seven minutes.

>> | want to first give you background on myself and to explain that | don't have development
experience. | don't have real estate experience. I'm a stay-at-home mom of two young children. And
after

- I'm glad it was already explained that we went through our pool company got the poo! permit. Then it
was over a year after that, that | found out on my own that we needed a second car parking
requirement. The pool company actually requested that we pul! up the parking strips because it was in
close proximity of the pool. Our backyard, as you can imagine, is very small. And so once | understood
that we have a two-car parking requirement to be in compliance and that we only have one car parking
currently with the garage, | went down to the department assistance center and waited in line, talked to
people about what | could do to get my home in compliance. So that, you know, where this adventure
started. Amber mitchell, the development assistance center recommended that we put the parking in
the front yard. It was, you know, we checked the centra!l east neighborhood plan, it was an ailowable
option. And we checked with susan walker regarding the impervious cover, and at that time, | had no
knowledge of an impervious cover limit on my home. Other than amber bringing it up to me and asking
me to go to susan walker and reviewing the pool permit and understanding that | had small lot amnesty
and was qualified for 65%. We went through a very long arduous process of installing the front driveway




and we spent significant amount of money, over $20,000 making it ook like it was an extension of our
porch, so it would be within the character of the neighborhood and in the character of our home. And
during that process, code compliance came out to review it twice and found no violations. During the
process of the construction of the driveway. And we finalized the permits, they were approved. Code
compliance came out again and identifies that we were not, in fact, qualified for smail lot amnesty and
that we were
-- we did have a 45% limit. At that time, we were threatened with a $2,000 a day fine to resolve the
situation. And that's when | just '
-- you know, | went and got a lawyer because | realized | have no idea how to resolve this and | have no
knowledge of the code and what is allowed. And they recommended as a long-term solution, the
rezoning. | do feel that, you know, i appreciate that the city staff has admitted their errors, but [ do feel
that these errors did come about because of the size of my property, and that it doesn't necessarily fit
perfectly in an s.F.3 box. It is actually a small lot, it is just not small enough. And | appreciate staff's
recommendation to rezone to sf 4 a, which is more appropriate for the square footage of my home. |
brought the
-- 1 was present
— | am president of the neighborhood association. | brought this rezoning apphcat:on before the
nerghborhood association, requested their support. Listened to concerns regarding precedent,
W’ Vk_ej Impervious cover concerns. And | took thos seriously. We looked at impervious cover. We have done
\_rh you know, willing to do drainage study to make sure it won't negatively impact my neighbors. | went
W‘ ld, o door-to-door talking to people to explain the situation and explain exact!y what we were doing. These
H were mprovements we had aIreadv made on our home. Nothing we were planning to develop. And the
majonty of the people were very supportive and very responsive. That s-when | gathered the letters of
upport from these people that were unable to attend the neighborhood association meetings. And in -
ﬂmwéebruary, the neighborhood assoaatlon board decided to not accept these letters and also not follow-
a through and contact these people So when you hear from the nmghborhood association tonight, | ask
? u‘FP that you JLISt consider the fact that not
- itis not representmg fulfy the neighborhood rtseif And that | did take the time to talk to my nenghbors
ﬁ&w “and did hear they supported it. The neighbors were less ccncerned with my property and more
concerned with the fact that the city was, you know, giving permlts and approving them and fmallzmg
spections and then turning around and saying that they were not valuable i in terms of relying on them.
I MV And | do think that this is an issue. I'm not trying to go to council members and ask for a solution that
ﬂ Ll L foccurred due to city error but a solution that occurred because my property did not fit into the s.F.3
requirements. It fits into the s.F.4 a requirements, | guess
5 Fﬁy . just
— I'm very nervous, obviously. But | do appreciate your time in considering that my intentions were very
honest, and | do respect the laws and the codes that you have in place. And | did my best to try and
follow them. | was intentionally trying to bring my home into compliance and | brought it further out of
compliance. | just ask that you help me find a resoiution to this. When you're making your decision tone,
i
- tonight, | ask that you make it on the appropriateness of sf 4 a for my property and not necessarily
based on the people that come here tonight stating that they're representing the heighborhood when




there are many people that have, you know signed support for me but are unable to make it because
they're elderly and have small children. | myself, it is difficuit for me to come tonight and get a baby-
sitter for nine hours. And so | just ask that you consider that what the neighborhood wants, it makes
sense for them to not want to set a precedent for everyone to have maximum impervious cover, but
[beep] what we're adding is not a huge amount of actual impervious coverage. That we've added.

[14:47:12]

>> Mayor leffingwell: Yes, ma'am.

>> Thank you for your time.

>> Mayor leffingwell: Jeff howard, donating time, katie van dyke. Nathan rayford. He's here. Caroline
simon. So you have up to 12 minutes.

>>Thank you mayor. Good evening council. My name is jeff powers. We're here on behalf of jeff english.
We have a powerpoint to call up. Thank you for your time and patience tonight. This is, as greg
mentioned, a staff error case. You have seen some of the staff error cases recently, unfortunately. |
think a lot of it has to do with the very complicated code. | think your code is sometimes considered
unusable. Nevertheless, it is a staff error. | think the way you have dealt with this in recent cases, sort of
almost a guiding policy, perhaps is a reasonable zoning change that corrects a staff error is something
that | think the city will entertain and consider and do. So what | want to share with you tonight is how
s.F.A.C.0. That staff recommended is that reasonable zoning change. This is a picture of the house. It a
beautiful home, well maintained. This is a family that does a great job maintaining their house and great
community servants as weil. So as | stated reasonable zoning changing to correct staff error has been
sort of the recent policy of the city. First thing | want to point out is sf 4 a is single-family zoning. In fact,
it is single-family small lot zoning for small lots in areas of moderate density. It is an infill option. As | was
go through in a minute. 5f 4 a is compatible and consistent with the neighborhood plan. And the
neighborhood plan recognizes that the existing pattern of development is small lots with high
impervious coverage. Urban infill options complement that existing pattern. Sf 4 a is a reasonable option
because it fixes the mau that you were

-- flaw that you were alluding to council member spelman. It will result in less impunchious

-- impervious coverage in this lot than on a 4,000 square foot lot. Less impervious coverage than wouild
be allowed on a smaller lot. Tell not set a precedence because of the conditional overlay, certainly it is
not a binding precedent. On the neighborhood plan, city has encouraged families, It sought to increase
homeownership and sought to attract diverse homeowners and sought to increase the number of
housing units and encourage density through the use of urban infilf tools. The neighborhood plan
actually contemplated an anticipated that there would be projects that would have more impervious
cover on smaller lots. It wanted that result because it would increase homeownership and increase
units. The neighborhood plan wanted 2600 square feet on 4,000 square foot lots for those goals. This is
the excerpt from the neighborhood plan. Not only does the city encourage this type of project, and
these type of '

-- this family to move to east austin. The city permitted the improvements as greg pointed out.

[14:50:54]




[Beep] is that 12 minutes? .

>> Mayor leffingwell: Would you reset it for nine minutes, it was set only for three. You have quite a bit
more time, should you need it.

>>Thank you. This outlines how the permits were done. Original building permit, 45% impervious
coverage. Staff pool permit. In addition to 65% as noted as being allowed. The pool was also inspected.
Not just permitted there was a subsequent inspection after the construction and they were approved.
On the driveway permit, confirmation of 65% impervious coverage allowed. The driveway was
permitted. inspected approved during the city. During the inspection, the code compliance came out. It
was during construction code compliance came out, said no violations. For your infarmation, here's the
original permit. Here's the pool permit. There's the note that says 65% impervious cover is allowed. You
can see in the back of the house by the pool, the two strips that were discussed. There was a pump
house that was put in, actually the pump house was put in and | think the pool equipment was in before
construction was completed and it passed inspection as well. We recognize that the pump house issue is
a separate issue not related to zoning, we'll have to get variance for that. Not sure the neighborhood
has a huge issue with it. We'll have to address that separately. Here are some staff e-mails, again from
susan walker, you can see the questions were asked. What is the impervious cover according to staff?
According to the permit, 65% is allowed out of variance because you have small-lot amnesty. After that,
driveway permit was issued, construction was completed. Here is evidence of the driveway permit being
issued. These were reasonable improvements that the englishes sought. A pool for their children. A
parking space to comply with parking requirements. They foliowed staff instructions. They obtained
staff-required permits, passed inspections. You will hear, | think, perhaps from the neighborhood or
from neighbors or individual neighbors a drainage issue. 45% plat note. There is a 45% plat note for
impervious cover. That was put there in order to get a detention waiver, in order to satisfy drainage
requirements. The property at the time, it was subdivided, had 7% impervious cover. The developer
wanted to put up to 45% impervious coverage. Wanted to do a detention waiver. Put a plat note on it. It
is not an agreement with the neighborhood or anything like that. It was an understanding in order to get
a detention waiver. The e-mails are here that there are drainage issues. We have done a drainage study.
It hasn't been reviewed by the city. It will need to be reviewed by the city. But the initial findings in the
drainage is that there is no adverse drainage as a result of the existing impervious coverage. This is the
recent memorial day rain. You can see, this is the neighbor's property across the alley. You can see that
the water flows from both sides to the middle of the alley. it takes, follows the alley

-- excuse me. [t follows the alley to the street. And it flows from east to west. The driveway that is in the
front yard that is at issue is actually downhill from that. And it actually is sloped so it flows straight into
the street and not into the alley. So after city encouraged this type of development and this type of
family, after the city permitted it, inspected it, they come along, said cops, we made an error. And they
threatened here's a solution, fix it or you will start getting fined $2,000 a day. A variance would be
unlikely because the board of adjustment does not consider staff error a hardship. The chair jeff jackus
said that. There are really no other solutions other than sfa 4 co. is appropriate, it is single-family, the
neighborhood plan is consistent with that. And | wanted to show you this slide in particular so you can
see the difference between current zoning which is sf 3 urban home and zoning staff recommended to
you. You can see that impervious cover is the only real issue minimum lot size, setbacks. The uses in sf 4




a it is more restrictive in sf 4 a than sf 3. The only difference is the impervious cover. That is the only
difference. Here's the flaw in the urban home provision. We have talked about this. You go to 4,001
square feet, you lose 800 feet of impervious cover. No logical reason for that. Here's the math on the
house. in this case, the englishes lose 743 square feet because it was too large. 5f 4 aconp is
recommended by staff. They determined this is a reasonable zoning and that zoning is appropriate.
Rezoning does not set a precedent in the sweet hill neighborhood. First of all, what you do tonight is not
binding on a case that comes before you tomorrow. There is no such thing as a binding precedent. The
conditional overlay restricts the sf 4 a and if you look at sweet hill, there is a wide variety of zoning
categories in the neighborhood. There is m.F., L.R., Csmu. It is a diverse central austin neighborhood.
Let's see what this one says. Oh, and we heard some objections, as well. This is the whole area is sf 3
and sf 4 and | want to be clear, sometimes you have sf 2 next to sf 1. And sometimes you have sf 3 next
to sf 2. We're proposing sf 4 next to sf 3. This is not unprecedent. This council did this recently a few
months ago at 920 east 53rd street where they rezoned property that was sf 3 to sf 4 a and there was sf
3 all around it. it is not unprecedented or unusual. It is consistent with planning principles. This is a
reasonable zoning request. And as a reasonable request, we think like perhaps the other cases and
recent policy before you, this is maybe one where we can use the tool of zoning to correct the staff error
and in that way, the city can honor its commitment. You know, a permit by a city ought to be a
commitment that folks can rely on. If they can't rely on the permit, what can they rely on? This is an
opportunity to honor the city's commitment with the reasonable zoning request. | will be happy to
answer any questions you may have.

[14:58:25]

>> Mayor leffingwell: Thank you.

>> Thank you.

>> Mayor leffingwell: We will go to those in opposition. | have a special list made up by the people on
the computer list. We'll go in the order on the paper list. Luisa brensmaid. Luisa. Denating time to you is
tracy witty and john file. So you have, it looks like nine minutes.

>> Thank you.

>> Greetings mayor, mayor pro tem, council members, I'm luisa brensmaid, secretary of the sweet hill
neighborhood association. I've lived in the sweet hill area for 19 years and resident of central east austin
for 23 years. | love my neighborhood. I'm raising my small children in sweet hill and plan to retire there
happily. I'm proud to be here representing our members in our beautiful historic area. I'm here to share
with you that our neighborhood association is opposed to this rezening and stands with the signatories
of what will be a valid petition nearing 50%. And as you know, your planning commissioners voted 7-0-1
to deny in opposition 1o this rezoning for this property. That kind of unity is rare. The one abstention
noted that he agreed with his colleagues about this case. Do | have

-- oh, thank you. 1307 waller is in the middle of sweet hills sf 3 residential core giant to the swedish hiil
historic district. It is one of four properties created rea subdivision in 2006 of regular lots and developed
under the urban home designation. The applicants and their attorneys would have you believe they are
robbed of the fair allotment of impervious coverage.




[15:00:34]

{One moment please for change in captioners]

>> ... Urban home regulations make it clear that their lot being subject to impervious cover of sf3 and
45%. Their subdivision notes appended to their deed specify impervious cover limit in square footage
and the engineering report for their property stipulates their lot wili maintain an impervious cover at or
below 45%. Beyond that ms. English queries city staff whether she had impervious cover variance for
her pool. Her language suggests she knew she only had 45% and she knew she would need 3 variance if
she went over. In fact, last week she stated in our meeting she did think at the time she had 45%
because she had sf3 zoning like everybody around her. in pursuing their multiple development projects
distinguished appointed city staff instead to the urn signed erronecus pool permit rather than

- subdivision notes, urban home regulations and the developer construction permit all make it clear the
high limit is 45%. The owner pool company issued a school permit and stated the parking strips were
removed at the time the pool was constructed. in that case, the owner and the pool company should
have filed a residential revision after issuance permit, to advise the city of that change. They did not. The
applicant also stated in our meeting that the strips were removed because her pool company told her
there are rules limiting proximity to parking to pools. | spoke with the person who designed their pool
and filled out their permit and he stated there are no such rules an parking strips are removed when
there is an impervious cover issue. Here we have the barbecue pool and pump house installed in 2011.
As you can see, the pump house is inches from the utility pool and is, in fact, over the utility easement
with no permissians from austin energy. The pump house is also located on the side lot line and over the
rear property line.

[15:03:58]

>> Great. Thanks.

>> City residential reviewer supervisor kelly stillwell notes pump houses do need to follow setback
requirements and this pump house in violation. The pump house and that is not in the proper location
or on that limit. And then ms. English stated she didn't know what was removed from the backyard was
required. She did she found it when she consulted a remodeling consultant to change the single car
garage to a fourth bedroom. This zoning to our membership and neighborhood meeting, ms. English
said she had no plans to convert her garage to living space or convert her property. She stated the
relative moved out several months ago and there was no more need for remodel. However, there is now
str one permit application open for this property. The first plan to replace both parking spaces was to
make room for garage remode| was to excavate city right-of-way. They were stopped twice by code
enforcement and apd, here is their front plan to concrete their front yard which faces sweet hill park
and now they have important parking iot, they park illegally even though parking signs were erected and
even asked repeatedly by the neighbors to stop. Is this what we had in mind by urban home. Parking in
the front yard is not allowed in urban home except in a driveway leading to driveway or garage. Front
yard is not to be counted for parking space at their urban home, yet they are. Current conditions at this
property exceed reasonable use and rezoning of sf48 to have zone and impervious cover setback limits
does not in any way make them reasonable. It is insistent with the city's zoning principles that exhort




staff and all of us to promote special treatment and exhort treatment and have undesirable presence.
We need the city to uphold the land development code. If you uphold you will undermine the validity of
the unfill option and the agreements you made with our neighborhood planning area to which you
asked to accept more residential density, not to assess impervious cover. Keep in mind this rezoning
would not be to accommodate more housing but to accommodate a pool, patio, planters, pump house,
parking lot and the ms. English said they are giving up their quote some day the ability to have a duplex.
Duplex requires 7,000 square foot. If there is anything we can agree on today, | think, that lot is not that
large. Let me close by saying nothing like a compromise was proposed by the neighborhood by the
appiicants for the representative during the postponement period. Each proposal was a variation on the
theme. We want to keept all. They offered no true concessions. Please indicate to the applicants
rezoning out of their way out of egregious errors is not the precedent you want to state. Despite mr.
Howard's assertion with sf4a without a conditional overlay is still in our name. The one he cites is not in
our neighborhood at all and is 10,000 square feet. Pleads direct them towards a more reasonable
solution which the sh and a board repeatedly offered them in our meeting and our communications.
Restore front and side yard to impervious cover and we will work with you to maintain the improvement
in the backyards. Thank you all for your time and attention. Good night. Oh, do you have any questions.

[15:07:52)

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Thank you. Bill my minor and set the timer for 3 minutes.

>> Good evening, mayor, mayor pro tem, council, my name is bill miner, a long time resident of sweet
hill, past president and frequent participant on the sweet hill neighborhood association. | want to speak
briefly about my concerns about the activities of the applicants

-- swede hill

-- of the applicants and their activities on the property, agressively trying to secure support for rezoning
at the expense of the neighborhood and the traditional commonsense and integrity that we value within
our neighborhood membership. In january of this year, the board of directors was given this by ms.
English and then the board of directors voted unanimously to recommend to the membership they not
support the rezoning request. Ms. English as she spoke earlier went door to door canvassing the
neighborhood asking residents to sign a letter reportedly from the neighborhood association board that
indicated support, not opposition. And she did, in fact, represent to folks that she spoke to that the city
wanted to tear out her pool and the fines for her code violation would cause her family to lose their
home. The swede home neighborhood association board members distributed their actual
recommendation on the zoning case to membership by email and hard copy. Nevertheless, ms. English
brought 28 signed letters to the neighborhood association meeting when the rezoning issue came for a
vote in february. She presented the letters to the secretary calling them absentee ballots and one of
them counted in her favor. The secretary replied they could not be verified because they were
unverified ballots. Traditionally the swede hill neighborhood association used voice vote only. On one
occasion, in the 15 years' history of the neighborhood association has there been a written vote, where
ballots were created with choices, written, distributed and counted by the board members. Never has
therein there been a situation where an applicant wrote balfot language or distributed, collected and
delivered ballots or proxy votes. February vote was delayed until march, while this was discussed,




subsequently the board met and decided to remain with the tradition of a voice vote. When that vote
was held, the board members

-- the board and the members of the association overwhelmly voted in opposition to the rezoning as you
saw 24-4, Ms. English undeterred submitted the unauthorized letters to planning commission as a sign
of neighborhood support. We do have the amp letter from the neighborhood association.

[15:11:18)

[Buzzer alarming] in your packet dated and signed and ...

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Thank you, bill.

>> Done. Thank you, sir.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Shawn garrettson.

>> Good evening, mayor, mayor pro tem, council, my name is shawn garrettson, | am one of the four
houses that was portrayed in that resubdivision, | think | am the only house of the four that still has the
1940s home. The other ones are new. | am also the vice president of the neighborhood association, so in
a time when the applicant had some conflict of interest, ! ran those meetings and those were a coupie of
meetings. As you can probably tell, | mean, this case is unfortunately a lot more than about zoning,
You're probably in a situation where you are almost feeling like parents to figure out who safd what and
you are obviously hearing differences of opinion. I can tell you in my 15 years of experience of living in
east austin and in working and being in leadership roles in different neighborhood associates, | never
have seen something like this, never seen impropriety of a president, never seen the president of a
neighborhood association represent herself

-- misrepresenting herself as was discussed and [ find it repugnant. ! also want to describe something
that was described in their application as backup which is an easement that | granted to her

-- to the applicant and then also to another adjacent neighbor. When | bought my house

-- itis one of the older flag lots. The flag portion | did not have access to because there was 2 fence
when | bought it that goes all the way down to the alley. The applicant asked me if | was interested in
letting them have easement access. | said, yes, absolutely, let's work that out. | let both of the adjacent
landowners have access to the easement. Just to show you how the applicant operates, nothing was
signed, there was no payment exchanged. | went out of time on a business trip, came back and the
fence was already built on my property. That's how they work. That's how they operate. it's a case of
asking for forgiveness. | hope you understand that. | am also in the process of remodeling my house., |
had a building permit that | let lapse two days ago, 180 days went by, | hadn't started it yet. That is a
whole other issue but I want you to know, everybody does, as my architect walked me through the
process, the first page of any architectural renderings shows the site area, impervious cover, et cetera. It
is very, very clear. She's known that. Applicant known that since day one when they bought that house.
So I hope you do understand our position. | hope that you do agree with us and understand that our
process in getting the membership to vote is valid. ! know they've tried to discredit that as well. So thank
you very much for your time.

[15:14:14]




>> Thank you, paula reckton.

>> And my time is

-- | am sorry

>> Mavyor Leffingwell:3 minutes.

>> | have donated time.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Not on the list | was given.

>> Electronically it should be donated time from charles recton around steve macon.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: We can go back to electronic and not use both lists. Your neighborhood folks
submitted this list. If there is somebody that wants to donate their time, how about rod sidenberg, steve
macoen.

>> | will right here.

>> You have 6 minutes.

>> Thank you, thank you very much. Good evening, mayor, mayor pro tem and council members. My
name is paula recton. My husband live at 1305b amer street, directly across and facing alleyway shared
at 1307 waller and we have a significant concern ability the rezoning and our property and the swede
hill neighborhood in general. First is the impervious cover on adjacent properties. A search of the t cad
shows within the boundaries of the neighborhood there are 38 lots below the sf3 minimum lot size of
5750 square feet, that the not surprising in an old east austin neighborhood. However the applicants are
using lot size to justify rezoning to sf4a, the fact is there are no other sfda lots within our neighborhood
but there are many lots like 1307 waller. The applicant adding 17% more impervious cover has increased
runcff but there are also three properties uphill and adjacent to the applicant, part of the subdivision
you heard about from shawn that could qualify for this benefit, since they were subdivided and buiit
together as an urban home subdivision with 1307 waller. The effect of an additional 17% has been
obvious to us, but the greater threat will come as more owners come forward seeking the same special
treatment, that the applicants are seeking in order to remedy the violation of the [imits of zoning and
their plat notes. Within the 200-foot radius, there are 8 properties on our block which are not standard
sf3 lots. A cumulative effect of 65% for all would have a substantial impact on the drainage for everyone.
Within the small footprint, we have to work with, my husband and | have thoughtfully landscaped with
rock and gravel to hoid and direct the accumulation of runoff during heavy downpours, That includes
rock swells, french drains, guttering, and a rain barrel. Qur downhill neighbor has a pier and beam
foundation. He receives what we cannot contain during sustained heavy downpours. We are aiso
concerned about misrepresentations by the applicant to city staff regarding the right-of-way we share.
The handout contains emails from march to july 2013 showing the applicant repeatedly requesting to
develop the formerly grassed part of the right-of-way with concrete, while acknowledging they couldn't
use it for parking. Despite this a type one driveway was ultimately constructed in the right-of-way and
used for parking. The alieyway changing to parking for up to the 8 properties that can access it would
devalue our property substantially, Additionally, we have been impugned by the applicant of obstructing
the right-of-way and access to their garage. However, the photos submitted you actually demonstrate
the vehicles owned by us are parked in our private drive, not in the right-of-way. We have no desire to
restrict anyone's access and you will note on the marked photo, there is enough right-of-way space to
exit the single car garage when two cars present In our drive. Finally, as the only property that does not




have frontage on waller street, emergency vehicular access must come to us via the right-of-way. A
standard fire truck with a ladder requires 21 and a half feet of width when the outriggers are deployed.
Any reduction in the width of the alleyway for private use prevents a public safety issue for this city.
Please consider these issues ! have raised and deny the zoning as the planning commission
recommends. And [ will finish by saying that you will see subsequently on the petition opposing this
zoning by the neighborhoed, you will find names on that petition that have signed letters for ms. English
when she initially went out with the letters. Upon walking the neighborhood, we learned what they
were told and when they got the full picture, they said, yes, we would like to join your petition. So we
currently have 49.8% and that includes having swede hill neighborhood within that 200-foot buffer.
Thank you,

[15:19:51]

>> Spelman: Mayor.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Council member speiman.

>> Spelman: Ms. Recton, | have a question for you. The applicant

-~ where would you like the applicant to park her cars?

>> | would prefer it not be in the right-of-way, first and foremost.

>> Spelman: | got that part.

>> 1 think that's where the sticking point today in trying to come to some sort of agreement was.

>> Spelman: Okay.

>> That

-- for the neighborhood, the front parking is a big issue because it's

>> Spelman: Right in front of the front porch like that.

>> In the front porch, yes. I think the neighborhood would support them having a single garage and a
variance for one

- for having only one parking space.

>> Spelman: So if they had space for one car, not for two cars, that's okay with you?

>>Yes,

>> Spelman: If they have the second car, they will park in the street like other people do that?

>> A lot of neighbors do, and we do, too.

>> Spelman: | understand but you don't want it parked in front where the yard used to be and not in
front of the right of way, | presume because it makes it difficult for you to get around the car for you to
park in your own drive way. Is that right?

>> Currently it does not but what it does, the parking itself and the way they have developed it does
increase their impervious cover in that area and that's right adjacent to the alleyway and when the rain
is coming down hard, it

- it literally flows over the driveway. Some of it goes towards the street. Some of it doesn't. Mr. Lazarus,
the head of public works came out to assess the driveway with his engineer and said the driveway as
constructed doesn't really drain as it should towards the street, that part of it is going back towards the
east side and the slope is not - ’




-- is not really what it should be.
[15:21:57]

>> Spelman: Not consistently draining from east to west?

>> Yes. And to say that

-- to say that the drainage is a problem now, it is, but the bigger, broader picture is the concern for more
properties getting 65% in this residential core. People | 1alked to about the petition telt us stories about
the water backing up their foundation. One older lady who lived around the corner, her foundation is
crumbling from that type of effect. This is east austin, old infrastructure. Drainage should be of a high
priority.

>> Spelman: If there were

-- the reasch | start with the car because that seems to be the most difficult place. She has to put her car
some place. She is putting it in the side yard, She paved the side yard because she wants some place to
park the car. Parking in the street is not a problem for you?

>> [t's not a problem for me. | categorize, selfishly as a property owner whase property faces this, the
side parking is for egregious, not only for the precedent it settings because the driveway has been
extended and there is along that north side of the driveway, there will be many

-- there will be opportunity for the other property owners 1o say, that's perfect. That's exactly what {
need. And how is the city going to say no to that? And then we end up with an alley right-of-way just
lined in cars. So that's part of the problem.

>> Spelman: Sure.

- »> Personally, | den't have as much problem with the look of the parking in the front, but it is

-~ it is not part of the urban home aesthetic that this neighborhood bought into and their car on the
street would be much more accessible.

>> Spelman: Thank you very much.

>> Thank you.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: | think the next speaker is rodriguez sidenberg.

[15:24:05]

>> Thank you. Good evening. Rob.

>> Good evening.

>> | am rob sidenberg and | live a few houses away from 1307 waller and my wife eicodevelopped 1307
waller and the houses ajong the block base. | would like to provide the historical context, two of the
main goals was to have the look and feel consistent with the neighborhood and not to change the
zoning to satisfy not only ourselves but also our neighbors. We decided the best way to do that is get
special lot infra classifications for the lots to increase density slightly well maintaining the family home
character. With that came requirements. We feit none of those would affect our plans adversely. For
example, covered porches, covered front porches were required in the urban lot. We always intended to
provide ample front porches. The code stipulates parking is not permitted in the front yard. That, too,
was fine with us, since for aesthetic reasons we intended to put the parking to the side or rear of the




houses. During the subdivision process we understood that given the size of the lots, there would be no
relief when it came to impervious cover restrictions, that also was fine with us. We hired 2 civil engineer
to investigate potential impacts on drainage and it was determined we were not subject to water
detention because we were maintaining pre-existing flows. Our engineer requested a retention waiver
that the project would result on quote neutral net effect on any downstream drainage systems. To
maintain the zero net drainage impact as said, put in place maximum level impervious cover was
entailed in a per lot basis and detailed on the approved and recorded plat. The applicant's attorney
stated that, | think implied to a certain extent that we were trying to game the system a little bit by
getting a detention waiver and so on and so forth but | would just have you note that prior to our
resubdivision, there were actually two lots where there are now multiple lots and the impervious
coverage that would have been allowed at that particular time was 7,454 square feet. Our final plat
allowed for 7,175, so what we actually did by

- by subdividing in such a way and agreeing to the impervious coverage restrictions as we agreed to
allow actually less impervious cover than would have been allowed prior to our resubdivision, so | think
it's very important that this be looked at as an entire subdivision. It is four lots all together. It wasn't and
shouldn't be viewed in isolation. For example, 1309 waller, right next door is only 488 square feet over.
So could they also donate 488 square feet in order to gain a greater

-- buzz was

-- impervious cover, and with that, i will finish, thank you for listening.

[15:27:12]

[Buzzer alarming]

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Thank you. Council member morrison.

>>Morrison: Mr. Sidenberg | have a question for you. | appreciate that history, because what | think |
may have heard earlier was, oh, it said 45% impervious cover on the plat just because, well, they were
just saying what it is for sf. You were saying there was a whole discussion about impervious cover when
you actually did that subdivision, to have the urban home.

>>We had a civil engineer, water street engineering, matt moore, we studied what it was and so at that
time on per lot basis impervious cover restrictions were given detailed. In fact, one lot, which is actually
4,139 square feet, the impervious coverage restrictions on that are 39%, not even 45. So | think it's a
little dangerous to say, oh, just because we can get it to sf4, then we are entitled to 65% when all of this
was looked at as a whole, correct with the civil engineer and back and forth with the city at that
particular time.

>> Morrison: Holistically and for the point of ensuring the drainage and the runoff was going to be okay?
>> That certainly would be the issue, yes.

>> Morrison: Alf right. Thank you.

>> Thank you.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Last speaker is rick mcgee and the clerk can mark off steven macon. He donated
time to pull fa recton. To paula.

>>You guys are putting in long hours, One thing that the first speaker mentioned is the planning
commission voted 7-0-1 against the request. One thing to add to that is there were three cases in a row




that night that had staff errors and we were the third one. The first two went with the claimant, if that's
the right term so | thought we would have lost due to the staff error but we won. So to you it is a zoning
case, but to me it is about being a good neighbor. What constitutes a good neighbor? To be nice is nice,
but to be a good neighbor is to be respectful. What does that mean? It means you follow the laws, you
follow neighborhood guidelines and you don't do any harm. If you do harm, you take initiative, you work
with your neighbors, you get city involved if necessary. You take initiative and you fix the problems.
Since | moved into the neighborhood

--1am a new guy and have been there less than a year so | don't have the history that that people have
here. | installed gutters and french drains and recontoured the shape of my land because | am two
houses south of the hill of 1307 waller, so if there is going to be a drainage problem, i might be the
recipient of the water but | am not complaining about that. That's what | should do as a good neighbor. |
also work with paula and charlie and steve, neighbors uphill from me to coordinate drainage on the side
of my property together as the good neighbor should do. The englishes haven't called me, haven't
knocked on my door, haven't sent an email, haven't given me a tweet, not that's important. What they
have done is bring things together formally for the neighborhood meetings and they've hired attorneys
and tried to find a way to browbeat the staff for the staff to agreeing the staff is at fault, the staff should
make a mistake. They should pay for any harm that's done. That's not what a good neighbor does.
Planning commission made a good decision. | hope you talked to them and respect their views. And |
think you know the right thing to do. Thanks for your time. '

[15:31:08]

>> Mayor Leffingwell: We can have three minutes rebuttal from the applicant.

>> Thank you, mayor, | hope to not use all three minutes and toria english will use the balance of my
time. This is the false narrative | was afraid we would hear. As for planning commission, the reason
planning commission voted the way we did is we were told there would be a staff postponement and in
fact we were told the staff would pull the item from the agenda. The applicant wasn't there.
Presentation wasn't prepared. The planning commission only heard one site of the story and that story
was the same vilifycation that you have heard today. | was surprised when | heard there was no true

e { concessions when just before we walked in here to hear this case, she acknowledged we were so close,
~0 5‘44 Sthere were real concessions made by my applicant through three meetings, meeting last week and in
A five hours negotiations today. Again, false narrative. | am going to let tori speak to some of the things

[ (CAUL TR at were said, one, mr. Garrettson and frankly | am troubled and we need to be careful about using
WF words like "repugnant.” | was at the neighborhood meeting that was in question, and, in fact, the
neighborhood went against prior policy, ms. Brin smaid used this policy of accepting written proxy votes.
WM‘ have emails to that effect. | am surprised the conduct of that neighborhood meéting.. My client
1%0‘“4'" agu?n 't act any way of shape repugnant. | can testify to that. There is no dispute there was a staff error.
There is no dispute there is a flaw in the urban home calculations. There is no dispute the plat note was
a land use restriction and for a detention waiver and in fact the applicant could have done drainage
study and paid the fee and had more impervious cover. The fiat note was to justify the detention waiver.
No dispute sfda is a small lot in moderate zoning and no dispute the neighborhood plan encourages this
on a 400 square lot and no dispute that the staff recommendation has less impervious cover coverage




on a slightly larger lot and | will let ms. English address some of the other commentses.
[15:33:25]

>> Mayor Leffingwell: You have less than a minute.

>> Fire truck probably cannot sit down this

-- fit down this right-of-way space because it is bookended by telephone poles and the right-of-way that
ms. Recton has is covered by boulders so she is not alfowing the access to her neighbors down the alley.
It she feels | am not allowing access, even though our space is open. The front yard parking drainage
goes into the alleyway and out into the street. We haven't seen any evidence from neighbors, if there
was evidence from neighbors that they have true damage to their homes due to impervious cover, we
are happy to do a drainage study to see if it's due to our home. In terms of me misrepresenting the
association

-- [buzzer alarming]

- you can talk to any of those people that | talked to. Please talk to them directly and not through other
people.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Thank you.

>>Thank you.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: That's all of the speakers. | will entertain a motion on item 101.

>> Spelman: Mayor.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Council member spelman.

>> Spelman: Not ready fora motlon yet but | have a couple of. ques’nons if you don t mmd Both sides
suggested that there had beena iot of conversaﬂon this evening: One, I think mr. Howard mentloned
five hours worth of conversation between the nelghborhood and the apphcant and H would like
somebody to expla:n to me. what: happened over that flve hours and why we are Sti" here, an hour !ater
after starting this case, if there has been five hours of dlSCUSSIOh Mr Howard -are'you around stili?

lCome on back. Did you actually talk tothe nerghborhood for five hours about this?

>> Back and forth overa five year
- flve year Flve hour
- over f|ve hour perlod obv:ously not continual five hours but over perrod of time, staff and. some of the

.councsl staf'f fac:iltated the dlscusswn and we-had a !ot of back and forth.

[15:35:36]

>> Spelman ‘And that was case to face between you and your.client and ms. Brinsmaid and her .

: nelghbors or shuttllng back and forth:

> Shutthng back and forth

>> And you had a mediator.

>> Yes, we d|d

>> Spe_lman._ Who is mediating?

>> Jerry rustoven from council member cole's office.

>> Spelman: Now we have to pay jerry overtime on that.




>> Mayor Leffingwell: {Indiscernible) nevermind.
>> Spelman: Never mind. From your point of view, how close did you get to an agreement?
>>{ am not entirely sure. There were
-- there were several times during the negotiations where we felt like that the issue was coming down to
front yard parking or side yard parking, and my client expressed willingness to give up front yard parking
in order to have side yard parking, even though my client has invested heavily in that side yard parking
and my client offered to mitigate drainage impacts that there would be. But it wasn't entirely clear
-- there were different times during the negotiations where we thought maybe the neighborhood was
proposing
-- or the neighbors, | should say, were proposing that might be an acceptable alternative but maybe
there were terms and conditions. At the end, it was
-- that was withdrawn or maybe clarified it wasn't made.
>> Spelman: Critical issue that you seem to have been talking about is where can she park her car. Am |
right?
>> Yes, we would pull up front yard if we can have the side yard.
>> Spelman: So you'happen'to'be"clo'se"'by,'and"you's'een'i to be party of this conversation. From your
ﬂ'l m()gf- point of view; how close did you get to an agreement?
VEAL >> | have a feellng that mr. Rustoven was being optlmlstlc and mr. Anderson as well: | thought we were
an Vee_pretty close, also We dld reach a pomt where we: thought we would. gooff and talk: aboutthe deal. 1 am
just going to get my notes There was file amended plat to get ‘the Iot urban home desrgnatlon under
e 4;000 square feet and then the restrlcted covenant co for the. ex;stmg :mperwous cover but | removing
the front yard parkmg, restormg the parklng in the rear, and restoring to vegetation and mitigating the
drainage issues on the front and side yards, right.’

[15:38:16]

>> Spelman: Would that have been acceptable to you and your neighbors.

>> And postpone the case until the resolution of the elements were seen through and | think there were
some variances they would need that this would not control and that was, I think, the pump house, but
it turns out that in the end, | believe the neighborhood stuck on no parking in the right-of-way for the
emergency vehicle purposes but also they were restoring their second parking spot in the back and so
they have one in the garage. They have one in the back. They didn't need a third, and i think that their
side

- buti

-- mr. Howard, he'll be here with the right-of-way parking because | think that was a real sticking point.
>> Spelman: Right-of-way parking meaning street in front or on the alleyway?

>> The right-of-way in the alleyway was a sticking point.

>> Spelman: Okay.

>> The

-- we thought the discussion was simply not putting parking in the back. | think there was some
discussion about that at some point during the negotiations but we thought it was very simply, you
know, what are the terms in which we can get parking on the side. We will




Je{ql;éaﬂ
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-- we will eat all of the money

-- or my client will eat all of the money that she put in the front yard and pull it up but what are the
terms to have parking on the side. | think parking in the back got confused as we talked about potential
other solutions but it came down to can we park on the side.

>> Okay.

>> We don't need

-- just to clarify what ms. Brensmaid said, we don't need parking on the side, garage parking and parking
in the back. We didn't need that. We wering looing at parking on the side forgiving up on parking on the
side.

>> 1 want to say thanks to jerry rustoven for working. { didn't mean to impugn you. | was just thinking
there was a misunderstanding of the parking and restoring to the backyard.

[15:40:18]

>> Suggesting somebody is optimistic doesn't constitute impugnment. Jerry doesn't seem to be
offended, | think you are fine.

>> Thank you, jerry.

>> Jerry, do you want to-weigh in on'this? | amnot. naturafly judge Judy but it seems these people needa
marnage counselor or Judge ;udy than city counc;l somebody needs to cut the baby in half.

>>We spent many hours thls afternoon “The deal on the table

i and I felt we came pretty c!ose

-- is the applicant would stall the zoning case, indefinitely, take out parking in the front. Put the parking
strips in the back so they have the required two spaces, one in the garage, one in the back. In real life
they didn’t want to use the ones in the back because frankly the pool and they had children and the
neighborhood was actually not using the space but wanted the space there so if the home was ever sold
they would have the two required spaces. The neighborhood would not oppose the donation of the
right-of-way, basically the sidewalk becoming right-of-way instead of being sidewalk easement which
would give them what they need for the impervious cover. And the neighborhood would not oppose the
variances for the pool pump house cover structure that's in the easements in the back, and then we got
down to the parking on the side of the house which was really the sticking points. 1 think at that point
everybody was in agreement to all of those terms, in addition to the drainage study on the water. When
it got down to parking on the side, original offer is there would be
-- we found encroachment easement going back to council to allow them to use the parking space that's
there today. There is a no parking sign in front of it but that's where they have been parking their car. It
came down to, | think, in the end whether that parking encroachment easement was permanent or
whether it would run with the property, in other words, the future owner could do it. We were talking
about that at one time. At that point we broke for dinner. When we came back, there was not an
agreement of what | said but that's what the talking points were. When, we came back -
- | have to say that
- when I came back the neighbor said they could not support the parkmg on the side at all, in other
ords, could rot support the encroachment agreement and-mr. Howard sald h|s client only would

MVJV"“ accept if the parking on the side of the house was, left permanent. So left.permanent side’ parklng and no

4&& IV!
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side parking. At that point we gave up.
[15:42:41]

>> Spelman: | understand, but there was an agreement that it didn't have to be in front of the house and
they could tear up the brick driveway in u loo of the front vard.
>> Yes, the neighborhood wanted it out and they offered to take it out,
Uefg W B> Nobody is complaining about the pooi and the pump house and they would support the pool in the
A ump house and the only question is where the heck can my car go?

4_61 L{_ V55 Yes.
'ﬂa vt Spelman: Why can't the car go in the front
%l/ 00 l -- on the street?

%w ma;’% it can. It can be parked on the street.
>> Spelman: Howard.
10V&f/ .

- . >> Well, first of all, that would

/ﬂVlM -- obviously you need another variance because you would have only one parking space. Secondly, it
would diminish the value of the property because most people want to have the ability to park more
-- two cars on the lot. So | think that, you know, this would compromise the value of the property, and
so from my client's perspective, they built a very expensive driveway with permission and ask to pull
that up and they don't get another parking space back. | think that parking in the street also has been
the probfem in that neighborhood for events. It's very near the u.T. Various facilities. It gets crowded
and we've heard that there are plenty of people in the neighborhood who are maybe not here tonight,
the concern they have is they want to see new projects have two car parking on the lots because they
don't want parking in the street. And so, you know, our sense is, is there needs to be a compromise, a
give and a take. If we give up front parking. What
-- what is there
-- what is there in exchange? And it seems like side parking would be the compromise. | am sorry, |
answered your question too long.
>> Spelman: You did. That's true, but that's okay. We are where we are. The two parking strips in the
back, are those ripped up?

[15:44:44]

>> Those are gone.

>> Spelman: Those are still gone. If you can put them back in as permanent parking spaces, | understand
where ms. English wouldn't want to park that, but it is close to the pool and she could park on the
street. If she could park in the street rather than parking strips in the back, take out the brick work in the
front, restore the side yard to something vegetative or nonimpervious cover, she can park her car
wherever shes to, as long as either it is in the back or the street, sounds like we've got a deal. Can you
live with that?

>> Well, | am not

-- | am not authorized to negotiate at the podium.




>> Spelman: | understand that.

>> | understand what you are saying.

>> Here she comes.

>> I want to say is side yard is pervious, not impervious cover. It is gravel. To clarify that point and it is
not iflegal. We have been ticketed and the ticket has been dismissed in municipal court. Just to clarify
that. In terms of your proposal, the

-- the reason that we thought the side yard parking would be a good solution is because it's a way for
the city

-- it's something that the city can offer us, because we know they can't offer us $20,000 or whatever for
their

- for ... And not to mention the time and the process that | went through to do this and, yes, we do care
about the value of cur home. We are not aggressive landowners that are just trying to make a buck but
we are trying to be responsibly using our properties. | have been at the neighborhood meetings and
every time a developer comes, they say where is your parking. Can't park on the street. I don't believe
the neighborhood in general

-- maybe these two people, it's in t pference, because it's not directly in front of their home, but in
general, the neighborhood does not support parking on the street. ; But that said, the neighborhood is
not here today and I do request if we have to pay, again, to remove front parking to relandscape our
front yard, | do request the state offer us a side parking.

[15:47:16)

>> Spelman: You would have legal parking space in the back where the two strips used to be and |
understand where gravel currently is. You could park there if you want to. You don't want to because it
is too close to the pool but that would be legal parking space which would not diminish the vaiue of your
house because it would put two legal places to place your car. Does that make sense?

>> Do you think a person buying my home would feel that was a usable parking space, for their car?

>> Spelman: | don't know whether it would be or not but | think there is some people wha

-- L don't know. But there would be two legal parking spaces, neither in the right-of-way.

>> It would meet the parking retirement. Is that what

-- the parking requirement?

>> Spelman: Yes, it would meet the legal parking requirement, and frankly, ms. English, with demand for
houses in austin the way it is, you won't have any trouble at all selling this house. It will go very, very
fast.

>> | am not planning on selling the house. | am planning on raising my children there. Just so everyone
understands. But, again, the proposal is, for me, it's not a long term solution to the problem that we face
with our yard. | mean, this issue arose because code compliance was called out to my home repetitive
times and | have a new phobia of code compliance and | feel that my home. [Laughter] needs to be zone
r zoned correctly.

»>> Spelman: Join the club.

>> And | strongly do not feel the sf3 zoning is going to

- if | kept that, | don't feel that that would prevent more error




-- you know, more errors coming up, more violations coming up in the future. And so that
—that is why [

-- you know, I prefer that soiution honestly

>> Spelman: | understand.

>>

-- Because | think a long-term solution that deals with the challenge of my property.

[15:49:17]

>> Spelman: That would be a long-term solution. It would be giving you two parking spaces. It would be
legal and nobody is going to have any question further about the pool or any of the stuff you did in the
backyard. Also, this whole problem goes away and you and your neighbor can start sharing sugar with
one another and stop velling and putting boulders in one another's way.

>> [ don't know, after the people call poiice on you several times, | am not sure we can be friends again.
| have to discuss any proposal with my husband. | have been calling him. He is out of town right now. We
were going back and forth when we were negotiating. | am not making a decision on my own at the
morment but | still believe that rezoning the best solution.

>> Spelman: | understand your point. Mr. Rustoven, if | can ask you a few questions

-- [ wouid like to ask mr. Rustoven a few questions.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: | would like to interrupt and say, first of all, | believe this is set for first reading
only but ! have been handed a note

-- | want you to know this

- that travis county is now under a tornado warning. They have reporting tornado in the ground in cedar
park, lakeway residents, winds 70 miles an hour, and it's headed for austin, downtown austin. It will be
here in a few minutes. | wanted to pass that on to you. [Laughter]

>> Spelman: | can'’t possibly top that, we will all duck under the seats in a minute but in the meantime, if
| want to enact the agreement which | think the broad outlines are in front of this instrument here, what
would | use?

>> | think the first to use the pass it on first reading with direction from the staff to continue talking to
both sides with the terms of whatever deal you would like us to pursue. Not all of the things that have
been discussed here are items that can be approved on second or third reading. Some are in the mid of

. process. Some are future council processes, possibly, but if you pass in first reading it will give us time to
go and work on the work we need to do. We need direction from you on exactly you would like us to
work on. So we could the hall root rolling on the

-- we could get the ball rolling on the processes.

[15:51:59]

>> Spelman: Let me issue you the starting point. So the motion then would be sf4a on first reading, only
for purposes of keeping this discussion alive, not because we expect sf4a.
>> Correct.




>> Spelman: Second issue, direction to staff to try to pursue an agreement between the neighborhood

and the applicant along the following fines: That the brick work in the front yard be removed and

replaced with landscaping, that the concrete on the side yard be removed and replaced with something

wh pervious, that legal parking spot be made available in the back of the house next to the pool and that

-- this is the hard part

-- | don't know what instruments you can use but it's up to you to figure out. That's why we pay you the

big bucks, jerry, that there would be some way whereby ms. English would be assured if she ever parked

her car not in the back legal parking space but in front of the street, that nobody will call the code

compliance people to try to ticket her car because of that. And in addition, that the neighborhood would

support any variances necessary in order 1o culture all of the stuff that happened in the backyard. That

seems roughly like the deal that you thought you almost had before dinner. [s that right?

>> Right, with the exception of the side parking, both sides were in disagreement about the side parking
" but with the exception of that, it was the deal that was outlined.

>> Okay. it seems to me the side parking is a luxury that ms. English can't afford in this case. She will

either have to park in the back or park in the street. That will be my direction on council members if they

would like to join in on this or come up with a better idea.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Present a motion to close public hearing approve on first reading only.

>> Spelman: And issue that direction

>> Mayor Leffingwell: With directions for further negotiations. Is there a second.

>> Cole: | will second.

>> Mavyor Leffingwell: Mayor pro tem seconds.

>> Tovo: Mayor.

>> Mayor Leffingweill: Discussion. Council member tovo.

[15:54:05])

>> Tove: Mr. Rustoven, | have a question for you. In the course of the discussions about what was
agreed on and not agreed on, | think | heard you say one point of agreement was that the

-- that there be a dedication of Iand to the city and that's how

-- and the impervious cover

-- becoming compliant with regard to impervious cover is going to thing on that.

>> | forgot to mention that in the motion, that was the essential crux of the whole deal is that they
would be allowed to reduce the size of the lot by about the 100 square feet which would bring them
into compliance with the 65% impervious cover without a need for the zoning case to be finalized.
>> However, | believe the applicant went down that route and the public works department said we
have no need for property, nor do we want to acceptit.

>> That ideas has been floated but a formal application has not been submitted.

>> But we did get a memao from the public works department director which | assume he will continue
to standby, which is that | forgotten the language and | don't want to summarize it incorrectly but
maybe you have it there and can do so for me, but | am not sure why

-- 1 am not sure what would have happened to render that previous opinion different,




>> Well

-- greg guernsey planning and department review, | spoke with public works and chuck said given the
information he had at this time, this is his opinion. | think he was looking into public benefit that may
have been offered, perhaps to deal with the drainage issue, he would reconsider that, but it is not a
final, it said given what information he had which was not a lot, he was not inclined to accept it based on
the information that | was able to get and presented to him prior to making that decision.

>> Ali right. Thank you, and if it appears that the application is going down that path again, then | guess |
do have some follow-up questions about some of the language in that memo as part of our work session
discussion, we did ask pretty specific questions about what was the process of evaluating the criteria
and the kinds of donations, under what conditions does it make sense for the city to accept that, what
kind of liability does the city have once it accepts it. So, again, if this the deal

-- if the action hinges on the donation of that land to the city, then | would like to have all of those
questions answered, particularly those about fiability in terms of city liability.

[15:56:42]

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Those in favor of the motion say aye,
>> Aye.

\40"1014 1"0 >> Opposed say no. Show of hands the ayes. Motion fails on.a vote of3 4, motion tovo, riley, martinez..
LFPJ/D V€ and riley voting no. So that's that. And mortison votmg no:So that s that The next case. Before we do

w e

(M
1‘7 all

that, our meeting by the rules has to end at 10:00 o'clock. It is now 10:00 o’clock. So if there is a motion
to waive our rules and extend the meeting past 10:00 o'clock, this would be the time for that. Council
member martinez so moves. Second by council member spelman. In favor say aye.

vove Tipme b

%0'!1@'(1
ed:

>> Passes on a vote of 7-0. [Captioner lost power]
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Watershed) from interim-rural residence (I-RR) district zoning to
community commercial-mixed use (GR-MU) combining district zoning. Staff
Recommendation: To grant community commercial-mixed use (GR-MU)
combining district zoning, with conditions. Zoning and Platting Commission
Recommendation: To grant community commercial-mixed use (GR-MU)
combining district zoning, with conditions. Owner/Applicant: Dessau 21,
Ltd. (Paul Joseph). Agent: Urban Design Group (John Noell). City Staff:
Sherti Sirwaitis, 512-974-3057.

100. (C14-2013-0147 -707 West Avenue Rezoning - Conduct a public hearing and
approve an ordinance amending City Code Chapter 25-2 by rezoning
property locally known as 707 West Avenue (Shoal Creek Watershed) from
general commercial services-conditional overlay (CS-CO) combining district
zoning to downtown mixed use (DMU) district zoning. Staff
Recommendation: To grant downtown mixed use-conditional ovetlay
(DMU-CO) combining district zoning. Planning Commission
Recommendation: To grant downtown mixed use-conditional overlay
(DMU-CO) combining district zoning. Owner: Cirrus Logic, Inc. (Thurman
Case). Applicant: Armbrust & Brown, P.LIL.C. (Richard Sutte). City Staff:
Heather Chaffin, 512-974-2122.

101.  C14-2014-0003 - 1307 Waller Street - Conduct a public heating and approve
an ordinance amending City Code Chapter 25-2 by rezoning property locally
known as 1307 Waller Street (Waller Creek Watershed) from family
residence-neighborhood plan (SF-3-NP) combining district zoning to single
family residence (small lot)-neighborhood plan (SF-4A-NP) combining
district zoning. Staff Recommendation: To grant single family residence
(small lot}-conditional overlay-neighborhood plan (SF-4A-CO-NP)
combining district zoning. Planning Commission Recommendation: To
deny single family residence (small lot)-neighborhood plan (SF-4A-NP)
combining district zoning. Owner: Blake and Toria English; Applicant:
McLean & Howard, LP (Katie Van Dyk). City Staff: Heather Chaffin, 512-
974-2122. . . :

102, C14-2014-0025 - Briley's Upholstery Shop - Conduct a public hearing and
approve an otdinance amending City Code Chapter 25-2 by rezoning
property locally known as 2117 and 2119 Notthland Drive (Shoal Creek
Watershed) from family residence (SF-3) district zoning to community
commertcial-mixed use-conditional overlay (GR-MU-CO) combining district
zoning for Tract 1 and limited office-mixed use-conditional overlay (L.O-
MU-CO) combining district for Tract 2. Staff Recommendation: To grant
community commercial-mixed use-conditional ovetlay (GR-MU-CQO)
combining district zoning for Tract 1 and limited office-mixed use-
conditional overlay (LO-MU-CO) combining district zoning for Tract 2.
Zoning and Platting Commission Recommendation: To grant community
commetcial-mixed use-conditional overlay (GR-MU-CO) combining district
zoning for Tract 1 and neighborhood office-mixed use-conditional overlay
(NO-MU-CO) combining district zoning for Tract 2. Owner/Applicant:
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have been withdrawn and will not be discussed. We will g0 into executive session
now.

[09:18:32]

>> Mayor Leffingwell: We are out of closed session. In closed session we took up and

discussed legal issues related to item 63 and 65. We'll start with our consent zoning,

but before we do, we want to announce that the t.I.E. items are withdrawn and jtem

22, that's due to a posting error, and item 22 is also withdrawn.

>> Spelman: I have a paper on file recusing myself on item 7. I'm given to understand

we don't need to reconsider the item, | just need to make that announcement.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Show councimember spelman recused on item number 7,

please.

>> Good afternoon, mayor and council, greg guernsey, planning development and

review. I'll go through our 2:00 items. | can offer for consent item numb npa-2014-

0007.01. 1005 prairie trail. That will be a discussion item. Item number 67, ¢ 14-2014,

0026, also a discussion item. item number 68, case ¢ 14-2014-0003; 13007 waller
OJGQDW'@ ~ street. | have an applicant request for. postponement to.june 26. This is their first
mén - quest. ltem number 69, ¢ 14-2014-0025, at 2117 and 2119 northland drive, this is a
yeques ff??:ff requested postponement for june 12. ltem 70, ¢ 14-2014-0029, this is a staff
requested POSTPONEMENT TO JUNE 12th. item 71, ¢ 14-2014-0035, for the property
located at 4300 avenue g, this is to change the zoning to family residence,
neighborhood conservation, neighborhood plan, to change conditions of zoning. The
planning commission's recommendation was unanimously recommend the zoning.
This is ready for concept approval on all three readings. ltem 72, ¢ 814-2007-0009.01
for the property at 8500 state highway 71 west, to zone to planned unit
development, to change conditions of zoning. The planning commission
recommendation was to grant the rezoning and this is ready for consent approval on

first reading only.
[09:22:00]

>> Mayor Leffingwell: So the consent agenda is to postpone item 68 until june26.
7d.£§€J Item 69 is postponed till june 12. item 70 postponed until june 12. To close the public
A Cm5€h',ﬁearing and approve on all three readings items number
-- item number 71, and to close the public hearing and approve on first reading only
item 72. Councimember spelman moves approval. Councilmember cole seconds.
Discussion? All in favor say aye.
- >> Aye.




>> Mayor Leffingwell: Opposed say no. Passes on a vote of 7-0. We'll go back to our
briefing. Change of plan. The time sensitive nature of number 5 and 6 has been
resolved.

>> Good afternoon, mayor and councilmembers. We are about three-fourths
through our briefing on project connect and the central corridor. | just have a few
more slides. If you recall, just we were

-- we had just completed the definition of the project. We had identified essentially a
capital cost of $1.38 billion for the entire project from grove up to high land, annual
operating and maintenance cost of $22 million per year. We ready to move on to the
funding approach and the governance discussion as well. The funding approach is
graphically depicted in this slide here with two pots divided among

-- by the dashed line by city of austin resources that may be able to bible to help
fund those two elements and capital metro funds. You will see the green arrows on
the left indicate a potential general obligation bond that would fund the local match,
matching that with the fta new starts dollar to fund the capital. And you do see some
sources from the city of austin. The quarter cent funds that received from capital
metro right now that will conclude shortly. A potential public improvement district is
an option that we can investigate in the coming years moving forward as well as
some parking revenue. A lot of that on that side also is combined with capital metro
resources. Some fair revenue of course that would be generated, sales tax that is
available, and also some section $5,307 that would free up dollars. That's fta federal
transit administration funding. The capital funding approach is rather
straightforward. It is essentially a 50% local match of the project with 50% being
provided by the federal transit administration. The city of austin as we indicate in the
prior slide is looking to be the lead local funding partner for that capital expenditure.
And what we have identified in conversations before is the potential that local funds
would come from a general obligation bond as you see noted here. In 0&m side of
the equation which is looking at capital metro as being the lead funding partner for
that, but itis a partnership, again, formed by the city as well as capital metro that
would include some long-term obligation and some

-- essentially reinforcing that partnership moving forward. Capital metro is doing its
20-year financial plan projections right now. They are incorporating the cost of this
project into their long-term thinking and they are very willing to be able to move
forward at this point in time, but | want to make sure you understand that is part of
their conversation right now. The governance approach is one that we wanted to
highlight as being the continuation of an interlocal agreement that was established
around interlocal

-- around project connect last year. And we are

-- we looked at a number of different options with our governance swat team. We




that is, we've had discussion and there were concerns that were raised about this
being referenced as a metropolitan park, which makes it sort of as a city wide
destination and | understand that by virtue of being part of the overall town lake
park, that it is technically a metropolitan park, but we want to be able to reflect in
the master plan that we want this park to be considered as a district level park which
is a much more localized park, so | would like to also add that to the motion, that the
master plan reflect that issue. _

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Additional direction accepted.

>> Cole: Mayor.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Council member cole.

>> Cole: And | would also like to add that the work continue with the neighborhood
association and the advisory group.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: More advice for this motion?

>> Cole: Friendly amendment, friendly direction.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: | will assume that's accepted. All those in favor, say aye. Aye.
Opposed say no. Passes on a vote of 6-0 with council member riley off the dais.
Council, on item 68, we we approved earlier on the consent agenda. [Applause]
there was

-- there has been a request by some of the folks involved;, | believe it is-onthe -
neighborhood side over the date of the postponement, so if there is a motion

-- it was a.unanimous:.vote, so-anyone could make-a:motion-to reconsider, we-can
hear their request for a different postponement date. Is there a'motion?- .

[13:18:37]

>> Motion.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Council member spelman moves to reconsider. Is there a
second?

>> Second.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Second by council member cole. So we will hear one person
for 3 minutes and if there is a person on the other side to rebut you will have your 3
minutes afterwards. '

>> Thank you. Good evening, mayor, mayor pro tem and council members

>> | am secretary of sweet hill and | would like to suggest that the hearing date be
june 12 rather than june 26. | realize a month may be the normal period for the first
postponement. Integer you to hear me out. We are asking for shorter delay because
the applicant representatives seem to be spending the postponement period on
other cases than the issue at hand. Instead exploring administrative approvals that
result in an end are run around public stakeholders and this process. At the planning




commission, staff asked for second postponement so the applicant attorney, mr. Jeff
howard could continue to seek other alternatives than argue the zoning case. They
were denied. The commission voted 7-0-1 against the rezoning request and now this
postponement request states that the applicants and their representatives wish to
address the issues brought up by the opponents to this rezoning request. We have
concerns about postponing this public hearing for four weeks so that mr. Howard
can further attempt to arrange private administrative work arounds. We support a
two-week delay and suggest in the interim they come talk to us about a compromise.
N QW We will welcome the opportunity and have reached out to the appllcant s
¢ 1~ representative for a workable solution that mrght involve the property owner taking
QWPW out the excess impervious they lnstalied and a variance to keep the pool and pool
v ‘: equipment. That discussion can take place the next two weeks atjune 12 and if
w _progress has been made, we can request another postponement until june 26. We
Pﬂsw consider this a schedule that ensures productive discussion on both sides. Thank you
r considering my request to set the hearing for june 12. In addition we request a
aljme certain for no early votingier than 4:00 p.M. To am come date our neighbors

FKJS{'PMCM@ gf\ieaQtOS :00 p.M. Workday.

[13:20:50]

>> Mayor Leffingwell: What is your particular objection to the 26?

>>We would like to spend the next month before your july break and before august
budget discussions so we can move this case along. There have been a lot of
neighbors involved in this drainage issues and impervious issues for two years and
there have been several postponement requests at planning commission. We feel
those postponements were not spent productively and certainly none of them were
spent talking to the neighborhood about compromises so we would like to set this
1o '

-- postponement at two weeks to motivate the opponent

-- the applicant and their representatives to talk to us. We feel that we could commit
to meeting with them in discussing compromises and we hope that they will do the
same.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Thank you.

>> Thank you.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Three minutes for the applicant on the discussion on
postponement. -

>> Thank you, mayor, thank you, mayor. Good evening, council members, my name
is jeff howard and | represent blake and toriah english who omi the home on 37
waller street and this is a staff error zoning case by way of background. This is the




F' Vé";g-[- applicant’s first request to postpone which as you know is universally granted. The

P’V oSt-Postponement request is for less than the 6 0 days that the code would allow

?01« m(ml:- potentially allow for up to 60 days for an applicant. We asked for this

postponement in order to as

-- as ms. Brensmaid said to address some of the issues that were raised at planning
commission. The planning commission, unfortunately, we were informed that there
would be a staff postponement. My client did not attend. The record was not
complete, apparently, as the planning commission did not have all of the documents
that indicated the staff error. So we would like the additional time to prepare our
side of the story. | think you've probably been visited by the neighborhood in your
offices. You probably have heard from them. We would like that same opportunity,
to come and talk to you and give you our side of the story. We think 30 daysis a
reasonable amount of time for us to develop the record and to prepare our case.
And given that this is a staff error case, we think it's fair and reasonable that the

Ne il,tPll/—— applicant be given a fair opportunity to present its case. Now, when | learned for the

mﬂ‘hw first time this afternoon that the neighbors were opposed to the postponement to

W"’ june 26, we did meet and we did talk-and | also asked my client if they would be

Al Wbev —available june 12. My client plans to be in houston that week. And | think it's very

h%s critical that my client be here as we learn from the planning commission. As far as

DPP neighborhood involvement, my client participated in three neighborhood meetings.

P 0%t~ We would just like the opportunity to have enough time to present our side of the

Jﬂf u.[- case. You hear both sides of the case and there is a fair opportunity in this staff error
case to be heard, and, again, my client won't be available on june 12. | will be happy
to answer any guestions you may have.

[13:24:00]

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Okay. Thank you. So council, | think we need to take some
action on reconsider to either keep the june 26 date or change it to june 12th.

>> Tovo: | have a question for mr. Howard. '

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Councif member tovo.

>>Tovo: Mr. Howard, sorry to call you back up.

>> Yes, ma'am.

>>Tovo: As I understand, part of your reasoning is that you need time to meet with
council to talk about your side

-- your client's side of the story. Had you scheduled any of those meetings before it
appeared on the council agenda today?

>> [ requested one, we will be requesting more next week.

>> Tovo: Okay. Because you did




-- I mean, | am just asking that question because | don't think you contacted my
office about scheduling an appointment.

>> | have not.

>> Tovo: Before it appeared on today's agenda and certainly we have several weeks
so a good likelihood you could get on the council appointments between now and
june 12th.

>> Correct. | have not yet requested a meeting with you, council member.

>> Tovo: Okay. All right. Thank you.

>> Spelman: Mayor.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: Council member spelman.

>> Spelman: Jeff, while you are close-by, let me ask you a question. The
representatives of the neighborhood have been telling me that they have had useful
meetings with you but they haven't had an opportunity to talk to mr. And mrs.
English. Is that accurate?

>> We have

-- my neighbor

-- my client has met with the neighborhood-on three occasions in full neighborhood
meetings. We have not had individual meetings with a smaller group. We did talk
about doing that today and i my client is w;lllng to do that. He is happy to meet with
the neighborhood and to put all of the issues on the table. ‘Unfortunately, there were
some preconditions that the neighborhood wanted in terms of meeting, and | just
couldn't commit to those preconditions. We will certainly talk about them, put those
issues on the table and happy to do that in the next 2 weeks and continue that prior
to council hearing on june 26, if that's the will of the council.

[13:26:09]

>> Spelman: From your point of view, what were those preconditions?

>> The precondition was the removal of the driveway in the front.

>> Spelman: Okay. Ms. Brensmaid, can you come up for a second? It is usually good
negotiating practice to not draw a line in the sand first before you talk to somebody.
Would you insist on that driveway coming up before you sit and talk to mrs. English?
>> What we insisted on is that it be discussed. We wanted it brought and put on the
table a as on option.

>> Spelman: Okay.

>> | felt like our concerns were everything that happened after the pool permit, if
there was a city staff error on the pool permit, the neighborhood can certainly
understand that. Everything after the pull permit and the installation of the pump
house, the setback, all of those things the neighborhood is willing to compromise on.




Everything after that we want on the table. We want them to be able to consider
removing them.,
I f >> Spelman: From your point of view, the pool is not on the table. The pool is
P 0o oL the pool gets to stay?
P(lf/ >> Yes.
mhme >> Spelman: Okay. If they need a variance in order to accommodate the pump house
+ﬂ‘0’5 Pﬂ/and coping around the pool, you are willing to support the applicant on that?
vngﬂ IJ >>| can can't speak from my entire neighborhood but | know from our neighborhood
M‘ L meetings that no one in the neighborhood is asking them or wants them to have to
remove the pool or the pump house.
W[ l[ >> Spelman: So the pool is off the table but they would like the driveway to be on
Zﬁ the table. Jeff, do you think you can talk to your client to meet with the neighbors?
> I hope | was clear in our discussions. Yes, we will put that on the table. But | think
what we were asked was to commit to taking it out, and so if that's not the case,
then we are happy to meet and talk about that.
>> Spelman: it doesn't seem to be the case there right now. That's not the case from
your point of view?

(13:28:14]

>> It's not the case.

>> Spelman: If that's not on the table, | personally would like if mr. And mrs. English

can meet with a small group of neighbors between now and the 12th of june. If

neither of them can make it on the 12th of june, I can understand how you would be

unhappy about making a final decision on the case at that point. But | think it's
ﬂ/‘m -f'a -~ it might be helpful way for us to get us to that meeting in the next 3 weeks if we
M 1~ postpone this only until the 12th [cell phone]. After the 12th, if the clients can't
W -nMInake it and there has been forward progress, | suspect the neighborhood will be

Ptme-happy with further postponement untit- the 26th. Is that accurate, ma'am?

>> That's accurate, thank you.

>> The only comment | would say | would be very concerned that the neighborhood

would support a postponement on the 12th under those circumstances.

>> Spelman: If there has been a meeting | will support postponement on the 26th, |

just want a meeting, so long as it is a reasonable meeting where hoth sides are

willing to talk about both options, | am a happy guy and | will be the first person to

make that motion.

>> Hopefully your colleagues will as well.

>> Spelman: | hope they agree with me, Thank you.

>> Mayor Leffingwell: It seems to me




-- this is very complicated. The not just a matter of meeting with the neighborhood.
It's meeting with the staff. The staff may have an issue that takes time to resolve. It is
a legal issue, really, and there is also the commitment that | just heard to meet with
all of the council members to discuss the complexities of the case, and | am
concerned that's too much to do, too much to do by the 12th, but | think if there is
-- my preference would be to leave it at the 26th, but if there is a commitment to

-- if it's not ready, to go ahead and postpone it from the 12th, | guess we can do that.
It's an inconvenience. There is also the issue the client is going to be out of town. So
it's hard to see

-- if we want to go through the exercise of another postponement on the 12th, i
guess we can do that,

[13:30:28]

>> Spelman: Thank you, mayor, | move to postpone until the 12th of june.
>> Cole: Second.
>> Mayor Leffingwell: Council member spelman moves to postpone untii the 12th.
Second by council member cole. Is there any discussion? All those in favor, say aye.
Opposed say no? Passes 7-0. Okay, so now | guess we can take item 59 back off the
table and it's been so long ago, mr. Guernsey, could you take no more than 30
seconds to bring us up to date on where we are right now. | know that's goingto bea
tough assignment for you, 30 seconds part, but ...
>> Guernsey: Council member spelman has put forward two options for you to
consider that would deal with prospective expiration periods under 25-1-55-2, as |
understand one would essentially take a staff recommenda eliminate, | guess, the
progress sections
-- or keep the progress sections but eliminate paragraph h and the other would
eliminate the progress sections and go back to a flat 9 concept ,which the planning
commission was kind of looking for.
>> Mayor Leffingwell: This is an amendment to the main motion that's already on the
table to approve division 3 and then | believe there is one amendment by council
member morrison, one amendment that's already been approved.
>> Two, mayor.
>> Mayor Leffingwell: Two.

- >> Morrison: The mga as amended and the fair notice block start.
>> Mayor Leffingwell: And the third amendment is the one that's pending, the so-
called 9 years. All right. So were you speaking, council member? Who had the floor?
>> Spelman: Actually greg was speaking because
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NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY RIGHTS: IF YOU ARE A NATURAL PERSON, YOU
MAY REMOVE OR STRIKE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION FROM THIS
INSTRUMENT BEFORE IT IS FILED FOR RECORD IN THE PUBLIC RECORDS:
YOUR SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER OR YOUR DRIVER'S LICENSE NUUMBER.

Easement
THE STATE OF TEXAS )]
}  KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS
COUNTY OF TRAVIS )

SEAN GARRETSON (hereinafter called “Grantor
14th Sireet, Austin, Texas 78702, in consideration oﬁ%%%
other good and valuable consideration paid to the Had
TORIA J. ENGLISH (hereinafter catled =‘
Street, Austin, Texas 78702, the receipt and 8

ith a mailing address of 1003 E.
ousand dollars ($2,000.00} and
igned Grantor by BLAKE T. &
wwith 2 mailing address of 1307 Waller
& eiCy of which is hereby acknowledged, does
hereby grant, bargain, sell, transfer, an L*‘ 3:f0 said Grantee, its successors, and assigns, a
perpetual easement and right of way t %h and across the following described real property
in Travis County, Texas to wit: &

All that certain tract, piegt, g arcel of land lying and being situated in the County of

Travis, State of Texas, deskiped”as Lot 2 of RESUBDIVISION OF LOT 50 AND A

PORTION OF LOT 494 %H LIMERICK SUBDIVISION OF QUTLOT 41, DIVISION

B, a subdivision in Trayi)County, Texas according to the plat recorded in Docimment No.

200600255 of the O 1@?@1}0 Records of Travis County, Texas, known locally as 1003 East

14" Street, ‘}u% exas, forming a rectangle at the Southeasterly portion of Lot 2 with
: ions 0f 7.5° x 40.00° (hereinafier called the “easement tract™).

Said ement and right-of-way shall include the right to enter, access, use, inspect,
install fencing, repair, maintain, replace, and upgrade fencing within the easement tract as
defined hereinabove as necessary {0 allow grantee to use the easement tract.

The easement includes the rights expressed herein and also specifically includes the
right of ingress and egress across the easement fract as defined hereinabove for the purpose of
using the easement tract.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the above described easement, Grantee shall have such
other rights and benefits necessary and /or convenient for the full enjoyment and use of the
rights herein granted.

Grantee will maintain such easement in a state of good repair, condition, and efficiency
so that no unreasonable damages will result from its use to Grantor's premises or adjacent
property. This easement together with other provisions of this grant shall constitute a covenant
running with the land for the benefit of the Grantee, its successors and assigns.

7
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Easement

Grantor expressly reserves the right to use the easement tract described hereinabove
for purposes not inconsistent with Grantee’s use of the easement.

Grantor does hereby bind itself, its successors and assigns, to WARRANT AND
FOREVER DEFEND, all and singular, the easement herein granted to Grantee, or Grantee's
successors and assigns, against every person whomsoever claiming, or to claim, the same or
any part thereof,

THE STATE OF TEXAS

COUNTY OF TRAVIS

. BEEOREMIE, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared Sean Garretson,
known to meto¥be the person whose name is subscribed 1o the foregoing instrument, and
acknowledged that he executed the same for the purposes and consideration therein expressed
and in the capacity stated.

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND and seal of office this_5"™ _day of March, AD. (Seal)

SOl

Notary Pablic in and For the State of Texas

My Commission Expires: S ‘;LS 5 (e

A tute  SARA BURROWS O'KEEFE
2 <hg Natory Public, State of fexas
20, .-‘3,5 My Commission Expires
2 May 25, 2016
rv—

B

fADDITIONAL SIGNATURE PAGE ON FOLLOWING PAGE}
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Easement
THE STATE OF TEXAS )
)

COUNTY OF TRAVIS )
R > Lo 1
BLAKE T. ENGLISH Date: /7

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on § '@%@f personally appeared Blake T.
English, known to me to be the person whose name ls ibed to the foregoing instrument, and
acknowledged that he executed the same for the seg and consideration therein expressed
and in the capacity stated. o

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND and seal of wﬁ’ﬁ% [ > day of March, AD. (Seal)

LESLIE f GOWAN

My Expires
m““""&""s’ 2013

3(8/15
TomAJ BNOLIEH Date:

BEFORE ME, the undersigned anthority, on this day personally appeared Toria J. English
to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged
that she executed the same for the purposes and consideration therein expressed and in the
capacity stated.

GIV ER MY HAND and seal of office this B __day of March, 2013 AD.(Seal)

ic in #0d For the State of Texas

My Commission Expires:é Vst
My Commission Expires: ﬂ S

s

SARA BURROWS O KEEFE

Notary Public, Staie of Texos

My Cormmission Expiras
May 25, 2014
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¥
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ORIA ENGLISH
1387 UALLER ST
AUSTIN TX 78702

3154 2013051620
kRt $28.00
Dana DeBe: Wi, “Gounty Clerk
Trav cointy TEXAS




City of Austin
Code Compliance Department
Summary of Complaint CC-2013-093003

COMPLAINT INFORMATION

Case Status: Active

Address: 1307 WALLER ST 78702
Legal Description: LOT 4 LIMERICK JOSEPH SUBD OLT 41 DIV BRSB LT 50 & PT 49

Property Owner(s):

Blake T and Toria I English - Owner
1307 Waller Street

Austin, Texas 78702-1050

Complaint Date: September 5, 2013

Complaint: citizen is concerned that the impervious cover is more than is allowed by the permit and if it is not
would like to know why the city allowed it. there is an area not viewable to public as well.- front yard

Complainant: In order to maintain open communication with the public, the record pertaining to a complainant is
withheld as our standard practice unless it is anonymous or the assigned investigator. If you desire
the complainant record, an open record decision for withholding this record will be requested from
the Texas State Attorney General's Office.

INSPECTION INFORMATION

Investigator Assignment(s)
Moses Rodriguez assigned on September 5, 2013

|Case Log

09/11/2013  Moses Rodriguez Information Update

1 did go to property observed side of house work being performed. I did inspect backyard they have a swimming
pool. 1 did receive email from property owner concerning the small lot ordinance which allows them to be 65
percent of impervious cover. I will attach email from property owner. I did observe building permit 11 653807
pulled and notes made concerning the small lot ordinance 65 percent which would be 2682 square feet..

09/23/2013 Moses Rodriguez Insp / Violation(s) Found

09/24/2013  Moses Rodriguez Information Update

1 did meet with John Mcdonald and Robert Ortiz concerning possible violations on property. We did see the
swimming pool house is on the easement. The swimming pool house is in the rear yard setback and the side yard
setback. They are over the impervious cover since the permit for the pool was issue and error. They were issue a
building permit for the swimming pool with 47 percent impervious cover. The 25 2 1406 is an amnesty that
allows small lot of 4 000 square feet to qualify for 65 percent impervious cover. This lot size is 4 127 square feet.
They don't meet the parking requirements for the property they need 2 parking spaces on the property. I will issue
a notice of violation addressing these issues.

10/01/2013 Moses Rodriguez Send CV Notice

Page 1 of 2




10/10/2013  Moses Rodriguez Complainant Contacted
Went to property left card.

10/14/2013  Moses Rodriguez Information Update
I did receive letter from attorney saying they will apply for a variance. T will scan letter.

10/22/2013  Moses Rodriguez Owner Contacted
I did recieve a email from Katie attorney asking for extension on property. I did grant extension to November
222013,

12/13/2013 Moses Rodriguez Complainant Contacted
I did attach email.
12/18/2013 Moses Rodriguez Owner Contacted

[ did attach email from attorney assistance Katie.

01/14/2014 Moses Rodriguez Follow-up Inspection
| I did observe a zoning case in review ZC 14 001007,

01/14/2014 Moses Rodriguez Follow-up Inspection
I did speak to Katie attorney assistant 328 2008 they are going to get a zoning change first. Then they apply for a
variance.

VIOLATIONS

Land Use

Austin City Code Section: Site Development Regulations for Zoning Districts (§25-2-492)

Violation: The swiming pool pump house is encroaching into the side yard setback and a minimum of 5 feet is
required in a SF3 zoning district.

Date Observed: 09/24/2013 Status: Not Cleared

Austin City Code Section: Site Development Regulations for Zoning Districts (§25-2-492)

Violation: The swimming pool pump house is encroaching into the rear yard setback and a minimum of 10 feet is
required in a2 SF3 zoning district.

Date Observed: 09/24/2013 Status: Not Cleared

Austin City Code Section: Site Development Regulations for Zoning Districts (§25-2-492)
Violation: This property is zoned SF3 and allows for maximum impervious cover of 45%.

Date Observed: (09/24/2013 Status: Not Cleared

Structure Maintenance

NOTICES

Notice of Violation to Blake T and Toria J English (Owner)
Mail sent certified 7012 1010 0002 5895 0063 on October 2, 2013
Mail sent regular on October 2, 2013
Received / signed by No Signature on October 7, 2013
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N r 1 o5
CITY OF AUSTIN or umber_ILOSEA( R

. Building Permit No,
RESIDENTIAL PERMIT APPLICATION “A” PlatNe.__ Date {5 2.4
Reviewer S ===—no_ 7
ST

-~
PRIMARY PROJECT DATA,
a i :
Service Address___{{07) e (fo ~ (frestm Tax Parce] No,
Legal Deserjption
Lot ] Block Subdivision Section Phasge

if in a Planned Unit Development, pravide Name and Case No,
(auech firol gpproved copies of subdivision amd sife plan)

Ifthis site is not & legally subdivided log, Yo niust confict the Development Assistance Center Jor a Land Status Determination.

Description of Work —_Remode) fspecify
__ New Residence R
G:rpltx Addition ifi
I ATAZE attached detached — {specifyy)
— Carport ttached detached
al [° __ attache etache er pecity

Zoning {e.g. SF-1, $F-2..)

- Height of Principal building fl. # of floors /Hejght of Other structure(s) fi. ¥ of floors
- Does this site currently have water and wastewater availability? &7 Yes - No. Ifno, please contact the

Austin Water Utility at 512-972-0006 to apply ib(/xgmter and/or wastewater tap application, or a service extension request.
- Does this site have a septic system? ___Yes _i”No. If yes, for all sites requiring a septic field you must obtain an approved septic
permit prior to a zoning review,

Does this site have a Board of Adjustment ruling? _Yes ‘/]'g If yes, amach the B.0.A. documentation

Will this development require a cuof and fiiL excess of 4 feet?  Yes _f{ﬁ;
Does Uiis site front a paved street? _c{(csm

Is this property within the Residential Design and Compatibility Standards Ordinance Boundary Area? Vﬁs __No

No Apavedalley? _ Yes _V{o-

VALUATIONS FOR VALUATIONS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION PERMIT FEES
REMODELS ONLY _ OR ADDITIONS ONLY {For office use only)
Building & Lotsize_ 1% sqf. " N‘s;—f——ﬁvég D‘DLTIONS REMODELS
0 - 3\ Ly g1
Electrical  § Job Valuation - Principal Building § Building - §_@%wee g
Mechanicl § (Labor and matcrials) Elecrical 5_g3¢ g
Plumbing  § Job Valuation - Other Structure(s) § Mechanical §__ « - g
Driveway/ . (Labor and materials) Plumbing §__.a¢ 5
Sidewalk 5 TOTAL JOB VALUATION oy s s
TOTALS (sum of remodels and addirions) TOT s——— e —
— .
(lzbor and materials) 3 V@DD o AL b
- (Labor and materials)
OWNER / BUILDER INFORMATION
OWNER Name_Blake. Lo iin Telephone ()
7 (W)——_..____
BUILDER Company Name Cn/( WZA L) ‘ Telephone
Contact/Applicant’s Name / S:‘ ré‘z/bi’u - ,F;Vr 74 P;ﬁ;
DRIVEWAY/
SIDEWALK Contractor, Telephone
CERTIFICATE  jupe  §5 e ¢ é-\«;. i gk Telephone_$ 125710
occu%incy Address_ 507 toglle m Ji7ee /- Ciy_A» M stz

 you would like to be notified when your application is approved, please select the method:

___telephone __ . &-mail;,

. Yau may check the status of this epplication at Www.ci.auslin ix.usfdevelopmentpicrivr.ht




« AUSTIN
ADENTIAL PERMIT APPLICATION “B”

CITY OF AUSTIN
RESIDENTIAL PERMIT APPLICATION

Tunderstand that in accordance with Sections 25-1-411 and 25-11-66 of the Land Development Code (LDC), non-compliance with the
LDC may be canse for the Building Official to suspend or revoke a permit and/or license. 1 understand that I am responsible for
complying with any subdivision notes, deed restrictions, restrictive covenants and/or zoning conditional overlays prohibiting certain
uses and/or requiring certain development restrictions (i.e., height, access, screening, efc.) on this properfy. If a conflict should result
with any of these restrictions, it will be my responsibility to resolve it. 1 understand that, if requested, T must provide copies of all
subdivision plat notes, deed restrictions, restrictive covenants, and/or zoning conditional overlay information that may apply to this
property.

I acknowledge that this project qualifies for the Site Plan Exemption as listed in Section 25-5-2 of the LDC,

T understand that nothing may be built upon or over an easement. [ further understand that no portion of any roof structure may
overhang in any public utility or drainage casement.

1 acknewledge that customer will bear [he expense of any necessary relocation of existing utilities to clear this driveway tocation and/or
the cost to repair any demage to existing utilities caused during construction.

T also understand that if there are any trees greater that 19 inches in diameter located on the property and immediately adjacent to the
proposed construction, 1am to schedule a Tree Ordinance review by contacting (512} 974-1876 and receive approval to proceed.

I agree that this application will expire on the 181st day after the date that the application is filed if the application is not approved and
an extension is not granted. 1 the application expires, a new submittal will be required.

APPLICANT’S SIGNATURE m% DATE (/20711
HOME BUILDER’S STATE REGISTRATION NUMBER (required for all new construction)

ejection Notes/Additioral Comments (for affice use only):

T 557 e st

rvice Address

splicant’s Sign

i
//::‘;_/_//% Date_é/zc"/'j{




AL BE RN

«NTIAL PERMIT APPLICATION “C®
BIi'iLDING éOVERAGE

*he aren of a lot covered by buildings or roofed areas, but not including (3) incidental prajecting eaves and simifar feamres, or (ii) ground

2vel paving, landseaping, or open recreational facilities.

., Existing New / Addition
a.  1* floor conditioned aren Y sq.ft. sq.f.
b. 2 floor conditioned area _t3%9 sq.f. sq.ft.
c. 3" floor conditioned area sq.fi. sq.ft.
d. Basement sq.ft. sq.ft.
e. Garzge / Carport sq.ft. sq.fl.
_“attached m 280 sqft. sq.ft.
__detached sq.fi. sq.ft.
f. Wood decks fmmust be connted at | 00957 t. sq.1t,
g Breezeways sq.ft.
h. Covered patios sq.ft.
i.  Covered porches sq.fi.
j-  Balconies sq.ft,
k. Swimming pool(s) [pool suface area(s)] 2% sq.it.
L. Other building or covered area(s) sq.1t.
Specifj
TOTAL BUILDING AREA (add . throughl) __ {49 fs sft. _ 213 Sq.ft.
TOTAL BUILDING COVERAGE ON LOT (subiracy, if (648  wn
applicable, b., c., d. k. and [, if uncovered) wfd. { % of lot
VPERVIOUS COVERAGE

tchude building cover and sidewalks, driveways, uncovered patios, decks, air conditioning equipment pad, and other improvements in
Alenlating impervious cover. Roof overhangs which do not exceed two feet or which are used for solar screening are not included in
3ilding coverage or irnpervions coverage. All water must drain away from buildings on this site and tmildings on adjacent lots,

a.  Total building coverage on lot (see above) !{,"l ﬁg sq.ft.
b.  Driveway area on private property o) sq.f.
¢ Sidewalk / walkways on private property W | W1 sq.ft.
d.  Uncovered patios sq.ft.
e.  Uncovered wood decks fmay be counted at 5 0257 , sq.ft.
T Air conditioner pads Y sq.fi.
£ Concrete decks sq.ft.
h. Other (specify) sq.ft.
TOTAL IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE (add o, through k) My4 sq.ft.

NN % of lot




ot re 1O ¢ ey

ONE STOP SHOP Check this box if
505 'Barton Springs 5 thisis fora
Austin, Texas 78701 L buitdi it
(512) 974-2632 phone Austin Energy u:Ey n permt
(512} 974-9112 phone Electric Service Planning Application (ESPA '
(512) 574-9779 fax £or Residential and Commercial "SERVICE ONLY"
(512) 974-9103 fax Under 350 amps 14 or 225 amps 34

{Please print or type, Felds lef blank will be considered Not Applicable.}
Responsible Persen for Service Request (.0 /(:7 %33 A Phone
Email Fax
Project Name [ New Construction [] Remodeling
Project Address __ [ 307 Lelleo  frn.# OR
Legal Description - Lot Biack

Requested Service Duration: {71 Permanent Service - [construction Power/Temp Service

{Usually less than 24 months}
Who is your electrical service provider? ;ZﬂAE {1 other

[Joverhead or @ Underground  Voltage iE’ F E] Single-phase (14) or ] Three-phase (3¢4)

—_—
Service Main Size(s) 3 0 (amps) Number of Meters?

- ——
AE Service Length {ft.)  Conductor . (type B size)

g

5Pt Per Unit #tUnits L AN Electric [ Gas & Electric [ Other

Total AC Load (Tons) Largest AC unit

(Tons)

LRA (Locked Rotar Amps) of Largest AC Unit

Electric Heating (W) Other

Comments: .LC;LO{W\MH\B. J@TJL/

i
ESP%fympletécf kg {Sighature & Print name) Date Phone
Approved; I:I Yes [] No (Remarks on back)

AE Representative Date Phicne

Application expires 180 days after date of Appravai
(Any change to ¥e above Information reqires a new ESPA)

AE APPROVED |
Sun-2 0 201
ris 7 -1

Version }.1.00
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RESUBDIVISION OF LOT 50 AND A PORTION OF LOT 49, JOSEPH LIMERICK
SUBDIVISION OF OUTLOT 41, DIVISION "B”

SUBDMISIGN
Lom: 4 BLOEK: pocg 200600255  orrcwe puBLc RECORDS
COUNTY: TRAVIS STATE OF TEXAS  STREET ADORESS 1307 WALLER STREET

Ei: AUSTIN REFERENCE NAME

THIS AREA IS NOT DEPICTED AS BEING N A SPECIAL
FLOOD HAZARD AREA PER FEMA'S FLOOD INSURANGE
RATE WAP D1ESE DATED 1=4=01, IT IS
REPRESENTED AS IN ZOWE X. HOWEVER AT PRESENT
TIME, ND ELEVATIONS, DRAINAGE, OR FLOOD STUDIES
HAVE BEEW PERFORMED AND INFORMATION 35 BASED
SOLELY UPON SAIR MAP, THE SURVEYQR DOES NOT
ASSUME RESPONSIEILITY AS TO ANY INFORMATION
PROVIDEC BY SAMD MAP AND OOES NOT WAPLY THAT
THE PROPERTY AND/OR THE STRUCTURES THERECN
WiLL BE FREE OF FLOOD DAMAGCE. FOR FURTHER
INFORMATCN CONTACT YOUR FLODD PLAWN
DHINISTRATOR,

B&G Surveying, Inc.
Victor M. Garza R.P.LS.

Office 512=458~8988
Fox 512"458-8843

1404 West Morth Loop Bivd.
Austin, Texas 78756

REVISED: 3-B-10

0 THE UENHCLEER #ND / OF PRESENT OWHERS OF THE PREWSES SURVEYED FIELD WORK | enuest | 1-24-08
REMSED: 3510 MPORTANT NOTICE cALGULATIONS | gED 1-28-08
This” Survey was prepored without the benefil Df_ a titfe DRAFTING AW 1-28~08
1—2B—08 commitment. There moy be_odd'liinnal setbaclc |ll'|l'35. FINAL CHECH] \—28-~0B
DATE 26 easernents and interests which are relevont to this Prsem— A 2008
008 § BOIOBIGE.TA  prgperty ond unknown lo B & G SURVEYING, ol ihe time ANS
SCALE 1"= 20 of this, survey WP _DATE




