
Planning Commission hearing: April 25, 2017 

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONING CHANGE 
REVIEW SHEET 

 
 
NEIGHORHOOD PLAN: Bouldin Creek  
 
CASE #s:  NPA-2017-0013.01/C14-2017-0026  DATE FILED: March 8, 2017 
 
PROJECT NAME: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Plan Area-Wide Garage Placement Plan 
Amendment and Rezoning 
 
PC DATE:   April 25, 2017 

April 11, 2017 
 
ADDRESSES: Area-wide (various)  
 
DISTRICT AREA: 9    
 
SITE AREA:  761.7 acres 

Boundaries are: 
  North – Lady Bird Lake 
  East – West side of South Congress Avenue 
  South – North side of Oltorf Street 
  West – Union Pacific Railroad tracks 
 
APPLICANT FOR ZONING CASE:  City of Austin, Andrew Moore, Planning & Zoning 

Dept. (City-initiated) 
 
APPLICANT FOR PLAN AMENDMENT CASE: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Plan 

Contact Team (Sean Kelly, Current Chair/Stuart Hampton, Chair when 
application was submitted)   

 
AGENT: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Plan Contact Team (Sean Kelly, Chair)  
 
TYPE OF AMENDMENT: 
 
Change in Future Land Use Designation 

 
From: n/a     To: n/a 

 
Base District Zoning Change 

 
Related Zoning Case: C14-2017-0026 
To: Add the Garage Placement Design Tool 

  
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN ADOPTION DATE: May 23, 2002   
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:  
 
April 25, 2017 -  
 
April 11, 2017 – Postponed on the consent agenda at the request of the Bouldin Creek 
Neighborohood Association to April 25, 2017. [N. Zaragoza – 1st; P. Seeger – 2nd] Vote: 11-0 
[S. Oliver and T. White absent. Schissler recused from Items # C-7, C-18-, C-20, C-21. F. 
Kazi recused from Item C-7]. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   Recommended 
 
BASIS FOR STAFF’S RECOMMENDATION: In the Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Plan 
document is a section on Voluntary Design Guidelines. One of the goals is to maintain the 
single-family character of the interior of the neighborhood and to encourage new 
construction, additions or reconstruction that use key architectural character elements found 
the neighborhood. Guide 1.4 addresses the desire to de-emphasize the garage as an 
architectural element. The Garage Placement Tool would help to implement this design 
guideline. 
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Supporting Sections from the Bouldin Creek 
Neighborhood Plan Document 
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BACKGROUND: The Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Plan was approved by City Council on 
May 23, 2002, which at that time the neighborhood plan design tools did not exist. On 
September 25, 2003, the City Council approved three neighborhood plan design tools, 
Garage Placement, Parking Placement and Impervious Cover Restrictions, and the Front 
Porch Setback, although the Garage Placement design tool ordinance was recently amended 
on May 5, 2016. 
 
This application is a request by the Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Plan Contact Team to add 
only one of the design tools, the Garage Placement, to the planning area. The Garage 
Placement design tool is to de-emphasize the garage as a central architectural element and 
will be applied to single-family, duplex, and two-family residential uses. 

April 4, 2017 Staff Note: 
Formatting error in the plan 
document. 
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On September 27, 2016, the Planning Commission approved a motion directing staff to 
initiate a zoning application to start the process to add the Garage Placement Design Tool to 
the Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Planning Area. In addition, the Bouldin Creek 
Neighborhood Plan Contact Team submitted a plan amendment application that would add 
text to the plan document to reference the addition of the Garage Placement Design Tool to 
be applied to the planning area boundaries. 
 
PUBLIC MEETINGS: The ordinance required community meeting was held on March 29, 
2017. Approximately 6,600 community meeting notices were mailed to people who live or 
own property within the planning area and to people who live within 500 feet of the planning 
area boundaries. Twelve people attended the community meeting including two City staff 
members, Maureen Meredith from Planning and Zoning Department and Juan Camou from 
the Development Services Department, Residential Review. 
 
After staff gave a brief presentation, the following questions were asked: 
 
Q. Why is this happening? 
A. Cory Walton explained how an architect who lives in the planning area approached the 
Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Plan Contact Team with this idea and the team suggested he 
make some presentations to NPCT and the neighborhood. He made these presentations and 
they did outreach and eventually the NPCT approved a motion to start the process. The 
outreach they used was forums, general neighborhood association meetings, website, list 
serve and newsletters. 
 
Q. How does this apply to new construction? 
A. It applies to brand new construction and to existing homes where the homeowner wants to 
build a carport. If the carport is not flush with the home, the design tool would prohibit the 
construction. The homeowner would have to go to the Board of Adjustment to ask for a 
variance, but it’s really only for a hardship. 
 
Q. How does this apply to existing garages? 
A. For an existing garage, you could build higher, but you can’t change the footprint of the 
garage.  
 
Comments: 

• This design tool is not about aesthetics within the neighborhood, but it’s really about 
protecting the bungalows. 

• If single family homes need two off-street parking places, this design tool might 
affect this requirement. 

• I didn’t know a carport is considered a garage and would be affected by this 
ordinance. 

 
After the discussion, a vote of the people who attended the meeting was taken: 
 Support:  6 

Opposed:  4 
 Abstained:  2 
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Count of emails and comment forms received: 
 
 Support: 12 

Opposed: 28 
  
CITY COUNCIL DATE:  May 11, 2017    ACTION: 
 
CASE MANAGERS:  
 
Maureen Meredith, Plan Amendment Case  PHONE: 512-974-2695 
Andy Moore, Zoning Case    PHONE:  512-974-7604  
       
EMAILS:        maureen.meredith@austintexas.gov 
  Andrew.moore@austintexas.gov 
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Material Submitted to Planning 
Commission 
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Approved Planning Commission meeting minutes 
from September 27, 2016 
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Summary Letter Submitted by the Bouldin Creek NPCT 
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From: Cory Walton  
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2017 3:01 PM 
To: Leslie Moore; Vicki Knipp; kris@; Jennifer Wenzel; Magdalena Rood; Brad Patterson; Koreena 
Malone; 'Scott McNearney'; Melanie McNearney; Gary Hyatt; Stuart Hampton; scott.specht@; 
klewis849@; lilli.a.poulson@; Bert McIlwain; sewaltz@; m.cathcart@; baindr@; Patricia McNew; 
npoulson@; Casey Wenzel; John Bodek; Murray Freeman; Susan Helgren; Koreena Malone; Melody 
Snow; Tom Hurt; Paul Strange; Lorie Barzano; Philip Keil; Sean Kelly; Tim Rotunda; James Retherford; 
Sue Bornstein 
Cc: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Bouldin Creek NPCT Meeting Minuites 
 
All, 
Here are minutes from Bouldin's February 9 Neighborhood Plan Contact Team meeting. 
Maureen, please note item #3, wherein the team voted to amend the plan by adopting  the garage 
placement tool. 
Many thanks, y'all. 
Please contact me with any questions. 
Rgds. 
Cory Walton, BCNPCT Secretary 
 
9 February 2017 
Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Plan Contact Team 
The High Road. 700 Dawson Rd, Austin, TX 78704 
  
Meeting Minutes 
 
In attendance: 
Stuart Hampton 1006 S. First St., shampton@  
Susan Helgren, 1700 Block,S.Congress Ave., susanhelgren@  
Kevin Lewis, 1002 Bouldin Avenue, klewis849@  
Murray  Freeman, murray@  
Melody Snow, melosnow@ 
Paul Strange, 717 Post Oak ,strange20@ 
Sean Kelly, smtkellypg@g 
Cory Walton,1701 Bouldin, coryellwalton@ 
Magdalena Rood,1003 S. 2nd Street, mrood@ 
Jesse Moor, jtmoore624@ 
 
Meeting called to order 7:05 PM 
 
Attendee Introductions 
 
Review of minutes from last meeting (December 2015) Those present at that meeting voted 
unanimously to approve. 
  
Officer elections. Candidates: Sean Kelly, Chair; Cory Walton, Secretary, 

Bouldin Creek NPCT Meeting Minutes – Vote on 
Garage Placement Design Tool 
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Magdalena Rood, Vice Chair.  No additional nominations from floor. Motion to approve slate of 
officers seconded and passed unanimously by those eligible to vote (previously attended a BCNPCT 
meeting). 
  
Plan Amendments: Review of opt-in, opt-out infill options:  
1. Parking on front yards 
2. Food truck distance from residential properties.  
Members voted unanimously not to opt-in to either option. 
3. Review proposed Garage Placement tool option LDC 52-2-1604— Discussed previous year’s 
notification efforts, review and approval votes by BCNA zoning, steering & general association. 
Motion to approve adoption, seconded; approved on 6-2 vote. 
 
Review February 8 NPCT training session by City staff. Addition of consideration of fair  housing 
access in planning areas and other possible city support initiatives. No action taken. 
 
Bylaws revision discussion—small change recommendations from city staff for review,  
consideration.  No action taken. 
 
Meeting adjourned 7:57 PM  
 

 

 12 

12 of 50Item C-06



Planning Commission hearing: April 25, 2017 
 

 

 13 

13 of 50Item C-06



Planning Commission hearing: April 25, 2017 
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§ 25-2-1604 - GARAGE PLACEMENT.  
 
(A) This section applies to a single-family residential use, a duplex residential use, or a two-family 

residential use.  

(B) In this section:  

(1) BUILDING FACADE means the front-facing exterior wall or walls of the first floor of the 
principal structure on a lot, and the term excludes the building facade of the portion of the 
principal structure designed or used as a parking structure. Projections from front-facing 
exterior walls, including but not limited to eaves, chimneys, porches, stoops, box or bay 
windows, and other similar features as determined by the building official, are not 
considered part of the building facade.  

(2) PARKING STRUCTURE means a garage or carport, either attached or detached from the 
principal structure.  

(C) A parking structure with an entrance that faces the front yard abutting public right-of-way:  

(1) may not be closer to the front lot line than the front-most exterior wall of the first floor of the 
building facade; and  

(2) if the parking structure is less than 20 feet behind the building facade, the width of the 
parking structure may not exceed 50 percent of the width of the building facade, measured 
parallel to the front lot line, or the line determined by the building official if located on an 
irregular lot.  

Source: Ord. 030925-64; Ord. 031211-11; Ord. No. 20160505-051, Pt. 1, 5-16-16 .  

 16 

16 of 50Item C-06

http://newords.municode.com/readordinance.aspx?ordinanceid=773643&datasource=ordbank


Planning Commission hearing: April 25, 2017 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Proposed new text, graphic and general information (if approved by City Council): 

 
ADOPTED AREA-WIDE DESIGN TOOL 

 
 
On _________, 2017, the Austin City Council approved an ordinance number ______ that 
adopted Land Development Code Section 25-2-1604 – Garage Placement that regulates the 
placement of a garage to de-emphasize the garage as a central architectural element. This 
design tool applies to single-family residential use, a duplex residential use, or a two-family 
residential use. See graphic below and general information: 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Proposed Text and Information to be 
Added to the Plan Document 
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From: Melynda Nuss  
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2017 3:31 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Plan -- Garage Placement Tool 
 
Hi Maureen -- 
 
My husband and I live in Bouldin Creek (2308 S. 2nd), and I'm writing to express support for 
the garage placement design tool that's proposed as an addition to our neighborhood plan. 
The house across the street from us has an obtrusive garage, and it takes away from the 
neighborhood's friendliness and walkability. The planning tool is a great idea. 
 
Thank you so much for your time! 
 
Melynda Nuss (+ Jose Skinner) 
2308 S. 2nd 
512-799-9792 
 
 
From: Stephanie Land  
Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2017 9:51 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Bouldin Garage Placement Rule 
 
Dear Maureen, 
 
I was told I should email you to register my support of the Bouldin Garage Placement rule. We have 
enough blank walls going up in the neighborhood without putting garages front and center, too.  
 
Thank you very much, 
 
Stephanie Land  
S. 2nd Street 
 
 

Comments Received In Favor 
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From: Molly White  
Sent: Wednesday, April 05, 2017 9:50 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Bcna garage template 
 
Dear Maureen Meredith, 
A garage template amendment has been proposed for the BCNA neighborhood 
plan. We are long term neighborhood residents - 40 years - and I think we need all 
the help we can get to protect the neighborhood going forward, including the garage 
template.  Consider this a letter of support.   
Molly White 
1200 S. 5th 
 
 
From: paul strange   
Sent: Monday, April 10, 2017 11:10 AM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Bouldin Creek Garage Placement Design Tool 
 
Maureen, I want to go on record that I am in favor of the neighborhood adopting this tool and 
incorporating it into the Neighborhood plan. There have been numerous emails about lack of 
outreach and the fact that numerous smaller neighborhood lots make this tool inappropriate for 
Bouldin Creek. I don't believe that to be the case and feel this tool would benefit the neighborhood 
and for those residents who have a small lot and no alley access, they have the option of 
getting a variance if they desire off street parking.  

Paul Strange, 717 Post Oak, Austin, TX 78704
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From: stephanie kera  
Sent: Friday, March 24, 2017 8:37 AM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Carport Ban / Garage Placement in Bouldin - Opposition Vote 
 
Good morning Ms. Meredith, 
 
I'm sending a quick note to voice my opinion to oppose the proposed zoning restrictions on carports and 
garages.  
 
Thanks, 
Stephanie Dulimba 
2115 Newton St. 
Austin, TX 78704 
 

 
From: Jeffrey Andrews  
Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2017 9:46 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Bouldin Carport Ban 
 
Ms. Meredith, 
 
I’d like to register my dissent to the proposed rule changes, from what I understand of them from 
the mailing I received and discussions amongst neighbors. 
 
There are already so many building restrictions, and this proposed change strikes me as very heavy 
handed.  As you are probably aware, there are a vocal minority of residents in Bouldin who seem to 
be a bit overzealous in terms of preservation and adding new rules.  Having just built a guest house, 
I realized how complicated and labyrinth the existing rules are.   
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Jeff Andrews 
1900 S. 2nd St 
 
From: Aaron McGarry  
Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2017 6:53 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Carport/Garage Issue in Bouldin Creek 
Maureen, 
I hope this note finds you well.  I plan on attending the March 29th public hearing as long as I have 
no flight issues getting home.  Just in case I don't make it back in time I wanted to provide my 
feedback. 
 
1. If you have a large lot and doing new construction you could do a side driveway and have a rear garage.  You 
could also easily comply.   

Comments Received in Opposition 
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2. If you have a smaller lot and a exiting home you would be heavily restricted. 
3. If you have an alley lot you have options. 
4. If you have a corner lot you are good to go. 
 
This seems to directly target people like myself who own a 1953 home that is already at the setbacks, on a narrow 
lot (50ft wide) and would promote people tearing down old homes versus remodeling them.  I have to jump through 
enough red tape just to have covered parking (carport) on my property as it is.  This would make it literally 
impossible. 
I am extremely against this proposal. 
Thank you, 
 
Aaron McGarry 
2210 S. 2nd Street 

 
From: Jan Duffin  
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2017 5:28 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Regarding the 3.29 Public Hearing Case number: NPA-2017-0013.01 and C14-2017-0026 
(Bouldin Garage Tool) 
To: Maureen Meredith 

City of Austin 
Planning and Zoning Department 
  

In regards to Case number: NPA-2017-0013.01 and C14-2017-0026, the proposed 
amendment to adopt a Garage Placement Design Tool to the Bouldin Creek Neighborhood 
Plan. 

From: Jan Duffin 
901 W. Annie Street 
  

Thank you for encouraging online comments, as I cannot be physically present at the March 
29 community meeting.  

There has been a lively online discussion by Bouldinites prior to this meeting and I will 
address some of their comments below. I hope to reference them fairly as I make a case for 
my vehement objection to the amendment.  

1a)   I refute the argument made that it is too late in the game to be objecting to a tool that 
has so much support from the planners.  

1b)   My argument: I should be heard on equal footing as the "for" viewpoint, and not 
disparaged because of the timing of my objection.  

Yes the endorsers  (BCNA Zoning Committee, BCNA Steering Committee, BCNA General 
Association meeting attendees, BC Neighborhood Plan Contact Team Officers) have been 
working on this awhile. It doesn’t mean that they reached everyone. While it is apparent 
that it was discussed in meetings and placed in the Bouldin newsletter, those facts do not 
guarantee that the methods reached all people with an opinion.  Just because I responded 
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to the one public input outreach I did hear about (the City’s mailing about the Public 
Hearing Information) shouldn’t imply that I didn’t care up until this point. It could simply 
mean that’s the first I’m hearing about it and want to make sure my voice is heard. 

2a) I refute the argument that garages facing the street that stick out past the façade of the 
house (actually called “snout houses” by some) discourage community or diminish the 
“people-oriented character of the streetscape.”  

2b) My argument. This is absolutely too subjective an argument that has no logical basis. It 
relies entirely on aesthetics and is not rooted in any common safety issue or violation of 
current enforceable or implied code.  

The use of the word “streetscape” in the pro-Placement tool presentation makes it sound as 
if Bouldin is a static painting. We are not. We are a vibrant, living, ever-changing, grand and 
wonderful neighborhood with growing diversity. And more diversity, it can be argued, is 
better for decision-making on a grand scale—NOT restriction of thought or aesthetic or 
opinion. 

This tool is trying to solve a problem that does not empirically exist. 

3a)   I refute the argument that because other areas of the city are using it makes it good for 
Bouldin (according to the pro-Placement tool presentation, 23 areas have adopted it). 

3b)  My argument. So what? Each area also probably solicited feedback and made a 
decision. It’s our turn. We’re not the Justice Department going against a solid precedent. 
We’re going through the process based on what we as a neighborhood believe would be in 
the best interests of our hood. I think this is going to divide us more than bring our interests 
together. There is ample email proof of the divisiveness of this issue already. Why codify 
this thing and cement these harsh feelings? 

If these are voluntary guidelines, let us accept the current City mailing as our notification 
that says “We’d like you to follow this…” End of story. No going in front of the City Council 
or bothering the Zoning folks necessary! 

I agree with a neighbor’s previous assessment of this situation who basically said these code 
restrictions upon current residents who would like to stay in their Bouldin homes and build 
to suit a need, are instead encouraged to move away.  I would add they are not only 
hobbled by the City restrictions and onerous building permit process, but actually goaded to 
leave by the very nasty e-list comments of some residents who say “don’t move here and 
then try to change anything about your property, just live elsewhere.”  Which ironically 
enough will result in fewer long-time residents dedicated to making solid connections with 
neighbors, thus fewer opposing viewpoints to these restrictions.  

Finally, the PowerPoint that was presented in order to garner support for this tool reasoned 
with an “urgency” claim in a few bullet points. 

•             Rapid demolition and re-development… (and) 

•             Will anyone recognize what is left? 

 26 

26 of 50Item C-06



Planning Commission hearing: April 25, 2017 
 

My point is “Who will BE left?” And my answer is “The unhappiest (but determined to keep 
their perfect picture of the hood) Bouldinites who just want to call in to Code Compliance 
about the new neighbors, who will keep streaming in because that’s just what happens to a 
very very popular neighborhood.”  

Thanks for your time. 

 

 
From: Mike   
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2017 10:46 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Regarding Case number NPA-2017-0013.01 and C14-2017-0026 (Bouldin Creek Garage 
Placement Design Tool) 
From: Mike Cruzcosa 
901 W Annie St 
Dear Maureen Meredith 
Thanks for encouraging feedback on this item 
I'm strongly opposed to the amendment. I think it's arbitrary, illogical and 
unnecessary. I think the proponents of the amendment owe their neighbors a 
sincere apology, especially those they have attempted to stigmatize and out-group 
with their criticisms and the use of the "snout house" slur 
Some considerations 
- I've met some very likable people who live in "non-compliant" homes and I've read 
some cruel and mean-spirited e-list postings by people who apparently don't. I'm an 
introvert and I tend to shy away from all social interaction regardless of whether I 
have a garage or not. There is no correlational or causal relationship between 
sociability and garage configuration 
- I've seen some "compliant" homes that I think are downright ugly and some "non-
compliant" homes with innovative designs that I think complement the neighborhood. 
But these are my opinions and entirely a matter of subjective aesthetics. It would be 
poor form to presume that my subjective opinions should be imposed on my 
neighbors. There is no architectural absolute that equates garage configuration with 
aesthetic appeal 
- People who prefer the way Travis Heights looks should probably move to Travis 
Heights or visit there more often 
- I didn't find out about this debate until recently but I think my opinion about it counts 
equally 
- If the underlying concern is to somehow insulate Bouldin from the urban 
transformation that is occurring across Austin and surrounding communities, it 
seems a little bizarre to fixate on garage configuration. If the intent is to exclude 
people who would transform our community in ways we don't like, let's just go whole 
hog and establish a Bouldin Creek Aesthetics Tribunal. We could review the designs 
of prospective homes and exclude the ones we don't like. We can require 
prospective residents to write essays about why they want to live here and exclude 
the ones we don't like. Just kidding of course, but then again some might like the 
idea which to me is more objectionable than the parameters of any garage or 
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carport. Bouldin has a unique charm and is diverse, vibrant and evolving. The 
character of Bouldin is not a function of the garages attached to the houses. It's a 
result of the people who live in these houses and how they treat each other and they 
pride they take in being part of the community 
Thanks for taking the time to read these comments 
Regards, Mike 
 
From: Murray Freeman  
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2017 6:41 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Regarding the 3.29 Public Hearing Case number: NPA-2017-0013.01 and C14-2017-0026 
(Bouldin Garage Tool) 
Hello Maureen Meredith! 
 
I am filing my objection to this new rule 
 
I have a trade show that I have to attend, in order to pay my property taxes in Austin, so I cannot 
attend the meeting on the 29th to speak in person. 
 
My address is 616 W Monroe, Austin Tx 78704 
 
My objections are based on these opinions 
 
a) many older Bouldin homes have been photographed, that do not comply with this rule.   As such, 
the rule is not "preserving" an existing style as much as it is imposing new restrictions, many many 
garages, carports exist in Bouldin, some even at the edge of the sidewalk, that were not mentioned 
at the time this came to a vote - as there was not time for people to collect data. 
 
b) Fewer than 2% of the owners in Bouldin were at the meeting where this was presented.  Many 
believe this rule is voluntary.   Once a critical posting was made to the local newsgroup - that 
posting, last week, raised awareness to the 98% who had not realized the importance of this zoning 
change.   Yes it is late - but what is the hurry to push this thru with such low participation?  
 
c) At the meeting - their was a biased presentation in favor.  At no time has time been allotted for 
someone to go back and study the impact on the narrow lots that are here in Bouldin 
 
d) way isn't there an impact study?   Why not a report on the number of new and older homes that 
do not comply? 
 
e) I understand that many long term residents of Bouldin - who are more active in the Neighborhood 
association compared to people who moved here 5 or 10 years ago - that these residents are upset 
about the rapid replacement of older homes.   However - the very fact that these older homes are 
being replaced, proves that the neighborhood plan has failed to preserve the character of the 
neighborhood.   Indeed, these classic older homes cannot be duplicated - as they do not comply 
with current COA rules like 
 
- Setbacks 
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- FAR 
- Impervious Cover 
- ADA 
- "Tent" 
- electrical and fire safety 
 
Preservation of the visual character of the community has been made impossible by City zoning - 
resulting in a visually unappealing compromise between modern architecture and the very narrow 
limits on the size, outline, and features of new construction.   This compromise has not slowed 
growth - but it has resulting in cookie cutter designs being proven as permittable and then 
duplicated over and over again. 
 
f) the notion of a Variance application was given - that is not realistic, it inserts a subjective 
variability into the planning process and causes months if not years of delays. 
 
Respectfully 
 
Murray Freeman 

 
From: Matt Cochran 
Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2017 9:35 AM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Opposition to "Garage Placement Tool" Case: C14-2017-0026 

Maureen, 

I’m writing this email in regards to the proposed “Garage Placement Tool” that is up 
for debate this evening (zoning case: C14-2017-0026). I can’t attend due to work, 
but I wanted to express my thoughts as a Bouldin Creek homeowner. If possible, 
please forward my email to the interested parties in my absence.  

I am strongly opposed to this new zoning restriction, and I do not think the small 
group of BCNA members speak for the community as a whole.  

I understand that the BCNA have good intentions at heart, but opinions on 
“character” and “history” of our neighborhood are as varied as the houses 
themselves. Imposing this zoning code on a neighborhood such as Bouldin Creek 
seems to run in opposition of everything it stands for.  

Adopting this new zoning plan would be detrimental for a few reasons: 

1.       Lot sizes and access to alleys vary significantly throughout the neighborhood. 
Building/zoning codes such as the proposed typically are applied to neighborhoods with 
conformity. In fact, the neighborhoods in Austin that have adopted similar restrictions are 
mostly newer, suburban areas – not central, urban neighborhoods. The code would place 
unnecessary burden on properties without access to alleyways.  

2.       This would not eliminate front access driveways. Homeowners remodeling their homes 
would still provide parking in the front of the house (because most don’t have alley access). 
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Now we’d simply stare at more cars in front lawns instead of garages/carports. That doesn’t 
solve anything from an aesthetic or pedestrian standpoint. Cars would still enter from the 
front. 

3.       This could potentially harm home values as certain lots would have restrictions on floor 
plans and parking. 

In short, this proposed zoning change appears to be a veiled attempt by older 
homeowners to prevent certain architectural styles in remodels/new builds. This 
would not accomplish their goal, nor would it help with pedestrian traffic for the 
reasons mentioned above. It simply doesn’t work for our neighborhood. MANY other 
homeowners feel the same and would be disheartened to see the measure passed. 

Thank you, 

Matt Cochran 

Bouldin Creek Resident 

-----Original Message----- 
From: curwin@  
Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2017 12:32 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Subject: Feedback on Garage Placement Design Tool for Bouldin Creek 
 
Maureen - 
We are unable to attend the meeting tonight about case # NPA-2017-0013.01 & C14-2017-0026. We 
object to the proposed amendment. 
 
We feel the proposal is too restrictive. We live in Bouldin Creek (614 W Johanna St) & are fortunate 
to have an oversized lot with alley access to a driveway in the back. Not all our neighbors have that 
luxury. Street parking is difficult at times & many lots are not sufficiently wide, so some residents 
have no option but to create parking in the front of their homes. Limiting garage width to half the 
house width also seems rather arbitrary, if there is sufficient land area. And many front-area garages 
& carports already exist in the neighborhood.  
 
Thank you for gathering feedback. Hope the meeting goes well. 
         Charlene Urwin & John Pratt 
 
From: Ben Stark  
Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2017 1:26 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen; Me 
Subject: Against Garage Placement Tool in Bouldin Creek - Resident & Homeowner @ 105 W. Mary - 
Voting Against 
I am a resident and homeowner in Bouldin Creek at 105 W. Mary. I am voting 
against and object to the zoning change for the garage placement tool on my house 
and across my neighborhood. I oppose both the content of the ordinance and I 
object to the process with which this ordinance was nominally voted on by a select 
few members of the neighborhood without a due process. 
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A major factor that makes a historical neighborhood like Bouldin Creek or Clarksville 
unique is the way the lots were uniquely subdivided. This was partly due to the 
historical presence/settling of African Americans in these neighborhoods prior to the 
major 1928 master plan zoning changes. Thus, both Bouldin and Clarksville have 
many smaller lots subdivided and carved out of otherwise standard subdivision city 
lots. Especially around corners and near intersections. This is what allowed for 
urban bungalows in an eclectic historical setting and appropriately dense housing 
environment given its proximity to downtown. 
 
According to tax records and water tap records, 105 W. Mary was originally built and 
this lot was subdivided back in 1927. It is less than a 3,000 sft lot. There is no street 
parking allowed infront of my house as there is a bike lane in front of my house and 
high traffic intersection a block away. I have to be able to park at my home or walk 
across both lanes of traffic at a very busy intersection of Mary St to get to my house. 
The only way to park a car at my house is in the front. There is absolutely no other 
functional or even possible way. You can look at the survey of the lot.  

As most of my neighbors, I both have and want to maintain the right to build and 
cover the parking for at least 1 car at my house with a carport. This one size fits all 
ordinance would not allow for that in a functional or design appropriate way given the 
unique lot of the house. The many neighbors who live on these types of lots should 
be allowed to have covered parking in a way that is uniquely appropriate to their lot 
without having to rebuild or reconfigure a curb cut and/or driveway or go through a 
series of reviews presentations and undetermined approvals for a number of months 
if not a year. It seems unfair to force the many homeowners or neighbors on these 
lots to carry groceries in the rain, or have their cars covered in bird excrement or tree 
pollen. It also seems unfair to force someone to have to go through a very stressful, 
time consuming and expensive variance process and go around seeking the 
approval of every neighbor just to get a covered parking spot that these other 
neighbors already have.  
 
This ordinance creates and entrenches an adversarial process, not a 
friendly/neighborly process. 

I also object to the process with which this ordinance could be adopted. I was not 
aware of the content of this ordinance nor was I aware that the City would be voting 
to adopt it until I read an email on the neighborhood listserve from a concerned 
citizen last week. I personally did not receive anything in the mail regarding the 
content of this ordinance. Nor was I aware of the content of the ordinance or its 
implications before the small group of neighbors voted in favor of it on a Tuesday 
evening many months ago.  
 
The overwhelming majority of residents of Bouldin Creek were not aware of the 
actual content or details of the ordinance before a vote took place on it. Only those 
who happened to attend one meeting on a Tuesday night before a vote was taken to 
supposedly represent all the residents and homeowners of the neighborhood. This 
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vote will place permanent restrictions on all the lots across the neighborhood without 
respect to unique needs of the individual homeowners or lots. There was insufficient 
notice and due process in seeking a representative and informed vote.  

I ask the commission to ask and consider how many people total actually voted on 
this at the meeting where the vote took place? What were the actual number of 
votes that took place and what was the attendance at this meeting on a 
Tuesday night? What is the number of residents and homeowners that this 
ordinance permanently restricts? 

I work late and into the evening almost every weeknight. I personally was not able to 
go vote at this meeting many months ago even if I was aware of the ordinance itself, 
the determining vote, and its implications. As a matter of due process, a more 
informed and representative vote should take place on adopting this ordinance.  

I do thank you for your time and consideration, 

Ben Stark 
105 W. Mary St. 
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From: Brian Streig  
Sent: Sunday, April 09, 2017 5:32 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Cc: Brian Streig 
Subject: Garage Placement Tool for Bouldin Creek Neighborhood 

Hello Maureen, 
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I am writing this email in regards to the proposed "Garage Placement Tool" that is 
being debated for the Bouldin Creek Neighborhood. It is my understanding that the 
next hearing for the rules change is tomorrow, April 10, 2017. Unfortunately, I am a 
tax CPA and have my own deadline at work that prevents me from getting away so I 
can attend this hearing.  

I just wanted to get my opinion heard because I don't feel like the official 
Neighborhood organization is doing a good job at representing all the neighbors in 
our neighborhood. I do not agree or approve of the Garage Placement Tool for many 
reasons. Here are a few of the reasons: 

1) The neighborhood is full of tiny lots and this tool will prevent many modern livable
houses to be built. Limiting the amount of garage space on the front facade of the 
house is nothing more than an aesthetic and architectural preference that might be a 
good goal, but is definitely not a requirement that the city should force on the 
neighborhood.  

2) Many of the older homes would not meet the requirements of the Garage
Placement Tool. These older homes have already established a precedent that we 
can all live with these types of designs without any detriment to the neighborhood. In 
fact, my own condo would not meet this requirement because of the width of my 
garage, however, I think my condo has a very charming and welcoming front porch 
that more than compensates for this design style. 

3) The rationale for this rule that's been proposed seems to be that it will make the
neighborhood more livable and walk-able, but that doesn't make any sense to me. If 
you want to have that as a goal, it seems you would require sidewalks on all streets 
and limit the gates that are in the front of houses. I can tell you that I frequently have 
to walk in the street because of a lack of sidewalks or overgrown vegetation on the 
sidewalks. This is a much bigger hindrance to walk-ability than any garage in front of 
someone's house.  

On another note, there is also a related discussion in our neighborhood about 
carports in front of houses. I want my voice to be heard that I completely approve 
and encourage people to install carports in front of their houses. There is no reason 
why these should be prohibited, especially for houses that don't have a garage 
(because it won't fit on their lot). This micromanagement of design style is really 
getting out of control and doesn't seem to add any value to the neighborhood. There 
are so many other issues in our neighborhood that should be addressed that this 
seems like a silly debate to even be having.  

I hope you'll take my opinions into account when you make your decision on these 
issues. 

Best regards, 
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Brian Streig 
1011 Brodie Street #21 
Austin, TX 78704 

From: David Smith   
Sent: Tuesday, April 04, 2017 6:46 PM 
To: Meredith, Maureen 
Cc: Harden, Joi 
Subject: Case Number: NPA-2017-0013.01 and C14-2017-0026 

Regarding: 
Case Number: NPA-2017-0013.01 and C14-2017-0026 
Contact: Maureen Meredith 
Public Hearing Dates: 

Planning Commission – Tues., April 11, 2017 
City Council – Thurs., May 11, 2017 

Dear Ms. Meredith, 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Plan Amendment and 
Zoning Change Request in the above referenced case.  Unfortunately I missed the 
community meeting on March 29 when the proposal was discussed or I would have 
communicated my objections in person.  I am opposed to the proposal for the 
following reasons: 

1. The Proposed Plan Amendment will have a Direct Adverse Impact on Me
– I have a curb cut at the front of my property and one day I would like to

build a carport in front of my home at 1708 South 5th Street.  My home has a 
detached two car garage facing an alleyway at the rear my property.  When I 
first purchased my home few of my neighbors used the alleyway.  However, 
use of the alley has increased including to allow heavy trucks and equipment 
access to neighboring lots for construction purposes.  The alleyway has been 
blocked on occasion and I have been delayed when I leave or arrive home.  
Having covered parking at the front of my house would allow me to avoid 
these situations.  Also, the parking at the rear of my home cannot be seen 
from the front of the property and first time visitors and service personnel do 
not know where to park.  Parking at the front of my property would alleviate 
this issue.  The proposed Plan Amendment will prevent me from improving 
my property as I wish. 

2. The Proposal Fails to Consider the Nature of the Neighborhood –
Bouldin Creek is not a new neighborhood and the vast majority of the lots
contain structures.  It may be impossible for homeowners who wish to add
covered parking to comply with the proposed requirements because of how
existing buildings are situated on their property.  In addition, Bouldin Creek is
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an old and traditionally lower income neighborhood.  When the neighborhood 
was platted, many small and narrow lots were created.  The proposed Plan 
Amendment creates a set of requirements which cannot be practically 
satisfied by owners of small or narrow lots and will effectively deny them any 
means of obtaining covered parking. 

3. The Proposal Constitutes an Unwarranted Governmental Taking –
Covered parking is at a premium in this neighborhood and has an associated
value for homeowners and potential future home buyers.  In response to this
situation, many property owners have built carports in the front of their lots.  I
have lived in the Bouldin Creek neighborhood off and on since 1994 and I
have never observed a negative impact from such structures as long as they
comply with existing set back and impervious cover requirements.   If this
proposed Plan Amendment is adopted, I will, without compensation, be
denied the opportunity to improve my property in the same manner enjoyed
by many of my neighbors.  The proposed Plan Amendment constitutes an
unwarranted government taking.

4. The Proposal is Simply Unnecessary -- Construction within the Bouldin
Creek neighborhood is already subject to zoning restrictions, set back
provisions and impervious cover requirements.  Existing regulations address
construction issues that might inconvenience neighbors and stakeholders.
These provisions are enforced by a city department that is stretched thin and
burdened with interpreting numerous, sometimes conflicting, rules and
regulations.  The proposed Plan Amendment is simply one more rule that
must be interpreted and enforced, making life more difficult both for city
inspectors and residents seeking to enhance their property.  Finally, the city
has already undertaken to adopt a rationalized set of regulations as part of
the CodeNext initiative.  I see no purpose or benefit in promulgating additional
regulations while CodeNext is being considered.

I receive notifications about requested variances and zoning proposals frequently.  I 
have never objected to variances requested by my neighbors or other amendment 
proposals.  However, I want you and anyone you are in communication with about 
the proposed Plan Amendment to understand that I am strongly opposed to the 
proposal and I am completely serious when I say this constitutes a governmental 
taking.  I believe that the proposal is short sighted, ill conceived and poorly timed.  I 
will oppose this effort in every way that I can. 

Sincerely, 

David Smith 
1708 South 5th St. 
Austin, TX 78704 
(512)762-2069 
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