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unbuildable by 49 sq feet, though the property was sold in 194 and sUppOTLed d SLugic tainy
residence until November 2006. It is zoned as an SF-3 lot and we would like to build consistently
with the Small Lot Amnpesty regulations, maintaining the same footprint to lot size ratio limits and

impervious cover limits as required.

A brief history of the lot: In 1948, Aurora Eligio, a widow, sold off the back 43 feet of her lot, which
was 57 feet deep, to Heliodoro and Prisciliana Sontoya. They built a home on theit land that year
themselves and continued to live in the house until their deaths. The house then passed to_a sister,
became a rental house, and eventually it sat vacant for a number of years, becoming a hot-spot of
trouble in the neighborhood. According to the neighbors, the children and grandchildren of Mrs.
Eligio, and the police who patroi the area, there have been numerous visitors per DAY to the lot for

) e 1 Taabine in ta chaot nn visit prostitutes, and perform other illegal activities
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this lot was created in 1948, when the current zoning regulation limiting buildable lots to 2500 sq. ft.
was not in force. When Aurora Eligio sold off these 2451 sq. ft.. she did not intend to make the lot
smaller than legal limits of 2006. Additionally. this lot was conveyed in a way that makes our
hardship extremely unique — Ms. Eligio sold off the south 43 feet of what she thought at the time was
147.5 feet, but in reality she owned all of the N 150 ft. She didn't know this because the south 2.5
feet were to have been an alley. which was then unopened, and the existence of this unopened Y2 alley

got lost in an era when exact surveving and careful land conveyance was less common. The strip
(2.5 ft. x 57 ft.) sits on the south property line of 208 Salina, but will never be developable by us, as it
belongs to the property to the north, and they can never build on it either, as it is too small. The net
effect of this 'lost’ property is that our lot Jooks. functions, and has the working size of 2593.5 sq. ft.,
though the strip can only function as side vard for this property. _The presence of the lot's three large
(protected) pecan trees create special difficulties in squeezing a house and parking onto an already
small Tot. These trees are the unigue cause of our request to reduce concrete parking pad
requirements to zero (to be substituted by 2-track gravel parking) and decrease the front yard setback

to 10 feet (two of the trees sit within the buildable area of the site and the proposed home is designed

around them).

(b) The hardship is not general to the area in which the property is located because:

Many small lots in the area were divided before current regulations and happen to meet the 2,500 sq.
ft. minimum size. Qur neighbors to the north have more land, but both properties have served as
single-family dwellings side by side for half a century. The intent of small lot amnesty was to allow
lots that were falling into disrepair or decay due to current zoning regulations to be buildable, and
this lot is of the type envisioned in the urban redevelopment goals. The lot at 208 Salina was sold as
43 feet by 57 feet. Had current regulations been in effect, the lot could easily have been sold as
44x57 — it was merely a choice at the time, unique to this sale, and the current OWners should not be
penalized for the unknowing choices of the seller in 1948. The other variances requested are based
on hardships not general to the area as the density of protected-size pecan trees is unusual on such a

small lot.

AREA CHARACTER:

3. The variance will not alter the character of the area adjacent to the property, will not impair the
use of adjacent conforming property, and will not impair the purpose of the regulations of the
zoning district in which the property is located because:

We would like to build a single family dwelling on a lot in an area filled with single family
dwellings. Further, the presence of a new home will improve the area, as the former uninhabitable
dwelling was frequented by prostitutes and drug users stopping by to use the structure as cover
(syringes and the police were frequent visitors), The neighborhood is full of unique dwellings built
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to suit small, unusual lots, and our home will be no different, taking a lot created in 1948 and
building a home that protects the pecan trees and uses space efficiently. Additionally, a cinder block
commercial storage building sits on the south property line and is covered in grafitti — our home will
be an improvement to the character of the area. providing a buffer between the commercial area
facing 2" street and the homes north of the property. In no way will building a small home on this
property impair the purposes of the zoning regulations in this area, and they will in no way impair the
use of adjacent property. as the new home will be the same use/home type/zoning as the house that
stood on the lot previously. The setback of this home will be an average of the three structures
present on the same block — two are commercial buildings, set 5.5 and 11 feet from the street, and a
home set 13 feet from the street. The Jegal wording of Small Lot Amnesty would set the front yard
setback to 13 feet, matching the one residential property, but the area character would not be harmed
by a smaller setback, as 10 feet would truly be an average of the surrounding structures. The parking
variance would not change the use of the site. as onsite parking would still be provided, just not as
solid concrete pads. All the normal use of the site as a single family residence will be in line with

area character as proposed in our site plan.

PARKING: (Additional criteria for parking variances only.)

Request for a parking variance requires the Board to make additional findings. The Board may grant
a variance to a regulation prescribed Section 479 of Chapter 25-6 with respect to the number of off-
street parking spaces or loading facilities required if it makes findings of fact that the following
additional circumstances also apply:

1. Neither present nor anticipated future traffic volumes generated by the use of the site or the uses
of sites in the vicinity reasonable require strict or literal interpretation and enforcement of the
specific regulation because:

We are not asking to decrease the number of parking spaces on the lot, only change their composition

and shape to suit the very large pecan trees, which are protected size and limit buildable footprint in a

significant manner.

2. The granting of this variance will ot result in the parking or loading of vehicles on public streets
in such a manner as to interfere with the free flow of traffic of the streets because:

we will be parking on our own Jot, and only participating in activities suited to a single-family home.

We intend to move to this home and have it as our primary residence. We have only one compact
car, and nothing in our current life or in the potential use of a small home could generate traffic of

enough volume to interfere with free flow of traffic.

3. The granting of this variance will not create a safety hazard or any other condition inconsistent
with the objectives of this Ordinance because:
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parking spaces suitable to the site will be present and used by the family in residence, and the parking

spaces will be of a size and makeup to help the environment (the trees) and will create no safety

hazards.

4. The variance will run with the use or uses to which it pertains and shall not run with the site
because: the need for different parking pad size is suited to the home proposed for the site and
our desire to protect the trees. We are asking only for a variance in parking pad composition

(thus a reduction in concrete spaces (0 Zero but with plans for tracks of the same size), but not in

number of spaces because of reasonable use requirements for a single family home. _ Should the

property change hands and zoning be changed, the parking requirements would change as well.

.

NOTE: The Board cannot grant a variance that would provide the applicant with a special privilege not enjoyed
by others similarly situated or potentially similarly situated.

APPLICANT CERTIFICATE — [ affirm that my statements contained in the complete application are
true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Signed ‘m&‘_@ﬁ%‘_'_‘ Mail Address 4402 Everest Lane

City, State & Zip _Austin TX 78727

Printed __ Brooke Wagen Phone _835-5452 Date __ 11/25/2006

OWNER’s CERTIFICATE - I affirm that my statements contained in the complete application are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Signed ‘M ()\I\ﬂ/\oﬂ* Mail Address_ 4402 Everest Lane

City, State & Zip ___Austin TX 78727

Printed __Taylor & Brooke Wagen Phone __835.5452 Date _Nov. 25, 2006
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