
City Council hearing- July 28, 2011

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN AMENDMENT REVIEW SHEET

NEIGHORHOOD PLAN: Dawson Neighborhood Plan

CASE#: NPA-20 11-0001 .OJ

PC DATE: July 12, 2011 (postponed to August 9, 2011)
June 28. 2011 (hearing cancelled)

ADDRESS/ES: 141 WestOltorf Street

SITE AREA: 0.1472 acres

APPLICANT/OWNER: Kathleen Pixley

AGENT: Kathleen Pixley

TYPE OF AMENDMENT:

Change in Future Land Use Designation

From: Single Family To: Mixed Use or Mixed Use/Office

Base District Zoning Change

Related Zoning Case: Cl 4-2011-0015
From: SF-3-NP To: GO-MU-CO-NP

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN ADOPTION DATE: August 27. 1997

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: Pending.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Not Recommended

BASIS FOR STAFF’S RECOMMENDATION: The plan amendment and zoning change
request does not meet the following Goals. Objectives, and Action Items:
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Neighborhood Character

1. Preserve the character of the Dawson
Neighborhood.

Objective: Preserve the residential character of the
interior of the neighborhood and the
commercial character of South First
Street and South Congress Avenue.

• Objective: Preserve the quiet nature of the
Dawson neighborhood.

• Objective: Preserve the friendly, family-oriented
atmosphere.

Action Items:

> The Planning Commission and City Council should
uphold and preserve the residential zoning of the interior
of the neighborhood. They should not allow lots outside
the Congress and South First Street corridors to be
zoned for commercial or more intensive uses.

> The Dawson Neighborhood Association will publicize
through its newsletter the requirements and restrictions
on home based businesses to support very small
businesses while still maintaining the residential integrity
of the interior of the neighborhood.

> The Development Review and Inspection Department
should aid this effort by increasing the enforcement of
existing ordinances regarding home-based businesses,
with either additional staff, or a reallocation of existing
staff.

Business and Commerce

4. Encourage appropriate business development.
• Objective: Form a Dawson business coalition.
• Objective: Encourage types of new businesses

and building types that are compatible
with the neighborhood and its other
existing businesses.
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Objective: Improve aesthetics along the
neighborhood perimeter.

5. Increase awareness of the neighborhood’s
resources.
• Objective: Increase awareness of the businesses

in the Dawson neighborhood.
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Davison Neighborhood Plan

Figure 3: Dawson
Neighborhood

Commercial Corridors

The shaded areas represent the
commercial corridors of the
Dawson neighborhood. South
First Street and South Congress
Avenue. Located along major
streets, and within easy walking
distances of the neighborhood’s
houses and apartments, these
corridors house a mix businesses
serving the needs of the
neighborhood and the City as a
whole.

Compatibility is important to the
continued success the existing
businesses in the Dawson
neighborhood. New businesses
should not be of a type that will
detract from established
businesses, or the neighborhood
as a whold. Compatibility will be
especially important as the
proposed light rail line along
South Congress brings additional
development pressures to the
area.

N\
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StaffAnalysis: When the Dawson Plan was adopted, the participants clearly intended to
include this tract within the residential portion of the plan and to not add it to the commercial
corridor. The lot was platted specifically as part of the residential development and the
stakeholders do not want the property to transition to commercial losing the buffer that exists
between the HEB parking lot to the east and the residential property immediately adjacent to
the property to the west.

BACKGROUND: The plan amendment case was filed on February 28, 2011, which is
within the open filing period for City Council-approved neighborhood plans located on the
west side of I.H.-35.

The associated zoning case is C14-201 1-0015. The zoning request is to change the zoning
from SF-3-NP (Family Residence — Neighborhood Plan) to GO-MU-CO-NP (General
Office-Mixed Use-Conditional Overly-Neighborhood Plan) to operate a hair salon. The
conditional overly is for LR-Neighborhood Commercial uses and development standards but
with one GO use for personal services, which a beauty salon is categorized as such.

The proposed future land use map change is from Single Family to either Mixed Use, which
is consistent with the land use directly to the east (HEB tract) or to mixed use/office, which
could serve as a lower-intensity buffer to the residential land use to the west.

The owner is currently operating a beauty salon out of her home under the Home Occupation
Ordinance. A copy of the ordinance is located at the back of this report. She would like to
rezone the property primarily so she can advertise her business, which she is not allowed to
do under the Home Occupation Ordinance. Specifically, she would like to post a business
sign in her front yard. The Home Occupation Ordinance allows signs to be posted but only if
the property located on a Core Transit Corridor or a Future Core Transit Corridor. Oltorf
Street is an Urban Roadway, but is not a Core Transit Corridor or a Future Core Transit
Corridor.
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The Dawson Neighborhood Plan was completed under the City of Austin’s Neighborhood
Planning Program and was adopted as part of the Austin Tomorrow Comprehensive Plan on
August 27, 1997. The boundaries of the planning area are:

PUBLIC MEETINGS: The plan amendment meeting was held on April 20. 2011. One
hundred forty meeting notices were mailed to propery owners and utility account holders
within 500 feet of the property, in addition to members of the Dawson Planning Contact
Team and to environmental groups and neighborhood organizations registered on the City’s
Community Registry. Nine stakeholders attended the meeting, in addition to the applicant
and one city staff member.

After Ms. Pixley’s presentation. the following questions were asked:

Will your site have to comply with Commercial Design Standards?
Neither the applicant nor City staff were able to answer the question at the meeting; however,
below is the response to the question from Amber Mitchell in the Development Assistance
Center:

Ms. Pixley may be able to qualify for a site plan exemption if the improvements
are less than 1,000 sq ft of new impervious cover. If not and assuming this is
subject to design standards she would likely have to have some type of
alternative compliance since they are only adding parking. but I’m a little
concerned about your applicants ability to get 3 parking spaces in front of her
house; it doesn’t appear that she can meet our dimensional requirements. I found
an old building permit that stated her building is *1,114 s.f. If that’s the case she
only needs three spaces: 1114/275 * .80 (the urban core reduction). It still
amounts to four because she’ll have to have an access aisle for the accessible
space. She’ll probably exceed 1,000 square feet with three spaces plus the access
aisle and drive aisle behind the parking spaces, Linless she already has a lot of
existing paving on her property. If this is the case she’d submit a D site plan
(construction, no land use) with the Land Use Review division and request
Alternative Equivalent Compliance for Commercial Design Standards. My
guess is that the sidewalks would be required at a minimum.

*Note: TCAD has the building size at 888 square feet.

Will you have enough space on your property to provide the required parking?
Kathi Pixley said she spoke to a planner in the Development Assistance Center and was told,
based on the size of her home of 888 square feel so she will need three parking spaces, plus
one wheelchair accessible space. She believes she can fit the three spaces in her front yard,
with the one accessible parking space near the rear of the home with a ramp leading to the
back door.

Before you purchased the house, you knew it was residentially zoned and that the
Dawson Planning Contact Team would not support any upzoning. Why did purchase
the property anyway?
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Kathi said she was fully aware of the situation because she spoke with members of the
Dawson Planning Contact team prior to purchasing the home, but she said the home “talked
to her” and she felt compelled to purchase it anyway.

If you were specifically looking for a commercial property for your beauty salon, why
didn’t you purchase a commercially-zoned property?
Kathi said the commercial properties were not within her price-range because it was at the
peak of the house bubble.

After the discussion, members of the planning contact team and other attendees said it was
not personal against Ms. Pixley, but they do not support her proposed changes. They are
concerned about “commercial creep” into the established residential areas and have
successfully fought against other single family homes along Oltorf from converting to
commercial.

Letters in opposition from the Dawson Planning Contact with an informal petition against the
case are on page 8. Other stakeholders’ letters of opposition start on page 20.

On July 1, 2011. the applicant requested a 3D-day postponement to the August 9, 2011
Planning Commission hearing date and the August 25, 2011 City Council hearing date. The
postponement request letter is on page 8.

CITY COUNCIL DATE: July 28, 2011 ACTION: (pending)

CASE MANAGER: Maureen Meredith, Senior Planner PHONE: 974-2695

EMAIL: Maureen.meredith@ci.austin.tx.us
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Applicant’s First Postponement Request

From: kathleen pixley

Sent: Friday, July01, 2011 2:17 PM
To: Meredith, Maureen
Subject: NPA-2011-0001.01--141 W.Oltorf

hey Maureen,

I need to ask for a 30 day postponement please. Sorry to do that to you. I need to postpone
both the July 12, 2011 planning commission and the July 28th, 2011 city council meeting.

kathleen pixiey
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Letter from the Dawson Planning Contact Team — Does not Support

Th: Planning Commission arid City Council iembers

Re: N0A2D11.OOC1.G1

Date: 06/21J11

OnJune 13th, 2011 Dawson Neighborhood Planning Contact Team neld a r-etngin acco-dance with ou-Dy:aws

to discuss tie applicant’s proposed future land use arne’tnment “on Sn.ge Farr.ly to Commercial for the oooe’tv

located at 141 Oltorf Street Several members of the contact team attended the community meeting on April
20th, 2011 and relayed feedback from su—ounding neighbors which was taken into consideration by tie cont&t
team. The contact teem voted unaninously in opposit;o, to the applicant’s ‘equest for a Commercial land use

designation. This vote was made with tie following considerations:

• Page 14 of oar Dawson Neighbo-hood Plan states, “Objectives: Preserve the residential ct.aracter of the

interior of the neighborhood and the commercial character of South First Street and South Congress Avenue.”
And, Action items: The Planning Commission and City Council should uphold and preserve the residential

zoning of the interior of the neighborhood, They should not allow lots outside the Congress and South First

Street corridors to be zoned for commercial or more intensive uses,

• Also, historically, similar proposed changes to properties on this secton of Oltoni were opposed and not

approved. Since that time these properties have been improved as sngle family homes.

• The change would set a precedent for more commercial applications and expansion, “commercial creep”,

along Oltorf.

• Residents who live within 500 feet of this property have indicated their opposition to the change. See
Attached list.

• Page 27 of the adjacent Bouldin Neighborhood Plan states “OBJECTIVE 3.24 survey of homeowners on Oltarf

determined that a majority did not supped developing the street as a commercial corridor. However, the
planning team recognizes that development pressure will continue to be a reality on Olto,f. The BCNPT

recommends giving property owners the option to develop their uroperties as higher-density single-family uses
such as townhouses and condominiums. Commercial development should only be accommodated at the major
intersections with S. Congress, S. .1st and 5.5th, and the Union Pacific Railroad Tracks. Additionally, new

development on Olto,f should respect the recommendations in the adopted Davison Neighborhood Plan.”

In addition, we do lot support the GO-CO-MU-NP rezoning’equest.Tbe contact team requests thatthe Plar ring
Commission and City CoJnci ret!i S-3-NP because it is cons,stent with our Plan as ‘&erericed above.

Rebecca Sheller, Secretary

Dawsor Neighborhood Plannng Contact Team

(512) 496-9939 -

shellerr@southwestern.edu
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Letters in Opposition

From: Sheila Fox
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 8:21 AM

To: Meredith, Maureen
Subject:

Dear Maureen,
I am a homeowner in the Dawson neighborhood and a member and officer of the
Dawson Neighborhood Association. I am also a member of
the Dawson Neighborhood Plan Team. I would like here to state my disapproval of
plans related to Kathi Pixley’s wanting to get a zoning and FLUM change so she can
grow her home-based salon business. those changes would go against
our neighborhood plan. which has been in place for something like 14 or more years.
The Dawson neighborhood plan is readily available, and I know that when Ms.
Pixley was first looking at the property and considering buying it. she was informed
that properties on Qltorf in the Dawson neighborhood are zoned residential and that
a change to commercial zoning would violate the provisions of the neighborhood
plan. Many of us in the neighborhood worked long and hard in coordination with
the City to develop our neighborhood plan. and we now expect City staff to uphold
that Plan. In my opinion, invoking the Dawson Neighborhood Plan should end this
discussion.

Sincerely,

Sheila Fox
115 Havana
Austin, Tx 78704

a-
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From: Merubia, Sonia M
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2011

To: Meredith, Maureen
Cc: Sandy McMiIIan
Subject: 141 W.Oltorf’ NPA an

Dear Ms. Meredith:

Re: NPA-2011-0001.01 & C14-’

am against the zoning chang6
14.

Thank you)

Sonia Merubia



Dear Ms Meredith and Mr. Rye,
I would like to join with my neighbors who have expressei
zoning and neighborhood plan changes for 141 W. Oltorf.
neighborhood has consistently opposed efforts to bring co
that have been residential. We have been concerned that r
be subjected to the annoyances that go with businesses op
including increased noise and traffic.

It is my understanding that when Ms. Pixley purchased th
the restrictions placed on her use of the property and, whil1
earn a living on her property, I do not believe that the need
the best interests of the neighborhood.

Thanks for your work on this issue.

Julia Woods
2704 Wilson Street
Austin, TX 78704

From: Julie Woods
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 12:07 PM

To: Meredith, Maureen; Rye, Stephen; Sandy McMiIlan
Subject: NPA-2011-0001.01 &C14-2011-0015: 141W. Oltorfi
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From: Julia Apodaca
Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2011 4:01 PM
To: Meredith, Maureen
Cc: Dani Apodaca
Subject: Plan Amendment and Zoning Case

Dear Ms. Meredith:

Yesterday, we received a notice from the City of Austin regarding the proposed:

Plan Amendment Case Number: NPA-2011-000l.0l
Zoning Case Number: C14-201 1-0015

due to the proximity of our home to the proposed applications.

We will not be able to attend the community meeting about this case on April 20 because we
will be out of the country. However, we would like to register our strong opposition to the
proposed changes. We believe it would negatively impact the peaceful, quiet, residential
nature of our beloved neighborhood. More importantly, we believe it will set a very had
precedent that would open the door for ever-increasing commercial encroachment into
cherished residential neighborhoods in Dawson and nearby areas. Et would also set a
dangerous precedent for allowing people to turn their homes into businesses and then quickly
sell them and leave without concern for how those changes affect those of us who choose to
stay and live in our neighborhoods.

We respectfully request that you consider our concerns and that you register our opposition
to this proposed plan amendment and zoning change request.

Sincerely,
Julia and Dani Apodaca

23
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Original Message
From: David Haun
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 8:24 AM
To: Meredith, Maureen; Rye, Stephen
Subject: 141 W. Oltorf NPA and zoning change

Please put it on record that I am against the zoning change for 141 W. Oltorf. I am
one of the founding officers for the Dawson Neighborhood Association and we have
worked too hard to keep our neighborhood together.

Thank you,

David Haun
2700 La Mesa Dr.
Austin, TX 78704
512-448-3771

24
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Original Message
From: cmedlin@
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2011 11:17 PM
To: Meredith, Maureen; Rye, Stephen
Cc: smandpd
Subject: 141 W. Oltorf, Dawson NP

Ms. Meredith and Mr. Rye: I was the original chair of the Dawson Neighborhood
Plan Team in 1997 and served two terms as Dawson Neighborhood Association
President and again as Chair of the Dawson NP/CT in recent years. I also served on
the Planning Commission from 2000 to 2004. With my prior experience on the issue
of the Dawson Plan let me add to what Sandy McMillan and Peter Davis have
already sent you.

The issue of possibly rezoning of the properties that face onto Oltorf between HEB
and Durwood has come up many time since our plan passed in 1998. The Dawson
Plan and Contact Teams have never supported changes in zoning because of a
legitimate concern of “commercial creep” which then cuts off the narrow residential
heart of both our Dawson neighborhood and the contiguous Bouldin Creek
residential center. Neither side of Oltorf support such rezonings. Some years ago
our neighborhood church St Ignatius wanted to put an office in that same house.
We likewise declined their request. Unlike Ms. Pixley they found another more
suitable location. Which brings me to the point that Ms. Pixley could have leased or
purchased one of the numerous small homes on South First St. that had already
been rezoned and set her business up there. She instead bought a property she
knew was zoned SF3 and defied her neighbors by operating a business that
exceeded the home office stipulations. She has been told on numerous occasions
that the Dawson Neighborhood Plan/Contact team does NOT support rezoning of
this property. So might I add have we informed the members of the Planning
Commission and the City Council when these issues have come up previously.

Finally, this house is in no way suitable for an office. A home office with very limited
traffic maybe, but NO, GO, MU, absolutely not. In addition, the COA should not
consider this a “grandfather situation” because Ms. Pixley did knowingly open a
business at this location that she knew was not supported. I stand with my
neighbors against this change. The COA has on too many occasions reinforced
inappropriate “rezonings” based on the misguided notion that it should a) support
any small business no matter what; and 2) that if you can sneak it in before code
enforcement pops you it’s “home safe”. The COA should not continue to reward and
thereby encourage this type of behavior. -- Cynthia Medlin, 2501 Wilson St., Austin,
TX 78704
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From: Ave Bonar
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2011 2:29 PM

To: Meredith, Maureen
Subject: 141 W. Oltorf

Dear Ms. Meredith,

am a homeowner in the neighborhood in which the property at 141 W. Oltorf is being
considered for rezoning. I have been here since 1995 and at times have been involved with
the Dawson Neighborhood Association. I was involved when the Dawson Neighborhood
Plan Team worked with the city to draw tip our neighborhood plan. The city gave us the
opportunity to create a plan because they cared what we think.

Regarding the property at 141 W. Oltorf, it is my understanding that Kathi Pixley bought the
property knowing that it was zoned residential and that there was a neighborhood plan in
place that would preclude her changing the zoning to commercial. Regardless of whether she
knew all of that or not, if the city allows the property to be rezoned commercial, it would set
a precedent for any other residential property owner along that ship to do the same.

That part of Oltorf should not he allowed to go commercial for a number of reasons, not the
least of which is that it would destroy the character of the neighborhood, which is what our
neighborhood plan is intent on preserving.

That is my two cents.

Thank you,

Evelyn Bonar
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Canjtt4.’n ac,iecr
4u’i C’izcsjc

).arch 2c, 2oi

Mr. Stephen Rye
One TeMas Center, 5th Floor

505 Barton Springs Road

Austin, Texas
Re: Case No. c14—2011—ooa5

Case No NPA-2011—000l.Qi

Dear Sir:

Please he advised that I am Coposed to the applications

[or change n zoning and br amendment of the neghLorhocd

Plan for the prcpertv in the above referenced cases. I own

the property at 2403 Euc1d Avenue which adjoIns the west
property line of applicant’s nroperty icr 81.05 feet The

requested cnanyes could :naterially alter the use and cnoy—
aent of my oroperty winch I purchased In July, 2008 jor ty

home. My wife end I w1I scon he 86 years of age nd al
though she is presently in a nursing home I hope that she

can be at home with me soon.

I would appreciate being informed by you of any hearing

set in these cases as I would like to he heard retjardino

these matters.

sincerely yours,
/‘. 4’; -

/ ) a,,.z — A_4) *r
- JtjJ Brady, Jr.

cc Dawsc-n Nei9hucrhood Assn.
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Private Restrictive Covenant Prohibits Commercial Uses
eat

wmas, said subdi .ra ala!, eat desir, to restrict the whi of said .ddjt ion

at this tie as follose

flIEFOES. flCOW ALL a ny PJts: Mt •e, LPREI.Li PEIE, a

of Travis County, Texas, end IW.’fliA IAPEELLS tDW, a idov • vi’ New lark City,

Hew Tk, 4o eke and publish the follo.i xeatrtntion, to orply to all of ssi4 lots

in Sztension at battens Place, aa recorded In Flat [ook 4. pure 247, of Trnie County

Plot herJa, viz:

1. Alt lots in ,ita xtensIco or tsPrelic limo. alt U, t knoen eat described as

resionttal iota, and no strutura shill be erected on soy of said lot. other than one

detached aIc1a rally dv.lliap, hovio€ .t 1..at 600 sousre Coat of round floor spaoe,

ezelusive of it ‘aid parep.e is a part 01’ tt.. resitco, proper.

2. No teat, shack, tiatler or nraee shall be occupied as livIng quarters for any

purose vhatscevcr on seid premises, prior to or after conpietion of a parsanent dash—

&o, except servants questers may be provided.

3. No pert of the !xtension of taPrelle Place tall ever ha ocoad by, held for, or

ranted t lexicsns or any person other than those of the5ucasian race; provided, how—

evw, ttrt this clause sin).). not prevt tha employsant of such parsons at deeestic ac—

yeats and provldtn customary accommodations for then on sait premises.

4. A).). ‘touses erected Lu said xtension of LaPrelle Piso. shall face eith.r on

jcld I,venue or ?oze.-t Avenue, a cept tot Na, 7, in 3lock tJo. 1, atch shall Thee on

G:torf Street.

5. Any violet ton or ttmmptod ,tolst ,n of the covo,c; a or restrict inns hera n

any pItOft cunin; a tnt oa lots i:1 this .ddittoo tot: ause t!-e title, t the lot

or .ots on hicL thcxe is a ciolation Cr attempted violation, to r.vcrt to y bal’relle

Tries iad urth/tePrelle idena, or to their helps und essirna, aUbect, hoever, to any

valid txisttnr liens,

6. t..wahldation of nay one of those covenants Shall in no ise afrept any or the

other provtvina .‘Mch stall remain In foil fOrce and affect.

iIVE3S .lU. 1.3.33, this 4th day of June, A.D., 191,6.

AY LaPEELLA PIOS

IuaTHA LsPflLtA spms

Th 3ATh OF AAS,

OUN’iY OF Ri.WTS.

3EFOF.E 1!, the uIisrsipned euthority, on this day personally appeared MA? LAPESLLK

PItIDE, a .idov, linova to a to be the person chose nasa Is sabocribed to the fonroftg

lnotruotnt, end acF;nonlednd to skot she executed the acne for the purposes M con—

nId si-stint thare in espr eased,

QIVEI ZflQP.l !7 hAND ANd 52.,t CF OFFICE this 5th day of June, AS)., 1946.

iAN SUIa

[Nota Scsi Rotary Public, Travis County, ?5xan.

THE STATE CF :sw !OliX,

30UN1Y or r.y.

BEPOnS h, the u,teratgned autkcrity. on this day j,ersonslly eppasred WAkTEA UPRLU

a widow, kp.oefl to me to be the pcnon aIrse nasa is subscribed to the toreii

iostruaent, and ecknoledged to so t!nt she exeoutad the sea. tot the purposes end euc—

sid.ration therein expressed.
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J § 25-2-900 NO OCCUPATIONS.

(A) A home occupation is a coinaierciai use that is accesson- to a residential use A
home occupation must comply with the requirements of this section.

tE) A home occupation must be conducted entirely within the dwellnia unit or one
accessory garage.

(C) Participation in a home occupation is limited to occupants of the dwelling unit.
except that one person who is not an occupant may participate ma medical. professional.
adimmstrative, or business office if off-street parkine is provided for that person.

(0) The residential character of the lot and dwelling must be maintained. A home
occupation that requires a structural alteration of the dwelling to comply with a
nonresidential construction code is prohibilei This prohibition does not apply to
modifications to comply with accessibility requirements.

(E) A home occupation may not generate more than three vehicle trips each day of
customer-related vehicular traffic.

(F) The sale of merchandise directly to a customer on the premises is prohibited.

(0) Equipment or materials associated with the home occupation must not be
visible from locations off the premises.

(H) A home occupation may not produce noise, vibration, smoke, dust, odor, heat.
glare firnies. electrical interference, or waste nm-off outside the dwelling unit or garage

(I) Parking a commercial vehicle on the prenuses or on a street adjacent to
residentially zoned property is prohibited.

(3) Advertising a home occupation by a sign onthe premises is prohibited. except as
provided under Section 25-10-156 (Home Occupation Signs). Advertising the street
address of a home occupation through signs.bjllboards. television, radio, or newspapers is
prohibited.

(K) The following are prohibited as home occupations:

(I) annual hospitals. animal breeding:

(2) clinics, hospitals:

(3) hospital senices:

(4) contractors yards:
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(5) dance snidios:

(6) scrap and salvage services:

(7) massage parlors other than those ernployin massage therapists licensed by
the state.

(S) restaurants:

() cocktail lounees:

(10) rental outlets:

(11) equipment sales;

(12) adult oriented busiiiesses

(13) recycling centers,

(14) drop-off recvclmc collection facilities.

(15) an activity requiring an H-occupancy under Chapter12. Article I
(tnLfo,’o: Building Code’:

(16) automotive repair services: and

(1?) businesses mvolving the repair of am’ wpe of internal combustion engine.
including equipment repair services.

Soitrec Sccrion 13-2-260: Qid. P90225-70: Did. .°P0520-33; Did. 03121]-)]: Did.
20090827-032.
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§ 25-10-156 HOME OCCUPATION SIGNS.

(A) A home occupation that is allowed under Section 25-2-900 (Home
Occupations) may display one on-premise sign bearing the name of the home occupation
if the following requirements are met:

(1) The home occupation sian and die principal structure associated with the
home occupation must both directly front a Core Transit Corridor or Future Core Transit
Corridor.

(2) The home occupation sign may not exceed:

(a) for a sign that is placed on or attached directly to the ground. six square
feet in area and three feet in height. as measured from the lower of natural or finished
grade adjacent to the principal structure: or

(b) for a sign attached to a monopole of four feet in height and up to 12
inches in diameter, three square feet in area and four feet in height, with the height of
both the pole and the sign measured front the lower of natural or finished grade adjacent
to the principal structure.

(3) If an electric home occupation sign is used, the sign must be:

(a) non-illuminated or externally ilhuninated.

(h) energy efficient, as deterimned by Austin Energv and

(c) compliant with International Dark Sky standards for pollution reduction.

(B) A home occupation sign pemiitred under this section must be removed if the
home occupation ceases to be used or fails to comply with die requirements of this
section or Section 25-2-900 (Home Occupations).

Source: 2009082 7-032.
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