Zoning Public Hearing AGENDA ITEM NO.: Z-22
CITY OF AUSTIN AGENDA DATE: Thu 07/28/2005
RECOMMENDATION FOR COUNCIL ACTION PAGE:10f1

SUBJECT; C14-05-0025 - 1706 & 1708 W. 6™ Street - Old West Austin Neighborhood Plan rezoning -
Conduct a public hearing and approve an ordinance amending Chapter 25-2 of the Austin City Code by
rezoning property locally known as 1706 & 1708 W. 6" Street (Town Lake Watershed) from family
residence-neighborhood plan (SF-3-NP) combining district zoning to neighborhood office-mixed use-
conditional overlay-neighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning. Planning
Commission Recommendation: To grant neighborhood office-mixed use-conditional overlay-
neighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district Zzoning. Property Owners: 1706-Sara & Jeffrey
Leon; 1708-Don Henry. Applicant: City of Austin. Agent: Neighborhood Planning and Zoning
Department. City Staff: Thomas Bolt, 974-2755.

REQUESTING  Neighborhood Planning DIRECTOR'’S
DEPARTMENT: and Zoning AUTHORIZATION: Greg Guernsey

-+

RCA Serial#: 9366 Date: 07/28/05 Original: Yes Published:
Disposition: Adjusted version published:



ZONING CHANGE REVIEW SHEET
CASE: C14-05-0025 | P.C. DATE: April 26, 2005

May 24, 2005
ADDRESS: 1706 & 1708 W. 6™ Street

OWNERS: 1706 - Sara & Jeffrey Leon APPLICANT/AGENT: City of Austin, NPZD

1708 - Don Henry (Thomas Bolt)
ZONING FROM: SF-3-NP TO; NO-MU-CO-NP AREA:
(CITY INITIATED)

SUMMARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Recommend rezoning from family residence - neighborhood plan combining district (SF-3-
NP) zoning to neighborhood office — mixed use- conditional overlay - neighborhood
combining plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) zoning. The Conditional Overlay hmlts the two :
properties to 145 trips per day combined, allows ingress only from W. 6" Street, egress only
to the alley to the north, a minimum 10 foot vegetative buffer or 6’ masonry fence separating
the parking area for business use except where egress is located.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

MOTION: APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION, INCLUDING ALL CONDITIONS,
BUT REQUIRE INGRESS AND EGRESS ONLY FROM THE ALLEY AND DIRECT
STAFF TO PREPARE A PLAN TO ALLOW ON-STREET PARKING ON WEST 6™

- STREET TO ADDRESS THE PARKING CONCERNS FOR SITE.

VOTE: (JR-1%, MM-2"; CM-OPPOSED, CG- ABSENT)
Minutes from the meeting are attached.
ISSUES:

The Old West Austin Neighborhood Plan approved in Apnl 2000, included provisions that

- allowed rezoning of the property on the north side of 6™ Street, from single family to
neighborhood office. The plan states under Goal 3 — Land Use Policies: In the North 6®
Street District (lots along the north side of 6 Street): No zoning to a more permissive
category. Exceptions: If zoned SF-3, allow rezoning to NO-MU-CO where the CO is: fewer
than 40 trips/day business access through alley is prohibited (though residential access is
acceptable), business access through a street with a minimum width of 36’ is required, and
there shall be a 10’ vegetative buffer or a 6’ masonry fence that separates the business use
(including parking) and adjacent residential property. Owner occupied structures are
encouraged. The properties are currently used for offices. The trip limits indicated in the
neighborhood plan recommendation would not allow the current structures to be used for
offices. The existing floor areas in each house are greater than those that would allow a 40-



tripper day limit for each property. The City of Austin Public Works Department and
Transportation Reviewers have indicated a preference for alley access due to safety concerns
with constructing a driveway onto W. 6™ St. in this area in the attached memorandum
(Exhibit A). There is support for the rezoning by commercial neighbors and for alley access.
However, residential neighbors would want alley access to be prohibited.

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS:

The provisions of the Old West Neighborhood Plan provide conditions where the rezoning of
_the subject properties is recommended. Upon receipt of comments from other city
departments, staff finds that the strict conditions for approval of support in the plan may be
impractical or provide for a condition that may have safety issues. The existing structures
were constructed as single-family dwellings that front on W, 6™ Street near the entrance to
Mopac. In this area and for most of the north side of W. 6™ Street, conversion of single-
family dwellings for office use has occurred. While staff supports the Old West Austin’
Neighborhood Plan as a whole, staff realizes that with each application and subsequent
review of a request, may warrant some plan modification. In this case, the applicants are
desirous of maintaining the structures, but allowing for commercial use. The intent of the
neighborhood office-zoning district states a recommendation for conversion of the single-
family structures for commercial use, With the existing structure square footage and office
use designation resulting a calculated trip generation of 145 trips per day combined, placing a
40-vehicle trip limit for each structure would reduce the amount of floor area each tenant
could use within the structures. The traffic impact of the total floor area would be mitigated
somewhat by the ingress from W. 6™ St. and egress to the alley only to be included in the
Conditional Overlay. Prohibiting access to the alley creates a safety hazard with regard to
exiting these properties onto W. 6™ Street with very limited sight distance. Copies of the
City Council transcripts requesting staff to initiate rezoning are attached. At their regular
meeting on April 26, 2005 the Planning Commission voted to keep the Public Hearing open
and to send this iterh to the Neighborhood Planning subcommittee to develop a
recommendation to be presented to the Commission at the May 24™ 2005 Planning
Commission meeting. The Planning Commission subcommittee directed staff to investigate
options, which included on street parking along W. 6™ St.; maintenance of alleyways,
dedication of private property to the city of Austin for alleyway construction behind 1708 W.
6™ St. The recommendation did not include any provisions for access from W. 6% Street to
the properties. Staff indicated that these options would be presented to the.appropriate
departments for comments. A copy of determinations of the transportation related issues is
attached. The relocation of the utility pole adjacent to the alley behind 1708 W. 6ht St.
would need to be initiated by the owners of the property affected. The property owner of
1708 W. 6™ St. has offered to dedicate a portion of his property for alley to offset concerns of
accessibility through the alley with increased traffic.

EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USES:

ZONING LAND USES
Site SF-3-NP OFFICE & RESIDENCE
North | ALLEY & SF-3-NP | SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES




South | 6" ST. & PUD HARTLAND BANK PUD

East | LO-NP OFFICE(S)
West_ | NO-NP OFFICE

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN AREA! TIA: N/A
Old West Austin Neighborhood Plan :

WATERSHED: Town Lake DESIRED DEVELOPMENT ZONE: Yes
CAPITOL VIEW CORRIDOR: No - HILL COUNTRY ROADWAY: No

NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS;
#018 Old West Austin Neighborhood Assn.

#511 Austin Neighborhoods Council
#742 Austin Independent School District
#998 West End Alliance

SCHOOLS:

Mathews Elementary School
O. Henry Middle School
Austin High School

CASFE _HISTORIES:

NUMBER REQUEST PLANNING CITY COUNCIL
COMNMISSION
Ord. # 000629-105 | Zonings Approved staffs Approved Staffs
associated with | recommendations recommendations

the 6/29/2000 3 readings.
Neighborhood
Plan

SLATED CASES:

C14-98-0018 — Request for rezoning from SF-3 to LO-MU. Staff recommended the
rezoning. A valid petition against the proposed zoning was submitted to council. There was a
lack of a second on the motion to approve the LO-MU zoning. The City Council on
10/01/1998 voted to deny the rezoning.

ABUTTING STREETS:
NAME ROW | PAVEMENT | CLASSIFICATIO | NAME
N
West 6 Street 70 40 . Arterial West 6°
. Street




CITY COUNCIL DATE: July 28, 2005
ORDINANCE READINGS: 1"

ORDINANCE NUMBER:

CASE MANAGER: Thomas.Bolt@
¢-mail address: Thomas.bolt@ci.austin.tx.us

ACTION:

zlﬂ

PHONE: 974-2755

3I‘d
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Recommend rezoning from family residence - neighborhood plan combining district (SF-3-
NP) zoning to neighborhood office — mixed use- conditional overlay - neighborhood
combining plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) zoning. The Conditional Qverlay lnmts the two
properties to 145 trips per day combined, allows ingress only from W. 6™ Street, egress only
to the alley to the north, a minimum 10 foot vegetative buffer or 6’ masonry fence separating
the parking area for business use except where egress is located.

BACKGROUND

Staff did not immediately move forward with rezonin ‘E of these properties, as there were
issues with regard to the possibility of access to W, 6" Street in this location. Without any
confirmation that a driveway permit could be issued-staff was hesitant to move forward with
any recommendation. The applicant was successful in obtaining a driveway permit in the past
year. With the granting of an driveway permit staff felt comfortable moving forward with
the request for rezoning and with the provisions for approval as outlined in the Neighborhood
Plan. As staff received department review comments there was a realization that the
prohibition and limitations to be placed in a Conditional Overlay might present practical
difficulties and some safety issues; therefore staff recommends modification of the
Conditional Overlay as mentioned in our recommendation.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The proposed zoning should be consistent with the purpose statement of the district sought.

Neighborhood office (NO) district is the designation for a small office use that serves
neighborhood or community needs, is located in or adjacent to a residential
neighborhood and on a collector street that has a width of 40 feet or more, and does
not unreasonably affect traffic. An office in an NO district may contain not more
than one use. Site development regulations applicable to an NO district use are
designed to preserve compatibility with existing neighborhoods through renovation
and modernization of existing structures.

Zoning should not constitute a grant of special privilege to an individual owner; Granting of
the request should result in an equal treatment of similarly situated properties

The streetscape along the north side of W. 6™ Street is dominated with former single-
family structures converted for office use.

Zoning changes should promote compatibility with adjacent and nearby uses.

The properties to the east and west in addition to properties to the south are developed
with office occupancies



EXISTING CONDITIONS -

The subject properties are former smgle-famﬂy structures converted for office use w1thout
the proper building pcrmlts from the City of Austin. Currently the property at 1706 W. 6
St. is the subject of a zoning violation in which enforcement action is on hold pending the
outcome of this zoning case. The structures are typxcal of the style housing in the
‘neighborhood. The properties are elevated above W. 6" Street in this area with the only
vehicular access being located on the alley to the rear (north) of the properties,

Site Characteristics
Relatively flat, but elevated 4-6 feet above the curb on W. 6% St

Environmental

The site is located over the northern Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone. The site is located in
the Johnson Creek Watershed of the Colorado River Basin, which is classified as an Urban
Watershed by Chapter 25-8 of the City's Land Development Code, It is in the Desired
Development Zone.

According to flood plain maps, there is no flood plain within the project area.

At this time, site-specific information is unavailable regarding existing trees and other
vegetation, areas of steep slope, or other environmental features such as biuffs, springs,
canyon rimrock, caves, sinkholes, and wetlands.

Standard landscaping and tree protection will be required in accordance with LDC 25-2 and
25-8 for all development and/or redevelopment.

Impervious Cover

Impervious cover is not limited in this watershed class; therefore the zoning district
impervious cover limits will apply.

Water Quality Control Requirements

This site is required to provide on-site structural water quality controls (or payment in lieu
of) for all development and/or redevelopment when 5,000 s.f. cumulative is exceeded, and
detention for the two-year storm. At this time, no information has been provided as to
whether this property has any pre-existing approvals, which would preempt current water
quality or Code requirements.

Transportation

Right-of-way for the portion of the alley that is currently existing but not dedicated should be
dedicated as public right-of-way. .



Per the Neighborhood Plan each property is recommended to be limited to 40 vehicle trips
per day. However, the current structures could generate (as office use) greater than 40
vehicle trips per day on each lot. Staff recommends that the combined trip generation for
both lots be limited to 145 trips per day. This allows for the existing 2,070s.f. and 2,488s.f.
structures to be developed for office use.

The Neighborhood Plan recommends no access to the alley; however, considering the
difference in elevation of the property and W. 6™ St at the front property line, the amount of
traffic on W. 6th Street, and the site constraints disallowing for a driveway of adequate width
to accommodate both ingress and egress from W. 6th Street, staff recommends that a joint
access entry driveway be permitted along W. 6th Street and the exit from the properties be
allowed on the alley.

. There are existing sidewalks along 6™ Street.

6™ Street is classified in the Bicycle Plan as a Priority 1 bike route.
Capital Metro bus service is available along 6% Street.

Water and Wastewater

The landowner intends to serve the tract with City of Austin water and wastewater utility
service. If water or wastewater utility improvements are required, the landowner will be
responsible for all cost and for providing the utility improvements.

Stormwater Detention

At the time a final subdivision plat, subdivision construction plans, or site plan is submitted,
the developer must demonstrate that the proposed development will not result in additional
identifiable flooding of other property. Any increase in stormwater runoff will be mitigated
through on-site stormwater detention ponds, or participation in the City of Austin Regionat
Stormwater Management Program if available.

Compatibility Standards

The site is subject to compatibility standards. Along the north property line, the following
standards apply:
e No structure may be built within 15 feet of the property line.
e No structure in excess of two stories or 30 feet in height may be constructed within 50
feet of the property line.
¢ No structure in excess of three stories or 40 feet in height may be constructed within
100 feet of the property line. '
¢ No parking is allowed 5° of the property line.
s There is a 0’ setback for driveways on both lots,
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Loning (s.g. 81, $¥2...)_ EF=3 MNP Halghcofabdiog . Weffoors

O« lots with LA zening, the approved septls permit st be submdeted with the Regidendal Permit spplication for zoning sppreval.
{LDC 25-2.551(BX6)}

Dooa this itz kave & Board 0 AQurtmenz raling? __Yes __“No 1{you, sttach the B.0.A. dosumatation
will thiz developoneat cequite » cut and GI in excess of 4 feot? X Yeu __ No
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OWNER / BUILDER INFORMATION ' _
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’ w,
BUILDER Company Narns Talephons
' Cootact/Applicant’s Ni Pager
DRIVEWAY Ap e FAX
/SIDBWALK Contrastor, Talaphone
mng;mn Nrme Telsphong
OCCUPANCY  Address, Cuty, ST, v
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You may check the status of this applleation at wyryw.ol sugtin tx ys/devolopmeny/plerive.fitm
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¢ Concrets dcks i
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—= R = —




12-18-04  08:02a  From-Armbrust ll""‘rn L.L.P. 812 435 2850 . T808  P.005/012  F=8TY
S :

CITY OF AUSTIN .
RESIDENTIAL FERMIT APFLICATION

Tunderstnd that in accordance with Sections 25-1-411 and 25-11-66 of the Land Development Code (LDC),
nop-cormplience with the LDC may be cause for the Building Official to suspend or revoke a parmit and/or
license. [understzmd that ) am respensible for complying with any sebdivision notes, deed reswictions,
Testrictive covenants and/or zoning conditional overlays prohibiting ctrtein vses and/or requiring ¢ersain
developrent restrictions (ie., beight, access, screening, ete) on this property. 1f 8 tonflict should result with
a0y of thesz restrictions, it will be my responsibity to resalve it. T nnderstand that, if requested, I pust provide
capies of all subdivision plat noter, deed reswictions, restrictive covengats, and/or zoning conditional ovetlay
information that msay apply to this propesty. '

Tacknowledge that this project qualifics for the Sitc Flau Exemption as listed in Section 25-5-2 of the LDC.
18150 undersiand that if fhiste ars any trees greater that 19 inches in AlameterJocaed da'the property and

immediaely adjacent o the proposed sanstruction, I am o achedule a Tree Ordinance review by comacting
(312) $74-1 876 and receive approval w procesd

APPLICANT'S ~ :
BIGNATURE
Leon

DATE,

Rajeéﬁnn Notes/Additions) Commants ur ¢fflasuse endy):
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JOINT USE ACCESS EASEMENT
THE STATE OF TEXAS ] :
[ KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:
COUNTY OF TRAVIS §

This Jolnt Use Access Easement ismeado by and botween EARAHARDNER LEON and JEFFREY
C. LEON, individuals reslding in Travis Counry, Texas (colisctively, “Leon') and JONALD E HENRY,
Jr, and PATRICIA A. ALVEY, individuals reclding in Travis County, Texes (collectivety, “Henry X bath
Leon mnd lenry shall be veferred 1o as an “Owner™) and 15 as follows:

" BECITALS: . :

A, Leon ix the owaer of that carain prop=rty merc particularly described as Lot 9, Blook A,

Eck's Heights, & subdivision in Travis County, Texas, acedrding 1o the. map or plat thervof rocorded in
Volume 3, Pago 16, of the Rexl Property Records of Travis County, Texas (the “Loon Preperty™).

B. Henry is the owner of thar certatu property more particularty deacribed as Lot 1, Wast End
Helghtx, a subdivision in Travis County, Texas, according to the map or plar thersof rocorded in Valume 3,
Page 20 of the Rea! Property Records of Travls County, Texas (the "Henry Property™)(Lecon Property and
Henry Property shall be eollostively referred two as the “Property™).

c, Leon desires to impress the Lecn Property with w joint seoess eascment for the bencfitef the
Hexry Property, and Henry dealres to impross the Haory Property with 1 joint acoess easemant for the benefit
of tio Leco Propetty.

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby declared: (i) taz all of the Proporty shall be beid, sold, conveyed
and ncoupled mbjectto the following covenants, condidons, restrictions, easements, liens and charges, which
mre forthe purpose of protecting the value and desirubllity of, and which aball rug with the Property and shall
be binding on all parties having sy right, title or Interest 1o or to the Property or any part thereof, their helrs,
sucopgsors and assigns; and (1I) thar each comtract or deed which may be sxecuisd with regard 10 the
Property or atty pordon thereof shall conclosively be held to have been exscuted, delivered and accepted
subject to the foliowing covenants, oonditions, restrictions, sasements, liens and chargos, regerdless of
whether the same are aet 6ur o7 raferred to in said contract or deed.

1. Jolnt Dac Access Easement. Leon hrs granted, sold xod conveyed snd by these presents
doss hereby grant, g=ll and eanvey unte Hanry & non.cxe lusive, perpetusl easoment appurtonant to the Henry

Property. Honry bas graoted, sold and conveyed and by thace preseats doas hareby grant, sel) and convey
unto Leon 8 pon-exclusive, perpetut aasement sppurtenant wo the Leon Property. Bascd upon these grants,
cach Owner sball have an szsement over and across a portion of the Preperty, more parcularly described
on the attached Bxhibiz “A™ (the “Easemem Tract™), for the purpose of providing a free flow of vehiculsr
and pedextrian ingres and égress over and across the drivewuy which is to be construcred upon the Exsement
Trao (the *Drveway™) from such Ownar's property to a private or public thoroughfare. Theagreed diagram
for sotstuction of improvements constituting the Drivewsy is xunshed hersto as Exhibit “E" and is hereby
approvad by Leon and Henry (the "Approved Driveway"). Any wdditionu! improvements on the Easement
Tract necessary or desirable for the Driveway will be constructed of material and in the location muunity
sgreed upon by Leon and Heory, The sasement, rights end privileges grmnted hereusnder shall bs perpstual.

2 Sopstruetion snd Maintegarnce Oblisatjons. Excapt for the Approved Driveway, no
building, structure, oF othsr improvement shall be pieced upon any portion of the Easement Tract withont
he advanced written approval of Leon and Henry, their successors and assigns.

Jeint Uas Agyrsamanc
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No constuction op the Bassment Tract shall cornmenca without prior approval of both Leon and
Henry, The cost and expenss assoclated with the oonstructlon, repir end mainrensnce of any paving and
roadway {maprovermnents upon the Ezsement Tractessocisazed with the Apgroved Drivewsy shall be bome fifyy
pereent (S0%) by Leon and fifty peresnt (50%) by Henry, Leon will eonstyusy, malntain and repair the
paviog and roadway kmprovements pecessary for the Approved Driveway. Any reimbursement for a eoat or
expense incurred by Leon to construct, repsirormalntala any peving and roadway irprovements constructed
upon the Eassment Tract shall be considered due 10 Leon within fifteon (13) days of the Heary's mccipt of
an sppropriate Invoice for mich work.

3. Exzclustvity.  The easements, rights and priviiages herein granted are non-axclusive, and
the Qwnern will have the right to enrer upon and uss that pertion of the Exyemem Tract bulonging to such
Owuer for any purpose which is notinconsisvent with the sasements, rights and privileges granted hereundar.
OComners will slso be entitled to grant such other easements on or across s Eszement Trast not btherwise
inconsistant with the dasements, rights and privileges granted hereunder.» -+« ..+ =eee o =

4. Restaxation Oblipatiops, Each Owner hereby agrees thet it sha!l bear jic cost and expenses
includisg thase inowrred by their agents, smplayees and oonwacwors for property dumage o the Ezsement
Tex=t, including the restoration o Ity previous physics! conditien of sy sidewalk, curb and gutrer, road way
or gimilar improvements or gther facilities located upon, within ar adjucent to the Easement Traot,

s, Oblications To Kun With The Land. The obligatiaos of each Owaar roated with this
Join: Access Easasment ghull run with the land and ahall be biading upon furure owners of tha Property and
wuch owners® belrs, representatives, successors and assigns,

6. . Bal; of)ots. If sither Leon or Henry solls all or any portion of sither the Ieon Property
-or the Henry Froperty, such Owner will ba raleaszd snd discharged from any all obligations as an Owner
wrising under this Joint Use Access Easement aftar the daws of the conveyancs of silld to such propesty, but
shall rermnaln lable for all obligations arising under this Joint Use Accexs Easement priar to the date of
conveyance of title. ‘The new owner will be lisble for all obligations arlting under this Joint Use Acoess
Easemeant with respect to suck property after the datr of conveyance of title to such property.

7 Beversbility and_Copstruction. The provisioas contained herein shall b desmed
independeut and scverable, sod the lavalidity or partial Juvalidity of any provision or portion thareof shall
noteffect the validity or enforoeability of sy other provision o7 pottion thereof, Unloas the context requires
& contrary sansguction, the singular aball include the plural and the plural the singuler. Al captions and
titlng used In this Instrument ars intendod solsly for convenlease of referonce and shall not enlerge, limit or
otherwise affoct that which ix set forth in any of the puragraphy hereof.

& Entire Asrgoment. Thig inyTuwnsnt contains the entire sgreement borwest the parties
relating to the rights herein granted and the obligationy herein assumed. Any oral rsprescotations or
modificationt concerning this Insrument shall bs of no force sad effect excepting in a subidquent
modificatian in wiiting, signed by the party to be chargedi

% Attzrpev's Fees. In the svent afmycamlvarsy. claimordispute relating 10 this instrument
or the breach theceaf, the pravailing perty shall be entitled 10 recover from the non-prevalling party
reasonablp expenses, atorncy’'s foes and costs. .

10. Indemmnity, The Dwocra hersby sgrse 1o and abtll Indemnifly and hold harmiass sach other
from aoy angd all lebility, damage, expense, cause of action, suits, claims {Including artorney’s fees), or
judgments urisin g out of or connected 10 the use of the Easement Traof, excopt ifsuch liabillty, ste., iz cgused
by the sole act, f23lurs 10 act, or negligence of the other party, its agents, smployecs, invitees or guests.

dJoint Une Agreament . 2
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11.  Bipdioz Effect. Thisinsyment shall bind and fnure 1o the beasfit of the respectivo parties,
thsir personal representativas, successors and assigns.

Execuszd to be effcetive onthis _|_ day of (e Aolpen, 2002,

LEON: v
' ) ara Hardner Leon

Y e e e o e 1 - © e g 2 . . !: ..ﬁ:.

Dogxid E Heary, Jr. ;f 7
Patricia A, Alvey

ETATE OF TEXAS $ ' O
COUNTY OF TRAVIS 3

Tuls instrument was acknowledged before me on mz{” day or 2002, by Sar
Hudoer Leon, an ind{vidan! residing in Travis County, T

mmmc'mm Nmrgﬁac Stae Umes

i s Exvikds;
1€, 2007

STATE OF TEXAS §
COUNTYOF TRAVIS - §

Thls instrument was uknoﬂedgnd ‘bofors ma on ﬂv/ day uf_é‘/___, 2002, by leffrey

€. Laon, an-individual residing in Travie County, Texas,

ﬁ mm m
XSS unmm unm
- ALGUET 18, 2007

STATE OF TEXAS §

COUNTY OF TRAVIS §

: This instrumem was acknowledged befors me onthe ___ day of
E Henry, Jr., an individual rexiding in Travis County, Texes.

2002, by Donald

Notary Public, State of Texas

S0inT Usn Agsemwmsnc 3
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STATE OF TEXAS g
COUNTY OF TRAVIS  §

This Insrrumant was scknowledged bafore me on the &_ dey of ‘%b 2002, by Pamicis

A. Alvey, ag Indlvidual residing In Travis Cooaty, Texas.

otaryPulic, State of Texas

o e

. O a P .
B e

. -"Ré.“'.-....‘.-. . 1'.'0-:

Kristafer Kasper Ay ¢ mg‘;io;-l;a‘lmo 2
ARMBRUST & BROWN, LLP. e O

100 Congress Avenue, Suite 1300

Austin, Texss 78701

foin: Usa Xgreemszt &
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. -ARFNS UNLESS WE COULG ALSO BE II'CL"UQEDSM ARLY. AND t WOULL ASK THE

LT

Closed Caption Log, Councii Meeting, 9/26/02

Note: Since these log files are derived from the Closed Captions created during the Channe! 6
" live cablecasts, there are occasional epeliing and grammatical errors. These Closed Caption

logs are not officlal records of Council Meetings and cannot be relled on for officlal

purposes. For officlal records or transcripts, please contact the City Clerk at 974-2210.

Mayor Garcla: THANK YOU, MR. LARKIN. OKAY, SARAH LEE YOUNG AND MELISSA
GONZALES ARE BOTH REGISTERED ON ITEM NUMBER 26. THAT'S A CONSENT ITEM.
WELCOME.

GOOD AFTERNOON MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL. THANK YOU SO MUGH FOR ALLOWING
ME TO ADDRESS YOU TODAY. | OWN A PIECE OF PROPERTY AT 17067 WEST SIXTH
STREET. | FILED LETTERS WITH YOUR STAFF IN REGARDS TO THAT PROPERTY. AND I'M
ALSO HERE ON BEHALF OF OUR NEXT DOOR NEIGHBORHOOD, ADJACENT PROPERTY
OWNER, 1706 WEST SiXTH STREET. THESE PROPERTIES ARE THE ONLY REMAINING
SF-3 PROPERTIES ON THAT ENTIRE STRETCH OF SIXTH STREET. IT HAS -~ WE HAVE
COMMERCIAL USE ALL ARCUND US AND WE WOULD LIKE TO BE INCLUDED IN THE
UPGRADED ZONING THAT YOU ARE DOING IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
NEIGHBORHOOD PLANS. ANC ESSENTIALLY WE WANT TO BE TREATED LIKE THE
OTHER PROPERTIES ON S1Y 4 STREET IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEIGHBORHOOD
PLAN, WHICH WOULL' BE TQ UPGRADT THOSE TWO PROPERTIES TO AN N.O. WITH A
CONDITIONAL CVERLA . :wouw SPECIFICAL!.Y ASKED -- | SIGNED IN FAVOR, BUT |
WioLLD OBJECT T4 BEING EXCLUDE FROM 'l'HE UPGRADE OF THE SUFRHC ! ninig .

L CUNEILTO D),HEC‘I STEEr'lpiNITtA" : A zoNINGC ANQE AT 1Z.0F £isD 1ou3 weos T o
:SD{HH STREET. IFACCH) DANGEWI‘I‘H FﬂEEXISTINE NE!GHEUF—‘HOOD PLANSIHHANK. . L
QJVEHVMUGH, I PILYEST S RS
Mayor Garela: ALICE HAILROAD GHEG ;

GREG.

A

'N YOU ADDRESS THAT ISSUE? ALICE OR

I'M GREG GURN GURNSEY, PLANNING AND ZONING DEPARTMENT. WE DID RECEIVE
TWO LETTERS ABOUT THESE TWO PROPERTIES, 1706 AND 1708 WEST SIXTH STREET.
THE PETITIONS WOULD BE AGAINST -- SINCE THERE'S NO BASE DISTRICT ZONING
CHANGE IN THE PROPERTY, FROM THE SF-3 THAT EXISTS, IT WOULD BE A COMBINING
DISTRICT. IN ORDER TO OPPOSE THAT TO HAVE A VALID PETITION, WE WOULD NEED
20% OF THE LAND OTHER NEIGHBORHOQD TO OPPOSE IT. IT'S MY UNDERSTANDING
TALKING WITH SARAH THAT SHE'S NOT NECESSARILY OPPOSED TO THE NP, BUT SHILD
LIKE THOSE TWO PROPERTIES TO BE UP ZONED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ADOPTED
PLAN AND HER AND HER NEIGHBOR WOULD BE AGREEABLE TO THE CONDITIONAL
OVERLAY THAT WOQULD BE PLACED ON THE PROPERTY THROUGH A ZONING CHANGE.



L cLII{ELY BE'COMMENDED AT LEAéT‘l\ MIXED Y
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THAT WOULD MAKE IT iIMPORTANT TO THE PLAN. SO | GUESS WHAT SHE HAS ASKING
FROM YOU IS THAT COUNCIL DIRECT STAFF TO INITIATE A ZONING CHANGE ON ON
THESE TWO PROPERTIES TO BE SIMILAR TO THE ZONING ON EITHER SIDE OF HER
PROPERTY, WHICH IS CURRENTLY LIKE AN LO AND NO. THAT IS YOUR PREROGATIVE.
YOU CAN CERTAINLY DIRECT US TO GO DO THAT. IT WOULD BE AT NO EXPENSE TO
HER AND HER NEIGHBOR. | THINK EARLIER ON THEY WERE INVOLVED WITH THE
PROCESS STAFF THAT COULD HAVE INCLUDED THAT CHANGE EARLIER ON IN THE
PROCESS AND PROVIDED FOR THE NECESSARY NOTICE. TODAY WITHOUT HAVING
THE PROPER POSTING, THE PROPER NOTIFICATION, WE COULD NOT UP ZONE THESE
TWO TRACTS TODAY.

Mayor Garcla: SO WE CAN DO TODAY WHAT'S ON THE AGENDA AND THEN LATERON
BRING THAT ITEM?

Mayor Garcla: DOES {T HAVE TO GO BACK TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD GROUPS?/

IT WOULD HAVE TO GO BACK TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR THEIR, .
RECOMMENDATJON T WOULD BE TRZAT. ED AS ANQTHER APPLICATION

Mayor Garcla: QUESTIONS FOR MF. GURMIEY?

'rh‘oinas > Wwnn: MAYOR?. BRIEFI.,Y {T-BEEMST QME, THAT PART OF THE WHO! =

NEIGHBOHHOOD PLANNING' PROBEss THESETRAGTS] WOULD HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED.
AS 1 DIFTERENT - BASE ZONING. CATEGORY:
. AHE SYREET THERE: ﬂNQ THE}!E!QHQGHHQQ .‘ftﬁywﬁg PROCESS WAULD HAVE .

l-"; r'_i

HAPPEN AS PART OF THE OVERALL 'PLAN’f N N

\.._-_. 3

PHGV@WS@MEEBUFFEBSJHEM YER
o

T

; : juiing : N
FHFTCEE' IN THE PAST THE PHOPEHTIES ON EITHER SIDE HAVE PAID THEIR OWN FEES

AND ASKED FOR REZONING. THEY COULD BE MADE A PART OF THIS PROCESS AND |
THINK THE PROPERTY OWNERS AND THE STAFF HAD A DESIRE TO CHANGE THE
ZONING.

-HbﬂgfﬂgwaOP&HTih U AND DIWR

£: F'*ECOMMEDIDAT"JN Wigy ...IDN;FTHAT: b L g




“REZQNETHESE PARCELS TO'BE PA'HT@} S TREN

Wynn: IS SEEMS LIKE PART OF THE PROCESS, WE TRY TO IDENTIFY PERHAPS A
COUPLE -- I[F THERE'S AN INDIVIDUAL TRACT OR TWO THAT'S OUT OF PLACE HAVE A

ZONING CATEGORY ALONG A COMMERCIAL EAST NEIGHEORHOOD PLAN, WE IDENTIFY -

THAT AND WE DON'T - | DIDNT THINK WE HAD TO RELAY ON THE PROPERTY OWNER
TO RECOGNIZE THAT PERHAPS THEIR PROPERTY WAS UNDERZONED.

| THINK IN THIS PARTICULAR INSTANCE IF THOSE PARCELS THAT IT COULD HAVE BEEN
USED EITHER WAY AS A RESIDENT STILL TAKING ACCESS TO THE ALLEY. OR IF
THERE'S A CHOICE OF GOING TO COMMERCIAL THAT THE ALLEY ACCESS IN THIS CASE
WOULD BE LIMITED AND BUFFERS PROVIDED. | THINK WHAT | SAW IN THE
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN WAS PEOPLE COMING IN AND TALKING TO THE LADY AND THE
NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNER, IT COULD GO EITHER WAY ON THIS PARTICULAR TRACK.

Wynn: THANK YOU, MAYOR.
Mayor Garcla: MAYOR PRO TEM?

Goodman: | WAS GOING TO ASK IF THERE HAS TO BE A SPECIFIC MOTION TO -- WHAT
IS THE WORD WE USE FOR PLUCKING OUT? WE PASS THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN ON
SECOND AND THIRD READING, BUT WITHOUT?

THIS IS JUST THE ZONING CASE BEFCRE YOU. SO IF COUNCIL WOULD LIKE, YOU
COULD GO AHEAD WITH YOUR MCTiON TO DIREY1 3TAFF TO INITIATE A REZONING OF
THESE PARCELS. IT'S MY UNDERSTA%T:iNG TALKING TO SARAH AND SHE DID NOT
OBJECF TP HAVING THE NP, SHE WOULD. LIKEIHE DTHERQFFIGE OPTION, SO WE
COULDGA FORWARD WITH.THE zDNING CASE»TBWMZAPFLY .THE NP, AN THEN

.. WHAT SHE WOULD CERTAINY-LIKEWOLIR BE. FOR BOYNGIFO TNITIATE STAFF. 3G

ALLOWEE!WDEH' THE NEIGHBOHROBB nbmw
T OV r*q' L -éu-i o
Goodman: BUT THEN HAVEN’T WE DE FACTO IN THE FJ.('[ URE WHEN {T COMES BACK
AMENDED THE NEIGHBORHOCD PLAN? IRK THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN WOULD NOT
HAVE TO BE AMENDED IF THE DIFFERENT RESTRICTIONS THAT ARE OUTLINED IN THE
PLAN, WHICH I'VE BEEN TOLD SHE IS IN AGREEMENT WITH, THOSE COULD BE
INCORPORATED WITH THE CO, SO THIS WOULD BE GOING FROM SF-3 NP TO, | GUESS,
N.O.-CO-NP WITH THOSE RESTRICTIONS WITHOUT A CHANGE TQ THE NEIGHBORHOOD
PLAN. AND THAT COULD BE DONE AT A LATER DATE.

Goodman: IT,DOESN'T AMEND THE LETTERS, THE LAND USE THAT WAS LAID OUT BY
THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLANS THEY DIDN'T CHANGE -- DO YOU KNOW WHAT | MEAN?
MAYEE WE'RE NOT DOING ANYTHING BUT 'M NOT COMFORTABLE WITH ANYTHING
THAT FEELS LIKE THAT,

BOM) EHQW:"PHOPQSAL THETS - T R
._ Uq.;_ ﬁi-ax., ‘5‘: —_ ,n- ,“ f E‘ ”NL'"LF
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| THINK THE EASIEST WAY WOULD BE iF YOU DEREK STAFF TO INITIATE —~ DIRECT
STAFF TO INITIATE THIS CASE WHERE THE PROPERTY OWNER WOULD NOT HAVE TO
PAY A FEE AND THEN WE COULD BRING FORWARD THE N.O., MU,-CO IN ACCORDANCE - -
WITH THE PLAN WITH THOSE RESTRICTIONS. AND THE PLAN BASICALLY, AS IT CALLS
OUT, IT SAYS THAT THERE ARE NO ZONING CHANGES TO A MORE PERMISSIVE
CATEGORY WITH SOME EXCEPTIONS. THE NORTH SIDE OF THE SIXTH STREET
DISTRICT IF THE PROPERTY IS OWNED SF-3, WHICH THIS PROPERTY IS, BUT THERE'S A
LIMITATION ON THE NUMBER OF TRIPS. AND THAT BUSINESS ACCESS TO THE REAR
ALLEY, WHICH IS USED BY THE RESIDENTS, IS PROHIBITED. AND THAT THERE IS ALSO
A BUFFER STRIP PROVIDED FOR ON THE PROPERTY. AND WITH THOSE CONDITIONS
THE PLAN WOULD RECOGNIZE THAT THAT PROPERTY COULD BE USED FOR
COMMERCIAL. SO WHETHER IT'S USED FOR RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL USE AS
PART OF THE PLAN, EITHER WAY IT WOULD BE AN IMPORTANT PART OF THE PLAN.

Goodman: JUST AS A HISTORICAL CONCEPT, WHEN THIS STREET STARTED GOING
TOTALLY OFFICE, | DON'T THINK | WAS ALL THAT SUPPORTIVE AND IT WAS KIND OF
LATE IN THE DAY WHEN IT HAPPENED. SO THAT'S THE REASON THAT | THINK (T'S VERY
DIFFICULT TO TREAT THE - [ INAUDIBLE )

Mayor Garcla: DID YOU HEAR WHAT THE MAYOR PRO TEM?
I DIDNT CATCH THE LAST PART.

s ; - IT WAS HISTOFIY BUT GREG WAS AROUWMi: :AZK THEN. WHEN THEY FIRST STARTED
CHANGIrgtf TQ.OFFICF QR BUSINESS ! -b:.«AND{I'AKING ACGESSTFE THE ALLEY, |

#@.1 “ WASNT REALEY SUPPORTIVE OF THAT TREND: mmmmWAsﬁ‘DoMINo AND S
ﬂmm*m oo buaE,Ema:Gi I WAS & DBMINO FAG‘FOH{"WHfGH’iS“WWﬂﬁSIILL’DONT[THINK THAT .... - L
ﬁ, ;b"u Qm J A SHQULD HAVESTARTED, aﬂf@]ﬂﬂa‘rﬁ}’é&%em ,\LUTL'E BITLEFTTHAT VB Py
L"‘ ey ISN'T YREATEDTHE §AME THWG@AL@EHEM foAT—ﬂo ONE BE PENALIZED e s A
BECAUSE OF THAT BUT BUT | NOTICED! You WEHE TALKING TO MARTY ABOUT MAYBE
' THE AMENDMENT PROCESS. BECAUSE THAT DOESBOTHERME ¥

THERE IS NO PLAN AMENDMENT THAT WOULD BE REQUIRED TQ -~ LEAVE THESE .

" EITHER SINGLE-FAMILY NP OR TO DO N.O.-CO-NP IN THE FUTUREWITH OTHER. . .
REQUIREMENTS OR OTHER CONDITIONS THAT ARE APPLIED. SO BY YOUR ACTION Y
TODAY; -YOU'COULD APPFIOVE THE NEIGHEOﬁnOOD PLAN FOR THE ZONING ONALL /

' : | ' mmmmm&w%

JNING PROPE woWNEH?vétJLb‘N T INCUR & FEE. 5O 'IF YOURE-AGHEEABLE i-»
T HOSE CONDITIONS THAT AHE AL FEADY TAID U T I TRE PTAN A THAATE BWe 55

EAWWMWEWW BACKBEFUREYOULATER g

.JT. T

Slusher: MAYOR, CAN | FOLLOW UP?
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Mayor Garcla: COUNCILMEMBER SLUSHER.

Slusher: SO I'M NOT CLEAR ON, ONE, WAS THIS DISCUSSED BY THE PLANNING TEAM,
THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING TEAM, THIS PARTICULAR ISSUE?

LET ME LET ONE OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNERS DISCUSS ABOUT THOSE

C’S‘n MEETINGS.

~  THE NEIGHBORHOOD ZONING NOTED THAT THERE WERE A SMALL HANDFUL OF
‘4"“ ' PROPERTIES ON SIXTH STREET THAT STILL HAD SF-3 ZONING IN THAT AREA, AND
WROTE A SPECIFIC PROVISION INTO THE PLAN LAYING OUT THE CONDITIONS THAT
THEY WOULD FIND ACCEPTABLE IF SOMEONE WERE TO COME IN AND REZONE THAT
PROPERTY TO A NEIGHBORHOOD OFFICE CATEGORY. BUT THEY OPTED NOT DO THAT
REZONING, BUT LEAVE THE DOOR FOR SOMEBODY TO COME IF THEY COULD MEEI"
THESE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS.

Stusher: IS THAT WHAT WE'RE TALKING ABOUT HERE? MEETING THESE CONDITIONS
THAT ARE LAID OUT? :

SHE SAID SHE WOULD BE AGREEABLE TO THE CONDITIONS LAID OUT IN THE PLAN?

Slusher: AND THAT'S WHAT Y'ALL DETERMINED BF:-USE YOL. BRING IT BACK TO US.
WOULD BE TO BRING IT BACK TO US. YOU SAID NO AND THE¥ SHOOK THEIR HEAD YES.
MAYBE WE OUGHT TO GET A VERBAL. :
ML r—”\?‘iu iB‘( -Mﬁ’ "51"
figlc,, AS| UNDESISTAND, SHE IS AGREEAPDLE ) THE BIE-EERENI ﬁ;pmdlmusm;w ARE
i RTrkMD OUT IN THE NEYGHBORHOOD:RLAN. WE: QQHLQJNQ};RKE, Aorieno_N THOSEN "+ -
mtgml_ga, e wg{ﬂmv “IF COUNCHL, INST,BQQTED US TQINITATE. A NEWGASE] wgf:oum BRINGBACK . o

f}g @Nggr prze” A NTW Z0ONING ASE THAT HASTHOSE mpbmgﬂsa-m-;mg INTRE R vt AT
h TO MA° NFi5ABORHOOD PLAN AN MAKE THATA-RAST QE«J‘HEE@N-INQOHD]NANDE IN THE'
JF!J}{’E FUTURE. B T T T r.L J,‘

Slusher: OKAY. WHAT YOU'RE SAYING IS THE PROCESS IS LAID OUT BY THE
NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING TEAM.

THATS CORRECT.
Goodman: THE ZONING TODAY ALL HAS NP ON IT, RIGHT?
THAT'S CORRECT.

Goodman: SO THE ZONING AT THIS MOMENT IS NP, AND THE NEW PROCESS, THE
REZONING PROCESS WILL BE REZONING SF-3-NP TO N.0.-CO-NP7
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THAT'S.CORRECT.

Goodman: SO THE NP WE DO TODAY. AND THE SPECIFIC ZONING USE WITHIN THE
LIMITATIONS OF THE MP ARE WHAT WE'LL BE LOOKING AT IN THE FUTURE.

Mayor Garcla: RO EVEBYBQRY.IDEAS, WERE: GOING T0 APPBOVE THIS AND THEN

Shre Mds 2 Lyt

YOU'RE QOING TO RUN THIS PROCESS SO IT WILL STAY CONSISTENT WITH THE PLAN?

i % REGT STAFF TO BRING THAT BACK AT A LATER DATE,
D WE WILL BEGI THAT PROCESS AND JUST MAKE THAT PART OF YOUR MOTION

- FOR THE’AFPHGVAL O T WESTAUSTIN NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN REZONING GASES
MD THENP..

Mayor Garcla: EVERYBODY UNDERSTAND IT?

, AND COUNCIL, I -- IT SHOULD BE N.O.-MU AND NOT C.0.-NP ON THOSE TWO
PROPERTIES. SO NEIGHBORHOOD OFFICE MIXED USE COMBINIYG DISTRICT
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN.

: iND JUST'&FOFI THE RECOHD IF IT PLEASE THE CC‘UI\-CI

LA frin AN

» i 36 Bwhbﬁh‘v __' 21
7% e, h;_-,,,*;zmz‘n.m,m SR KAIR e e EINFELE

(X

WFWE For %ﬂmma,

\ﬂ}.l(- QHL‘JNA ._q!'[g"- RS e m‘- M EDI TENGEALS mmswmﬁ f2) _- e Jici
N S oe W e H 14 :
' I'M WITH THE WESTERN AUSTIN ALLIANCE. AND ALSO WHEN THIS STAHTED WlTH THE

WEST END ASSOCIATION AND WE JUST REPRESENTED THE BUSINESS INTERESTS
THAT WERE INVOLVED IN THE FORMATION OF THIS PLAN. | WAS ONE OF THE PEOPLE
WHO WALKED THE NEIGHBORHQOD AND GAVE NOTICE, AND 1 JUST WANT TO SAY
THAT THE CITY STAFF DID AN EXTRACRDINARY JOB TRYING TQO GET EVERYBODY
INVOLVED AND WORKING OUT THE DETAILS AND HAVING SIX MEETINGS, WHICH WE
WROTE YQU IN A LETTER ABOUT. SO THEY WORKED REALLY HARD. | THINK TO THE
BEST OF THEIR ABILITY THE CITY STAFF HAS TRIED TO DEAL WITH EVERYONE'S
CONCERNS. AND IF THERE ARE ANY OTHER QUESTIONS, I'D BE HAPPY TO ANSWER
THEM.

Mayor Garcla: OKAY.

TARSINTHE Egh ETARER TEOREE ‘-‘*--a‘-i- IO TSR WNWQW



I'M GLAD TO HAVE A CHANCE TO SME WITH YOU. F'M WITH THUNDER CLOUD AND RUN
TEXT AND CARE TOSS, ALL OF THEM ABOUT. AND | JUST WANT TO SHOW OUR
APPRECIATION FOR WAIVING SOME OF THE FEES THAT WILL HELP MUCH MORE OF
THE MONEY TO GET TO THE CHARITY. THANK YOU. '

Mayor Garcla: THANK YOU, MS. ENGLAND. COUNCIL, THAT'S ALL THE SPEAKERS THAT
WE HAVE ON THE CONSENT AGENDA. LET ME READ THE CONSENT AGENDA -

Slusher: MAYOR, BEFORE YOU START, I'D LIKE TO PUT 73 BACK ON.
Mayor Garcla: 73. OKAY.,

Slusher: AND ALSO, WE HAD AN E-MAIL -- | THINK IT JUST CAME TODAY. NO, IT
ACTUALLY CAME YESTERDAY. ON NUMBER 50, THE TREE PLANTING PROGRAM. AND
ITS FROM ONE OF OUR URBAN FORESTRY MEMBERS. AND SHE RAISED A POINT THAT |
WOULD LIKE TO HAVE THE STAFF ADDRESS. SO IF NO ONE HAS CHECKED, | WOULD
LIKE TO POSTPONE THAT FOR A WEEK AND HAVE THE STAFF ADDRESS THE POINTS
THAT WERE BROUGHT UP.

'L Jﬂmfﬂ‘:{"U‘iUr}lenf PR AT ,;"4 p L: '.'.;.‘-
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_B_olt, Thomas

From: Kris Kasper [KKasper@abaustin.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2005 2:55 PM

To: Bolt, Thomas

Subject: FW. support letters

Pon't know if you have this. Thanks.

Dear Mr Bolt,

1 live at 1825 Waterston, just block from the properties applying for NO zoning. A I
support that NO zoning for A 1706 (Sara and Jeffrey Leon} and 1708 (Don Henry and Patty
Alvey West 6th Street which la scheduled to go before the Planning and Zoning Commission
on April 26, 2005. These properties would be changed to NO zoning with additional
limitations (such as limitations on traffic and requirements for a visual barrler at the
alleyway)}, as specified by the 0ld West RAustin Neighborhood Plan -- approved by the
Planning and Zoning Commissicn,

At the direction of the City Council, their staff has filed an application to modify the
current SF-3 to NO zoning, in conformance with the Neighborhood plan. The property at 1706
is currently being used a® a small law firm, and the property at 1708 1s currently owned

by Don Henry and until recently ws used as their home. A A I am expressing support for the
propesed rezonlng,

.3

Feel free to emall or call me.

A

Aralyn Hughes

Clarksville resident for 25 years

Former Nelghborhood (OWRNA) Board Member
512-476-0682

).

4
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Compmhenslva Sustainable Archltocturo Interlors and Consuiting

Thomas Bolt | April 7, 2005
City of Austin Neighborhood Planning and Zoning
Via fax: 9746054

Re: Case number C14-05-002S Sarah and Jeffrey Leon's request for 1706 and 1708 NO zoning

Dear Thomas:

I expressed my support for this zoning change on the phone with you a foew weeks ago and I wanted to
follow up with & letter of support. 1hope it is still timely to do so.

This case is of parucular interest to those of us concerned sbout the long term viability of this
neighborhood. Prsently it serves as & posttive example of Jane Jacobs'book on liviag snd working
enwmnmmtsmmﬂnlyco-e:usung I am afraid that if this zoning change s not granted than the
best use for these properties, given thelr location on busy West 6% Street, would revert to transient
residential housing, ‘We had thet in this area fificen years ago when I first purchased my property and
1 would hate to sce a reversion to this. The neighbor hood is cleaner, healthier, and more vibrasmt now.

The two properties referenced in this case have had businesses rnming out of them for quite & while
and there have no problems with such. These properties have been accessed from the public alley
behind them and that seems to work very well - and seems to keep the traffic situation safer than if
access wonld be atternpted from 6 Street,

I know this is & sensitive issue fo some of those living nearby, but am speaking ffom my beart. We all
must do our part to diminish the pressures that encourage suburban sprawi.

Should you have any further questions sbout this, pleass do not hesitate to contact me

Warmest Regards,

(ol

Peter L. Pleiffer FATA
VAIRBA PROPERTTEY and BARLEY + PFEIFFER. ARCHITECTS
propotty ownery of 1800, 1802, 1304 West 6t Strect and 604 Pamerson Strect
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Barkley & Associates - - L)
Certitied Public Accountants

March 21, 2005

Mr. Thomas Bolt

City of Austin

Neighborhood Planning and Zoning Department -
P. O. Box 1088

Austin, Texas 78767

Case Number: C14-05-0025-1706-1708 West 6™ Street
Dear Mr. Bolt:

1 am the owner of the property located at 1704 West 6 Street. 1am completely
in support of the application to change the zoning on the properties located at 1706 and
1708 West 6 Street.

All of the other property on the south side of the block is already zoned for
commercial use as is, so far as I know, virtually all of the property on 6™ Street between
Lamar and Mopac. I do not feel that a change in zoning would have any adverse impact
on surrounding properties from either an esthetic point of view or from traffic flow
changes.

Should you have any questions regarding my support, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

o b

Clifton W. Barkley

1704 West Sixth Street, Austin, Texas 78703 Phone 512-472-4095 Fax 512-472-95001
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Bolt, i‘homaé .

.From: Chris John [chris@unitedbenefitadvisors.com}
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Subject: Case Number C14-05-0025-1706-1708 West Bth Street

Mr. Bolt

- 1 am the owner of lhe property located at 1700 West 8th Street, and | am flrmly In support of the application to

change the zonlng of the properﬂes located at 1706 and 1708 West 6th Street.

| As far as | know (wﬂh the exception of these two parcels) the all of the properties on both sides of this block are

Zoned for commercial use. The properties at 1706 and 1708 are not sultable for single family use {especially
families with small chlidren). Traffic on §th straet can be heavy and nolsy, as drivers prepare to ramp onto
MoPac. The only use these properties are suited for Is smali office use. 1 do not feel that a change in zoning
would have any adverse Impact on any of the surmounding properties from either a financial, esthetic or traffic
point of view. in fact it seems to me that the small offices along the north side of this block act as an important
nolse bufrer for the nelghborhood to the north of us,

Please appmva this zoning change Fasl foe to callme mgardlng my support if you have any quesﬁons

Chrls John,
- . Chief Executive Officer and Co- Founder,

United Benefit Kdvisors (UBA),
“An Alliance of The Nation's Premier InabpandentBeneﬂtAdvmy Ams*”

* 1700 West 6th Street, Suite "A

Austin, TX 78703

Emall; (chris@unitedbenefitadvisors.com) (Please note new address)
Office: 512-617-8713 s
Fax; 512-478-8786

Corporate Webslte: (hnn.llunlted_bgneﬂm@mrs_mm)
Employer Webslte: (htip://benefits.com)

This e-mail message, induding all attachments & intended solely for the use of addressee(’s} and may contain
confidential and priviieged Information or nformation otherwise protected by kaw. Any unauthionized review, use,
disdosure, distribution, copying, or forwarding of this message or is attachments ks strictly prohibited, If you
have recelved this message in error, please natﬂj' the sender immediately and delete the message and all coples
and backups thereof, .

4/25/2005
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 Bolt Thomas ~_ | -

From: ' Blake Buffington [bbuffington@buffingtonlaw.com]
Sent: ' Thursday, April 21, 2005 3:59 PM
-~ To: , Bolt, Thomas; greg.gumsey@ci.austin.be.us

Messrs. Bolt and Gurnsey,

This emall is being sent in uubﬁort of the above referenced application.

'_I'nm writing to you as the owner of a small business on the adjnéent RO
. soned property which 1s located at ‘1710 West Sixth Street. Following my

review of the Old West Austin Neighborhood Flan and in light of the
predominant use of property along 6th Street, it is my opinion that the City
should approve a zoning change on the subject property from SF-3 to RO.

- Pleage feel fres to contact me if you have:iny questions,

Blake Buffington
The Buffington Law Firm, P.C.
1710 West Sixth Street

.Austin, Texas 78703

{512) 472-8070
(512) 472-0180 (facsimile)
bbuffington8buffingtonlaw.com



STATEMENT

RE: C14-05-0025 - 1706 & 1708 W. 6"X ST.
CTTV OF ATICTTN — DY ANNTNA FOMMIKSTON

My name is Paul Seals. My wife and I are opposed to the proposed zoning change. We are the
owners of 1709 Francis Avenue, a property that is affected adversely by the recommendation of
the staff in this zoning case. We have lived there for the past 18 years. I am also a member of
Old West Austin Neighborhood Association Steering Committee, This is my second tour of duty
on the Steering Committee, having served in the late 90’s. 1 was also a member of the
Neighborhood Planning Team, with responsibility for the land use policies incorporated into the
Nelghborhood Plan that was approved in 2000.

'This is not my first appearance before this Commission regarding 1706 West 6™ Street. The
previous owner, filed a zoning request in 1998, which was denied by the City Council. The
rationale for the denial of both that 1998 case and an earlier case involving 1804 West 6

formed the basis for the specific language in the Neighborhood Plan, which is applicable to this
case. Dave Sullivan, who was also a member of the Planning Team took the lead in crafting this
language.

The staff recommendation Is contrary te the City Council instructions relating to this case.

The fundamental question before you tonight should be: why in the world are we here
considering this zoning request? Ihope that you have reviewed the transcript from the City
Council Meeting of September 26, 2002. It is clear that the Council directed the staff to initiate
rezoning after being assured by the owners of 1706 West 6 that they were aware of and would
comply with the limitations in the Neighbothood Plan. For two and half years, the staff has
pondered this case. Instead of going back to the Council for reconsideration and further
instructions, the staff has recommended approval of the rezoning in violation of the _.
Neighborhood Plan. If there is a problem with the Plan, the appropriate procedure should be to
consider revisions to the Plan instead of what you have before you which is a recommendation to
disregard the Plan. This Commission should not be considering a recommendation from the staff
that is not in conformance with the Neighborhood Plan.

The land use provisions for the North 6 Street District are fundamental provision of
Neighborhood Plan.

The provisions are designed to accomplish one of the overarching goals of the Neighborhood
Plan’s Land Use Policies — preservation of the residential core of the neighborhood by protecting
against erosion from the edges. The provisions for the North 6% Street District are designed to
establish a defined barrier between commercial and residential properties. The Plan specifically
prohibits alley access, which would impact residential properties. The staff proposal eviscerates
the Neighborhood Plan,

The staff recommends that the rezoning include access through the existing narrow alley and a
privately-owned driveway In clear violation of the Neighborhood Plan, which prohibits business



access ﬂn‘ough the alley and requires access through a street with minimum width of 36 feet.
Although properties at either end of the 1700 Block of West 6™ are zoned commercial, each

reraning ramirad dirsct anrsce nﬁ' nf aithar Anemicta Qb Ar Patlercan Ava hnth Afwhich hod

- - - A

The staff recommendation is not énforceable.

The staff has recommended site ingress off West 62 with egress through the alley. How will
these restrictions be enforced, particularly in light of the on-going willful violations of existing
zoning? There are no practical methods to enforce the restriction short of stationing a policemen
in the alley or constnicting one-of those one-directional metal-barbed strips that you find at car
rental Jocations.

The staff recommendation results in the condemnation of residential property.

Under Transportation on page § of the review sheet, the staff recommends that the currently
existing pavement north of the dedicated alley should be dedicated as a public right-of-way. I
assume this means that the City would condemn a portion of my property as well as at 1707
Francis to accommodate the rezoning. Please note the aerial photo in your back-up materials,
which has been marked to show the dedicated alley. The alley dead-ends behind 1706 West 6
end my property. Previous residential owners paved a driveway across the southern portion of
- my property to connect to another alley to the west. The City proposes that access be through
my property.

1f the City wants to exercise this power of eminent domain, at least it should be done consistent
with the Neighborhood Plan. The City could acquire a strip of 1and south and parallel to the
existing alley to provide direct commercial access off of Augusta Street. This would not only be
consistent with the Neighborhood Plan by providing for the construction of a barrier between
the commercial and residential properties it would also correct fence that was constructed
contrary to the City’s approval of the rezoning of 1700-04 West 6 in the early 80’s.

The City should not reward willful violation of the existing zoning,

Since 1997, shortly after the previous owner purchased the house from long-time residents and
converted the house to an office, the residential neighbors have been complaining to the City
about the illegal commercial use. Even after the rezoning was denied in 1998, the City did
nothing in response to our complaints for the continued illegal use.

Shortly after the Leons acquired 1706 West 62 from the previous owner, I happened to meet
them in the alley between our houses. I noticed their young child. Iintroduced myself and
welcomed them to the neighborhood and started to praise our neighborhood elementary school.
They looked at me with disbelief and told me that Sarah Leon was going to open her law office
in the house and they had no intention of living there. I advised them of the residential zoning of
the property and the past denial of the attempt at rezoning. With full knowledge of the zoning,
Sarah Leon opened her office. We continued filing our complaints. The Leons continue their
iftegal use. What started out as one or two cars parked off the alley is now 6 to 8 cars double-



parked. Their backyard is now a parking lot. The pa.rkmg has spilled over into the dedicated
alley. '

: the); ask the City to help them out. ‘One of the fundamental principles of equity is clean hands.
You do not seek equity unless you have clean hands. Neither this Commigsion nor the City
should feel any compunction to grant the relief sought by the Leons.

As a resident of Austin , I find it unconscionable that the City staff appears to go to any length to
force fit a rezoning to solve a problem of the Leon’s own creation to the detriment of our
neighborhood. That is surely not what the Council intended when they directed the staff to
initiate this case. :

Finally, I would ask you to consider what has been going on in our immediate neighborhood. In
" the past 5-10 years there has been a tremendous investment and growth in the owner-occupied
residential properties along Francis, Patterson and Theresa. Because of the location, people want
to live here. Just because the Leons were never interested in 1706 as a residence does not mean
others would not be.

Our neighborhood is a real special place — something worth fighting for!1}

My family urges this Commission to reject the staff’s recommendation to rezone these
properties,

Pau! Seals

1709 Francis Ave.
499,6203 (o)

474.0904 (h)
pseals@akingump.com
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612-441-5212
mree_d4@aol.com

4/26/2005



Message - ' Page 1 of 1

Bolt, Thomés

From: Kris Kasper [KKasper@abaustin.comj
Sent:  Tuesday, April 26, 2005 3:11 PM
To: Bolt, Thomas
Subject: FW: CCDC re rezoning
fyi
—0riginal Message-—
From: Sara Leon [malito:sleon@powell-leon.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2005 3:09 PM

To: MReed4@aol.com
Subject: FW: CCDC re rezoning

Thanks so much for checking on this! We'll keep you up to date on our progress.

Sara Leon

From: MReed4@aol.com [mallto:MReed4@aol.com}
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2005 2:58 PM

To: sleon@powell-leon.com

Subject: CCDC re rezoning

| was finally able to track down & CCDC board members (representing a quorum of our board) and all 5 have no
problem with the rezoning given that the houses are on 6th Street and the businesses located in those houses will
not generate a lot of traffic through the neighborhood. So, you can say that ycu have the support of the CCDC
board.

Mary

Mary Reed

MR-PR

1101 Charlotte Street
Austin, TX 78703
512-441-5212
mreed4@aol.com

7/20/2005



Bolt, Thomas

From: Jody Bicke! [JBickél@abaustin com}
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2005 12:45 PM
To: _ Imvcortez@hotmail.com; ksource@hotmail.com; cidg@galindogroup.com; Riley. Chris;

matt.pc@newurban.com; jay_reddy@dell.com; Cynthia. medlln@sbcglobal net;
sully.jumpnet@sbcglobal’.net; Bolt, Thomas

Cc: Kris Kasper

Subject: 1706 & 1708 W. Bth Strest (C14-05-0025 - Agenda Item 5}

Kris Kasper asked me to forward this message to you a2ll regarding
tonight's Agenda Item 5.

Dear Commissiocners:

1 represent Sara Leon and Don Henry, as owners of the property located
at 1706 and 1708 W. 6th Street, in the zoning case before you tonight
{C14-05-0025 - Agenda Item 5). I wanted to provide you all with some
history of this case.

Pased on the character of 6th street, the numbers of office and retall
properties up and down 6th street, and the heavy traffic assoclated with
6th street, most people agree that these two properties are no longer
appropriate for residential use. Your backup packet should contain some
support letters from adjacent property owners, Also, the 0ld West
RBustin Neighborhood Plan's future land use map recognizes that both .of
these properties should be changed to office use. In order to be
re-zoned to office, though, the plan recommended that a CO be placed on
the properties that would : (i) limit each property to 40 trips/day;
(i1) prohibit business access through the alley; (i1ii) require business
access from a street with a minimum width of 36'and {iv) install a 10"
vegetative buffer or 6' high masonry fence to separate the business use
from the adjacent residential properties.

Both Sara and Don became involved with the 0ld West Austin Neighborhood
Plan at the end of the process. Both owners attended the City Council
meeting in Sept. of 2002. At that time, City Council directed staff to
initiate a zoning case on the properties to re-zone the property
NO-MU-CO-NP. At that meeting, staff stated that "staff will look at the
conditional overlays that will be addressed in the neighborhood plan,
amending the neighborhood plan with conditions, and direct staff to
bring that back at a later date.™ Essentially, staff agreed to revisit
both the zoning and conditional overlay recommended for the propertles.

In accordance with Councll's request that the overlay and zoning be
evaluated, staff has now reviewed and modified the recommendation
originally proposed by the neighborhood plan. Staff now recommends the
NO-MU-CO-NP zoning, but the overlay that i1s different from the
neighborhood plan. This overlay recommends that: (i) combined trips for
both properties be limited to 145/day: (ii) ingress to the property be
from 6th Street with egress to the alley; and (iii) a 10' buffer or 6°
masonry fence be installed, except where egress 13 located. The owWners
are happy to comply with staff's current recommendation, if that is the
Commission's intent. The owners have been able tc obtain a curb cut on
to 6th Street. However, we recognlze that a driveway entrance on 6th
street is extremely dangercus in this location. At the bottom of this
email, I have attached an email from Emily Barron, Sr. Planner with
Transportation Review. Ms. Barron recognizes that staff's "initial
preference was to have all of the access off of the alley,™ but to
satisfy some neighbor concerns about traffic on the alley, staff
modified its original recommendation. In accordance with staff's
initial preference, the owners respectfully request that the overlay be
revised so that all ingress and egress off of the alley be considered

1



for safety reasons.

Thank you for your time. Please feal free to call or email e with any"
questions,

Kris Kasper

Armbrust & Brown, L.L.P.

100 Congress Ave., Sulte 1300
ABustin, Texas 78701
512-435-2325 (ph)
512~435-2360 (fax)

----- Original Message-----
From: emily.barron@ci.austin.tx.us [mailto:emily.barron@ci.austin.tx.ua)

Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2005 2:35 PM
To: Kris Kasper

Cc: Thomas.Bolt@cil.austin.tx.us
Subject: Alley Access

Kris ~

HI! To follow up on our conversation regarding access to the alley for
1706 and 1708 W 6th Street, there were many considerations when looking
at access for this site. When considering the topography of the site,
the traffic volumes on 6th Street and existing access to the buildings
our inltial preference was to have all of the access off of the alley.
In order to take into account the neighborhood plans requests to have no
access off the alley we came to the recommendation to allow a driveway
‘cut to serve only as an entry point for the site off of 6th Street and
allow vehicles to exit off of the alley. Please let me know if you have
any other questions. Thanks!

~ Emily

Emily M. Barron

Sr. Planner ~ Transportation Revlew

City of Austin Watershed Protection & Development Review Department One
Texas Center ~ 4th Floor P.O. Box 1088

Austin, Texas 78767-1088

Phone: (512) 974-2788 Fax: (512) 974-2423

E-Maill: emily.barron@cl.austin.tx.us
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Chris Riley, Chair and Members of the Planning Commission

FROM: Thomas Bolt, Senior Planner
Neighborhood Planning and Zoning Department

DATE: July 20, 2005
SUBJECT: Planning Commission Summary

Attached is a Planning Commission summary, which will be forwarded to the City
Council.

CASE # C14-05-0025



Rezoning: ' C14-05-0025 - 1706 & 1708 W. 6th St. - City Initiated

Location: 1706 & 1708 W. 6th Street, Town Lake Watershed, Old West
Austin NPA

Owner/Applicant: 1706-Jeffrey & Sarah Leon 1708-Don Henry

Agent: City of Austin

Request: SF-3-NP fo NO-MU-CO-NP

Staff Rec.: RECOMMENDED

Staff: Thomas Bolt, 974-2755, Thomas.bolt@ci.austin.tx.us

Neighborhood Planning & Zoning Department

Tom Bolt presented the staff recommendation and explained that staff looked into the
alley and on-street parking issues. In regards to parking on West 6™ Street, Public Works
did not recommend parallel parking on that street.

Commissioner Sullivan said that the speed limit along West 6% Street is 35mph and Mr.
Bolt said that in reality it is much higher. Commissioner Sullivan said staff should
consider the effect of on street parking on calming the speeds along that strect. Bmily
Barron, the transportation reviewer, said she discussed the on-street parking issue with
Public Works and they said the vertical curve and the higher speed are the reasons they
did not recommend on-street parking. Commissioner Reddy asked if there is even space
to have on-street parking and Ms. Barron said the way it is currently striped, no.

Commissioner Moore asked Commissioner Sullivan if he thought on-street parking
would be in front of the house or along more parts of West 6™ Street. '

FOR

Richard Suttle, substituting for Chris Casper the representative for the case, said the
house is in a commercial area. Commissioner Sullivan asked him if he had discussed the
idea of on street parking with Public Works. Mr. Suttle said that he does not know if
Chris Casper spoke with staff. :

FOR, Did not speak
Patty Alvey

" Don Henry

Sara Leon

Jeff Leon

AGAINST

Paul Seals, owner of the property immediately north of the subject properties, said that
the committee and neighborhood have gpent time on this case. At this point, the
neighborhood is not in agreement with the zoning. Parking is being provided on-site on
other sites, Traffic calming is important. Providing parking on West 6™ Street would
move in that direction of calming the traffic. The bottom line on the alley realignment is
that there were conditions in the neighborhood plan for these properties. He told Sara



Leon that even if an agreement was reached, he said at some point the neighborhood plan
would have to be amended.

Beverly Dunn, said she lives on Patterson Avenue and said she did meet with the
neighbors and lawyers. The neighborhood agrees with the proposed egress and the on-
street parking, She is concerned about the amount of parking for the clients though. .
There are cars parked illegally on the adjacent streets as a result of spillover from the
businesses. - Ignoring the details of the neighborhood plan means 1gnonng the thought
and work put into working out conditions for the property.

Laura Morrison said she looked at the September 2002 Council transi:ﬁpt and sajd it
was foreseen that it might stay residential. Only if the conditions in the neighborhood
plan were incorporated would the plan go forward, The recent nelghborhood-plannmg
ordinance said that substantive changes to the text, not just changes to land use, require -
neighborhood plan amendments.

Against, Did not spcak
Thomas Dunn

Rob Miller

Thomas Barbour

REBUTTAL
Mr. Suttle said that the requested zoning is in conformance with the adopted future land
use map.

Commissioner Sullivan asked Mr. Suttle if he would support a rezoning that would
prohibit access to the alley. The argument is how strict to make the conditional overlay.

Commissioner Riley asked Mr. Suttle about the Council transcript and how it clearly
states that if the property is to be commercial, there should not be access to the alley. Mr.
Suttle said that the conditions, such as limiting access to the alley, may not allow a
reasonable use of the property.

MOTION: CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING
VOTE: 7-0 (JR-1st, DS-2"*; CG-ABSENT)

Commissioner Reddy asked Ms, Leon about the natﬁre of the business. Ms, Leon said
that the employees are not present at the office all the time. They represent school
districts throughout the state and so some travel and are not in the office.

Commlssmner Medlin asked about the idea of a driveway to the parking adjacent to the
site. Mr. Bolt said that was not considered because of the dangers of egress onto West 6
Street. Commissioner Medlin said that it seems it would be dangerous to have on-street
parking. Mr. Bolt explained that staff did not recommend egress; they only recommend
ingress only for the driveway. The visibility is a problem because the sites are 6 feet
above the street. The access to the parking lot in the rear of the parking lot would be a



problem Commisstoner Medlin sought clarification that the neighborhood has rejected
egress in the alley. Mr. Bolt said that the neighborhood plan does not tecommend any
access onto the slley.

Commissioner Medlin asked about the concerns that this request does not require a
neighborhood plan amendment. She said it does not appear reasonable that the property
cannot be used for commercial unless the restrictive conditions are met, and with those
conditions wondered why a neighborhood plan amendment would not be needed. Mr.
Bolt said the text in the plan are considered guidelines, and that to enact them requires
Council action. Mr. Bolt read the plan statement thet Council approval of the plan is not .
the implementation of the plan. Council action is required to implement the plan. Mr.
Bolt said that the entire neighborhood planning staff and the Director discussed this issue
and decided that the conditions are guidelines, and considered them in developing the
conditional overlay recommendation.

MOTION: APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION, INCLUDING ALL
CONDITIONS, BUT REQUIRE INGRESS AND EGRESS ONLY FROM THE
ALLEY AND DIRECT STAFF TO PREFARE A PLAN TO ALLOW ON-STREET
PARKING ON WEST 6™ STREET TO ADDRESS THE PARKING CONCERNS
FOR SITE, -

VOTE: (JR-1", MM-2"; CM-OPPOSED, CG- ABSENT)

Com_missioner Reddy said that the staff recommendation may not include the words of
the plan but it meets the spirit of the plan.

. Commissioner Moore said he supports having commercial on West 6 Street and he does
not believe the neighborhood plan should lock in certain conditions that might need to
change over time. .

Commissioner Cortez asked if the staff re;:ommendation specifies ingress only. Mr. Bolt
said yes, as well as alley dedication and straightening out alley and egress to the alley.
The subcommittee’s recommendation did not include access to the alley.

Commissioner Cortez said that he does not want to' see a curb cut on West 6 Street and
the purpose of having an alley is to provide access,

Commissioner Moore asked for reasons why access would be restricted to the alley and
Commissioner Cortez said that the purpose of an alley is to prov1de access and that there
are no other curb cuts on that block.

Commissioner Sullivan said he has to contest assumption that the purpose of alley is to
provide access because that alley was constructed for a single-family use that generates
20 trips a day, not 40 trips a day, as this use would. Commissioner Sullivan pointed out
that the other properties on the block are next to other streets, so access is taken to the
side streets, rather than to the parking lot.



Commissioner Sullivan offered that parking should be provided on West 6™ Street, some
on Augusta and some on the rear of the property. This would spread the commercial
parking out, instead of having it all on the rear of the property, which the neighborhood
does not want.

Commissioner Moore commented on the trips per day being too high. It seems 1t is based
on suburban development.

Commissioner Medlin said that the issucs of parking and traffic should have been dealt
with at the time of neighborhood planning because it seems the conditions in the plan are
unrealistic. She does not want to totally negate & valid conditional overlay simply _
because now it is recognized that the conditions in the plan are bad. However, she does
not want to set a precedent of not considering conditions in a plan, and so would prefer
that a neighborhood plan amendment be done.

Commissioner Riley said that he will support the motion. He said that the Council
transcript makes it clear that people would expect at the time that this would still be in the
works. He prefers access to the alleyway. He would encourage the neighborhood '
residents to revisit the neighborhood plan, for instance there have been design tools
adopted since plan adopted. -

Commissioncr Sullivan stressed that he only supports the motion because the on-street
parking provision was added to the motion.



Bolt, Thomas

e R
From: . Dave Sullivan [sully Jumpnet@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2005 ©:33 PM
To: Jody Bickel; Kris Kasper; Bolt, Thomas; cynthia.medlin@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Re: 1706 & 1708 W. 8th Sireet (C14-05-0025)

Kris and Tom
I have been scouting thése addresses over the past week. Here 1s what I think:

1. Regarding alley use, limit it to the same level of activity (parking
spaces and trips per day) as would be generated in by typical residential
development.

2. Have the owners pay the city to secure dedicated parking places on
Augusta.

3. CoA to palnt parallel parking spaces on W. 6th between Rugusta and
Patterson. Owners to pay the city to secure these as dedicated parking
places.

4. Point out to neighbors the advantage of a.) having a little activity on
the alley during the day to deter burglars and vandals, and b.) having no
activity after hours and on weekend, providing peace and quiet that a
crammed college-student house would not.

I am not sure what it takes to "rent” public parking spaces to a private
business, but we allow valet parking folks to do it. Also, I recognize
off-site parking may require a BoA variance, but if that's what it takes,
so be it. If the access is permitted through the parking lot on Augusta
instead of the alley, then drop above requirements and go with NO-CO (no
alley access). If access 1s permitted through the parking lot on
Patterson, then applicant must pay to construct a sidewalk on Patterson to-
offset the increased risk to pedestrians there. 1 bellieve the dollar walue
of the risk added by office traffic exceeds the dollar cost of the sidewalk
construction.

Dave

At 12:44 PM 4/26/2005, you wrote:

>Kris Kasper asked me to forward this message to you all regarding
>tonight's Agenda Item 5.

>

»Dear Commissioners:

>

>I represent Sara Leon and Don Henry, as owners of the property located
>at 1706 and 1708 W. 6th Street, in the zoning case before you tonight
>{C14-05~0025 - Agenda Item 5). I wanted to provide you all with some
>history of this case.

>

>Based on the character of 6th street, the numbers of office and retail
>properties up and down 6th street, and the heavy traffic associated with
>6th street, most people agree that these two properties are no longer
>appropriate for residential use. Your backup packet should contain some
»>support letters from adjacent property owners. Also, the 0ld West
>Austin Neighborhecod Plan's future land use map recognizes that both of
>these properties should be changed to cffice use. In order to be
>re-zoned to office, though, the plan recommended that a CO be placed on
>the properties that would : (i} limit each property to 40 trips/day;
>{ii} prohibit business access through the alley; (ili) require business
>acceas from a streef with a minimum width of 36'and {(iv) install a 10°'

1



>vegetative buffer or 6' high masonry fence to separate the business use
>from the adjacent residential properties.

> . :

>Both Sara and Don became involved with the 0ld West Rustin Neighborhood
>Plan at the end of the process. Both owners attended the City Council
>meeting in Sept. of 2002, At that time, City Councll directed staff to
>initiate a zoning case on the properties to re-zone the property
>NO-MU~-CO-NP. At that meeting, staff stated that "staff will look at the
>conditional overlays that will be addressed in the nelghborhood plan,
>amending the neighborhcod plan with conditions, and direct staff to
>bring that back at a later date."” Essentlally, staff agreed to revisit
>both the zoning and conditional overlay recommended for the properties.
>

> .

>In accordance with Council's regquest that the overlay and zoning be
»evaluated, staff has now reviewed and modified the recommendation
>originally proposed by the neighborhoed plan. Staff now recommends the
>NO-MU-CO~-NP zoning, but the overlay that 1s different from the
>neighborhoocd plan. This overlay recommends that: (i) combined trips for
>both properties be limited to 145/day; (ii) ingress to the property be
>from 6th Street with egress to the alley; and (1ii) a 10' buffer or 6'
>masonry fence be installed, except where egress i1s located. The owners
>are happy to comply with staff's current recommendation, 1f that is the
>Commission's intent. The owners have been able to obtain a curb cut on
>to 6th Street. However, we recognize that a driveway entrance on 6th
>street 1s extremely dangerous in this location. At the bottom of this
>email, I have attached an email from Emily Barron, Sr. Planner with
>Transportation Review. Ms, Barron recognlzes that staff's "initial
>preference was to have all of the access off of the alley," but to
»satisfy some neighbor concerns about traffic on the alley, staff
>modified its original recommendation. - In accordance with staff's
>initial preference, the owners respectfully reguest that the overlay be
>revigsed so that all ingress and egress off of the alley be considered
>for safety reasons.

> : .

>Thank you for your time. Please feel free to call or emall me with any
>questions. :

>

>Kris Kasper

>

>Armbrust & Brown, L.L.P.

>100 Congress Ave., Suite 1300
>Austin, Texas 78701
»512~-435-2325 {ph)
»>512-435-2360 (fax)

Dm———— Original Message-----

>From: emily.barronfci.austin.tx.us [mailto:emily.barron@ci.austin.tx.us]
>

>Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2005 2:35 FM

>To: Kris Kasper

>C¢: Thomas.Belt@ci.austin.tx.us

>Subject: Alley Access

- .

>

>Kris ~

>

>HI! To follow up on our conversation regarding access to the alley for
>1706 and 1708 W 6th Street, there were many considerations when looking
>at access for this site. When considering the topography of the site,
>the traffic volumes on 6th Street and existing access to the buildings
>our initlal preference was to have all of the access off of the alley.
>In order to take into account the neighborhood plans requests to have no
>access off the alley we came to the recommendation to allow a driveway
>cut to serve only as an entry peint for the site off of 6th Street and
>allow vehicles to exit off of the alley. FPlease let me know if you have
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>any other questions. Thanks!

>

>~ Emily

>

?Emily M. Barron

»Sr. Planner ~ Transportation Review

>City of ARustin Watershed Protection & Development Review Department One
>Texas Center ~ 4th Floox P.O. Box 1089
>Austin, Texas 78767-1088

>Phone: (512) 974-2788 Fax: (512) 974-2423
>E-Mail: emily.barron@ci.austin.tx.us



e A fence, berm; or dense vegetation must be provided to screen adjoining properties
from views of parking, mechanical equipment, storage, and refuse collection.
» Additional design regulations will be enforeed at the time a site plan is submitted.



W O~ n b DN -

I

10025, on file at the Neighborhood Plannin,

|
|
|

AN ORDINANCE REZONING AND CHANGING THI¥ zomi,’é,_;, AP
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1706 AND 1708 WEST ¢™ STREETIN WTHE
WEST AUSTIN NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN AREA FROM FAMILVRESIDES
NEIGHBORHOOD ~PLAN  (SF-3-NP) COMBINING  DISTRICT: TO
NEIGHBORHOOD  OFFICE-MIXED _ USE-GUNDITIONAL ~ GVERLAY-
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN (NO-MU-CO-NP) COMBINING DISTRICT.

A 'w-”’, 2 .éode is amended to
change the base district from family resideneh,_r,j, ;B If'ié?d p1an,= F-3-NP) combining
district to neighborhood office-mixed use-ggriditi ; L vér'lay—qeaghborhood plan (NO-
MU-CO-NP) combining district on the prgferty d crﬂ'ak giln Fening Case No. C14-05-
g dZo,ﬁ"'g eﬁ__’,;f'“ent, as follows;
ﬂt.rn 15

Lot 9, Block A (1706 W. 6%), Ec,]{'s ﬁ-l'elgh@gubdwxa%n, and Lot 1 (1708 W. 6%),
West End Heights Subdivision, gyt v1s1ehs in the’Clty of Austin, Travis County,
Texas, accordmg to the map o:#-p‘lat of .;U -rEspecuvely, in Plat Book 3, Page
16, and Plat Bopk 3, Page-.»‘-D,f%jf the B a,t Grds of Travis County, Texas (the
“PrOPeﬂy”).aa‘”* i

|!_.:_‘. ﬂl

locally known as W ‘__170§ ! . Street, in the City of Austin, Travis County,
Texas, and generally 1&_.‘: éd in theé a;g gfﬂached as Exhibit “A”,

3."3 ‘ ‘r{:;
PART 2. Except gs -sp - '='-'=-prov1ﬁed in Part 3 and Part 4, the Property may be
developed and used in accobd: ¥
office (NO) base' district and ib ipplicable requirements of the City Code.
.1'! ";::r
PART 3. The Property w1thm*the boundaries of the conditional overlay combining district
established: By this ordinance “fs subject to the following conditions:

[

1. A sxte plen or bulldmg permit for the Property may not be ‘approved, released, or
issued,if the eempleted development or uses of the Property, considered cumulatively
with all existing-or previously authorized development and uses, generate traffic that

exceeds 145 frips per day.

Draft: 7/12/2005 Page 1 of 2 COA Law Department

Yith the regulations established for the neighborhood

——— ————— re— —
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access shall be by way of the adjacent alley along the nq;_:th boun 5

a..?"r:"".:

mamtamed to screen the busmess use and pﬂhﬂg,ﬁrea from«tﬁe it ik
._';}iﬁ'er/fe;ice zon ‘

1:;-;f,!
PART 4. The Property is subject to Ordinance No. d§0926&

H

APPROVED:

Shirley A. Brown
City Clerk

Draft: 7/12/2005 Page 2 of 2 COA Law Department
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