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SUBJECT: C14-05-0025 - 1706 & 1708 West 6™ Street - Approve third reading of an ordinance
amending Chapter 25-2 of the Austin City Code by rezoning property locally known as 1706 & 1708
West 6" Street (Town Lake/Johnson Creek Watersheds) 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. First reading approved on September 1, 2005. Vote: 7-0.
Second reading approved on October 20, 2005. Vote: 7-0. Applicant: City of Austin. Agent:
Neighborhood Planning and Zoning Department. City Staff: Jorge E. Rousselin, 974-2975. Note: A
valid petition has been filed in opposition to this rezoning request.
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THIRD READING SUMMARY SHEET

ZONING CASE NUMBER: C14-05-0025
EQUEST:

C14-05-0025 - 1706 & 1708 W. 6th 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. 6th Street (Town Lake Watershed)
from family residence-neighborhood plan (SP-3-NP) combining district zoning to neighborhood
office-mixed use-conditional overlay-neighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district
zoning. Planning Commisgsion Recommendation: To grant neighborhood office-mixed use-
conditional overlay-neighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning. Propesty
Owners: 1706-Sara & Jeffrey Leon; 1708-Don Henry. Applicant: City of Austin, Agent:
Neighborhood Planning and Zoning Department. City Staff: Jorge Rousselin, 974-2975, A valid
petition has been filed in opposition to this rezoning request.

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS:

The Old West Austin Neighborhood Plan approved in April 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 & 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-trip per 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.

A petition has been filed representing a little over 34% of the land area within 200 feet of the
subject tracts.

On September 1, 2005 the City Council passed on 1 reading a rezoning of 1706-1708 W Sixth
St. from SF-3-NP to NO-MU-NP with 8 conditions. Two of those conditions, limiting access to
Sixth St. and a 145 vehicle trip per day limit will be a conditional overlay in the ordinance. Five
of the conditions; a masonry fence, dumpster prohibition, submittal of a site plan,
commencement of construction and a rollback provision will be in a private restrictive covenant,



One of the conditions requested the staff to explore the possibility of permitting the property to
be legal non-complying/non conforming. The staff requested that the applicant present a list of
those code requirements from which they were seeking exemption: Exemptions to the site
development regulations would include the following:

1. Aricle 7: Section 25-6-471, Section 25-6-472 and the Transportation Criteria Manuel:
No paving/technical design with thc exception of paving the driveway entrance and drive
aisle,

Chapter 25-7: Dmainage: No on-site detention required.

Article 6: Section 25-8-211and Section 25-8-214: No water quality controls required.

Article 10: Section 25-2-1051 and Section 25-2-1066 and The Environmental Criteria

Manual Section 2: Landscaping/Buffering not required except the masonry wall as

reguired by the Neighborhood Plan, as amended.

5. Building Criteria Manual: Section 1, Section 4 and Section 5: To require no utility
upgrades to commercial standards

6. Article 2: Section 25-2-492: To exceed the overall impervious cover and building
coverage under NO base zoning district (objective is current improvements and related
parking/driveway are ok)

7. Uniform Building Code: To not comply with major ADA or TAS renovations:

a) Except for 20% of the total cost of the overall remodel

b) Those areas on the first floor utilized for customer service and waiting

AN

Staff had a meeting with the applicant’s agent and items 4-7 were withdrawn, Staff cannot
support the exemptions from theses requirements. Staff is also unaware of a legal means to
make exemptions from these Code requirements through the zoning process.

Item 1. Paved Parking
Since at lJeast 1973, the City Code has required that commercial parking lots be paved with a

hard surfacing material sufficient to prevent mud, dust, loose material, and other nuisances. The
use of gravel or similar materials is not generally permitted because:

o Gravel cannot be striped; consequently, there is no way to delineate parking spaces.

¢ For drainage purposes, gravel is not considered pervious when used in parking lots
because it eventually becomes compacted.

¢ Gravel is not an effective filtration device for water quality purposes unless it is
periodically removed and replaced.

o Gravel may be a hazard for pedestrians and does not meet requirements for handicapped
accessibility.

o Gravel can be carried into city streets and drainageways by automobiles or stormwater.
Loose gravel on asphalt streets can be imbedded into the surface by vehicles, Icadmg to
pavement deterioration and potholes.

¢ Gravel produces dust in dry weather, and mud or standing water in wet weather.

Section 25-6-472 (H) of the Land Development Code requires parking areas comply with the
Transportation Criteria Manual. There is not a variance procedure for this section of the Code.
The Transportation Criteria Manual does allow the Director to approve crushed stone for parking



in order to protect trees. In such cases the stone must be limited to the critical root zone of the
trees and must be confined by curbing or other barriers to keep it in place. Crushed stone is not
allowed on slopes, within handicapped parking spaces, or along accessible routes between
parking and the building entry.

Staff recommends that Council not waive the requirement for paved parking but rather allow the
applicant to pursue the use of an alternative surface based on the criteria in the Transportation
Criteria Manual. If Council does choose to waive the requirement, however. the waiver should
not apply to handicapped-accessible parking.

Based upon the floor area of the buildings on this site, the owner would be required to provide 12
regular spaces and 1 accessible space, which will require about 4000 square feet of paving, in
addition to the driveway to W. 6th St.. It is unclear whether the applicant is asking for a waiver
from the parking requirement or only the paving requirement. A variance from the parking
requirement can only be granted by the Board of Adjustment unless a specxal ordinance is
adopted for this property by City Council.

Item 2. Chapter 25-7 Drélnage:

Impacts from new impervious cover will increase the run-off for the two, ten, twenty-five and
one hundred year storms. Code requires on site detention for such development. Though the
impact may be small for small amounts of impervious cover, it is the cumulative effect of many
such projects that can be detrimental to our watersheds. However, if the applicant can
demonstrate that a development's increase in run-off does not seriously impact any existing
infrastructure then the applicant would be eligible to apply for a wavier to on-site detention.
This process is in place in order to control, and offer relief from Code requirements, for just this
type of project.

Item 3. Article 6: Section 25-8-211 and Scction 25-8-214 Water Quality

On-site controls are required for cumulative increases of 5000 sq. ft or more, over base
impervious cover, in the Urban watersheds. With certain developments, the applicant may be
granted participation in “payment in lieu" of onsite water quality controls. This program allows
difficult to treat, low impact developments to forego onsite treatment and compensate by
contributing funds towards regional controls developed by the City. These mechanisms are in
place to offer relief from Code for this type of development. Not requiring compliance would
Icave the regional program short funded.

The second reading of the ordinance for neighborhood office-mixed use-conditional overlay-
neighborhood plan (N 0- MU—CO-NP) combmmg district zoning was approved on October 20,
2005.

OWNERS: 1706-Sara & Jeffrey Leon; 1708-Don Henry

AGENT: City of Austin, Ncighborhood Planning and Zoning Department



DATE OF FIRST READING: September 1, 2005;
The first reading of the ordinance for neighborhood office-mixed use-conditional overlay-

neighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning with conditions was approved
with the following conditions:

1. All vehicular access for non-residential uses will be limited to a driveway to 6th street.

2. The 145 trip limitation would be allocated as 68 trips for 1706 West 6th and 77 trips for
1708 West 6th.

3. A masonry fence will be constructed along the north property lines.

4. Commercial trash dumpsters are prohibited.

3. A site plan will be submitted within 90 days after the final approval of the zoning and
approval of the site plan will be diligently pursued or the nonresidential use will cease.

6. Construction of the driveway and masonry fence will commence within 120 days of
approval of the site plan by the City and be diligently pursued by the City or any non-
residential use will cease.

7. Direct City staff to explore the possibility of permitting the property to be legal non-
complying/non-conforming.

8. If a non-residential use ceases pursuant to the site plan or construction requirements in §
or 6 above, the non-residential use will not resume until a site plan is approved and the
driveway and masonry wall are complete.

CITY COUNCIL HEARING DATE: December 1, 2005

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

September 1, 2005:

The first reading of the ordinance for neighborhood office-mixed use~conditional overlay-
neighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning with conditions was
approved with the following conditions.

1. All vehicular access for non-residential uses will be limited to a driveway to 6th street.

2. The 145 trip limitation would be allocated as 68 trips for 1706 West 6th and 77 trips
" for 1708 West 6th.

3. A masonry fence will be constructed along the north property lines.
4. Commercial trash dumpsters are prohibited.

5. A site plan will be submitted within 90 days after the final approval of the zoning and -
approval of the site plan will be diligently pursued or the nonresidential use will cease.

6. Construction of the driveway and masonry fence will commence within 120 days of
approval of the site plan by the City and be diligently pursued by the City or any non-
residential use will cease.



7. Direct City staff to explore the possibility of pcnmtlmg the property to be legal non-
complying/non-conforming,

8. If anon-residential use ceases pursuant to the site plan or construction requirements in
5 or 6 abhove, the non-residential use will not resume until a site plan is approved and
the driveway and masonry wall are complete.

October 20, 2005:
The second reading of the ordinance for neighborhood office-mixed use-conditional overlay-
neighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning was approved (consent). 7-0

ORDINANCE NUMBER:
ASSIGNED STAFF: Jorge E. Rousselin, e-mail: jorge.rousselin @ci.austin.tx.us



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 & JeffreyLeon  APPLICANT/AGENT: City of Austin, NPZD

1708 - Don Henry
ZONING FROM: SF-3-NP TO: NO-MU-CO-NP AREA:

" (CITY INITIATED)

CITY COUNCIL 2™ READING APPROVAL OCTOBER 20. 2005:

The sccond reading of the ordinance for nelghborhood office-mixed use-conditional overlay-
ncighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning was approved (consent). 7-0

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

May 24, 2005:

MOTION: APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION, INCLUDING ALIL 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)
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 limits the two
properties to 145 trips per day combined, allows jngress only from W. 6™ Street, egress only
to the alley to the north, 8 minimum 10 foot vegetative buffer or 6’ masonry fence separating
the parking area for business use except where egress is located.

SSUES:

The Old West Austin Neighborhood Plan approved in April 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. 62 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.

A petition has been filed representing a little ofer 34% of the land area within 200 feet of the
subject tracts.

PEPARTMENT 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 item 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. 67 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.



On September 1, 2005 the City Council passed on 1" reading a rezoning of 1706-1708 W
Sixth St. from SF-3-NP to NO-MU-NP with 8 conditions. Two of those conditions, limiting
access to Sixth St. and a 145 vehicle trip per day limit will be a conditional overlay in the
ordinance. Five of the conditions; a masonry fence, dumpster prohibition, submittal of a site
plan, commencement of construction and a roliback provision will be in a private restrictive
covenant. One of the conditions requested the staff to explore the possibility of permitting
the property to be legal non-complying/non conforming. The staff requested that the
applicant present a list of those code requirements from which they were secking exemption.
Exemptions to the site development regulations would include the following:

1. Article 7: Section 25-6-471, Section 25-6-472 and the Transportation Criteria
Manuel: No paving/technical design with the exception of paving the driveway
entrance and drive aisle.

2. Chapter 25-7: Drainage: No on-site detention required,

3. Article 6: Section 25-8-211and Section 25-8-214: No water quality controls required.

4, Article 10: Section 25-2-1051 and Section 25-2-1066 and The Environmental Criteria
Manual Section 2: Landscaping/Buffering not required except the masonry wall as
required by the Neighborhood Plan, as amended.

5. Building Criteria Manual: Section 1, Section 4 and Section 5: To require no utility
upgrades to commercial standards

6. Article 2: Section 25-2-492: To exceed the overall impervious cover and building
coverage under NO base zoning district (objective is current improvements and
related parking/driveway are ok)

7. Uniform Building Code: To not comply with major ADA or TAS tenovatlons
8) Except for 20% of the total cost of the overall remodel
b) Those areas on the first floor utilized for customer service and waiting

Staff had a meeting with the applicant’s agent and items 4-7 were withdrawn. Staff cannot
support the exemptions from theses requirements. Staff is also unaware of a legal means to
make exemptions from these Code requirements through the zoning process.

tem 1. Paved Parkin
Since at least 1973, the City Code has required that commercial parking lots be paved with a

hard surfacing material sufficient to prevent mud, dust, loose material, and other nuisances.
The use of gravel or similar materials is not generally permitted because:

e Gravel cannot be striped; consequently, there is no way to delineate parking spaces.

o For drainage purposes, gravel is not considered pervious when used in parking lots
because it eventually becomes compacted.

» Gravel is not an effective filtration device for water quality purposes unless it is
periodically removed and replaced.

e Gravel may be a hazard for pedestrians and does not meet requirements for
handicapped accessibility.

» Gravel can be carried into city streets and drainageways by automobiles or
stormwater. Loose gravel on asphalt streets can be imbedded into the surface by
vehicles, leading to pavement deterioration and potholes.



. Gravel produces dust in dry weather, and mud or standing water in wet weather.

Section 25-6-472 (H) of the Land Development Code requires parking areas comply with the
Transportation Criteria Manual. There is not a variance procedure for this section of the
Code. The Transportation Criteria Manual does allow the Director to approve crushed stone
for parking in order to protect trees. In such cases the stone must be limited to the critical
root zone of thetrees and must be confined by curbing or other barriers to keep it in place.
Crushed stone is not allowed on slopes, within handicapped parking spaces, or along
accessible routes between parking and the building entry.

Staff recommends that Council not waive the requirement for paved parking but rather allow
the applicant to pursue the use of an alternative surface based on the criteria in the
Transportation Criteria Manual. If Council does choose to waive the requirement, however,
the waiver should not apply to handicapped-accessible parking. '

Based upon the floor area of the buildings on this site, the owner would be required to
provide 12 regular spaces and 1 accessible space, which will require about 4000 square feet
of paving, in addition to the driveway to W. 6th St.. It is unclear whether the applicant is
asking for a waiver from the parking requirement or only the paving requirement. A variance
from the parking requirement can only be granted by the Board of Adjustment unless a

- special ordinance is adopted for this property by City Council.

Item 2. Chapter 25-7 Drainage:
Impacts from new impervious cover will increase the run-off for the two, ten, twenty-five

and one hundred year storms. Code requires on site detention for such development.
Though the impact may be small for small amounts of impervious cover, it is the cumulative
effect of many such projects that can be detrimental to our watersheds. However, if the
applicant can demonstrate that a development's increase in run-off does not seriously impact
any existing infrastructure then the applicant would be eligible to apply for a wavier to on-
gite detention. This process is in place in order to contro], and offer relief from Code
requirements, for just this type of project.

Item 3. Article 6; Section 25-8-211 and Section 25-8-214 Water Quality

On-site controls are required for cumulative increases of 5000 sq. ft or more, over base
impervious cover, in the Urban watersheds. With certain developments, the applicant may be
granted participation in "payment in lieu" of onsite water quality controls. This program
allows difficult to treat, low impact developments to forego onsite treatment and compensate
by contributing funds towards regional controls developed by the City. These mechanisms
are in place to offer relief from Code for this type of development. Not requiring compliance
would leave the regional program short funded.

The second reading of the ordinance for neighborhood office-mixed use-conditional 6verlay-
neighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning was approved on October
20, 2005.



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/Johnson Creek DESIRED DEVELOPMENT ZONE: Yes
CAPITOL VIEW CORRIDOR: No HILI, COUNTRY ROADWAY: No

NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS:
#018 Old West Austin Neighborhood Assn.

#511 Austin Neighborhoods Council
#1742 Austin Independent Schoo! District
#998 West End Alliance

SCHOOLS:
= Mathews Elementary School

= Henry Middle School
»  Austin High School

CASE HISTORIES:
NUMBER REQUEST PLANNING CITY COUNCIL
COMMISSION
Ord. # 000629-105 | Zonings Approved staffs Approved Staffs

associated with | recommendations recommendations
the 6/29/2000 3 readings.
Neighborhood
Plan

RELATED 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.



B G STREETS:

NAME ROW PAVEMENT | CLASSIFICATIO | NAME
N
West 6 Street 70" 40’ Arterial West 6°
. Street

CITY COUNCIL DATES:

July 28, 2005
August 25, 2005
September 1, 2005
October 20, 2005
December 1, 2005

CTION:

September 1, 2005:

The first reading of the ordinance for neighborhood office-mixed use-conditional
overlay-neighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning with conditions
was approved with the following conditions.

1.

3.

All vehicular access for non-residential uses will be limited to a driveway to 6th
street.

The 145 trip limitation would be allocated as 68 trips for 1706 West 6th and 77
trips for 1708 West 6th.

A masonry fence will be constructed along the north property lines.
Commercial trash dumpsters are prohibited.

A site plan will be submitted within 90 days after the final approval of the zoning
and approval of the site plan will be diligently pursued or the nonresidential use
will cease.

Construction of the driveway and masonry fence will commence within 120 days
of approval of the site plan by the City and be dili gently pursued by the City or any
non-residential use will cease.

Direct Clty staff to explore the possibility of permitting the property to be legal
non-complying/non-conforming.

If a non-residential use ceases pursuant to the site plan or construction
requirements in 5 or 6 above, the non-residential use will not resume until a site
plan is approved and the driveway and masonry wall are complete.



October 20, 2005:

The second reading of the ordinance for neighborhood office-mixed use-conditional overlay-
neighborhood plan (NO-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning was approved (consent). 7-
0 .

ORDINANCE READINGS:
1" - September 1, 2005
2™ — October 20, 2005
3™ _ December 1, 2003
RDINANCE NUMBER:
CASE MANAGER: Jorge E. Rousselin, NPZD PHONE: 974-2975

E-MAIL: jorge.rousselin@ci.austin.tx.us
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MEMORANDUM
T0: Members of the Planning Commission
CC: Tom Bolt, COA Nelghborhood Pianning and Zoning Department
. - Kris Kasper, Armbrust & Brown, LLP
FROM: Emily Barron, COA Watershed Protection and Development Review Department
DATE: May 18,2005  _

SUBJECT: Sub-Committee Follow Up for 1706 and 1708 W. 6" Street ~ C14-05-0025

On Street Parking and Alley Malntenance

At the request of the Planning Comm!ssions Nelghborhood Plannlng Sub-commlttee staff is
providiing the following Information regarding parallel on street parking on 6" Strest and alloy
malntenance between Augusta Avenue and Patterson Avenue.

On Street Parking:

- ‘The nelghborhood requested that .parallel on street parking be provided along 6™ Street. After

discusslons with the COA Public Works Department it has been determined that due to a
vertical curve In the road, as well es the volume and high speed of traffic along €™ Street, on

~ street parking can not be located here.

Malntenance of the Alley:

The alley located behind the subject tract Is maintalned by the COA’s Public Works Street and
Bridge South District office. Because there Is no regularly scheduled maintenance program for
alleys, alley maintenance Is scheduled as Public Works recelves ¢alls from citizens. Staff will
be coondinating with the applicant in the effort to reailgn the alley behind the subject tracts and
provide maintenance of the alley between Augusta Avenue and Patierson Avenue. :

if you have any questions please feel free fo contact me at 974-2783.

Yo Aronrm

Emilly M. Ba
8r. Planner ~ Transportation Review .
Watarshed Protection and Development Raview Department

1706 & 1708 W. 6* Street ' Page10f 1
C14-03-0023



STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Recommend rezoning from family residence - neighborhood plan combining district (SP-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 jngress 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 rezoni ng 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 & 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 modxﬁcatlon 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 single-family structures converted for office use without
the proper building permits 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 typical 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® S-t.

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 bluffs, 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.

ater 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 timne, 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 classiﬁe& 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 Regional
Stormwater Management Program if available.

Compatibility Standards

The site is subject to compatibility standards. Along the north property line, the following
standards apply: .
¢ No structure may be built within 15 feet of the property line.
» 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.
There is a 0’ setback for driveways on both lots.



¢ 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 enforced at the time a site plan is submitted.
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RESIDENTIAL PERMIT APPLICATION e m;ﬁz_ T

FRIMARY PROJRCT DATA
govieAdbu 1706 ¥est £ih arroor Tox Parect NaQ 1050402930000
uff_":__mm_ Subdivitin,_Eck's Feights - : Reation,
N

unrm-auu:nwmm:,nwgmﬂcgﬁ

Ithiy gita Iy R0t lmmﬂvﬂcdh&m mmuﬁanmmulm l‘.‘-mrjbr .mmmm;
Dasiprion ef Worl. | .o e v . e Ramnpdal Apacity, :

_ﬂt\rl.uldnncn

e sttethed _derachind A ddition fypocky)

:ﬁf‘n‘t —toached  __ demcbed X _Othorgpacs) PTiveway Permit
Eouing (g, B%-1,8F2..) SE=3 NP Nelghtefalding_ _ f. ®offloom,

Oa lots with LA soning, the approved septic parmit wust bo submdited with the Residendal Permit spplicazion for soring sppeoval.
fLOC 232 ST1EXEY)

Docs this alts have a Bord of Adfustment ruling? __Yms _“No [fyoe, attach tha B.OA, dossmmtazion
Wil this develapenaot require o oot and £7 fn sxcess of d feor? X Ym ___No
Dewmlstmbkontaparsdsrmei? ¥ Yor __No  Apswedaliny? X Yaa Mo

VALUATIONE FOR DATA FOR NEW COMETRUCTION FERMIX FEES
. REMODELS ONLY OR ADDITIONS ONLY @or afficr upe auly}
Butidng & _ Lot Bixs .2
Blactrionl 3 ~ Bullting § L}
Mechynical S Job Valuadon K — v - Harrioal 3 5
Plombtng 6 Mesbamiaals, s
Driveway .{ Flumbing § |
& Bidewalk § Total Job Vahumion (remndels st sdditivas) Divewsy 49 oo
TOTALS s _ & Sdewalk 9 2 ¢
Ghudar and maiacals) {Rsbor mnd materiats) TOTALS, [
CWNER / RUILDER INFORMATION I
OWNER Naa_Jeifrey £, & Earah B, Leon T'm°°?t;m
i L-—_—-_
RUILDER Company Ramne 'hl.tprn.an
Coatact/ Applicant’s N
DRIVEWAY Apilatnt’e Num PAX,
MIDEWALK  Comtrastos Telaphoon
CEATICATE Nron ' - E——
OCCUBANCY  Addresg City, 8T, v,

1f you woold Like o ba notifiad when your application is spproved, please seloct & method:
—telerhane  g-mafl:

You may check the statuz of Gy application at wwwel austin toa/development/oferive ftm
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Appltount's Eignatere,

BUILDING COVERACE

104 arca of a ot sovared by Wudldings er rocfud arecy, bis not Wobidliag (9 Incidinsal prapacting savas and simlar fostires, se (3) growad |

isvel paving, lendrosping. e epen reoreciions fadilider. " pot 1 .
& 1% foor oondivfonad ayea ' 12738 .M-lnfiﬁjnq L
b 3™ foor condidonad ares © aqh pery
6. 3 flour conditioned aren j L3 ~ T3
4 Sme } Carpent 2 sqft 0 —pqft
| 3 ] ' T,

m" hed~ - e . [ ‘o 4 - .I:-t i 2 &
L Wood decka fawar ba sownted st JOUNK) ' —_— it [ 5. 8
g Breezeways A, ﬂl?__‘__nq_n-
L Cono/Asphalt [ sqR, 39 »q.f.
+ 4 Covered porches p 1.3 (T3 sqft.
j Bn!mn!gs g KL, ] D
k Swimming pool(s) fpool mgfice xrealsl] A e 0 .0
1 Other bellding or coverad sTea(s) - 150 qft _1078 it
he@w‘l_:aqﬁﬁﬁm _
TOTAL BUILDING AREA (tda throughl) 308% _qf 4440
e =T
TOTAL BUILDING COVERAGE ON LOT fabuact b, o, 4, and b, i qpplicatiy) *l 0 st
I Mands - .83/ $0% % of ko

IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE

Decluds bulldtny and sidewalls, driveways.
Mwﬁw Roof ewerhungs which do not excces] two fued or which arw

wnexverad potior, dycks, gir sondiioning
Sullfing soveruse or Drpsrvions eoverage. Al water wuat drain awcy from butlding:s sa ditr iis and baldings an adiadex? lnts.

, and othur becprpvemonts by
wsedd] #nl;:nmm:mul Ovctuded e

4.  Toml bulldng corverags on lot (rec abowy) i

b. Drivewny ares oz private property pq ik,

o. Sldewalk/ walkways on privetz property 713

4  Uncovermd patics sl

5. Uncovered wood 4scks fuxy be somisd st 30%7 i ~

£ Afrconditioner pads ' st

g Conoewr decks oK.

h  Other (specify) sl
TOTAL IMPERVIOUE COVERAGE fodd e trongh k) R :

: % of let

LT -
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CITY OF AUSTIN
RESIDENTIAL FERMIT APPLICA.‘I'ION

Tundersiznd that In accordance with Bections 24-1-4113 and 25-11-68 of the Land Development Cods (LDC),
nor-earopliance with the LDC may be cause for the Buflding Official to suspend or revoke a permit and/or
license, I wnderstznd i) s responsible for complying with any subdivisien pates, deed resuictions,
vestdctive covenants and/or zoring condidonal overlays prohibiting certein nses and/or requiring eernin
development regrrictions (Le., heipht, ecess, screening, ete) on this propesty. Ifs conflict should result with
oy &f thegs restrictionms, Itwmbe mymmﬂ:mw %o resalve it Tunderstand that! if requestad, I panst provide
copies of alt rubdivision plat actes, deed sestrictions, restrictive covensuts, and/or zofiing canditienal ovetlsy
iafomhun that may spply to this property.

Tacknowledpe that this project qualifics for tho Sitc Plen Exemption as thf! in 8estion 25-5.2 ofﬁxe LDC.

*I lalso um:mmwhm ars any 'trees greater that 19 {oches i dizmerer Jocated éh ﬁep:b'ﬁexﬁﬁ.nd
immediarly adjacent to the propossd construction, I am to achedule & Tres Ordinence review by contacting
{(312) 974-1B76 and recetve xpproval © procecd,

ARPLICANT'S < '
BIONATURE Comee
Lecn

- | Rejection Notes/adMitiona) Comments (for afflas uss enbys
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JOINTISE ACCESS FASEMENT

THE SIATEOF TEXAS :
COUNTY OF TRAVIS §

This Jolnt Use Actess Basementis mado by and between BARA HARDNER LEON and JEXFREY
C. LEON, individuals resiging in Travle Covary, Texas (coliactively, “Lacn') und DONALD § BENRY,
¥c.and FATRICIA A. ALVYY, individuals residing in Trevia Cownty. Texaz (collcctively, "Henry*)(both
Leon mmd Henry shall bs referred to as an “Owner*) and {5 as follows:

'u.c.:.u.u:. :

e m . LA

A Leon iz the ewner oftlm :ana!n propstty more pmlcuhrly described as Lot 9, Blook A,
Eck'a Haights, & subdivision in Travic County, Tuxas, asctonding to the mup or plxt thereof rocorded In

— ... KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

. Valume 3, Page 16, n:tthulul!mpwhmﬂsof'l‘!mh Couaty, Texes crhc"mnhvpmy").
B. Henry bs the owney of thar certain property mere particularty deaeribed as Lot 1, Wast End .

Heights, a subdivision in Travis Coonty, Texas, acconding to the map or plar thersof recordsd in Volume 3,
FPage 20 of the Real Propery Reconds of Trevls County, Texas (the "Henry Property™XLeon Pruperty u:d
Hanry Property shall ba colleotively referred 0 as the “Property™).

c. Leon desirasto impress the Laon Property with n jodnt maumfnrmchmcﬁ:dm-
Hexry Property, and Heary desivey to impress the Heaory Prepetty with ajoit a20ecy eapenent for the benafit
af the Leon Propernty.

NW.mOREhhhmby&elﬁ‘ad: (1) thaz all of the Proporty shall beheld, sold, conveyed
and oceopled mhjectro tha following covenants, eondidons, restrictions, ecsements, lisas and chirges, which
me for the purposs of protecting the value and deairabllity of, and which sbafl ron with the Property and shalt
be binding on all parties having any sight, title ar interest In orvo tho Property of iy past thereod, thair halrs,
succnseors and asalgns; and (If) thas each contruct or deed which may be sxecuted with regurd 1o the
Propmty or any pordon thereof shall sonclusively be held to huve be:n sxecuted, delivered and ascepred
sulject to the following covenants, sonditions, restrictions, sasements, Jians and eharges, nznrdlm of
whether the same are sez o o referred t in waid congact or decd:

1.  JolntDje Access Easement. Leon bus gramed, sold sod conveysd and by trese prosents

- does hersby grant, scll and eanvey nnto Henry & poneexe lusive, perpenial casement appurtenant to the Heary

Froporty. Henry has grantad, sold snd eonveyed and by vhase praxeats doas bereby grant, sell and convey
Ut Leon g pon-exclusive, perpetual exyemont sppurEnnt 1o the Leon Plopecty. Basod wpon those

ensh Owner shell have an sasement avar and acrosr & portion af the Praperty, mare pardeularly deseribed
cm the stached Bxhihit "A™ (the “Easeroe Tract™), for the purpose of providing a free flow of vehleular
and pedestrizn ingross and sgress over knd across fhe driveway which ks to be construeted upon the Easemnent
Trast (the *Drivewsy™) Srom such Ownar's property o & private erpublic thoroughfare. Thesgreed dingram
for sosstruction of improvements con ':u:l‘r: the Drivewzy Is attanhed hereto g3 ExhiDit "B " and Ixhersby
approvad by Leon snd Heory (the "Approved Drivewsy™). Any additiona! Improvements on the Eas=ment
Tract netessacy or degirable for the Drivewsy will be eonstructed of meteriaf and {n the [ocatioa mutoe(ly
Bgreed opon Yy Leon and Henry. The sasezoent, rignms snd privileges granted hereunder ghu)) be parpstial,

2.  fongruction snd Malntegance Obiltegtions. Bxeap: for the Approvad Driveway, no
building, struenire, or other Improvement shull be placed upon any portion of the Dasement Tract without
the advalced writsn xpproval of Leon and Heory, thelr suconssora and masipne.

Jainy Taw Agyesmanc
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No consuruction en the Exsement Tract ghall eammence without prior spproval of both Laon and
Remry. The cost and expense agsocisted with the construcdon, repair end malntenance of any paving and
roadway lmproveneats upon the Easement Tractessoclated with the Approved Drivewsy shall ba bomme fifty
perceat (S0%) by Leon md fitty pereent (50%) by Heary. Lson will eanstruce, toaintain and repair die
paving and rosdway hnprovements nacessary for i Approved Drivewsy. Any reimburscment for s sostor
wxpenss incurred by Leon to construct, repalror makbmain ary psving and roadway improvements constructed
Upon the Eassroen Tract shalt be sansidered dus (o Loon withlp fifeon (13) days of the Henry's raccipt of
&n appropriate nvoice for mich work. ]
{

3. Exciugivity.  Theesscments, rights and priviieges herein 'pmledmm-uélusiw. aod

. the Owners will have the rght o entar upon and use that portion of the Eay=mem Tract baloaging w such

Dwne'ﬁ:rnwp\n::sufhlch §& not Inconslavant with the easements, rights and privilegea gramed hereunder,
Owners will also ba sntitled ta grant such ofiter sasemmnts on or acrods the Easemnart Tract potbtherwice
inconsigtent with the sasements, righes and privifeges granted horvuader.» - - - - !

4, Restaration Oblizations. Ench Oweaer haretry agrees that jrshall bear jes costy and expensea
neluding thooe incurred by thelr agents, amplayees and coatracnors for property damage 16 the Ezssment
Tract, lnciuding the restoration © i3 previows physical eondition of any sidewalk, curb and gutter, roadwsy
or similer Inprovements or other facllities Jocsted upon, within er adjucent to the Essemant Tract.

§.  QOblgwtions To Rug With The Land. The obligaticos of each Owner crested with this
Jolnt Ascers Bassment shull un with the land and shall be biading upon fAnure owners of tha Property and
such owners® helrs, reprasanuatives, successors snd aszigns.

6. . Balc ofYow. I eithar Leon or Honry sells all or any portion of either the Leon Property
or the Hexy Property, such Owner will be mlassed and discharged Som atry all obliggions as an Owner
arising wnder thia Joint Use Actess Rasvment after the date 6 the conveyunce of tils io such property, but
shall yernain Babiz for all obligativos arising wxder this Joim Use Accexs Easement priar © the dzte of
coaveyance of tirle. The new ovmer will be lisble &or all obligations aricing omder this Jolnt Use Acoass
Easement with respect to such property after ths date of soxveyance of tirle to such property.

7.  Bexerablllty and Coistryetion. The provisioar contained herein shall be doamed
ndepandent gnd scvertble, and the iovalldity er partial ixvalidity of any provislon or portion thareof shall
aot affect the validity or eaforoeability of sy other provision or portion therecf, Unleas the vocext requires
& sontrry sonsTucicon, the singulsr shall include the piural and the plival the singulsr. AN scptions and -
tities wsedd o thin lostrurnent sre intanded solaly for convenisnos ofnanmo and shall nov wnlergy, Yimlt ar
ptherwise affeot that which i st fordh n sy of the paragraphs hereof.

L. Eptre Aeresment. This lostrument sontalos the sntire agreemnent betwecd the partiss
relating to the rights berein granted and the abligationy hersin essumed. Any oral mprescotations o
modiflzations conceming this Insrument shal) be of no force mnd effet excepting in » subiaquent
modification in writing, signed by the pasty to be churges!

9. Atgrnev'p Fees, In the evant ofarry -:mu!vvmy.ellim ordlapure retating wthis Instrument
or the breach thereof, the pravailing party shall bo antitisd to recover from the non-prevalling purty
reavanable exponses, attomney’s foes and sosts. ’ .

10. Indemnity. The Owoora hareby agres w and shell Indemnify and hold harmisst ssch otier
fiom any and all lsbilly, damage, sxpsnse, cruse of action, suits, cleims (ncluding attomey's feex), or
t/dpmhu!.ﬁn; out of or comected 10 the use of the Exszment Traot, sxcept if sueh lability, stc., iy caused

the sole adt, fhilure 1 ST, or negligence of the other party, ks agents, amploysca, lovitces or guewts.

#BiNY Ve Agremment - 2
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11. w Thlsln.srmlnmuhlllblndlndhmmthhmuﬂl of the respectivo parties,
their parsonal representstivas, successors and sssigns.

Exscumd 1 be effective enthis _ L day of _ (O Foloen, . 2002.

LEON: e
: . ara Hardner Leon

« Wy Ft 4 - L L

EENRY: .
. Donald é Heory, Jr. ; .
. “r
Fatricha A, Alvey C }
ETATE OF TEXAS ¢ '

COUNTY OF TRAVIS ]
Tuls jnstriomant was acknowledged beffore me oo th _Edvd_ﬂ-__.ﬂmby&n

Hardner Lacm, sn indlvidaal residing in Trevls County. Texks,
' LA mma%:m Norary %ﬁc Sz of Texas
WY AUGUST 1B, Z80

BYATE OF TEXAS $
COUNTY OF TRAVIS - §

This instrument was acknowlcdged b.fonmoum/ qumeme

€. Laxm, an-individual residing ko Trivix Ccnmy Toxas,
Imzm'g. POVELL
Aeunitdin 11%»2:-'?‘ Note-y Biolie, 8mte of ‘l"u:u
ALKSUET 18, §007

ETATE OF TEXAS R 1
COUNTY OF TRAVIS |
This fnstrumem was acknowledzed before me on the day of . 2001, by Donsic

B Henry, J., an individual residing in Trevls County, Texss.

Natary Public, Stare of Taxas

Ovinr Tsk ARzeessntc 3
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STATE OF TEXAS 1
COUNTYOF TRAVIS  §

This bserummt was acknowledged bafore me on the £ dey w%_ 3002, by Pacricia
A. Alvey, aa {ndividual residing In Trevis Cooaty, Texas.

"
4 a

otary le, Staté of Téxay

- 4 s By _'..]._ . To=._.“
ARMBRUET £ BROWNR, L.L>.

100 Congress Avence, Soits 1300
. Austin, Texas 78701

dvine Dea Agresmmup - &
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Closed Caption Log, Councll Meeting, 8/26/02 .

Note: Bince these log files are derived from the Closed Captions created during the Channel &

' ive cablecasts, there are occaslonal spelling and grammatica! errors. These Closed Caption

fogs are not officlal records of Council Meetings snd cannotbe relled on for officlal
purposes. For oflicla! records or transcripts, please contact the City Clerk at 974-2210.

Mayor Garcla: THANK YOU, MR. LARKIN. OKAY. BARAH LEE YOUNG AND MELISSA
GONZALES ARE BOTH REGISTERED ON ITEM NUMBER 28. THAT'S A CONSENT ITEM.
WELCOME.

GOOD AFTERNOON MEMBERS OF THE COUNGIL. THANK YOU SO MUCH 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 NEIGHBORHQOD, ADJACENT PROPERTY
OWNER, 1708 WEST SIXTH STREET. THESE PROPERTIES ARE THE ONLY REMAINING

SF-3 PROPEATIES ON THAT ENTIRE STRETCH OF SIXTH STREET. IT HAS ~ WE HAVE
COMMERCIAL USE ALL ARQUND US AND WE WOULD LIKE TO BE INCLUDED IN THE -
UPGRADED ZONING THAT YOU ARE DOING IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE

NEIGHBORHOOD PLANS. AND ESSENTIALLY WE WANT TO BE TREATED LIKE THE o
OTHER PROPERTIES ON S!¥74 STREET IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEIGHBORHOOD
PLAN, WHICH WOULD BE TQ UPGRARE THOSE TWO PROPERTIES TO AN N.O.WITHA

. CONDITIONAL CVERLAY. FWOULD SPE AFICALLY ASKED ~ 1 SIGNED IN FAVOR, BUT i

WD OBJECT T SEING EXELEDE F SMIBIE UPGRADE OF THE SURRZIMO®MG  © © .

. '_.l.ARFﬂSUNLESS'WEmU]‘. Léo. E INGLUNEGSIMLARLY. AND | WOULD ASK THE

ngA‘I'JJ..OFﬁuv.Jhwm:o- VT

' . 1’ ‘"-Z .
Mayor Garcla: ALlCE nmmbhbhﬁ‘ee TCANYOU ADDRESS THAT ISSUE? ALICE OR
GREG.

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 NEIGHBORHOOD 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 WOULD BE PLACED ON THE PROPERTY THROUGH A ZONING CHANGE.



THAT WOULD MAKE IT IMPORTANT TO THE PLAN. SO 1 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 LATER ON
ERING THAT ITEM?

Mayor Garela: DOES IT HAVE TO GO BACK TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD GROUPS?.

T WOULD HAVE TO GO BACK TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR THEIR '
HECOMMEND}_\T!ON. IT WOULD BE.TRE:ATED AS ANOTHER APPLICATION,

Mayor Garcia: QUESTIONS FOR ME, GURM3EYY
'rh*bihas » Wyna: MAYOR? nmEF% R SEERSROMETHAT _mnT OF THE WHO! =

_ N}:;GHsonHoov PLANNING P@aﬂ@&jﬁg
| Ashur*"'EnEHT BASE;

TFIE'PHDFEHTY GWNERS-WERE NOTAWABE “OF THIS™
CERT ST RE BB A6 BUAN FOR THE UP ZONE DF THIS *
m N THE PAST THE PROPERTIES 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.
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Wynn: IS SEEMS LIKE PART OF THE PROCESS, WE TRY TO IDENTIFY PERHAPS A
COUPLE - IF THERE'S AN INDIVIDUAL TRACT OR TWO THAT'S OUT OF PLACE HAVE A
ZONING CATEGORY ALONG A COMMERCIAL EAST NEIGHBORHOOD 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.

1 THINK IN THIS PARTICULAR INSTANCE (F 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 UMITED AND BUFFERS PROVIDED. | THINK WHAT | SAW IN THE
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN WAS PEOPLE COMING IN AND TALKING TO THE LADY AND THE
NEIGHEORHOOD 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 BEFCAHE YOU. S0 IF COUNCIL WOULD LIKE, YOU
COULD GO AHEAD WITH YOUR MCTIOR TO DIREZ 3TAFF TO INITIATE A REZONING OF
THESE PARCELS. IT'S MY UNDERSTA#:£ING TALKING TO SARAH AND SHE DID NOT
OBJELR T HAVING THE NP, 8HE woumw(wﬁ’é UISEADFFICE OPTION, SO WE
| COULDE FORWARD. WITHQ‘HEZ GO ss“r UAETONEPLY THE NP, ANDTHER .

' ,\gn-m' SiE, WOULD-CERTAINL Y/ LIRE] e i
BEZQNE"EJ*EGE-PMQE&S TOBERAR B A
- ALCOWEBINDERTHE EE‘HB"""; A ,,.' **ﬁﬂi#&'mtw s
' B v

AMENDED THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN? IRK THE NEIGHBOHHOOD PLAN WOULD NOT
HAVE TO BE AMENDED IF THE DIFFERENT RESTRICTIONS THAT ARE OUTLINED IN THE
PLAN, WHICH FVE BEEN TOLD SHE IS IN AGREEMENT WITH, THOSE COULD BE
INCORPORATED WITH THE CO, 50 THIS WOULD BE GOING FROM SF-3 NP TO, | QUESS,
N.O.-CO-NP WITH THOSE RESTRICTIONS WITHOUT A CHANGE TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD
PLAN. AND THAT COULD BE DONE AT A LATER DATE.

Goodman: [T DOESNT AMEND THE LETTERS, THE LAND USE THAT WAS LAID OUT BY
THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLANS. THEY DIDN'T CHANGE - DO YOU KNOW WHAT | MEAN? *
MAYBE WERE NOT DOING ANYTHING, BUT M NOT COMFORTABLE WITH ANYTHING
THAT FEELS LIKE THAT.



) THINK THE EASIEST WAY WOULD BE IF YOU DEREK STAFF TQ INITIATE ~ DIRECT

ETAFF 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 .
OUT7 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 COLD BE USEDFOR

COMMERCIAL. SO WHETHER 'S USED FOR RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL USE AS

PART OF THE PLAN, ETTHER 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 IT'S VERY
DIFFICULT TO TREAT THE — [ INAUDIBLE ] .

Mayor Garcla: DID YOU HEAR WHAT THE MAYOR PRO TEM?

| DIDN'T CATCH THE LAST PART.

T WAS H STORY, BUT GREG WAS AROUM.: ZACK THEN. WHEN THEY FIRST STARTED
mmd%}: L T0,OFFICE QR BUSINESS 1 s..ma} ARIEAGE -§§p1=r- THE ALLEY, |

. v WABNT REALEY SUPPORTIVE OFTHAT IR _Q’:ﬁ@m_ﬂ;_‘._,ﬁgmmamn ;

DN | SUREENU: ahrrmsmbmmomd‘:r%‘ I GEIE S .
- “EvER SH éummvesrmreo  BOTRINGE IRERE S S ' VU ey
< 1SN'T TREXPELHH S'RﬂE.' ! A;I:n b@NEiEE#EQm_h.ED N B

BECAUSE OF THAT BUT BUTY Noﬂb&ncvwwmmﬂqn,h TOMARTY ABOUT MAYBE
. THE AMENDMENT PROCESS. BECAUSE THAT BOES O RERTIET

THERE IS NO PLAN AMENDMENT THAT WOULD BE REQUIRED TO - LEAVE THESE .
EITHER SINGLE-FAMILY NP ORTO DO N.O.-CO-NP IN THE FUTURE WITH OTHER
REQUIREMENTS OR OTHER CONDITIONS THAT AFIE APPLIED. 8O BY YOUR ACTION
TODAY ¥OUO0ULD APPHOVE THE NE NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN FOH THE ZONING ON ALL

Slusher: MAYOR, CAN ! FOLLOW UP?



Mayor Garcla: COUNCILMEMBER SLUSHER.

Glusher: SO '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
MEETINGS.

THE NEIGHBORHOOD ZONING NOTED THAT THERE WERE A SMALL HANDFUL OF
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 THAY
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 MEET
THESE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS.

Slusher: 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 BE}-O%E YOL: BRING IT BACK TO US.
WOULD BE TO BRING IT BACK TO US. YOU SAIC NO Mn THEY SHOOK THEIR HEAD YES.
MAYBE WE OUGHT TO GET A VERBAL

D ._ﬁ:

’ “:'_.-'_-*;e:awv*m oouwuuﬂ'%TwG{ED us 794”‘-3-l- 0
. .:':_W‘BEFH}A N ZONING MEWT%WMM =

52 'Tﬁﬁﬁfb}%a Sk

BT MA” r1HBORHOOD PLAN AN MAKE mﬂﬁ@_’fﬂlﬁ__ >N qopn;nwpe INTHE"
s o FUTURE e AT

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

THAT'S CORRECT.
Goodman: THE ZONING TODAY ALL HAS NP ON [T, RIGHT?
THAT'S CORRECT.

Goodman: SO THE ZONING AT THIS MOMENT IS NP, AND THE NEW PROCESS, THE:
REZONING PROCESS WILL BE REZONING 8F-3-NP TO N.O.-CO-NP?



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: §O EVERYBODY IDEAS, WE'RE GOING TO APPROVE THIS AND THEN
" YOURE GOING TO RUN THIS PROCESS SO IT WILL STAY CONSISTENT WITH THE PLAN?

- ‘.qa,,,,nﬂz;w'hd!&uqnu nm.n-‘.i"i

T WiLL BEGIN-THAT PROGESS AND JUST MAKE THAT PART OF YOUR MOTION |
FOR THE APPROVAL OF THE WEST AUSTIN NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN REZONING CASES
'AND THENP. -

Mayor Garela: EVERYBODY UNDERSTAND IT?

AND COUNCIL, | - IT SHOULD BE N.Q.-MU AND NOT C.O.-NP ON THOSE TWO
PROPERTIES. SO NEIGHBORHOOD OFFICE MIXED USE COMRBIN®™G DISTRICT
NEIGHBOFIHOOD PLAN.

AND JUST(FOR THE HECORD IF lT PLEASE THE OOUNC-I.: A f

'M WIT! H THE WESTERN AUSTIN ALLIANCE. AND ALSO WHEN THIS STARTED WITH 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 NEIGHBORHOOD AND GAVE NOTICE, AND [ JUST WANT TO SAY
THAT THE CITY STAFF DID AN EXTRACRDINARY JOB TRYING TO GET EVERYBODY
INVOLVED AND WORKING OUT THE DETAILS AND HAVING S(X MEETINGS, WHICH WE
WROTE YOU IN A LETTER ABOUT. 8O 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.



i

I'™M GLAD TO HAVE A CHANCE TO SME WITH YOU. 'M WITH THUNDER CLOUD AND RUN
TEXT AND CARE TOSS, ALL OF THEM ABOUT. AND 1 JUST WANT TO SHOW CUR
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, D LIKE TO PUT 73 BACK ON.
Mayor Garela: 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
UKE TO POSTPONE THAT FOR A WEEK AND HAVE THE STAFF ADDRESS THE POINTS
THAT WERE BROUGHT UP.
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PoIL Thomas

From: Kris Kasper [KKasper@abaustin.com)
8ent: Tuesday, April 18, 2005 2:65 PM

To: Bolt, Thomas

8ubject: FW: support letters

Don't know if you have thls. Thanks.

Dear Mr Bolt,

I 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 €th Street which is scheduled to go before the Flanning and Zoning Commission
on April 26, 2005. These propesrties would be changed to NO zoning with additional
limitations {such as limitations on traffic and requirements for a visual barrier at the
alleyway), as specified by the 0ld West Austin Neighborhood Plan -- approved by the
Planning and 2oning Commission.

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 as a small law firm, and the property at 1708 is currently owned
by Don Henry and until recently ws used as their home. A A I am expressing support for the
proposed rezoning. .

A

Feel free to emzil or call me.

A

Aralyn Hughes

Clarksville resident for 25 years

Former Nelghborhood (OWANA} Board Member

512-476-0682

b A

A
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Thomas Bolt | April 7, 2005
City of Anstin Nelghborhood Plauning and Zonlng
Vi fix: 9746054

Re: Case number C14-050025 Sarah and Jeftrey Leon's request for 1706 and 1708 NO xonlng

M Thomas:

I expressad my support for this Zoning change on the phone with you a fow weeks ago and I wanied o -
follow up with & letter of support. Ibope it is still imely to do so.

numh«pmmwm«umm&mmmmdm
" nelghborhood. l'reamtlyl:masuposlhwmmpleoﬁmelacobsbookmlivlnamdwddng
environments successfully co-existing. I wm sftuid that if this zoning change is not granted than the
best use for these properties, given their location on busy West 6% Street, would revert to trapsieat
residential housing. We kad st bn this area fificen years ago when I first purchased my property and
I would hate to sce & xoversion to this. The neighbos bood is cleaner, healthier, and more vibrant now.

-The two properties referenced in this case have had bosincsses nmning out of them for quite & while
and there have no problems with such. These properties have been sccessed from the public alley
behind them and that seems to work very well - mdumbkwpﬁcnﬁcdmaﬁmafammlf
sccess wonld be sttemptad from 6* Street.

Iknowtbisklumiﬁwhsmhmofﬂ)&ﬁviuneﬁ:by,bﬁmmkhgﬂommybm Weall
paust do our part 1o diminish the pressures that encourage suburban sprawl.

Should you have any further questions about this, please do not hosltate % contact me
Warmest Regards,

oYt

Peter L. Pleifler FAIA
VAIREA FROPERTIES
roncrly swhory cﬂm Im.lloth: & mwmmm

weww hirimmfalfor som 1000 Wast Sivth Straat Aurin Taves TATN3A704 512478 R5RN Fav AT naay



Barkley & Associates - - )
Certified Public Accountants

March 21, 2005

- Mr. Thomas Bolt
City of Austin
Neighborhood Planning and Zoning Department
P. 0. Box 1088
Austin, Texas 78767

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

I am the owner of the property located at 1704 West 6 Street. Iam 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 lldc of the block is a.lréad{zoned for
commercial use as is, so far as I know, virtually all of the property on 6™ Street between
Lemar 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 m)lr questions regarding my support, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

 dedh,

Clifton W. Barkley

1704 West Sixth Street, Austin, Toxas 76703 Phone 512-472-4095 Fax 612-472-9001
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Bolt, Thomas - |
From:  Chris John [chris@unitedbeneftadvisors.com]

T AT LAY T S ._.-..-,_, .............. b wem e i) e S £ e W)
y o

Subjaect: Case Nun'lber C14-05-0025-1 706-1708 West ath Street

Mr; Bolt

. llmheownerofﬂw properly located at 1700 West 6th Sh'aet. lndltmln'nly In tupport of the appllmﬁonb

changs hezon[ng of the properﬂes located at 1708 and 1708 Westeth Street.

" Asfaras | know (With the exception of these two parcels) the all of the properties on both sides of this biock e

zoned for commerdial use. The properties at 1706 and 1708 are not suitable for single famfly use {especially
famllias with small children). Traffic on &th street can ba heavy and nolsy, as drivers.prepars o onto
MoPsc. The anly usa these properties are sulted for ls small office use. | do not feel that a changs In zoning
wou!dhavennz‘adversa impact on any of the surrounding properties from elther a fnancial, esthetic or traffic
pointof view. fadlceambmematmenmaﬂofﬂcesabngmemrmlldaofwsbloductnsannlpurtant
nolsabufferbrhanalghboﬁmdhhenorhcrus. .

Pleasa approve this zoning dmnge. Feel lee o callme regardlng my support Iryou hava any quesﬂons

G‘lﬂsJohn.
. dﬂd’BmﬁveOfﬁwhndm-Founder,

United BenefitZdvisors (UBA),
An Allance of mmsmmmm&mm

* 1700 West 6th Street, Sulte *A”

Austin, TX 78703

Emall: (chris@unitedbenefitadvisers.com) (Please notanawaddrmi
Office: 512-617-8713 ' ' -
Fax: 5124786786

This e-mall message, Inchuding all attachments & Intended solely for the use of addressee(s) and may contain

confidential and priviteged formation or information otherwise protected by kew. Any unauthorized review, use,
disclosure, distribution, copying, or forwarding of tils message or R attachments & stiktly prohiblted. I you
mmmmnmﬁmmmmmmmwmmmemmmfa
and backups thereof. . :

4/25/2005
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From: ' Blake Buffington [bbuffington@buffingtoniaw.com]
~ 8ent - ' Thursday, Aprit 24, 2005 3:59 PM
" Tor . Bolt, Thomas greg.gumsey@ch.austin.beus

' Hasuia'.' Bolt and Gurnsayr-

Thise ‘emall is being sent in lupport of tho above :o!exencad application.

- I am writing to you as the owner of a emall busineas on the n.djncent no
. zoned property which is located at ‘1710 West S8ixth SBtreet. Following my

review of the Old Weat MAustin Nelghborhood Flan and in 1light 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 8F~3 to NO.

- Please feel free to,contact me if you bhave l?ny questions.

Blake Buffington

-The Buffington Law Firm, P.C.

1710 West E2ixth Btreet -

Austin, Texas 78703

(512) 472-8070 .
{512) 472-0180 {facasimile}
bbuffingtongbuffingtonlaw.com



STATEMENT

RE: C14-05-0025 - 1706 & 1708 W, 6™ ST.
CTTV OF ATIRTIN ~ BT ANNTNA COMMTSSTON

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. 1am also a member of
Old West Austin Neighborhood Association Steering Committee. This is my second tour of duty
. on the Stecring Committee, having scrved in the late 90°s. I was also a member of the
Neighborhood Planning Team, with responsibility for the land use policies incorporated into the
nghboﬂ:ood Plan that was approved in 2000.

This is not my first appearance before this Commission regarding 1706 WestG"' Street. Tho
provious 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 caso involving 1804 West 6®
formed the basis for the specific language in the Neighborhood Plen, which is applicable to this
case. Dave Sullivan, who was also a mber of the Planning Team took the lead in crafting thig

language. .
The stafi recommendation is contrary to the City Council lnstructions relating to this case.

. The findamental question befors you tonight should be: why in the world are we here
opnsidering 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 awaro of and would
comply with the limitations in the Neighborhood Plan. For two and half years, the staff has
pondcred this case. Instcad of going back to the Council for reconsideration and further '

" instructions, the staff has recommended approval of the rezoning in violation of the '

Nexghborhood 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 usc provisions for the North 6“' Strect Distrlct are fundamental provision of
Nelghborhood Plaun.

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 residentia! properties. The Plan specifically
prohibits alley access, which would impact residential propertiw The staff proposal eviscerates
the Neighborhood Plan

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



access through the alloy and requires access through a strect with minimum width of 36 feet.
Although properties at either end of the 1700 Block of West 6® aro zoned commercial, each

rerenineg remyirad dirsct anrses nﬁ'nfm'ﬂu-r Avigmicta Ot Ar Pattarann Ave hinth afuhinh had

- Lo

The staff ncommen&aﬂon is not énforceable.

The staff has recommended site ingress off West 6% with egress through the alley. How will
these restrictions be enforced, particularly in light of the on-going wiliful violations of existing .
zoning? There arc no practical methods to enforce the restriction short of stationing a policemen
. in the alley or constructing one-of those one-directional metal-barbed strips that you find at car

" rental locations.

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
and 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. ' : '

If 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 land south and parallel to the
existing alley to provide direct commercial access off of Augusta Street. This would not onlybe
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 62 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 6™ from the previous ownez, I happened to meet
‘them in the alley between our houses. Inoticed their young child, 1introduced 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. 1advised them of the residential zoning of
the property and the past denial of the attempt at rezoting. With full knowledge of the zoning,
Sarsh Leon opened her office. We continued filing our complaints. The Leons continue their
illegal use. What started out as one or two cars parked off the alley is now 6 to 8 cars double-



| perkod Thmrbackyard isnowa parhng lot. The parhnghas spilled over into the dodicated
alley.

they ask the City to help them out. One of the fundamental principles of equity is ciean hands.
You do not seck equity unless you have clean hands. Neither this Commission nor ﬂle City
should feel any compunction to grant the relief sought by the Leons.

As nmdentofAushn lﬁnd:tnnconsmonablethattheﬁtyutaﬁ‘nppcm to go to any length to
force fit & rezoning to lolve a problem of the Leon’s own creation to the detriment of our '
ncighborhood. That is surely not what the Council intendod whm thoy directed the staff to
initiate this casc.

Finally, I would ask you to consider what has been going on in our immediate nelghborhood. 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, poople want
to live here. Just because the Leons were never interested in 1706 as a mrdnce doesnotmean -
‘others would not be.

' Our neighborbood is & real special place — something worth fighting forll!

My family urges this Commission to reject the stafl”s recommendation to rezone these
. properties,

Paul Seals

1709 Francis Ave.
499.6203 (o)

474.0904 (h)
pscals@ekingump.com .
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6124415212
mreed4@aol.com

4/26/2005
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Bolt, Thomas

From: Kris Kaspar [KKasper@absustin.com)
Sent:  Tuesday, April 26, 2005 3:11 PM
To: Bolt, Thomas
"Subject: FW: CCDC re razoning -
L
~—Original Message——
From: Sara Leon [mafito:sicon@powell-eon.com]
Bent: Tuesday, April 26, 2005 3:09 PM

To: MReed4@aol.com -
Subject: FW: CCDC re moning

Thanks 80 much for checking on this! We'll keep you up to date on our progress.

Sara Leon

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

To: sleon@powell-eon.com

Subject: CCOC re rezoning

L'was finally eble to track down 6 CCDC board members (represanting a quorum of our board) and &l § have no
problem with the rezoning given that the houses are on 6th Street and the businesses located In those houses will
not generate & lot of traffic through the neighborhood. So, you can say that you have the support of the CCDC
board.

Mary '

Mary Reed

MRPR

1101 Charlotte Street
‘Austin, TX 78703
6124415212
mreed4@aaql.com

7/20/2005



Bt:oltI Thomas

from: Jody Blcke! [JBlckei@abausﬁn comj

Sont: _ Tuesday, April 26, 2005 12:45 PM

Yo: _ Jmveortez@hotmail.com; ksource@hotmall.com, cldg@aallndogroup com; Rlley Chris;

matt pc@newurban.com, jay_reddy@dell.com; Cynthla, rnedﬁn@sbcg!obal net;
’ ' sully. jumpnetsbeglobal.net; Bolt. Thomas

Ce: Kris Kasper
Subject: 1706 & 1708 W. 6th Street {C14-05-0025 - Agenda item 5)

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

Dear Cormissioners:

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 provids you all with scme
history of this case. ' .

Based on the character of 6th street, the numbers of office and retail
properties up and down éth street, and the heavy traffic assocclated 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 Old West
Austin Neighborhood Plan’s future land use map recognizes that bhoth of
theae properties should be changed to office use. In order to be
re-zonad to office, though, the plan recommended that a CO be placed on
the properties that would : (1) limit each property to 40 trips/day:

- {11) prohibit business access through the alley; (ii1i) require business
accegs 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 Old Weat Austin Neighborhood
Plan at the end of the process., Both owners attended the Clty 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, etaff stated that "staff will look at the
conditional overlays that will be addressed in the nelghborhood 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 rzoning and conditicnal overlay recommended for the properties.

In accordance with Council's request that the overlay and zoning be
evaluated, staff has now xeviewed and modifled the recommendation
originally proposed by the nelghborhood plan. 5taff now recommends the
NO-MU~CO-NP zoning, but the overlay that is diffarent from the
neighborhood plan. This overlay recommends that: (i} combined trips for
both properties be limited to 145/day; (1) ingress to the property be
from &th SBtreet with egress to the alley; and (iii} a 10" buffer or 6'
masonry fence be installed, except where eqress is located. The ownera
are happy to comply with staff*s current recommendation, if 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 is extremely dangerocus 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 ceonsidered

1



for safety reasons.

Thank you for your time. Please feel free to call or email me with any"
questions.

Kriz Kasper

Armbrust & Brown, L.L.P.

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

===c=0Original Message-==--
From: emily. barronici.austin tx.us [mailto emily. barron@ci austin.tx.us]

Sent: Thuraday, Apxil 21, 2005 2:35 M
To: Kris Kasper

Cos Thomas.Boltécl.austin.tx.us
Subject: Alley Acceas

Krie ~

HI! To follow up on our conversatlon 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 initial 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
accass off the alley wa came to the recommendation to allow & driveway
cut to serve only as an entry point for the site off of 6th Street and
allow vehiclas to exit off of the alley. Please let me know 1f you have
any other questions. Thanksl!

~ Emily

Emily M. Barron

Sr. Planner ~ Transportation Review

"City of Austin Watershed Protection & Development Review Department One
Texas Center ~ 4th Floor P.0. Box 1083

Austin, Texas 78767-1088

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

E-Majil: emily.barrconfci.austin.tx.us
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MEMORANDUM

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

'FROM:  Thomas Bolt, Senior Plamer
Neighborhood Planning and Zoning Department

DATE:  July20,2005
SUBJECT: Plamning Commission Summary

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

CASE # C14-05-0023



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 I-Iem-y
Agent: City of Austin
Request: SF-3-NP to NO-MU-CO-NP
. Staff Rec.: RECOMMENDED
Staff: ' Thomas Bolt, 974-2755, Thomas. bolt@ci. sustin.tx.us

Nelghborhood Planning & Zomng Department

Tom Bolt pmcnted the rtaﬁ'recommcndauon and explained that staff looked into tho
slley and on-street parking issues. In regards to parking on West 6 Street, Public Works
dxdnotmcommcndpmﬂelparhngonthats&ect "

Commissioner Sullivan said that the speed limit along West 6% Strect is 35mph and Mr.
Bolt said that in reality it is much higher. Commissionér Sullivan said staff should
conmdcrtheeﬁ'ectofonsheetparhngoncahmngmupwdsalongﬂmtm Emily
-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 parl:ing nnd Ms. Barron said the way it is currenﬂy striped, no.

Commissioner Moore asked Commissioner Sullivan if he thought on-gtreet paﬂnng
would be in front of the house or along more parts of West 6" Strect.

FOR

Richard Suttle, substituting for Chris Casper the representative for the case, gaid the .
house is in a commercial area. Commissioner Sullivan asked bim if he had discussed the
idea of on street parking with Public Works. Mr. Suttle said that he docsnotknowxf
Chris Casper spoke with staff.

FOR, Did not speak
Patty Alvey

" Don Henry
SaraLeon-

Jeff Leon

AGAINST

Paul Seals, owner of the property immediately north of the subject properties, said that '
the committec and ne:ghbo:hood have spent time on this case. At this point, the
neighborhood is not in agreement with the zoning. Parking is being pmwded on-site on
other sites. Traffic calming is important, Providing parking on West 6® Strect would
‘move in that direction of calming the traffic. The botiom line on the alley realignment is
that there were conditions in the neighborhood plan for these properties. Ho told Sara



Leon that even if an agrecment was reached, hs 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
ncighbors 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 detzils of the neighborhood plan means ig;normg the thonght
and work put into working out conditions for the pmpcny

Laura Morrison said she fooked at the Septcmbcr 2002 Council transcript and gajd 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 nc:ghborhood—plannmg
ordinance said that substantive changes to the text, not just changes to land use, require -
neighborhood plan amendments.

Against, Did not speak
Thomas Dunn
Rob Miller

. Thomas Barbour

REBUTTAL
Mr. Suulenmdthaiﬂ:emquestedzomngmmconformanoemththendoptedmm

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 conditionatl overlay.

Commissioner Riley asked Mr. Suttle about the Council transcript and how it clearly -
states that if the property is to bo commercial, there should not be access to the alley. Mr.

- Suttle said that the conditions, such as limiting access to the alicy, may not allow a
reasonable usc of the property. . ,

MOTION: CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING
VOTE: 740 (JR-Ist, DS-2™; CG-ABSENT)

" Commissioner Reddy asked Ms. Leon about the nature 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 trave! and are not in the office.

Commissioner Medlin asked about the idea of & drivewey fo 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
shove the street. The access to the parking lot in the rear of the parking lot would be &



problem. Commissioner Medlin sought clarification that the nelghborhood has rqectod
egress in the alley. Mr. Bolt said that the neighborhood plan docs not tecommend any
access onto the alley.

Commissioner Medlin asked about the concerns that this request does not requirc 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 & nelghborhnod plan smendment would not be noeded. 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 that Council approva! 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 issuo
end decided that the conditions are guidelines, and considered them in dcvelopmg the
‘conditional overlay recommendation. )

MOTION: APPROVE STAFF ucommmom 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 cozvczm
. FOR SITE, :

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

Commxssmner 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 th 6 Strect 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 réomendaﬁon specifies ingress only. Mr. Bolt
said yes, as well as alley dedication and straightening out alley and egress to the alley.
 The subcommittce’s recommendation did not include access to the allcy'

ConmxsmonuCoﬁczmdthathedoesnotmttomacmbcntoantG”Su'eetmd
the purpose ofhavmg an alley is to provide access.

Commissjoner Moore asked for reasons why access would be restricted to the alley and
Commissioner Cortez said that the purpose of an ulleywtoprov:demess andthatthcre
are no other curb cuts on that block. :

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



Commissioner Sullivan offered that parking should be provided on West 6 Strect, 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 commcntod on the trips per day being too lugh It seems lt is based
on suburban development.

Commissioner Medlin said that the issues 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 a valid conditional overlay simply ,
because now it is recognized that the conditions in the plan are bad. However, she does
not want o sct & precedent of not considering conditions in a plan, and so would prefer
that & neighborhood plan emendment 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 h:stance thers have been design tools

adopted since plan adopted

Commmsxoncr Sullivan stressed that he only supports the motion because the on-atreet
parkmg provision was added to the motion.



_BLolt, Thomas

From: . Dave Sullivan [sully. jumpnet@sbcglobal nef]

Sant: Tuesday, May 03, 2005 8:33

To: "~ Jody Bickel; Kris Kas r, Bolt Thomss cynthia.medlin@sbcglobal.net -
Subject: Re: 1706 & 1708 W. Bth ‘Street (C14-05-0025)

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

1. Regarding alley use, 1imit 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 paint parallel parking spaces on W. 6th batween Augusta 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-atudent 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,
80 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 acceas is permitted through the parking lot on
Patterson, then applicant must pay to conatruct a sidewalk .on Patterson to:
offset the increased risk to pedestrians there. I believe the dollar value
‘of the risk added by office t:affic exceeda the dollar cost of the sidewalk
conutruction.

Dave

At 12:44 PM 4/26/2005, you wrote:
»Kris Kasper asked me to forward this message to you all :egatding
>tonight s Agenda Item 5,

>Dear Comnissioners:

>

>I represent Sara Leon and Don Henry, ag owners. of the property located
>at 1706 and 1708 W. 6th Street, in the zoning case befecre you tonight
>(C14-05-0023 - 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 aome
>support letters from adjacent property cowners. Rlso, the Old West
>Austin Neighborhood Plan's future land use map recognizes that both of
>these properties should be changed to ¢ffice use. In order to be
>re-zoned to office, thoiigh, the plan recommended that a CO be placed on
>the properties.that would : (i) 1limit each property to 40 trips/day;
>(11) prohibit businesa access through the alley; {i1i) require businesas
>access from a street with a minimum width of 36%and {(iv} install a 10°

1



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

> .
>Both Sara and Don became involved with the Old West Austin Neighborhood
>Plan at the end of the process. Both owners attended the City Councill
>meeting in Sept. of 2002. At that time, City Council directed ataff 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 neighborhood plan with conditions, and diréct staff to
>bring that back at a later date." Essentially, ataff agreed to revisit
»both the roning and conditional overlay recommended for the properties.
5 .

> .

>In accordance with Council's request that the overlay and zoning he
>evaluated, staff has now reviewed and modified the recommendation

. >originally proposed by the neighborhood plan. Btaff now recommends the
S>RO-MU-CO-NP zoning, but the overlay that is different from the .
>neighborhood plan. Thils overlay recommends that: (i)} combined trips for
>both properties be limited to 145/days {1l) ingress te the property be
>from 6th Street with egress to the alley; and (1ii) a 10' buffer or &'
>masonry fence be installed, except whers egress 1s located, The owners
>are happy te comply with staff's current recommendation, if that 1s the
>Commission's intent. The owners have been able to c¢btain a curb cut on
>to 6th Street. However, we recognize that a driveway entrance on 6th
>street is extremely dangerocus in this location. At the bottom of this
>emall, I have attached an email from Emily Barron, Sr. Planner with
>Transportation Review, Ms, Barron recognizes that staff's "initial
s>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 ac that all ingress and sgress off of the alley be considered
>for safety reasons.

> . : :

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

>

>Kris Kasper

>

>Armbrust & Brown, L.L.P.

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

b bt Original Message-----

>From: emily. barronaci austin.tx.us [mailto:emily.barronfci.austin.tx.us]
>

>Sent: Thuraday, April 21, 2005 2:35 M

>To: Kris Kasperx

>Cc: Thomas.Bolt@cl.austin.tx.us

>Subject: Rlley Access

>

>

>Kils ~

>

>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 coneidering the topography of the site,
>the traffic volumes on 6th Street and exiating acceas to the buildings
>our initial 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 recoimmendation tc 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! k

>

>~ Emlly

5

>Emily M. Barron

>Sr. Planner ~ Transportation Review C
>City of Austin Watershed Protection & Davelopment Review Department One
>Texas Center ~ 4th Fleor P.0. Box 1088

>Austin, Texas T@767-1088

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

>E-Mail: emily.barronfci.austin.tx.us



ORDINANCENO. ___ Wi

AN ORDINANCE REZONING AND CHANGING T} l ZO N

PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1706 AND 1708 T 6™ STR '"i‘ﬁfl N iIIHE '! D
WEST AUSTIN NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN AREA 3! OM _FAMILYX 1)} E-
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN (SF-3-NP) CORMBIN]IN DIS *‘ i‘ TO
'NEIGHBORHOOD  OFFICE-MIXED  USE-QQ iL DITTONAL SVERLAY-
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN (NO-MU-CO-NP) COMB w_(e L: i ISTRICT

an ~] O N B N -

15/ OF AUSTIN:

. B,
PART 1. The zoning map established by Section _ aZri,@] of the y_;,C'ode is amended to
change the base district from family residencgfficightiorhdod plan{SF-3-NP) combining
district to neighborhood office-mixed use gna itiorg 'ovpﬂay aghborhood plan (NO-
MU-CO-NP) combining district on the prgbérty d én gd. i n Zonmg Case No C14-05-
0025, on file at the Neighborhood Planningfs:

Lot 9, Block A (1706 W. 6™), Ecfs Helgh __'Subdiv' fon, and Lot 1 (1708 W. 6™),
West End I-Ieights Subdivision, i Ut '
: . at of Pg‘rd,_ _spectlvely, in Plat Book 3, Page

.__f the F§2 'ecords of Travis County, Texas (the .

locally known as ) g \ " 8 " Street, in the City of Austin, Travis County,
Texas, and generally 18 it }Iﬁ)attached as Exhibit “A”.

25|l PART 2. Except g6 sé ed in Part 3 and Part 4, the Property may be
26]] developed and y#€d in accolgance i.’v;th the regulations established for the neighborhood
21| office (NO) by district and her apphcable requirements of the City Code.

28

29 PART 3. The Property wi the boundaries of the conditional overlay combining district
30l| establishedt j this ordinancefis subject to the following conditions:

31

32 A si orb mg permit for the Property may not be approved, released, or

issuel, if the compleied development or uses of the Property, considered cumulatively
all, ex‘iktmg or previously authorized development and uses, generate traffic that
exceeds 143 Trips per day.

Prafi: 11/01/2009 Page 1 of 2 €OA Law Department

p— —
—

":‘P\FOR 7} |
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_PART 5. This ordinance takes effect on

PASSED AND APPROVED

APPROVED:

: 1140172005

Page 2 of 2

WlHWynn
] _Mayor

Shirley A. Brown
City Clerk

COA Law Department . F

I
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BEE

To:

From:

Date:

MEMORANDUM

Mayor and Council |

Alice Glasco, Director
Neighborhood Planning and Zomng Depanment

October 19, 2005

Subject: Item 57 1706-1708 W. Sixth Street C14-00-0025

On September 1, 2005 the City Council passed on 1™ reading a rezoning of 1706-1708 W Sixth
St. from SF-3-NP to NO-MU-NP with 8 conditions. Two of those conditions, limiting access to
Sixth St. and a 145 vehicle trip per day limit will be a conditional overlay in the ordinance. Five
of the conditions; a masonry fence, dumpster prohibition, submittal of a site plan,
commencement of construction and a rollback provision will be in a private restrictive covenant,
One of the conditions requested the staff to explore the possibility of permitting the property to
be legal non-complying/non conforming. The staff requested that the applicant present a list of
those code requirements from which they were seeking exemption. Exemptions to the site
development regulations would include the following:

1. Article 7: Section 25-6-471, Section 25-6-472 and the Transportation Criteria Manuel:

No paving/technical design with the exception of paving the driveway entrance and drive

‘aisle.

Chapter 25-7: Drainage: No on-site detention required.

Article 6: Section 25-8-211and Section 25-8-214: No water quality controls required.
Article 10: Section 25-2-1051 and Section 25-2-1066 and The Environmental Criteria
Manual Section 2: Landscaping/Buffering not required except the masonry wall as
required by the Neighborhood Plan, as amended.

Building Criteria Manual: Section 1, Section 4 and Section $; To require no utility
upgrades to commercial standards

Article 2: Section 25-2-492: To exceed the overall i unpemous cover and building
coverage under NO base zoning district (objective is current improvements and related
parking/driveway are ok)

Uniform Building Code: To not comply with major ADA or TAS renovatlons

a) Except for 20% of the total cost of the overall remodel

b) Those areas on the first floor utilized for customer service and waiting




2

Staff had a meeting with the applicant’s agent and items 4-7 were withdrawn. Staff cannot
support the exemptions from theses requirements. Staff is also unaware of a Iegal means to
'make exemptions from these Code requirements through the zoning process.

Item 1. Paved Parking
Since at feast 1973, the City Code has required that commercial parking lots be paved with a
hard surfacing material sufficient to prevent mud, dust, loose material, and other nuisances. The
use of gravel or similar materials is not generally permitted because:

‘s Gravel cannot be striped; consequently, there is no way to delineate parking spaces.

e For drainage purposes, gravel is not ¢onsidered pervious when used in parking lots because it
eventually becomes compacted.

¢ . Gravel is not an effective filtration device for water quality purposes unless it is penodmally
removed and replaced.

e QGravel may be & hazard for pedestrians and does not meet requirements for handicapped
accessibility.

» Gravel can be carried into city streets and drainageways by automobiles or stormwater.
Loose gravel on asphalt streets can be imbedded into the surface by vehicles, leading to
pavement deterioration and potholes.

e Gravel produces dust in dry weather, and mud or standing water in wet weather.

Section 25-6-472 (H) of the Land Development Code requires parking areas comply with the
Transportation Criteria Manual.- There is not & variance procedure for this section of the Code.
The Transportation Criteria Manual does allow the Director to approve crushed stone for parking
in order to protect trees. In such cases the stone must be limited to the critical root zone of the
trees and must be confined by curbing or other barriers to keep it in place. Crushed stone is not
allowed on slopes, within handicapped parking spaces, or along accessible routes between
parking and the building entry.

Staff recommends that Council not waive the requirement for paved parking but rather allow the
applicant to pursue the use of an alternative surface based on the criteria in the Transportation
Criteria Manual. If Council does choose to waive the requirement, however, the waiver should
not apply to handicapped-accessible parking.

Based upon the floor area of the buildings on this site, the owner would be required to provide 12
. regular spaces and 1 accessible space, which will require about 4000 square feet of paving, in
addition to the driveway to W. 6th St.. It is unclear whether the applicant is asking for a waiver
from the parking requirement or only the paving requirement. A variance from the parking
requirement can only be granted by the Board of Adjustment unless a special ordinance is
adopted for this property by City Council.

In addition, the City Council may not waive land use regulations contained in Chapter 25 of the
Land Development Code because such waivers constitute amendments to Chapter 25. The City
Charter requires that all amendments to Chapter 25 be teviewed by the Planning Commission
prior to consideration by the City Council,



Item 2. Chapter 25-7 Dralnage.

Impacts from new impervious cover will increase the run-off for the two, ten twenty-five and
one hundred year storm events. Code requires on site detention for such development. Though
the impact may be small for small amounts of impervious cover, it is the cumulative effect of
many such projects that can be detrimental fo our watersheds. However, if the applicant can
demonstrate that a development's increase in run-off does not seriously impact any existing
infrastructure then the applicant would be eligible to apply for a wavier to on-site detention.
This process is in place in order to control, a.nd offer relief from Code requirements, for just this

type of project.

Item 3, Article 6: Section 25-8-211 and Section 25-8-214 Water Quality

On-site controls are required for cumulative increases of 5000 sq. ft or more, over base
imperyious cover, in the Urban watersheds. With certain developments, the applicant may be
granted participation in "payment in lieu" of onsite water quality controls. This program allows
difficult to treat, low impact developments to forego onsite treatment and compensate by
contributing funds towards regional controls developed by the City. These mechanisms are in
place to offer relief from Code for this type of development. Not requiring compliance would
leave the regional program short funded.
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Alice Glasco, Director
Neighborhood Planning and Zoning Department
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cc: Laura Huffman, AC].\'/I
Shirley Brown, City Clerk



