AGENDA
CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Thursday, May 24, 2018
5:30 P.M.
CITY HALL CONFERENCE ROOM, 126 W. MAIN ST.

Call to Order
Approve minutes from the April 2018 Regular Meeting
Approve minutes from the February 2018 Regular Meeting

PwoN e

Approve minutes from the October 2016 Regular Meeting

PUBLIC HEARING

5. (ZBA2018-04) Variance to Section 3.200 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to interior side yard
set back at 111 E. Centre Street . The applicant is requesting a variance to construct a carport 7
Ft in the set back.

ACTION ITEM

6. Receive Recommendation and Consider ZBA2018-04

ADJOURN



AGENDA
CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Thursday, May 17, 2018
5:30 P.M.
CITY HALL CONFERENCE ROOM, 126 W. MAIN ST.

1. Call to Order

PUBLIC HEARING

2. (ZBA2018-04) Variance to Section 3.200 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to interior side yard
<et back at 111 E. Centre Street . The applicant is requesting a variance to construct a carport 7

Ft in the set back.

ACTION ITEM

3. Receive Recommendation and Consider ZBA2018-04

ADJOURN
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STATE OF TEXAS BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

COUNTY OF GILLESPIE APRIL 12, 2018
CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG 5:30 P.M.

On this the 12"™ day of April 2018, the BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT convened in regular session
at the regular meeting place thereof with the following members present to constitute a quorum

PRESENT CYNTHIA SCROGGINS
BARBARA HEINAN
JOHN SMILIJANIC
TOM MUSSLEMAN
DONNIE FINN

JIM MCAFEE
ABSENT: ROBERT DEMING
ALSO PRESENT: BRIAN JORDAN - Director of Development Services

DANIEL JONES - City Attorney
ANNA HUDSON - Historic Preservation Officer
SHELBY COLLIER - Development Coordinator

Chairman Robert Deming was absent, vice chair Jim McAfee acted as Chairman.
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 P.M. by Jim McAfee

MINUTES

No minutes were considered.

PUBLIC HEARING

Consider (ZBA2018-02) Variance to Section 6.04, H (1) of the Sub Division Ordinance, pertaining to
Maximum width of driveway. The applicant is requesting a variance to install a driveway wider that 24
ft.

Tom Mussleman made a motion to open public hearing. Donnie Finn seconded the motion. All
voted in favor and the motion carried.

Terry Neans. the applicant, began his presentation by asking Brian Jordan, Director of
Development Services if he received any notices in opposition to his request. Brian stated he had
not. Terry went on to say that there were many properties on Thiele Ln with driveways as wide
as 50 ft. and as such, his request would not deteriorate the neighborhood.

Tom Mussleman asked Terry if he could widen the driveway after the approach. Terry stated he
could not.



Brian stated City Staff had received 6 notices in support.

Tom Mussleman made a motion to close public hearing. Donnie Finn seconded the motion. All
voted in favor and the motion carried.

Brian stated the lot in question is well over the minimum square footage required for a lot in this
Zone. City Staff does not feel as if the conditions of this property are unique or the Zoning
restrictive for the proposed use.

Terry asked what was the purpose of the Ordinance. Why is the driveway size regulated?

Brian stated that there are many reasons why this is regulated. You wouldn’t want the entire lot
paved for one, every drive way is an additional intersection onto a street and the Ordinance states
that 24 ft. is the standard width for a driveway and easily accommodates a 2 car garage.

Terry stated that the driveway he is proposing is better than having one of his vehicles parked on
the street.

Tom asked if the applicant would be allowed a curb cut on East Highway St. as well as Thiele
Ln. Brian stated yes.

Tom asked if that was the case, could Terry transfer his curb cut oft of East Highway St onto
Thiele Ln so he could have 2.

Brian stated no, the issue at hand is not how many curb cuts he is allowed, the issue is the width
of the driveway.

Jim asked if there was anything in the Ordinance about distance between curb cuts. Brian stated
yes 10-20 ft. is the distance between cuts.

Motion made to deny Application ZBA1801-02 by John Smilijanic. Donnie Finn seconded the
motion. All voted in favor and the motion carried.

Consider (ZBA2018-03) Appeal the Historic Review Board ruling pertaining to the issuance of a
Certificate of Appropriateness per section 23-61, B of the Code of Ordinances.

Jim McAfee recused himself. Cindy Scroggins nominated John Smilijanic for Chairman. Donnie
Finn seconded the motion. All voted in favor and the motion carried.

Tom Mussleman made a motion to open public hearing. Donnie Finn seconded the motion. All
voted in favor and the motion carried.



Damon Dozier began his presentation by asking City Staff if they could explain why they denied
his request for his current door. Brian stated the Public Hearing is for the applicant to request an
appeal, not to debate City Staft’s decision.

Mr. Dozier asked Anna Hudson, Historic Preservation Officer, to view the 1% page of his
application. He asked why she would write on his application. he went on to say that he feels the
integrity of the Historic Review Board has been compromised.

John Smilijanic asked Mr. Dozier what he was requesting an appeal for.
Damon stated a wooden door on his building was replaced with a metal door.
John stated that Historic Review Board requested he replace the metal door with a wood door.

Damon stated yes, he based his decision to replace the wooden door off of the Fredericksburg
Design Guidelines and he is complying with TAS requirements. He asked if the City can
superced Texas and F'ederal law.

Brian stated that the applicant removed the original wood doors without a Certificate of
Appropriateness and replaced them all with metal doors. Anna stated that the Historic Review
Board felt it was an agreeable compromise to allow the now replaced doors on Austin St, but
requested Milam St to have a wood door installed and the bungalow style door is what needs to
be replaced.

Damon stated the reason for tabling the request was because he was not prepared for Historic
Review Board. At the 2™ Historic Review Board Meeting the applicant requested the Historic
Review Board Chair to recuse herself since she is in the same business. Ms. Joseph did recuse
herself from the meeting.

Cindy asked for clarification. The Historic Review Board said the applicant could keep the now
36" width opening but replace the door with a wooden one. Anna stated that was correct.

John stated it was his understanding that the Historic Review Board compromised to allow the
now replaced doors on Austin St to stay Metal and requested the Milam St door to be wood.
Anna stated that was correct.

Barbara Heinen asked what the applicants objection was to replacing the door.

Damon stated cost and that it dosent seem reasonable to allow one ADA door and require the
other one to be retro-fitted.

Cindy asked if the original doors on Austin St were 307 and wood. Anna stated yes. Cindy said
she felt the applicant was lucky that he did not have to retro fit all the doors of his bungalow
instead of one.



Jerry Sample, Alternate for Historic Review Board, wanted to speak regarding this request. He
stated he was not here as a representative for the Board but as a citizen. He stands behind the
decision the Board made and was disappointed with the applicants unwillingness to comply. Mr.
Sample also noted that the photo the applicant referenecs a commercial door on Main Street and
the text below the photo says original materials should be retained.

Tom Mussleman made a motion to close public hearing. Donnie Finn seconded the motion. All
voted in favor and the motion carried.

Tom asked if John Klein was the architect. Anna said yes, when she emailed John about the
doors he said he was no longer on the project.

Tom stated it appears to him that the applicant made a decision without the proper approval and
now the applicant is asked the Zoning Board of Adjustment to review whether or not the Historic
Review Board acted inappropriately. If they did it needs to be evaluated on objective criteria.
The appeal is based on criteria.

Katie Dozier, wite of Damon Dozier, stated it was not their intent to seem above the rules. They
thought the change would be an improvement.

Motion made to deny Application ZBA1801-03 by Donnie Finn. Barbara Heinen seconded the
motion. All voted in favor and the motion carried.

ADJOURN

With nothing further to come before the Board, Barbara Heinen moved to adjourn the meeting
and John Smilijanic seconded the motion. All voted in favor and the meeting was adjourned at
6:57 P.M.

PASSED AND APPROVED this the

SHELBY COLLIER, DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR ROBERT DEMING, CHAIR



VARIANCE BRIEF
Request # 2018-04

OWNER/APPLICANT: Denis Kaderli

ZONING: C-1, Neighborhood Commercial

LOCATION: 111 E. Centre Street

REQUEST: Variance to Section 3.200 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to

a reduction in the Interior Side Setback from 10° to 3°.

FINDINGS:

The subject property is currently occupied by a single family
residence.

e The property is located on Centre Street, just west of N.
Llano Street.

o The lot is relatively small, with a width 60" and a depth of
94°, for an overall size of 5,655 square feet (see survey).

e A garage structure is located behind the residence. Given
the location of the garage in relation to the house, only the
western side of the garage is accessible by a vehicle.

e The applicant is proposing to construct a covered
shed/carport between the house and the side lot line.

e Section 3.200 of the Zoning Ordinance requires an Interior
Side Setback of 10" when adjacent to R-1 Single Family
Residential zoning.

The Board of adjustment may grant a variance if it makes affirmative findings of fact on each of
the criteria described below:

a. The Zoning Regulations applicable to the property do not allow for reasonable use. The
size of the lot and location of the structures on the property affect the usability of
the property. In addition, the location of the garage behind the house and the
interior setback required due to the zoning limits the usability of the west side of the
house for any new structures.

b. The plight of the owner of the property is due to unique circumstances existing on the
property, and the unique circumstances were not created by the owner of the property and
are not merely financial, and are not due to or the result of general conditions in the
zoning district in which the property is located. The conditions of the property were
existing when the current owner purchased the property. It would appear that the
site conditions are unique and were not created by the owner.



c. The variance will not alter the character of the area adjacent to the property, will not
impair the use of adjacent conforming property, and will not impair the purposes or
regulations to the zoning district in which the property is located. Since the applicant
intends to maintain the existing setback of the garage, we would not expect the
shed/carport to affect the character of adjacent property or impair the use of
adjacent property. The owner of the adjacent property has submitted a letter in
support of the proposed addition.

OPPOSITION/SUPPORT OF REQUEST: One letter in support has been received, none

in opposition.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Approval.



04-10-2018

To Whom It May Concern,

“We own 109 East Centre Street. We have spoken with Denis Kaderli regarding his plans to build a
carport in his driveway that would be too close to our property line per current City Code. We have no
issue with his plans and would ask that you approve his variance request.

Thank you. Tim and Lara Bobo
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$150.00 application fee APPEAL NO.

DATE
VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION
TO
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

110
118

1. APPLICANT: D@ﬂ! 9 %J-éf / l
2. aporess.___ [/ £ Ce/ﬂ’?é”é E/L /% p(
rone__ B30 = BRY ~ SPRrax
| ADDRESS: / I /VD/’VJ L) VR &MJ/L" 4 5 f'
LEGAL DESCR|PT|0/N )Ddff 070 [-{9'{' L B[OC/\' D CO//@QQ Mﬁ/f 7L0/7

LOT SIZE: 5& 55 ,‘36? ﬁ( ZONING DISTRICT: w] CJ

4. REQUEST IS MADE HEREWITH TO THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT THAT A VARIANCE BE
GRANTED TO THE FOLLOWING PROVISIONS OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE:

SECTION: 3' 300 PAGE: ‘5—3

SUBSECTION:

wem_Tuterior Setbact
RELATING TO.__ T4 lErvs Site Vgrof Sethaok

REQURING, /) 7F
[/?gmeq/*ma variaace of 7 b consiud

Car sz"

5. fNFORMATION TO BE SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT:
Site plans, preliminary building elevations, preliminary improvement plans, or other maps or
drawings, sufficiently dimensioned as required to illustrate the following, to the extent related to the

Variance application:

a. Existing and proposed location and arrangement of uses on the site, and on abutting
sides within 50-feet.

b. Existing and proposed site improvements, buildings, and other structures on the site, and
any off-site improvements related to or necessitated by the proposed use. Building
elevations shall be sufficient to indicate the general height, bulk, scale, and architectural

character.

¢ Existing and proposed topography, grading, landscaping, and screening, irrigation
facilities, and erosion control measures.

d. Existing and proposed parking, loading, and traffic and pedestrian circulation features,
both on the site and any off-site facilities or improvements related to or necessitated by

the proposed use.



B. The Building Official and/ or Director of Development Services may request additional information
necessary to enable a complete analysis and evaluation of the variance request, and a
determination as to whether the circumstances prescribed for the granting of a Variance exists.

6 REASONS FOR THE REQUEST:~7¢5. bid #1 %é [ £ SOAZ é/(’ lHSE
or @0& ¢l Yo cotes” &fé/ﬂ// footrgl
veh e [t N au/ €4 L /fw ment=

A, The Board of Adjustment may grant a variance if it makes affirmative findings of FACT on EACH
of the criteria. The applicant shall give a reason why the request complies with the foilowmg criteria:

1. The Zoning Regulations applicable to the property do not allow for a reasonable uge. =
PBack Gatage wds _already Juil?
uher T/ purthg s 7%9 et sadl
/ ‘5 /7/7A/ Y27 /’éf U 564‘,5 el Kr 1///7/('[& ﬁf&/c”f(?

2. The plight of the o/ ner of the property is due to unique circumstances existing on the property,
and the unigue circumstances were not created by the owner of the property and are not merely
financial, and are not due to or the result of general conditions in the zoning district in which the
property is located.

Note _commerzl ﬁﬁm&? Zovng Y5 /(/‘%

u5c,éz//f(/ o/ jﬂazé ézcwfﬁf j/m zonéd
*l ‘nexlt "1 R-21 .

3. The variance wm not alter the character of the area adjacent to the property, will not impair the use
of adjacent conformlng property, and will not impair the purposes or regulations to the Zoning

SRS hangping el Jited

back , See 4 /%‘r%f’ / [efler
From _Neigh pors, [ lirs. Tim bobe,

PARKING: ADDITIONAL CRITERIA-Fhe Board may grant a Variance to a regulatlon prescribed by this
ordinance with respect to the number of off-street spaces required if it makes findings of fact that the
following additional criteria are also satisfied:

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




	AGENDA ZBA2018-04
	PACKET
	SKM_C364e18051707590
	PACKET
	Blank Page



