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CITY OF WEST LAKE HILLS, TEXAS 
NOTICE OF ZONING & PLANNING COMMISSION (ZAPCO) REGULAR MEETING 

Wednesday, February 18, 2026 at 6:30 PM 

 
Notice is hereby given that the Zoning and Planning Commission (ZAPCO) of the City of West 
Lake Hills, Texas, will hold a Regular Meeting on the 18th day of February, 2026 at 6:30 p.m., 
in the Council Chamber, Municipal Building, 4010 Bee Cave Road, West Lake Hills, Texas, at 
which time the following items will be discussed, to-wit: 
 
REMOTE ACCESS - Join Zoom Meeting at https://us02web.zoom.us/j/3499549035 
Or via telephone: Dial (346) 248-7799 
Meeting ID: 349 954 9035 
 
If you wish to speak during the meeting or provide written comments, please email your name, 
phone number, comments, and the item number you wish to speak on to 
planner@westlakehills.gov by 1:00 P.M. on February 18, 2026. 
  
1. Call to Order. Chairman Robert Meisel. 
  
2. Citizen Communications The Commission welcomes public comments at this point on any 

issue. If the issue is listed on the agenda, the speaker may choose to comment during the 
Public Comment period or when the specific agenda item is taken up by the Commission 
later in the meeting. The Commission cannot respond to or discuss matters not listed on the 
agenda. The Commission may provide factual information, refer the item to a staff member, 
or request the item be added to a future meeting agenda. Speakers shall limit their comments 
to five (5) minutes each. 

  
3. Consent Agenda The following items are considered to be self-explanatory by the 

Commission and will be enacted with one motion. There will be no separate discussion of 
these item/s unless a Commission Member or citizen so requests. 

1. Approval of the January 21, 2026 Zoning and Planning Commission minutes 
2. Report of previous cases ZAPCO acted on by BOA/City Council 
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4. Public Hearing 300 Block of Laurel Valley Rd.: Discuss and make recommendations on 

proposed variances: 

1. Allow for a driveway height of 15 feet 10 inch above natural grade, where 6 feet 
above natural grade is the maximum (Section 22.03.175(e)(1))  

2. Allow building height of 35 feet, where  32 feet above natural grade on a slope of 
25% or greater is the maximum (Section 22.03.279(b)) 

3. Encroach 20 feet into the platted 50-foot front building setback along Yaupon Valley 
Road (Section 22.03.281) 

4. Encroach 10 feet into both 20-foot side setbacks (Section 22.03.281) 
5. Allow fills up to 15 feet 6 inches where the maximum allowed is 6 feet on slopes of 

less than 35% (Section 22.03.170(b) – Drainage and Erosion Control Design Manual 
Section 7.4.1) 

6. Allow for grading of up to 8 feet 3 inches in areas of slopes greater than 35% where 
none is allowed (Section 22.03.170(b) – Drainage and Erosion Control Design 
Manual Section 7.4.1) 

7. Allow grading up to 15 feet 6 inches in the setbacks, where 18 inches is the 
maximum (Section 22.03.170(f). 

Applicant:  Matt Garcia, Matt Garcia Design 
  
5. Public Hearing 300 Block of Laurel Valley Rd.: Discuss and make recommendations to 

City Council on a proposed variance to allow replacement trees for unpermitted removals to 
be planted at the end of the project, more than 601 days since final order (Section 
22.03.304(c)(5). 
 
Applicant:  Matt Garcia, Matt Garcia Design 

  
6. Public Hearing 101 Westhaven Dr.: Discuss and make a recommendation to the Board of 

Adjustment on variances to allow for an accessory structure: 

1. To encroach 22 feet into the 30-foot front setback along Bee Cave Road (Section 
22.03.276 and 22.03.281) 

2. To encroach 20 feet into the 25-foot rear setback (Section 22.03.276 and 22.03.281) 

 
Applicant: Pramod Patil, Owner 
  

  
7. Public Hearing 102 Swiftcurrent Trl.: Discuss and make a recommendation on a variance 

to allow a second driveway when a maximum of one is allowed (Section 22.03.175(e)(2)). 
 
Applicant: Francisco Rios, Property Owner 
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8. Adjournment. Chairman Robert Meisel. 
 
 
   
  By Jennifer C. Bills, Director of Building & 

Development Services 
     

Certificate 
  

I certify that the above Notice of the February 18, 2026 Zoning & Planning Commission Meeting 
was posted on the bulletin board at the Municipal Building, 4010 Bee Cave Road, West Lake 
Hills, Texas on Thursday, February 12, 2026 at 5:00 pm. and will remain posted continuously 
until said meeting is convened. 
   
    
  By Joel Sherrouse, Development Coordinator 
 
        
The City of West Lake Hills is committed to compliance with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act.  Reasonable accommodations and equal access to communications will be provided upon 
request. 
 
All items on the agenda are for discussion and/or action.  ZAPCO reserves the right to adjourn 
into executive session at any time during the course of this meeting to discuss any of the matters 
listed above, as authorized by Texas Government Code Sections 551.071 (Consultation with 
Attorney), 551.072 (Deliberations about Real Property), 551.073 (Deliberations about Gifts and 
Donations), 551.074 (Personnel Matters), 551.076 (Deliberations about Security Devices), and 
551.086 (Economic Development).  
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REGULAR MEETING 
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ZAPCO Minutes November 19, 2025 – Page 1 

1. Call to Order: Chair Robert Meisel 
a. Meeting begins at 6:30pm 
b. Roll Call 

1. Chair Robert Meisel: Present 
2. Vice-Chair Jim Pledger: Present 
3. Commissioner Julia Webber: Present 
4. Commissioner Karen Bartoletti: Present 
5. Commissioner Patrick Stewart: Present 
6. Commissioner Laurie Maccini: Present 

 
2. Citizen Communications:  

a. No public comments 
 

3. Consent Agenda: The following items are considered to be self-explanatory by the 
Commission and will be enacted with one motion. There will be no separate 
discussion of these item/s unless a Commission Member or citizen so requests. 

a. Approval of the November 14, 2025 Zoning and Planning Commission 
Workshop Minutes 

b. Approval of the November 19, 2025 Zoning and Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

c. Approval of the January 7, 2026 Zoning and Planning Commission 
Workshop Minutes 
 

d. Report of previous ZAPCO cases acted on by the BOA/City Council 
 

Action: Commissioner Stewart moves for approval of the Consent Agenda 

i. Commissioner Maccini Seconds 
ii. Motion carries unanimously (5–0) 

 
4. Public Hearing 109 Swiftcurrent Trl.: Discuss and consider a recommendation to the 

City Council on variances for a fence: 
 
1. To allow for a fence encroachment into the 30-foot front-yard fence setback 

(Section 22.03.173(d)(6)(B)(ii)). 
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2. To allow for the placement of fence posts within the ½ and ¼ critical root zones 
of protected trees (Section 22.03.3052 (b)). 

 
  Applicant: Sara Charles, Property Owner 
 

The application was withdrawn by applicant shortly before the meeting. 
 

5. Public Hearing 4904 Old Bee Cave Rd: Discuss and consider a recommendation 
to the City Council on the following variances for a fence: 

1.  To allow for a fence encroachment into the 30-foot front-yard fence 
setback (Section 22.03.173(d)(6)(B)(ii)). 

2. To allow for the installation of a fence that does not allow 80% 
visibility through the fence (Section 2.03.173(d)(6)(A)(i)). 

3. To allow for a fence without the required minimum 80% 
landscaping screening (Section 22.03.173(d)(6)(A)(i).  

4. To allow for the installation of a fence with a height of 7 feet above 
natural grade (Section 22.03.173(d)(9)(A)). 

Applicant: Dylan Freytag, Property Owner 
 

A. Staff Report: 
a. Director Bills describes fence that was installed without permits. The 

owner was misinformed by their contractor that they did not need 
permits for the fence. Director Bills describes the four areas of code 
where the fence, as installed, would require variances.  Director Bills also 
explains that the location of the fence would require any screening to be 
located in the Right-of-Way.  

b. Commissioner Pledger points out that a written comment in opposition to 
the fence at 109 Swiftcurrent provided prior to the 4904 Old Bee Cave 
variance application also included this fence. 

c. Commissioner Bartoletti asks if there are two legal lots involved  
i. Director Bills clarifies there are not two legal lots involved, just 

one 
d. Commissioner Webber asks Director Bills if there are any possible 

repercussions for contractors misinforming clients or violating code.  
i. Director Bills explains that contractor registrations can be 

suspended for repeated violations and that citations can be issued 
to contractors. 
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e. Commissioner Maccini asks about the right-of-way vegetation and who 
takes care of it.  

i. Director Bills explains that homeowners are responsible for the 
vegetation from the property line to the street, but TXDOT and 
utility providers will sometimes maintain or clear the vegetation. 

B. Public Comments: 
a. Dylan Freytag, Applicant: Shares prepared presentation and answers 

questions from commissioners  
b. Lousia Cauvin, Neighbor: 

i.  Spoke in opposition to variance  
C. Discussion:  

a. Commissioner Stewart asks applicant about a gate and knox box 
encroaching on the ROW.  

b. Commissioner Maccini indicates that the property has been between 
commercial property for decades but understands the increase in traffic 
along Bee Cave.  Supportive of screening, but not in favor of proximity of 
fence to ROW. 

c. Chair Meisel points out that the deed is 3 months old, and that traffic has 
not increased substantially since the time at which the applicant chose to 
purchase the property, and also believes that the contractor is 
responsible, not the homeowner or the City.  

d. Commissioner Webber indicates they are not in favor of variance for 
location but may be willing to compromise on height or a certain 
percentage of transparency. 

D. Action: 
a. Commissioner Pledger moves to forward the variances to City Council 

with a recommendation of denial based on a lack of hardship. 
i. Commissioner Webber seconds  

ii. Motion carries unanimously (5-0) 

The variance request and recommendation will be forwarded to the February 11, 2026 City 
Council Meeting. 

 
6. Public Hearing 116 Skyline Dr.: Discuss and make a recommendation to City Council 

on the following variances for a fence: 

1. To allow for the installation of a fence without required landscaping visibly 
screening a minimum of 80% of the fence between the street and fence (Section 
22.03.173(d)(6)(A)(i)).  
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2. To allow for the installation of a fence that does not allow 80% visibility 
through the fence (Section 22.03.173(d)(6)(A)(i)).  

Applicant: Bryan Sharples, Property Owner 
 

A. Staff Report: 
a. Director Bills describes the previous fence variance at the property 

approved in 2011 and describes the 80% transparency threshold with the 
new style of fence which is transparent from a specific angle, but 
becomes opaque when moving along the fence. 

a. Director Bills also explains that while the variance request 
indicated that the fence met the height limits established in 
conditions for previous variance, that staff measured the fence at 
6 feet prior to meeting, which would require an additional 
variance request. 

b. Commissioner Pledger asks about the screening of the fence with vines.  
a. Commissioner Webber points out that there are no vines on the 

City’s approved plant list. 
c. Commissioner Stewart asks about the 80% transparency rule at all angles  
d. Commissioner Webber asks if the previous variance addressed screening 

a. Director Bills indicates the previous variance did not address 
screening directly, but that it specifically indicated all other 
ordinances related to fences should be followed. 

e. Commissioner Pledger indicates that he believes that the fence is 
compliant. 

B. Public Comments:  
a. Bryan Sharples, Applicant 

a.  Shares presentation regarding fence 
b. Jeffery Dochen, Neighbor 

a. Speaks in favor of variance  
C. Discussion:  

a. Commissioner Maccini expresses sympathy due to lights, but that other 
solutions exist that do not require variances. 

b. Commissioners Stewart and Pledger express that they believe the fence is 
in compliance with the 80% rule. 

c. Commissioner Maccini states there are native vine plants that could be 
used to screen the fence. 

d. Commissioner Meisel recommends taking the 80% rule to council. 
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e. Following discussion of whether or not the fence is in compliance with 
the 80% rule, Assistant City Attorney Thamm explains that the hearing is 
related to a variance to the code, not a review of staff determination.  

D. Action:  
a. Commissioner Pledger moves to forward the variances to City Council 

with a recommendation of approval. 
a. Commissioner Bartoletti seconds 
b. Motion carries (3-2) 

1. Commissioners Webber and Maccini opposed 

The variance request and recommendation will be forwarded to the February 11, 2026 City 
Council Meeting. 

 

7. 1100 Block of Kennan Rd. Discuss and consider a recommendation to City Council on a 
variance request to reduce the extent of the tree survey requirement for the entirety of 
a property for a new construction on an undeveloped lot. 

 
Applicant: Paula Ables, Designer/Owner Representative  

 
A. Staff Report: 

a. Director Bills describes that all new construction projects with no 
existing structure require a tree survey for the entire lot, but the 
applicant is requesting a reduction of the required survey. 

b. Commissioner Webber asks if the site plan has been submitted 
1. Director Bills explains that no site plans other than the exhibit in 

the packet have been made available for staff. 
B. Public Comment: 

a. Paula Ables, Designer and Representative: Clarifies questions and 
concerns from commissioners  

C. Discussion:  
a. Chair Meisel shares that the construction of the house is already 

expensive and that the expense of the tree survey should not be a 
hardship 

b. Commissioner Maccini believes the applicant is asking for full credit for 
impervious cover and drainage for the entirety of the lot without having 
to perform a full analysis of the lot. 

c. Chair Meisel states that the tree survey is required and needs to be part 
of the application as a historical document 

1. Commissioner Webber agrees and states that there must be 
context for the whole scope of the property for mitigation 

D. Action: 
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a. Commissioner Bartoletti moves to forward the variance request to City 
Council with a recommendation of denial based on lack of hardship. 

1. Commissioner Pledger seconds 
2. Motion carries (5-0) 

 
The variance request and recommendation will be forwarded to the February 11, 2026 
City Council Meeting. 

 
8. 701 S Capital of Texas Highway (Sweetgreen): Discuss and consider a recommendation 

to City Council for the following variances 

1. For the installation of a wall sign exceeding the maximum 10-foot length (Section 
32.03.009(2) West Lake Hills Code) 

2. For the installation of a second sign for a restaurant with square footage of less than 
5,000 square feet (Section II.B.1, Village at Westlake Uniform Signage Criteria) 

Applicant: Jesus Sanchez, Santech Signs, LLC 
 
A. Staff Report: 

a. Director Bills shares the history of the uniform sign agreement and 
describes the variances to the agreement and the City’s sign code. 

B. Public Comment 
a. Jesus Sanchez, Applicant:  

1. Speaks in favor of the variance  
C. Discussion: 

a. Bartoletti indicates approval for the request 
 

D. Action: 
a. Commissioner Bartoletti moves that the variance request be forwarded 

to City Council with a recommendation of approval. 
1. Commissioner Maccini seconds 
2. Motion carries (5-0) 

 
The variance request and recommendation will be forwarded to the February 11, 2026 
City Council Meeting. 

9. 603 Spurlock Valley Rd : Discuss and make a recommendation to the Board of 
Adjustment on a variance to install a new septic tank encroaching on the 30-foot front 
building setback (Section 22.03.276 & Section 22.03.281) 

Applicant: James Kuykendall, Sunset Construction & Excavation  
 

A. Staff Report: 
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a. Director Bills describes the variance for a septic tank location.  The 
house had initially been permitted with the tank in a compliant location 
but requested a new location for the septic at a later date. 

b. Commissioner Bartoletti asks about flooding issues 
1. Director Bills explains that there is no drainage easement or 

FEMA floodplain at location 
c. Applicant did not attend meeting but provided comment via email that 

was read by commissioners on the dais (Exhibit B)  
B. Public Comment: No public comment 
C. Discussion:  

a. Meisel: ZAPCO shouldn’t ratify decision to proceed without permit by 
approving after-the-fact variance 

b. Webber asks why house is designed the way it is when the original 
plans showed the septic in a compliant location. 

D. Action: 
a. Commissioner Webber moves that the variance request be forwarded 

to the Board of Adjustment with a recommendation of denial. 
1. Commissioner Pledger Seconds 
2. Motion caries (5-0) 

 
The variance request and recommendation will be forwarded to the February 11, 2026 
Board of Adjustment Meeting. 

 
10. 300 Block of Laurel Valley Rd: Discuss and make recommendations on proposed 

variances:  

1. Allow for a driveway height greater than 6 feet above natural grade (Section 
22.03.175(e)(1)) 

2. Allow building height greater than 32 feet above natural grade on a slope of 25% 
or greater (Section 22.03.279(b)) 

3. Encroach 20 feet into the platted 50-foot front building setback along Yaupon 
Valley Road (Section 22.03.281) 

4. Encroach 15 feet into both 25-foot side setbacks (Section 22.03.281) 

5. Allow fills up to 15 feet where the maximum allowed is 6 feet on slopes of less 
than 35% (Section 22.03.170(b)– Drainage and Erosion Control Design Manual 
Section 7.4.1) 

6. Allow for grading in areas of slopes greater than 35% where none is allowed 
(Section 22.03.170(b)– Drainage and Erosion Control Design Manual Section 7.4.1) 
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7. Allow grading greater than 18 inches within setbacks (Section 22.03.170(f)). 

Applicant: Matt Garcia 
A. Staff Report: 

a. Director Bills describes the site and the requests for variances.  
b. Commissioner Stewart asks Director Bills how many variances are 

missing  
1. Director Bills states there are at least two missing for the 

currently proposed development 
c. Commissioner Webber asks if the rainwater collection tanks would also 

need an additional setback encroachment variance 
d. Commissioner Meisel calls for the item to be postponed for the other 

variances to be addressed, as the request is incomplete  
B. Action: 

a. Commissioner Pledger moves to combine items 10 and 11 into a single 
item and postpone to the February 18 ZAPCO meeting 

1. Maccini seconds  
2. Motion carries (5-0) 

 
The item was postponed to the February 18, ZAPCO Meeting. 

11. 300 Block of Laurel Valley Rd: Discuss and make recommendations on proposed 
variances 

7. Allow replacement trees for unpermitted removals to be planted at the end of the 
project, more than 601 days since the final order (Section 22.03.304(c)(5). 

Applicant: Matt Garcia  
 
This item was combined with item 10 and postponed to the February 18 Zoning and Planning 
Commission meeting. 
 

12. Adjournment – Chair Robert Meisel 
 
Chair Meisel adjourns the meeting at 8:38 pm 

 

APPROVED: 
 
____________________________________ 
      
Robert Meisel, Chair  
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ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________________   
      
Joel Sherrouse, Development Coordinator 
 
These minutes were approved on __________, 2026. 
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City of West Lake Hills  
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Discussion 
Since the November 19, 2025 ZAPCO meeting, the following cases forwarded by ZAPCO were considered at City 
Council/BOA.   
 
Board of Adjustment:  

1. 603 Spurlock Valley: Septic Setback Variance 
a. At the February 11, 2026 Board of Adjustment meeting the variance was denied 

City Council: 
1. 4909 Old Bee Cave Road: Variances to fence height, font yard fence setback, front yard fence 

transparency, and front yard fence screening 
a. At the February 11, 2026 City Council meeting: 

i. The variances for front yard fence setback, screening, and transparency were denied. 
ii. The Variance for fence height was conditionally approved, but only for the portion of 

the side-yard fence abutting the commercial property on the West side of the lot. 
2. 116 Skyline Drive: Variances to fence transparency and vegetative screening 

a. At the February 11, 2026 City Council meeting: 
i. The variances were conditionally approved, with the condition the fence is 54-inches in 

height and is designed as presented to Council. 
3. 1100 Block of Kennan: Variance to tree survey requirements 

a. At the February 11, 2026 City Council meeting the variance was denied 
4. 700 S Capital of Texas Highway – “Sweetgreen”: Variances to number of signs allowed by Uniform Sign 

Agreement and length of sign allowed by City code. 
a. At the February 11, 2026 City Council meeting: 

i. The variance for installing a second sign was approved. 
ii. THe variance for increased sign length was denied. 

 

Meeting Date: February 18, 2026  Item Number: 3b 

Department: 
Building & Development 
Services   

 

Prepared By: Jennifer C. Bills  Cost / Budget: None 
Exhibits: N/A  Source of Funds: N/A 
     

Subject 
Report of Previous ZAPCO cases acted on by the BOA/City Council. 
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Recommendation 
Discuss and provide a recommendation to the Board of Adjustment including the analysis of the following criteria: 

1. The variance may violate the intent of this chapter or the goals of the city’s comprehensive plan; and 

2. The variance may have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties or interfere with the respective 
owners’ enjoyment thereof. 

The Zoning and Planning Commission, in performing their respective duties in reference to applications for 
variances, may be guided by the interpretative criteria listed in the variance criteria in the report. 

The Zoning and Planning Commission can recommend imposition of reasonable conditions upon granting a 
variance if the conditions are related to the subject of the variance. 

The applicant’s findings of facts are attached in Exhibit A. 
 
This item will be forwarded to the March 11, 2026 Board of Adjustment meeting for consideration. 

Meeting Date: February 18, 2026  Item Number: 4 
Department: Building & Development     

Prepared By: Jennifer C. Bills  Cost / Budget: None 
Exhibits: See Attached  Source of Funds: N/A 
     

Subject 
300 Block of Laurel Valley Rd.: Discuss and make recommendations on proposed variances: 

1. Allow for a driveway height of 15 feet 10 inches above natural grade, where 6 feet above natural grade 
is the maximum (Section 22.03.175(e)(1)) 

2. Allow building height of 35 feet, where 32 feet above natural grade on a slope of 25% or greater is the 
maximum (Section 22.03.279(b)) 

3. Encroach 20 feet into the platted 50-foot front building setback along Yaupon Valley Road (Section 
22.03.281) 

4. Encroach 10 feet into both 20-foot side setbacks (Section 22.03.281) 
5. Allow fills up to 15 feet 6 inches where the maximum allowed is 6 feet on slopes of less than 35% (Section 

22.03.170(b) – Drainage and Erosion Control Design Manual Section 7.4.1) 
6. Allow for grading of up to 8 feet 3 inches in areas of slopes greater than 35% where none is allowed 

(Section 22.03.170(b) – Drainage and Erosion Control Design Manual Section 7.4.1) 
7. Allow grading up to 15 feet 6 inches in the setbacks, where 18 inches is the maximum (Section 

22.03.170(f). 

Applicant:  Matt Garcia, Matt Garcia Design 
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Discussion 
Property Information, Zoning & Site Characteristics:  
Owner: Graham Schmergel 
Legal Description: Yaupon Valley Subdivision, Lot 8 
Lot Size: 0.4371 acres 
Zoning: R-1 One Family 
Wastewater: On-site Sewage Facility (Septic) 
 
The properties surrounding the subject property are zoned R-1, One Family Residential. 
 
Background: 
The applicant is proposing to build a new 3,988 sf house (Attachment 1). The site is 0.4371 acres in size, which 
was platted in 1962.  The total impervious cover in the concept plan is 4,836.5 sf (24.9%).  The property was 
issued a permit for new residential construction on March 12, 2022.  The house was never started and due to 
more than six months of inactivity, the permit was marked as expired October 24, 2024.    There is an additional 
variance that goes to City Council regarding the timing of tree replacement for trees that were illegally removed 
during the prior project.  The previous approved project had the house located more central to the lot and took 
access from Yaupon Valley with a switch back driveway.  The applicant is proposing to take access off Yaupon 
Valley and place the house on the top of the hill.  The existing houses adjacent to this lot take access from Laurel 
Valley and are situated at bottom of the hill. 
 
Analysis:  

1.  Driveway Height 
Code Requirements 

• 22.03.175. Off-street parking and parking pad requirements in residential areas. 

(e) Every driveway entrance/exit shall be at roadway grade level where the driveway intersects the 
city’s right-of-way except as otherwise approved by the city inspector. 
(1) Each dwelling shall be on a lot abutting a public street or having access to an improved public 

street, and all structures shall be so located on lots as to provide safe, convenient access for 
servicing, police protection, fire protection and required off-street parking. Driveways shall 
not exceed a maximum of 20 percent grade at any point after construction. No part of a 
driveway shall rise more than 6' above natural ground grade directly below. 
 

Request 
The applicant is requesting a variance for a driveway 15 feet, 10 inches feet above natural grade where 
the maximum height is 6 feet. 
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2.  Height of Structures 
Code Requirements 

• Section 22.03.279 
(b) Measuring height. 
No part of any principal structure shall rise more than the maximum height shown on the schedule of 
regulations contained in section 22.03.281, above natural ground grade or original grade directly below. 
If the average natural slope in the area directly below the foundation of the principal structure is 25% or 
greater, than no part of any principal structure shall rise more than 32' above natural ground grade 
directly below. 
 
Request 
The applicant is requesting a variance to increase the maximum height to 35 feet (3 feet over the 
maximum).  The red line is 35 feet above natural grade.  The yellow line is 32 feet. 

Page 16 of 122



Page 4 of 12 

 

3 & 4.  Encroachment into Setbacks 
 

Code Requirements 

• Section 22.03.275  

(a) 
(1) No principal building shall have any front, side or rear setback distance less than that shown on the 
schedule of regulations as being required in the district in which the building is located, except that 
the minimum setback distance from Bee Cave Road shall be 50 feet regardless of which direction the 
building is facing. The setback distance from the Capital of Texas Highway shall be a minimum of 75 
feet. 

• Section 22.03.281 Schedule of Regulations 
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• Section 38.05.005 Provisions of chapter are minimum requirements; conflicting provisions 

The provisions of this chapter shall be held to be minimum requirements adopted for the promotion 
of the public health, safety and general welfare. Wherever the requirements of any other applicable 
law are in conflict with the requirements of this chapter, the most restrictive requirement, or that 
imposing the higher standard, shall apply. The provisions of this chapter are not intended to repeal or 
interfere with private restrictions placed upon property by covenant, deed, easement or other private 
agreement. 
 

• Section 36.01.019 Conflict with other ordinances 

Whenever the standards and specifications in this article conflict with those contained in another 
ordinance, the most stringent or restrictive provision shall govern. 

Request 
• To encroach 20 feet into the 50-foot platted setback from Yaupon Valley Road 
• To encroach 15 feet into both 25-foot side setbacks (required by zoning). 
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5 & 6. Maximum Grading on Slopes under 35% and over 35% 
Code Requirements 

• Drainage and Erosion Control Design Manual, Section 7.4.1 Cut/Fill Limits. 
 

In order to reduce stormwater runoff, resulting in erosion, sedimentation and conveyance of 
nonpoint source pollutants, the layout of the street network, lots and building sites shall, to the 
greatest extent possible, be sited and aligned along natural contour lines, and shall minimize the 
amount of cut and fill on slopes in order to minimize the amount of land area disturbed during 
construction. The maximum cut and fill limits are shown in Table 7-1. 
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Request: 
• Allow for fills of 15 feet, where 6 feet is the maximum on all grades under 35%.  Slope of the 

property under the proposed house footprint is 43%. 
• Allow for fills of 15 feet and cuts of up to 8 feet 3 inches maximum on all grades greater than 35%. 

 

 
 

 

 

7.  Grading in the setback 
Code Requirements 

• Section 22.03.170. Site disturbance (excavation, grading or filling). 

• Excavating, grading or filling shall minimize the negative impacts of development on natural 
slopes and interfere as little as possible with the natural landscape by minimizing the alteration 
of the natural terrain. 

• No excavation, grading or filling shall be permitted in setbacks except for up to 18 inches in 
height or depth. 

Request 

• The applicant’s letter does not explicitly call out the grading/excavating within the setback, but 
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would be similar to maximums previously listed of 15 feet of fill and 8 feet 3 inches of cut, as 
they are also proposing to encroach into the side setbacks 10 feet with the house footprint.   

 
Public Comment: 
As of the date of the report, one written comment in opposition has been received (Attachment 7). 
  
Variance Criteria Review: 
Per Section 22.03.511 (c) Procedure and notice, Section 22.03.171: Site disturbance (residential buildings), and 
Section 22.03.276: Setbacks for accessory structures shall be administered in compliance with the rules established 
by sections 38.05.031 through 38.05.034. 
 

• Section 38.05.031. Provisions subject to variance. 

Variances may be granted by the board of adjustment to the provisions of this chapter in accordance 
with the rules and conditions of this division. A variance may not be granted, however, to authorize a 
change of use. Variances run with the land, but each variance is specific to the project for which it was 
granted. 

• Section 38.05.032. Conditions required for granting variance. 

No variance shall be granted unless the following conditions are fulfilled: 

• The applicant has established by competent evidence that: 

o The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special 
conditions, will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 

o There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 

 

o There is no reasonable alternative to the requisite variance that will alleviate the 
difficulty or hardship complained of. 

o The variance will not be greater than the minimum required to alleviate the difficulty or 
hardship complained of. 

• The recommendation of zoning and planning commission shall include an analysis of 
whether: 

o The variance may violate the intent of this chapter or the goals of the city’s 
comprehensive plan. 

o (Reserved). 

o (Reserved). 

o The variance may have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties, or interfere with 
the respective owners’ enjoyment thereof. 
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• Section 38.0.033. Interpretative criteria. 

The board of adjustment and the zoning and planning commission, in performing their respective duties 
in reference to applications for variances, may be guided by these interpretative criteria: 

• Variances from the terms of this chapter should be granted sparingly. 

• Deviations from the requirements of this chapter are justified only where the hardship 
resulting from their application is substantial. 

• Usually, the granting of a variance must be predicated on a finding that the applicant’s 
hardship arises from unusual conditions or circumstances, such as exceptional irregularity of 
shape or topography, which are peculiar to the parcel of land involved and not shared 
generally by other parcels in the neighborhood or district, or because no other reasonable 
alternative is available that will alleviate the unnecessary hardship complained of. 

• Normally, a variance is to be denied if conditions or circumstances relied on for a variance were 
self-created by the person having an interest in the property in disregard of city regulations. 

• The variance shall not violate the goals of the master plan for the city. 

• The variance shall not have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties or unreasonably 
interfere with the respective owners’ enjoyment thereof. 

• The fact that lots, structures, uses or dimensional conditions on properties or structures within 
200 feet of the property involved are, because they are nonconforming or because of previously 
granted variances, similar to the condition which would be created by the variance requested 
shall be relevant to, but not determinative of, the granting of the requested variance. 

• See section 22.03.009(c) for variances to enable the efficient use of solar energy devices. 

• When considering variance requests for nonresidential projects, whether granting the variance 
furthers achievement of the land planning principles set forth in the City’s Master Plan, 
Attachment “B,” as codified in the Code of Ordinances. 

 
• Section 38.05.035. Conditions. 

The city council can impose, and the zoning and planning commission can recommend imposition of 
reasonable conditions upon granting a variance if the conditions are related to the subject of the variance. 
When considering variance requests for nonresidential projects, whether, the City can recommend the 
imposition of reasonable conditions that are necessary to achieve one or more of the land planning 
principles set forth in the City’s Master Plan, Attachment “B”, as codified in chapter 28 of the Code of 
Ordinances. 

 
Outdoor Lighting 
Outdoor lighting is not proposed with this variance request. Any outdoor lighting will need to comply with the 
City’s Code.    
Compliance with Adopted International Building Code 
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The property and future construction will have to comply with all applicable City codes.  
Subdivision 
There is no change to the subdivision proposed with this application.  
Comprehensive Planning Analysis 
The existing and future land use is in conformance with the City of West Lake Hills Master Plan.  
 
Links to Relevant Code: 
 

• Section 22.03.170    Site Disturbance (Excavation, grading or filling) 
• Drainage and Erosion Control Manual 
• Section 22.03.175 Driveway Height 
• Section 22.03.279 Height of Structures 
• Section 22.03.281 Schedule of Regulations 
• Section 22.03.514    Criteria and process required for granting variance 
• Section 38.05.031    Variances 
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Zoning: 
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Aerial: 
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January 29, 2026 
 
 
 
Schmergel Residence 
309 Laurel Valley (R1, .4371 acres) 
 
 
 
Zoning and Planning commission members, 
 
A quick note to orient you, this lot is addressed as 309 Laurel Valley, we will be using Yaupon Valley for our main 
access, and the lot will be readdressed Yaupon Valley.  City staff informed us this is normal and does not require any 
additional requests.  Our setbacks are based on Yaupon Valley being our front and Laurel Valley, the back.  
 
This lot provides exceptional challenges given its 33% average natural slope (43% under building foundation).  The 
design of this proposed residence is centered around providing a safe driveway experience as requested by our clients, 
a young family.  Multiple options were studied to limit these requests.  We feel like our design solution accomplishes 
our goals while staying in line with the city’s vision and goals.   
 
My team has met with City of Westlake development staff 3 times to review our project and consider their feedback.  
We were able to eliminate 2 requests based on that feedback.   
 
We understand that drainage is always a concern for the city and its neighbors.  We have engaged a civil engineer, 
Millian Engineering to guide us along the way.  They have put together an initial drainage study, concept plan and 
narrative, attached.   
 
Literal enforcement of the requested code variances below will provide hardship to develop this project as-is and 
provide an unsafe driveway experience.  I believe our requests are in line with the city’s comprehensive plan goals and 
do not violate the intent of those goals. This is a modest project by size and scale and fits in with the neighboring houses 
in character and scale.    
 
REQUEST #1 – TREES 
 
There is an existing tree violation on this property that has come up in our reviews with development staff.  This violation 
was inherited by my clients from the previous owner.  An illegal, non-permitted extensive tree clearing occurred and 
there is a significant tree caliper mitigation required.  As part of this submittal, we are showing all areas we intend to 
provide this mitigation (bubbled, see sheet 1).  Staff has asked for this mitigation to happen now, which we understand 
as before construction would start.  We are proposing providing this mitigation as part of the project, happening after 
the building is in place.  There is general concern for planting trees before and bringing in heavy equipment after for 
foundation and framing erection, especially on the slope.  A proposed tree species list is on sheet 1.  
 
Not providing this variance will require us to plant, protect and work around many young trees.  The risk for damage 
and death of these trees would be significant once construction begins.  Heavy equipment will be required to work on 
this slope, there is little area for construction staging, working in and around the tree protection on slope provides 
incredible safety concerns for subcontractors.  Our client is committed to providing the necessary mitigation and will do 
so as part of the end of project landscaping, typical for any construction project. 
 
REQUEST #2 - DRIVEWAY (HIGHER THAN 6’ OUT OF NATURAL GRADE)  § 22.03.175 (E-1) 
 
We are requesting the driveway variance to provide our clients with a useable, safe driveway first and foremost.  Our 
driveway solution proposes a level bridge that connects street to garage.  There is an initial 15% drop to the bridge 
driveway (see site/building section on page 2).  Given the steepness of the lot, the bridge is higher out of grade than 
allowed.  The proposed bridge driveway is raised on steel columns to provide a lighter, less heavy aesthetic as opposed 
to pouring concrete down to grade.  The raised structure provides a way for sunlight and rainwater to reach the natural 
terrain below.  Portions of the driveway will be open steel grate in another effort to allow sunlight and rainwater to reach 
natural terrain.  A level turn around area has also been provided.  This driveway approach significantly limits the 
impervious coverage and steepness that other driveway approaches do not.   
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Not providing this variance will require a much longer and steeper switch back driveway scheme to negotiate the slope, 
resulting in much more natural site disturbance, unnecessary impervious coverage and dangerous driveway conditions 
in future ice heavy weather events.    The switchback scheme would also require a variance for driveway setback 
encroachment to achieve the minimum required driveway length.   
 
REQUEST #3 - HEIGHT (35’ ALLOWANCE)  § 22.03.279 (B) 
 
We are requesting a 36” height increase from the allowed 32’ max at our site slope of 33%.  The amount of slope within 
our building footprint is at 43%.  We determined our building location and vertical positioning thru various studies of the 
bridge driveway concept.  As you can see on page 2 our single shed roof line follows the site’s natural topography to 
reduce the scale of this building and comply with code goals.  Small variations in that topography create moments 
where our roof becomes noncompliant.  The front, street side roof edge is compliant and moves into noncompliance to 
the back of the building.  The building height visible from the street is only 8’-6”.  Along with the positioning of our 
building in relation to the neighbors (see sheet 3), we see low visual impact from their properties and from the street.   
 
Not providing this variance will require us to lower our building, thus creating the need for a much steeper driveway 
approach.  Lowering the building 36” will eliminate the level bridge area and create a slope greater than the code limit 
of 20%.   
 
REQUEST #4 - BUILDING SETBACKS (front and sides)  § 22.03.281 
 
We are requesting to use a combination of City of Westlake required setbacks along with platted setbacks, in which, 
City of Westlake enforces the worse of the two.  City of Westlake enforces a 30’ front and 20’ side setbacks on lots less 
than one acre.  The platted setbacks are 50’ front, 10’ sides and 40’ rear.  We are requesting encroachments into the 
front and side setbacks.  Specifically, 20’ encroachment in the front setback and 10’ encroachments into the side 
setbacks.  The new 30’ front complies with Westlake and allows us to provide the level driveway and turnaround as 
well as provide space downhill for our septic and tree mitigation requirements.  The side setbacks allow us to provide 
a narrower building footprint front to back.  Neighboring homes at 307 and 311 Laurel Valley are encroaching into the 
code prescribed side setbacks, see sheet 3.  Our building is positioned significantly higher up the hill limiting the houses 
feeling too close together and hopefully limiting any changes in neighbor experience.   
 
Not providing this variance will force us to reduce our building in width and add it to the depth.  The further we push out 
on the site at a level elevation will push the building massing even further out of natural grade, making the building 
appear more massive.  The tree mitigation and septic areas will be significantly limited with a deeper building.   
 
REQUESTS #5 and 6 - CUT AND FILL (within and outside of code prescribed setbacks)  § 22.03.170 (B) (F) 
 
We are requesting variances for cut and fill within city code buildable area as well as outside city code buildable area.  
Our building has a 43% slope under foundation which has limit of zero feet for closed cuts and zero feet for closed fill.  
The cut is consistent along the entire front of the building limiting site disturbance.  The greatest cut amount is 8’-3”, 
see sheet 2.  The max fill amount on site is 15’-0” in height.  Given the extreme slope it is difficult to stay closer to 
natural grade while keeping a level floor area.  Due to the side setback request we would be cutting more than 18” into 
a prescribed setback.   
 
Not providing this variance will require us to add additional stairways at the lower level both interior and exterior, 
disrupting the flow between spaces better experienced on one level.  The lower level is all bedrooms, three of them for 
children, adding additional stairs creates disconnection and safety issues.   
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REQUEST #7 – GRADING ON SLOPE GREATER THAN 35% § Drainage/Erosion Control Manual 7.4.1, table 7-1 
 
We are requesting a variance for grading as our building has a 43% natural slope under our foundation. 
Not providing this variance will not allow us to proceed with development on much of this property given its natural 
topography.  
 
 
Thank you for the consideration. 
 

 
 
Matt Garcia 
Principal, Matt Garcia Design 
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BEARINGS ARE BASED ON THE RECORDED PLAT.
BUILDING LINES ARE BASED ON THE RECORDED PLAT UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

LEGEND:
WIRE FENCE

CHAINLINK FENCE

METAL FENCE

WOOD FENCE

IRF = IRON ROD FOUND
IRS = IRON ROD SET WITH "PREMIER" CAP

CM = CONTROLLING MONUMENT (WOOD) RAILROAD TIE = 

STONE = 

BRICK = 

WOOD = 

TILE = 

GRAVEL = 

CONCRETE = 

ASPHALT = 

IPF = IRON PIPE FOUND

ELECTRIC LINE

EM = ELECTRIC METER
GM = GAS METER

VINYL FENCE

YAUPON VALLEY ROAD(50' R.O.W.)

VACANT LOT
309 LAUREL

LOT 8
YAUPON VALLEY
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LAUREL VALLEY ROAD(50' R.O.W.)

(PLAT = 69.50')

TREE TABLE
T1 10" TREE

T60 12" OAK

T2 6" & 8" OAK
T3 6" OAK

T66 6" ELM

T11 9" HACKBERRY
T12 8" & 12" OAK
T13 3" HACKBERRY
T14 3" HACKBERRY T74 6" ELM
T16 5" OAK
T17 10" & 8" OAK
T18 10" CEDAR
T19 6" HACKBERRY
T20 6" HACKBERRY
T22 4" OAK

T81 10" OAK

T23 6" HACKBERRY
T24 6" HACKBERRY
T25 12" OAK
T26 12" & 9" OAK
T30 3" CEDAR

T90 8" HACKBERRY

T40 14" 6" & 6" OAK
T41 10" CEDAR
T42 6" CEDAR

T101 8" & 12" OAK
T102 12" & 12" CEDAR
T106 8" ELM
T107 14" OAK

T50 3" ELM
T53 8" CEDAR
T55 4" CEDAR
T56 8" OAK

T115 4" HACKBERRY
T116 4" HACKBERRY
T118 6" HACKBERRY

T1T2

T3

T24
T22 T23

T11

T13
T14

T12

T17

T16

T18

T19

T20

T30

T25
T26

T41

T42

T50

T81

T74
T53

T55

T56

T66

T60

T101
T90

T118T115

T116T106

T102
T107

T40

WWATER METER

3/4" IPF
CM

1/2" IRF

1/2" IRF
1/2" IRF

1/2" IRF

0.7'

3.2'

1.4'

LOT 7

LOT 9

(REFERENCE BEARING)

40' BUILDING LINE

50' BUILDING LINE

VOL. 2246, PG. 283
10' BUILDING LINE

VOL. 2246, PG. 283
10' BUILDING LINE

D.R.T.C.T.

VOL. 2246, PG. 283
10' BUILDING LINE

D.R.T.C.T.

VOL. 2246, PG. 283
10' BUILDING LINE

D.R.T.C.T.

DOC. NO. 2010044948
15' DRAINAGE EASEMENT

O.P.R.T.C.T.

NOTES:

D.R.T.C.T.

VALLEY ROAD

SUBDIVISION

1/2" IRF
CM

T119

T120

T119 12" MULTI-TRUNK OAK
T120 6" MULTI-TRUNK LIGUSTRUM

T121

T121 4" YAUPON

T122

T122 9" RED OAK

T123

T123 8" RED OAK

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
BEING LOT 8, YAUPON VALLEY SUBDIVISION, AN ADDITION TO TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS, ACCORDING TO THE MAP OR PLAT THEREOF
RECORDED IN VOLUME 16, PAGE 44, PLAT RECORDS, TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS.

DATE:

ACCEPTED BY:

TECH

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATION:
THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT ON THIS DATE A SURVEY WAS MADE ON THE GROUND, UNDER MY SUPERVISION AND REFLECTS A TRUE AND
CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF THE DIMENSIONS AND CALLS OF PROPERTY LINES AND LOCATION AND TYPE OF IMPROVEMENTS. THERE
ARE NO VISIBLE AND APPARENT EASEMENTS, CONFLICTS, INTRUSIONS OR PROTRUSIONS, EXCEPT AS SHOWN. THIS SURVEY IS NOT TO BE
USED FOR CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES AND WAS PREPARED WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF A TITLE COMMITMENT PROVIDED BY A TITLE
COMPANY.  THERE MAY BE EASEMENTS AND OTHER MATTERS OF RECORD AFFECTING THE PROPERTY SHOWN HEREON THAT ONLY A
PROPER TITLE SEARCH WOULD REVEAL. THIS SURVEY IS SUBJECT TO ANY AND ALL COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS PERTAINING TO THE
RECORDED PLAT REFERENCED HEREON.

FIELD

MSP

TM

309 LAUREL VALLEY ROAD, WEST LAKE HILLS, TX 78746

FLOOD INFORMATION:
THE SUBJECT PROPERTY DOES NOT APPEAR TO LIE
WITHIN THE LIMITS OF A 100-YEAR FLOOD HAZARD
ZONE ACCORDING TO THE MAP PUBLISHED BY THE
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, AND
HAS A ZONE "X" RATING AS SHOWN BY MAP NO.
48453C0445 K, DATED JANUARY 22, 2020.

LOT 8, YAUPON VALLEY SUBDIVISION
DATE: JOB NO.:08/31/22 19-02287TS
FIELD: 08/25/22 REV.: 09/01/22
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PROJECT DATA

309 LAUREL VALLEY RD
WEST LAKE HILLS, TX 78746

JURISDICTION: WESTLAKE
ZONING: R-1
COUNCIL DISTRICT: ?
COUNTY: TRAVIS
MAP GRID: ?

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

???

SITE GENERAL NOTES

1.  NO UNDERGROUND UTILITY TRENCHES PERMITTED IN THE 1/2 
CRITICAL ROOT ZONE OR WITHIN 12' OF THE TRUNK, WHICHEVER 
DISTANCE IS GREATER.

2.  TREE PROTECTION FENCING TO BE INSTALLED AT THE 1/2 CRZ 
OF TREES WITHIN THE AREAS OF CONSTRUCTION, STORAGE OR 
TRANSPORT IMPACT.

3.  CONTRACTOR TO SET UP ON-SITE PRE-CONSTRUCTION 
MEETING WITH ARBORIST AND MATT GARCIA DESIGN TO REVIEW 
TREE PROTECTION.

4.  NO PIERS WITHIN 5' OF TREE TRUNKS.

5.  NO ACCESS, PARKING OR MATERIAL STORAGE WITHIN LIMITS OF 
TREE PROTECTION FENCE.

6.  ALL ROOT CUTS TO BE CLEAN (NO FRAYED EDGES).

7.  FERTILIZE TREE ROOTS AND PROVIDE IRRIGATION DURING 
CONSTRUCTION ON A REGULAR BASIS.

8.  APPLY MULCH AT CRITICAL ROOT ZONES OF ALL TREES.

9.  MINIMIZE DISTURBANCE OF EXISTING GRADE AND LANDSCAPE 
WHEREVER POSSIBLE, WHILE PROVIDING POSITIVE DRAINAGE 
AWAY FROM THE HOUSE.

10.  AFTER CONSTRUCTION, AIRSPADE ALL TREES WHERE 
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES HAVE COMPACTED SOIL WITHIN THE 
CRITICAL ROOT ZONE.

11.  COORDINATE AREAS FOR MATERIAL STORAGE AND DELIVERY 
WITH MGD AND PREPARE SUCH AREAS SO THAT THEY CAN BE 
EFFECTIVELY USED FOR DELIVERIES.

12.  CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTAINING AND 
REGULARY INSPECTING THE SILT FENCE DURING 
CONSTRUCTION/DEMOLITION INCLUDING THE REMOVAL AND 
PROPER DISPOSAL OF ANY ACCUMULATED SILT AND DEBRIS.

13.  CONTRACTOR WILL NOT BEGIN WORK UNTIL THE SILT FENCE 
AND TREE PROTECTION HAVE BEEN INSTALLED.

14.  NOTIFY "ONE-CALL" OR APPROPRIATE AUTHORITY TO LOCATE 
EXISTING UTILITY LINES AND PROTECT ALL UTILITIES FROM 
EXCAVATION OR SIMILAR HAZARDS.

15.  PROTECT STRUCTURES, SIDEWALKS, PAVEMENTS AND OTHER 
FACILITIES FROM DAMAGE CAUSED BY SETTLEMENT, LATERAL 
MOVEMENT, UNDERMINING, WASHOUT AND OTHER HAZARDS 
CREATED BY EARTHWORK OPERATIONS.

16.  LIMITS OF CONSTRUCTION - THIS SITE IS NOT SUBJECT TO 
LIMITS OF CONSTRUCTION.  ALL AREAS OF THE SITE CAN BE 
UTILIZED FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY EXCEPT AREAS REQUIRED 
FOR TREE PROTECTION.

1. PRIOR TO TO DEVELOPMENT, CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE A ROOT 
ZONE MULCH LAYER AND MAINTAIN TREE PROTECTION FENCING 
(CHAIN LINK, FIVE FOOT TALL) FOR ALL PROTECTED TREES ON THE 
SITE FOR THE DURATION OF THE PROJECT.  SEE DIAGRAM IMAGE 
BELOW.

2. A 8" LAYER OF MULCH WITHIN THE ENTIRE AVAILABLE ROOT 
ZONE AREA IS REQUIRED FOR TREES WHICH HAVE ANY 
DISTURBANCE INDICATED WITHIN ANY PORTION OF THE CRITICAL 
ROOT ZONE. SEE DIAGRAM BELOW.

3. THERE SHALL BE NO UTILITY ROUTES OR METERS WITHIN THE 
1/2 CRZ OF PROTECTED TREES ON THE SITE.

4. THERE SHALL BE NO ACCESS ROUTES, MATERIAL STAGING, 
CONCRETE WASHOUTS, DUMPSTERS, SCAFFOLDING, OR PORTABLE 
TOILETS WITHIN THE CRZ OF PROTECTED TREES ON THE SITE. 

5. 2x4 PLANKS, 6' TALL MIN, TO BE STRAPPED SECURELY AROUND 
ALL PROTECTED TREE TRUNKS AND ROOT FLARES WHEN 
PROTECTIVE FENCING DOES NOT INCORPORATE THE ENTIRE 1/2 
CRZ FOR ANY REASON AT ANY TIME IN THE PROJECT. SEE DIAGRAM 
BELOW.

6. THERE SHALL BE NO PRUNING OF PROTECTED TREES WITHOUT 
THE ASSESMENT BY A PRIVATE CERTIFIED ARBORIST. PAID 
RECEIPTS FOR ANY NEEDED WORK ON PROTECTED SIZE TREES 
WILL BE REQUIRED BY THE FINAL TREE INSPECTOR.

7. AT LEAST 50% OF THE TOTAL AREA OF THE OF THE CRITICAL 
ROOT ZONE OF PROTECTED TREES MUST BE PRESERVED AT 
NATURAL GRADE WITH NATURAL GROUND COVER PER ECM 
SECTION 3.5.2.

HALF CRZ OF PROTECTED TREES

TEMPORARY TREE PROTECTION 
FENCING (CHAIN LINK, 5' TALL) 

8" MULCH LAYER 

 MAIN SITE ACCESS ROUTE 

TREE PLAN NOTES 

ABBREVIATIONS

TPF - TREE PROTECTION FENCE
PSRW - PLATE STEEL RETAINING WALL
TOW - TOP OF WALL

N

AREA CALCULATIONS

LOT (PER SURVEY)

IMPERVIOUS ALLOWED 

19,357 SF (.44 ACRES)

25% (4,839 SF)

TREE LIST

T1 10" TREE
T2 6" & 8" OAK
T3 6" OAK
T11 9" HACKBERRY
T12 8" & 12" OAK
T13 3" HACKBERRY
T14 3" HACKBERRY
T16 5" OAK
T17 10" & 8" OAK
T18 10" CEDAR
T19 6" HACKBERRY
T20 6" HACKBERRY
T22 4" OAK

T81 10" OAK

T23 6" HACKBERRY
T24 6" HACKBERRY
T25 12" OAK
T26 12" & 9" OAK
T30 3" CEDAR
T40 14" 6" & 6" OAK
T41 10" CEDAR

T101 8" & 12" OAK
T102 12" & 12" CEDAR
T106 8" ELM
T107 14" OAK
T115 4" HACKBERRY
T116 4" HACKBERRY
T118 6" HACKBERRY
T119 12" MULTI-TRUNK OAK
T121 4" YAUPON
T122 9" RED OAK
T123 8" RED OAK

LOT 9 LOT 7

LOT 8
YAUPON VALLEY 

SUBDIVISION

VACANT LOT 
309 LAUREL VALLEY ROAD

30' FRONT SETBACK

674

675

680

676

677

678

679

681

685

690

695

700

705

682

683

684

686

687

688

689

691

693

694

696

697

698

699

701

702

703

704

706

707

708

709
710

711
712

713

714

716
717

718
719

721
722

723
724

726

727

728

729

731
732

733

735

738

734

736

725

T1
T2

T3

T24

T22T23

T13
T14

T12

T17

T16 T18

T19

T20

T30

T25

T26

T41

T81

T101

T118
T115

T116
T106

T102
T107

T40

T119

T121

T122
T123

(50' R.O.W)LAUREL VALLEY ROAD

(50' R.O.W)YAUPON VALLEY ROAD

FND. 1/2" I. ROD

FND. 3/4" IPF

FND. 1/2" I. ROD

FND. 1/2" I. ROD

FND. 1/2" IRS

FND. 1/2" I. ROD

N 
06

° 1
2'

 0
0"

 E
   1

99
.3

1'

S 74° 44' 00" E 76.20' 

S 06° 01' 00" W
   193.02'

N 81° 12' 00" W   69.54'

FND. 1/2" I. ROD

1 SITE PLAN
1" = 10 ft

50' FRONT SETBACK

710

692

690

695

700

705

711

712

713

715

720

725

730

735

715

720

725

730

685

680

737
736

735

740

740

NEW 2-STORY HOUSE
4,320 SF CONDITIONED

NEW 
DRIVE

720

735

714

MAIN LEVEL 
WOOD DECK

LOWER WOOD DECK

PLANTER
OPEN

TO GRADE
BELOW

POOL

CO
NC

RE
TE

2,251 SF
595 SF
905 SF

63 SF
174 SF

3,988 SF 
(20.6%)

BUILDING COVERAGE 

BUILDING FOOTPRINT (MAIN LEVEL)
GARAGE
MAIN LEVEL DECK
POOL COPING
LOWER WOOD DECK (@ 50%) 

TOTAL BUILDING COVERAGE
BUILDING COVERAGE % 

3,988 SF
134.5 SF

511 SF
203 SF

4,836.5 SF (24.9%)
4,839 SF (25%)

IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE 

BUILDING COVERAGE
ENTRY STEPS / BRIDGE (WOOD @ 50%)
DRIVEWAY (CONCRETE ONLY)
POOL 

TOTAL IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE
IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE ALLOWED 

GRATE

CONCRETE

CONCRETE

GRATE

DN DN

ENTRY WALK / 
BRIDGE

WOOD

TURNAROUND DRIVEWAY
BRIDGE

CONCRETE
10

'-6
"

18'-0"

26
'-6

"

18'-0"

2'-0" 2'-0"

26
'-6

"

6'
-6

"
2'

-0
"

2'
-0

"

FFE 728'-6"

GARAGE
FFE 735'-6"

11'-9" 10'-8"

45
'-0

"

36
'-6

"

CO
NC

RE
TE

GRATE

50' FRONT SETBACK

T11

PER WESTLAKE

PER PLAT

PER WESTLAKE

POOL MECH / STORM DRAIN 
INFRASTRUCTURE BELOW

20' PARKING SETBACK
PER WESTLAKE

8'
-0

"

DN DN

20'-0"

2'
-0

"

6'
-0

"

STORM DRAIN 
INFRASTRUCTURE BELOW

STORM DRAIN 
INFRASTRUCTURE / TANKS BELOW

 PROPOSED
SEPTIC FIELD

278 SF

127 SF

117 SF

185.5 SF

53
 S

F

269 SF 
(@ 50% 

134.5 SF)

203 SF 348 SF
(@ 50% 174 SF)

905 SF

595 SF
2,251 SF

53
 S

F

185.5 SF

59
'-4

"

HIGHEST POINT  - 720'-3"

LOWEST POINT - 694'-6" 

43
%

 S
LO

PE
 D

IR
EC

TL
Y 

BE
LO

W
 F

OU
ND

AT
IO

N

TREE 
MITIGATION

AREA

TREE 
MITIGATION 

AREA

TREE 
MITIGATION 

AREA
TREE 

MITIGATION 
AREA

TREE 
MITIGATION 

AREA

TREE 
MITIGATION 

AREA

TREE 
MITIGATION 

AREA

TREE 
MITIGATION 

AREA

TREE 
MITIGATION

AREA

2

2

TREE MITIGATION LIST

MEXICAN BUCKEYE

YAUPON HOLLY

TEXAS MOUNTAIN LAUREL

TEXAS PERSIMMON

MEXICAN PLUM

REDBUD 

TREE 
MITIGATION

AREA

TREE 
MITIGATION

AREA
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DRIVEWAY TURNAROUND BEYOND

PR
OP

ER
TY

 L
IN

E

ED
GE

 O
F 

ST
RE

ET

30
' S

ET
BA

CK
 

1 EAST SECTION
1/4" = 1'-0"

LOWER LEVEL FFE - 714'- 4 7/8"

LOWER LEVEL CEILING - 724'- 6"

MAIN LEVEL FFE - 728'- 6"

10
'-1

 1
/8

"
4'

-0
"

MAIN LEVEL CEILING - 737'- 7 1/8"

9'
-1

 1/
8"

MAIN LVL HIGH CLG - 747'- 3 1/2"

9'
-8

 3/
8"

LOWER LVL CLG BEYOND - 726'- 6"

2'
-0

"

GARAGE LEVEL FFE - 728'- 6"

7'
-0

"

LOWER LEVEL FFE - 714'- 4 7/8"

LOWER LEVEL CEILING - 724'- 6"

GARAGE LEVEL FFE - 728'- 6"

MECH FFE - 726'- 6"

MAIN LVL / BRIDGE FFE - 726'- 6"

10
'-1

 1
/8

"
2'

-0
"

2'
-0

"
7'

-0
"

4
12

2
12

675

740

65
'-0

"

YAUPON 
VALLEY
 ROAD

LAUREL 
VALLEY
 ROAD

BUILDING HEIGHT VISIBLE FROM YAUPON

32' BUILDING HEIGHT LINE

35' BUILDING HEIGHT LINE

32' BUILDING HEIGHT LINE

35' BUILDING HEIGHT LINE

DASH LINE NATURAL GRADE

DASH LINE NATURAL GRADE

GARAGE
110

MECH / 
STORAGE

MECH SPACE 

ATTIC

BED
003

BATH
004

BED
005

BATH
006

BATH
007

BED
008

DRIVEWAY BRIDGE

CONRETE DRIVEWAY

MECH EQUIPMENT /
STORM INFRASTRUCTURE

HI
GH

ES
T 

PO
IN

T 
 - 

72
0'

-3
"

LO
W

ES
T 

PO
IN

T 
- 6

94
'-6

" 

43% SLOPE DIRECTLY BELOW FOUNDATION

8'
-6

"

15
'-1

0"
M

AX
 D

RI
VE

 O
UT

 O
F 

GR
AD

E

5'
-2

"

6'
-6

"
FI

LL
3'

-0
"

CU
T

15
'-0

"
M

AX
 F

IL
L

59'-4"

3'
-0

"
CU

T

8'
-3

"
M

AX
 C

UT
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10' SETBACK

10' SETBACK

40' SETBACK PER PLAT

50' SETBACK PER PLAT

LOT 7
YAUPON VALLEY 

SUBDIVISION

307 LAUREL VALLEY ROAD
EXISTING ONE STORY 

RESIDENCE
1,809 SF CONDITIONED TOTAL

EXISTING 
TWO STORY 
STRUCTURE

1,596 SF  
CONDITIONED TOTAL 

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10' SETBACK

10' SETBACK

40' SETBACK PER PLAT

50' SETBACK PER PLAT

LOT 9
YAUPON VALLEY 

SUBDIVISION

311 LAUREL VALLEY ROAD
EXISTING TWO STORY 

RESIDENCE
3,439 SF CONDITIONED TOTAL

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

1 SITE PLAN W/ NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES
1" = 10 ft

W

2"
 P

ER
 1

2"

SL
OP

E

20'-0"

26
'-6

"

18'-0"

26
'-6

"

T1
T2

T3

T24

T22T23

T11

T13
T14

T12

T17

T16 T18

T19

T20

T30

T25

T26

T41

T81

T101

T118
T115

T116
T106

T102
T107

T40

T119

T121

T122
T123

(50' R.O.W)LAUREL VALLEY ROAD

(50' R.O.W)
YAUPON VALLEY ROAD

FND. 1/2" I. ROD

FND. 3/4" IPF

FND. 1/2" I. ROD

FND. 1/2" I. ROD

FND. 1/2" IRS

FND. 1/2" I. ROD

FND. 1/2" I. ROD

N 73° 46' 00" W 30.50'

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

S 77° 09' 00" E 23.80'

5'
 D

RA
IN

AG
E 

EA
SE

M
EN

T

30' FRONT SETBACK

N 
06

° 1
2'

 0
0"

 E
   1

99
.3

1'

S 74° 44' 00" E 76.20' 

S 06° 01' 00" W
   193.02'

N 81° 12' 00" W   69.54'

LOWER WOOD DECKPOOL

FFE 728'-6"

WESTLAKE

CO
NC

RE
TE

GRATE

CONCRETE

CONCRETE

GRATE

DN DN

CONCRETE

CO
NC

RE
TE

GRATE

DN DN

MAIN LEVEL WOOD DECK

20' PARKING SETBACK
WESTLAKE

739

674

675

680

676

677

678

679

681

685

690

695

700

705

682

683

684

686

687

688

689

691

693

694

696

697

698

699

701

702

703

704

706

707

708

709
710

711

712

713

714

716
717

718
719

721
722

723
724

726

727

728

729

731
732

733

735

738

734

736

725

710

692

690

695

700

705

711

712

713

715

720

725

730

735

715

720

725

730

685

680

737
736

735

740

740

720

735

714

PLANTER
OPEN

TO GRADE
BELOW

ENTRY WALK / 
BRIDGE

WOOD

TURNAROUND DRIVEWAY
BRIDGE

LOT 8
YAUPON VALLEY 

SUBDIVISION

VACANT LOT 
309 LAUREL VALLEY ROAD

GARAGE
FFE 735'-6"

NEW 
DRIVE

NEW 2-STORY HOUSE
4,320 SF CONDITIONED TOTAL

50' FRONT SETBACKWESTLAKE

10'-0"

10'-8"

45
'-0

"

36
'-6

"

11'-9"

10'-6"

16'-3"

9'-3"

20
'-2

"

SITE PLAN W/ NEIGHBOR PROP.

3
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F

F

F

K

1 LOWER FLOOR PLAN
1/4" = 1'-0"

BENCH

STAIR
3'

HALL
001

10' CLG
3'-6"

LAUNDRY
002

9' CLG
17' x 8'-9"

BED
003

10' CLG
12' x 13'

BATH
004

9' CLG
12' x 5'-3"

BED
005

10' CLG
12' x 13'

BATH
006

9' CLG
12' x 5'-3"

BATH
007

9' CLG
12' x 5'-3"

BED
008

10' CLG
16' x 13'

HALL
001

10' CLG
3'-6"

PRIMARY 
SUITE

009
10' CLG

PR CLOSET
010

10' CLG
15'-9" x 7'-6"

PR 
WC

10' CLG
3' x 7'

PR BATH
011

10' CLG
13'-8" x 9'-9"

PR SHOWER
10' CLG
10' x 5'

LINEN

PR BED
012

12' CLG
21'-9" x 12'

COVERED 
DECK 
12' SOFFIT

23'-3" x 17'-6"

GUEST/POOL
015

10' CLG
14'-3" x 22'

POOL
WC
013

9' CLG
3' x 8'-6"

GUEST
BATH

014
9' CLG

6'-3" x 6'-6"
SHOWER

9' CLG
7'-9" x 6'-6"

UNCOVERED 
WOOD DECK

POOL
20' x 10'

OUTDOOR 
DINING

12' SOFFIT
13'-3" x 20'

BBQ

TUB
30 x 60

BUILT-IN STORAGE

BROOM
CL

WASH

DRY

BUILT-IN CLOSET
9'

BUILT-IN CLOSET
9'

SHOWER

SHOWER

SHOWER

BUILT-IN 
CLOSET

8'

BUILT-IN 
CLOSET

8'

BUILT-IN 
DRESSER

4'

BUILT-IN 
DRESSER

4'

TUB
66 x 36

BENCH

30
GRILL

HI
GH

 W
IN

DO
W

S
HI

GH
 W

IN
DO

W
S

PLANTER
OPEN TO ABOVE

BUILT-IN 
MURPHY BED / 

COUCH

BEACH

BUILT-IN CLOSET
12'

BUILT-IN CLOSET
11'

N

UP

UNDER STAIR 
STORAGE

DASH LINE WOOD DECK ABOVE

DASH LINE WOOD DECK ABOVE

HIGH WINDOW

1,685 SF
2,635 SF

595 SF

4,320 SF

MAIN LEVEL (CONDITIONED)
LOWER LEVEL (CONDITIONED)
GARAGE

TOTAL CONDITIONED

5 BEDROOM/5.5 BATH

42
'-6

 1
/2

"

53'-10 1/2" 17'-0 1/2"

58
'-5

"

76'-0"

2

2

5'-1"

16
'-4

"

7

6

9

8

POOL MECH / STORM DRAIN 
INFRASTRUCTURE BELOW

STORM DRAIN 
INFRASTRUCTURE BELOW

STORM DRAIN 
INFRASTRUCTURE / TANKS BELOW
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WOOD DECK BELOW

1 MAIN FLOOR PLAN
1/4" = 1'-0"

GARAGE
110

SLOPED CLG
24' x 23'-3"

MID
STAIR

3'

MUD
109

9' CLG
7'-3" x 10'-3"

KITCHEN
107

9' CLG
11' x 20'

STAIR

MECH

MECH / STORAGE
SLOPED CLG

24' x 5'-3"PANTRY
108

9' CLG
10'-9" x 5'-3"

DINING
106

SLOPED CLG
10' x 22'

LIVING
105

SLOPED CLG
16'-3" x 22'

OFFICE
104

OPEN TO SLOPED CLG
5'-9" x 6'-6"

POWDER
103

9' CLG
5'-6" x 6'-6"

COAT
102

9' CLG
5'-6" x 6'-6"

ENTRY
101

SLOPED CLG
10' x 7'

DECK
113

WOOD
50' x 16'-6"

COAT BENCH

STORAGE

STORAGE

72
GAS
FP

DN

DN

BBQ

DESK
DN

OPEN 
TO 

BELOW

ATTIC

N
1,685 SF
2,635 SF

595 SF

4,320 SF

MAIN LEVEL (CONDITIONED)
LOWER LEVEL (CONDITIONED)
GARAGE

TOTAL CONDITIONED

5 BEDROOM/5.5 BATH

*9' CLG

*SLOPED CLG

30
'-0

"
17

'-5
"

58'-11 1/2" 17'-0 1/2"

58
'-5

"

76'-0"

2

2

7

6

9

8

POOL  BELOW
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1 SOUTH ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

EA
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 P
RO

PE
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Y 
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T 
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OP
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TY
 L

IN
E

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

10
' S

ID
E 

SE
TB

AC
K

LOWER LEVEL FFE - 714'- 4 7/8"

LOWER LEVEL CEILING - 724'- 6"

GARAGE LEVEL FFE - 728'- 6"

MAIN LVL / BRIDGE FFE - 726'- 6"

10
'-1

 1
/8

"
4'

-0
"

7'
-0

"

GARAGE CEILING - 747'- 3 1/2"

11
'-9

 1
/2

"

LOWER LVL CLG BEYOND - 726'- 6"

2'
-0

"

675

740

65
'-0

"

YAUPON 
VALLEY
 ROAD

LAUREL 
VALLEY
 ROAD

DASH LINE YAUPON BEHIND 

BUILDING HEIGHT VISIBLE 
FROM YAUPON

BRIDGE DRIVEWAY

 BRICK 

 WINDOW SYSTEM 

 WINDOW SYSTEM 

 WOOD SIDING  DOOR SYSTEM

 WINDOW SYSTEM 

 BRICK

 WOOD SIDING 

OPEN

8'
-6

"
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'-1
0"

28
'-4

"
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1 EAST ELEVATION
1/4" = 1'-0"

PR
OP

ER
TY

 L
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E
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ST
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' S
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675

740

65
'-0

"

YAUPON 
VALLEY
 ROAD

LAUREL 
VALLEY
 ROAD

LOWER LEVEL FFE - 714'- 4 7/8"

LOWER LEVEL CEILING - 724'- 6"

MAIN LEVEL FFE - 728'- 6"

10
'-1

 1
/8

"
4'

-0
"

MAIN LEVEL CEILING - 737'- 7 1/8"

9'
-1

 1/
8"

MAIN LVL HIGH CLG - 747'- 3 1/2"

9'
-8

 3/
8"

LOWER LEVEL FFE - 714'- 4 7/8"

LOWER LEVEL CEILING - 724'- 6"

GARAGE LEVEL FFE - 728'- 6"

MAIN LVL / BRIDGE FFE - 726'- 6"

10
'-1

 1
/8

"
4'

-0
"

7'
-0

"

32' BUILDING HEIGHT LINE

35' BUILDING HEIGHT LINE

35' BUILDING HEIGHT LINE

BUILDING HEIGHT VISIBLE FROM YAUPON

BRIDGE DRIVEWAYCONRETE DRIVE
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December 9, 2025 

 

Ms. Jennifer C. Bills 

City of Westlake Hills  

Building & Development Services 

 

RE: Drainage Plan Narrative 

309 Laurel Valley Rd. 

West Lake Hills, TX 78746 

 

Dear Ms. Bills, 

 

The subject project is currently undeveloped and proposes the construction of one single-family house with 

an outdoor deck, pool, and a driveway access. The property is zoned residential R-1, is located within the 

Edwards Aquifer Contributing Zone, but it is not within the FEMA floodplain per FEMA map no. 

48453C0445K.  

 

The topography indicates a noticeable drop in grade from the southern boundary of the lot towards the 

north, where an existing storm inlet collects runoff from surrounding area. Given these conditions, the 

drainage patterns around the property are well defined and can be effectively managed with appropriately 

designed stormwater controls.  

 

In accordance with the City of West Lake Hills Drainage and Erosion Control Design Manual, the project 

will provide both detention and permanent water quality measures. A detention pond and a rainwater 

harvesting system will be incorporated into the design to address stormwater mitigation and treatment 

requirements. Based on the site’s natural drainage characteristics and the proposed improvements, the 

planned system can be designed and built in a manner that ensure no adverse impacts to adjacent or 

downstream properties. An exhibit of the proposed drainage plan has been included to accompany this 

letter. 

 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 830-513-9451. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Alejandra Flores S., PE 

Principal 

Milian Engineering 

12/09/2025 
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These plans have been reviewed by ATS Engineers, 
Inspectors and Surveyors for code compliance and adopted 
jurisdictional ordinances. This stamp of review in no way 
alleviates the responsibility of the owner or contractor to 
comply with all codes, ordinances, State and Federal laws. 
Copy of plans bearing this stamp shall be available on the 
jobsite at all times.
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These plans have been reviewed by ATS Engineers, 
Inspectors and Surveyors for code compliance and adopted 
jurisdictional ordinances. This stamp of review in no way 
alleviates the responsibility of the owner or contractor to 
comply with all codes, ordinances, State and Federal laws. 
Copy of plans bearing this stamp shall be available on the 
jobsite at all times.
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THIS SET TO 
REMAIN 
ON-SITE

These plans have been reviewed by ATS Engineers, 
Inspectors and Surveyors for code compliance and adopted 
jurisdictional ordinances. This stamp of review in no way 
alleviates the responsibility of the owner or contractor to 
comply with all codes, ordinances, State and Federal laws. 
Copy of plans bearing this stamp shall be available on the 
jobsite at all times.

PERMIT DOCUMENTS
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Exhibit A 

309 Laurel Valley Spiller Lane – Multiple Variances 

Applicant’s Findings of Fact 

 

1. The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special conditions, 
will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 
 
Literal enforcement of the requested code variances below will provide hardship to develop 
this project as-is and provide an unsafe driveway experience. I believe our requests are in 
line with the city’s comprehensive plan goals and do not violate the intent of those goals. 
This is a modest project by size and scale and fits in with the neighboring houses in 
character and scale. 
 

2. There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 
 
Due to the extreme, illegal clearing on this property, there is very little flora to work around. 
We did work around all existing trees at the top and bottom of the lot. There are even less 
trees now than shown on the most recent tree survey provided. 

 
3. There is no reasonable alternative to the requisite variance that will alleviate the difficulty 

or hardship complained of. 
 
Please see requests 2, 3, 5 and 6. 
 

4. The variance will not be greater than the minimum required to alleviate the difficulty or 
hardship complained of. 
 
The variances requested are at the minimum amount required and are not excessive or 
greater than the city's comprehensive plan goals. Please see requests 3 and 4. 
 

5. The variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Please reference requests 3 and 4. 

 
6. The variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 

enjoyment of these properties by their owners. 
 
Please reference request 4. 
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City of West Lake Hills  
Zoning and Planning Commission 

 

AGENDA REPORT 
 

Page 1   
 

 

Recommendation 

Discuss and make a recommendation to the City Council including an analysis of whether: 

1. The variance may violate the intent of this chapter or the goals of the city’s 
comprehensive plan. 

2. The variance may have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties or interfere with the 
respective owners’ enjoyment thereof. 

The Zoning and Planning Commission can recommend imposition of, reasonable conditions upon granting a 
variance if the conditions are related to the subject of the variance. 
 
The applicant’s findings of facts are attached in Exhibit A. 
 
This item will be forwarded to the March 11, 2026 City Council meeting for consideration. 

Discussion 
Property Information, Zoning & Site Characteristics:  
Owner: Graham Schmergel 
Legal Description: Yaupon Valley Subdivision, Lot 8  
Lot Size:  0.4371 acres 
Zoning: R-1 One Family 
Wastewater:  On-site Sewage Facility (Septic) 
 
The properties surrounding the subject property are zoned R-1, One Family Residential. 
 
Background: 
The applicant is proposing to build a new 4,320 sf house (Attachment 1). The site is 0.4371 acres in size, which 
was platted in 1962.  The total impervious cover in the concept plan is 4836.5 sf (24.9%).  The property was 
issued a permit for new residential construction on March 12, 2022.  The house was never started, however 

Meeting Date: February 18, 2026  Item Number: 5 
Department: Building & Development     

Prepared By: Jennifer C. Bills  Cost / Budget: None 
Exhibits: See Attached  Source of Funds: N/A 
     

Subject 
300 Block of Laurel Valley Rd.: Discuss and make recommendations to City Council on a proposed variance to 
allow replacement trees for unpermitted removals to be planted at the end of the project, more than 601 days 
since the final order (Section 22.03.304(c)(5). 
 
Applicant:  Matt Garcia, Matt Garcia Design 
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during site preparation, trees were illegally removed. Through the municipal court deferred adjudication, the 
owner was required to submit a plan for 408 caliper inches planted on site, to be completed with the previous 
permit.  The tree plan was approved June 12, 2023.  Due to more than six months of inactivity, the permit was 
marked as expired October 24, 2024.    It has been more than 900 days since the final order in June 2023. 
 
Analysis:  
Violation of removal procedure 

Code Requirements 

• Section 22.03.304. Tree and vegetation removal and replacement. 
(c) Violation of removal procedure 

(5) It is a separate offense to fail to replace trees or vegetation, or remit to the city cash-in-lieu, as 
provided in this code, within 601 days of issuance of a final order by the city. 

 
Request 

• To delay planting trees to an undetermined time at the end of the building project. 

 
Public Comment: 
As of the date of the report, one written comment has been received in opposition (Attachment 7 of Item 10). 
  
Variance Criteria Review: 
Trees follow the procedure and notice found in Section 22.03.511 Procedure and notice: 
(a)  The city council, when petitioned for a variance, after 16 days’ written notice to all property owners within 

300 feet of the subject property, shall hold a hearing, and the city council may vary the application of any 
provision of this article to any particular case when, in its opinion, the enforcement thereof would do 
manifest injustice, and would be contrary to the spirit and purpose of this article or public interest, or 
when, in its opinion, the interpretation and recommendation of the zoning and planning commission 
should be modified or reversed. 

(b) A decision of the city council to vary the application of any provision of this article shall specify in what 
manner such variance is made, the conditions upon which it is made and the reasons thereof. 

 
The criteria and process for granting a variance found in Section 22.03.514: 

No variance shall be granted under this chapter unless the following criteria are fulfilled: 

• Findings.  The applicant has established by competent evidence that: 

o The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special 
conditions, will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 

o There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 

o There is no reasonable alternative to the requisite variance that will alleviate the difficulty 
or hardship complained of. 

o The variance will not be greater than the minimum required to alleviate the difficulty or 
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hardship complained of. 

• ZAPCO.  The recommendation of zoning and planning commission shall include an analysis of 
whether: 

o The variance may violate the intent of this chapter or the goals of the city’s comprehensive 
plan; and 

o The variance may have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties, or interfere with 
the respective owners’ enjoyment thereof; and 

o When considering variance requests for nonresidential projects in the Commercial 
Overlay District, whether the variance, when considered as part of the proposed project 
(as a whole), furthers achievement of the land planning principles set forth in the city’s 
master plan, attachment B, as codified in article 28.02 of this code. 

• Conditions.  The city council can impose, and the zoning and planning commission can 
recommend imposition of, reasonable conditions upon granting a variance if the conditions are 
related to the subject of the variance. When considering variance requests for nonresidential 
projects in the commercial overlay district are necessary to achieve one or more of the land 
planning principles set forth in the city’s master plan, attachment B, as codified in article 28.02 
of this code. 

 
 
Outdoor Lighting 
Outdoor lighting is not proposed with this variance request. Any outdoor lighting will need to comply with the 
City’s Code.    
Compliance with Adopted International Building Code 
The property and future construction will have to comply with all applicable City codes.  
Subdivision 
There is no change to the subdivision proposed with this application.  
Comprehensive Planning Analysis 
The existing and future land use is in conformance with the City of West Lake Hills Master Plan.  
 
Links to Relevant Code: 
 

• Section 22.03.304. Tree and vegetation removal and replacement.  
• Section 22.03.511 Procedure and notice (for variance). 
• Section 22.03.514 Criteria and process required for granting a variance. 
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Zoning: 
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January 29, 2026 
 
 
 
Schmergel Residence 
309 Laurel Valley (R1, .4371 acres) 
 
 
 
Zoning and Planning commission members, 
 
A quick note to orient you, this lot is addressed as 309 Laurel Valley, we will be using Yaupon Valley for our main 
access, and the lot will be readdressed Yaupon Valley.  City staff informed us this is normal and does not require any 
additional requests.  Our setbacks are based on Yaupon Valley being our front and Laurel Valley, the back.  
 
This lot provides exceptional challenges given its 33% average natural slope (43% under building foundation).  The 
design of this proposed residence is centered around providing a safe driveway experience as requested by our clients, 
a young family.  Multiple options were studied to limit these requests.  We feel like our design solution accomplishes 
our goals while staying in line with the city’s vision and goals.   
 
My team has met with City of Westlake development staff 3 times to review our project and consider their feedback.  
We were able to eliminate 2 requests based on that feedback.   
 
We understand that drainage is always a concern for the city and its neighbors.  We have engaged a civil engineer, 
Millian Engineering to guide us along the way.  They have put together an initial drainage study, concept plan and 
narrative, attached.   
 
Literal enforcement of the requested code variances below will provide hardship to develop this project as-is and 
provide an unsafe driveway experience.  I believe our requests are in line with the city’s comprehensive plan goals and 
do not violate the intent of those goals. This is a modest project by size and scale and fits in with the neighboring houses 
in character and scale.    
 
REQUEST #1 – TREES 
 
There is an existing tree violation on this property that has come up in our reviews with development staff.  This violation 
was inherited by my clients from the previous owner.  An illegal, non-permitted extensive tree clearing occurred and 
there is a significant tree caliper mitigation required.  As part of this submittal, we are showing all areas we intend to 
provide this mitigation (bubbled, see sheet 1).  Staff has asked for this mitigation to happen now, which we understand 
as before construction would start.  We are proposing providing this mitigation as part of the project, happening after 
the building is in place.  There is general concern for planting trees before and bringing in heavy equipment after for 
foundation and framing erection, especially on the slope.  A proposed tree species list is on sheet 1.  
 
Not providing this variance will require us to plant, protect and work around many young trees.  The risk for damage 
and death of these trees would be significant once construction begins.  Heavy equipment will be required to work on 
this slope, there is little area for construction staging, working in and around the tree protection on slope provides 
incredible safety concerns for subcontractors.  Our client is committed to providing the necessary mitigation and will do 
so as part of the end of project landscaping, typical for any construction project. 
 
REQUEST #2 - DRIVEWAY (HIGHER THAN 6’ OUT OF NATURAL GRADE)  § 22.03.175 (E-1) 
 
We are requesting the driveway variance to provide our clients with a useable, safe driveway first and foremost.  Our 
driveway solution proposes a level bridge that connects street to garage.  There is an initial 15% drop to the bridge 
driveway (see site/building section on page 2).  Given the steepness of the lot, the bridge is higher out of grade than 
allowed.  The proposed bridge driveway is raised on steel columns to provide a lighter, less heavy aesthetic as opposed 
to pouring concrete down to grade.  The raised structure provides a way for sunlight and rainwater to reach the natural 
terrain below.  Portions of the driveway will be open steel grate in another effort to allow sunlight and rainwater to reach 
natural terrain.  A level turn around area has also been provided.  This driveway approach significantly limits the 
impervious coverage and steepness that other driveway approaches do not.   
 

Page 74 of 122



  

Not providing this variance will require a much longer and steeper switch back driveway scheme to negotiate the slope, 
resulting in much more natural site disturbance, unnecessary impervious coverage and dangerous driveway conditions 
in future ice heavy weather events.    The switchback scheme would also require a variance for driveway setback 
encroachment to achieve the minimum required driveway length.   
 
REQUEST #3 - HEIGHT (35’ ALLOWANCE)  § 22.03.279 (B) 
 
We are requesting a 36” height increase from the allowed 32’ max at our site slope of 33%.  The amount of slope within 
our building footprint is at 43%.  We determined our building location and vertical positioning thru various studies of the 
bridge driveway concept.  As you can see on page 2 our single shed roof line follows the site’s natural topography to 
reduce the scale of this building and comply with code goals.  Small variations in that topography create moments 
where our roof becomes noncompliant.  The front, street side roof edge is compliant and moves into noncompliance to 
the back of the building.  The building height visible from the street is only 8’-6”.  Along with the positioning of our 
building in relation to the neighbors (see sheet 3), we see low visual impact from their properties and from the street.   
 
Not providing this variance will require us to lower our building, thus creating the need for a much steeper driveway 
approach.  Lowering the building 36” will eliminate the level bridge area and create a slope greater than the code limit 
of 20%.   
 
REQUEST #4 - BUILDING SETBACKS (front and sides)  § 22.03.281 
 
We are requesting to use a combination of City of Westlake required setbacks along with platted setbacks, in which, 
City of Westlake enforces the worse of the two.  City of Westlake enforces a 30’ front and 20’ side setbacks on lots less 
than one acre.  The platted setbacks are 50’ front, 10’ sides and 40’ rear.  We are requesting encroachments into the 
front and side setbacks.  Specifically, 20’ encroachment in the front setback and 10’ encroachments into the side 
setbacks.  The new 30’ front complies with Westlake and allows us to provide the level driveway and turnaround as 
well as provide space downhill for our septic and tree mitigation requirements.  The side setbacks allow us to provide 
a narrower building footprint front to back.  Neighboring homes at 307 and 311 Laurel Valley are encroaching into the 
code prescribed side setbacks, see sheet 3.  Our building is positioned significantly higher up the hill limiting the houses 
feeling too close together and hopefully limiting any changes in neighbor experience.   
 
Not providing this variance will force us to reduce our building in width and add it to the depth.  The further we push out 
on the site at a level elevation will push the building massing even further out of natural grade, making the building 
appear more massive.  The tree mitigation and septic areas will be significantly limited with a deeper building.   
 
REQUESTS #5 and 6 - CUT AND FILL (within and outside of code prescribed setbacks)  § 22.03.170 (B) (F) 
 
We are requesting variances for cut and fill within city code buildable area as well as outside city code buildable area.  
Our building has a 43% slope under foundation which has limit of zero feet for closed cuts and zero feet for closed fill.  
The cut is consistent along the entire front of the building limiting site disturbance.  The greatest cut amount is 8’-3”, 
see sheet 2.  The max fill amount on site is 15’-0” in height.  Given the extreme slope it is difficult to stay closer to 
natural grade while keeping a level floor area.  Due to the side setback request we would be cutting more than 18” into 
a prescribed setback.   
 
Not providing this variance will require us to add additional stairways at the lower level both interior and exterior, 
disrupting the flow between spaces better experienced on one level.  The lower level is all bedrooms, three of them for 
children, adding additional stairs creates disconnection and safety issues.   
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REQUEST #7 – GRADING ON SLOPE GREATER THAN 35% § Drainage/Erosion Control Manual 7.4.1, table 7-1 
 
We are requesting a variance for grading as our building has a 43% natural slope under our foundation. 
Not providing this variance will not allow us to proceed with development on much of this property given its natural 
topography.  
 
 
Thank you for the consideration. 
 

 
 
Matt Garcia 
Principal, Matt Garcia Design 
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PLANTING AREA

PERVIOUS PAVERS

GRAVEL TURNAROUND
STEPS, RE: CIVIL

DECORATIVE PANEL / RAILING

RETAINING WALL, RE: CIVIL

RETAINING WALL, RE: CIVIL

DECORATIVE PANEL / RAILING

STEPS, RE: CIVIL
MAILBOX

13'-0"

22'-5"

4'-0"

30'-0" FIRE SAFETY BUFFER ZONE

4'-0"

LANDSCAPE LEGEND
SYMBOL DESCRIPTION QTY.

PROPERTY LINE N/A

30'-0" FIRE SAFETY
BUFFER ZONE N/A

EXISTING TREE GROVE
TO BE PRESERVED N/A

MEDIUM-LARGE TREES,
OR APPROVED
EQUIVALENT SPECIES
(DECIDUOUS OR
EVERGREEN)  (4" CAL.)

89

MEDIUM-LARGE TREES,
OR APPROVED
EQUIVALENT SPECIES
(EVERGREEN ONLY)
(3" CAL.)

5

SMALL TREES/LARGE
SHRUBS, OR
APPROVED
EQUIVALENT SPECIES
(DECIDUOUS OR
EVERGREEN) (3" CAL.)

4

SMALL TREES/LARGE
SHRUBS, OR
APPROVED
EQUIVALENT SPECIES
(DECIDUOUS OR
EVERGREEN) (3" CAL.)

9

309 LAUREL VALLEY - TREE CALCULATIONS
06/06/2023

NORTH

0 105 20

SCALE 1" = 10'

DEFERRED ADJUDICATION MITIGATION REQUIREMENT * 408 CALIPER INCHES MITIGATION

TOTAL MITIGATION INCHES PLANTED ONSITE 408 CALIPER INCHES
MEDIUM-LARGE TREES,  OR APPROVED EQUIVALENT SPECIES (DECIDUOUS OR EVERGREEN) - 4" CALIPER x 89 TREES = 356" REPLACEMENT
MEDIUM-LARGE TREES,  OR APPROVED EQUIVALENT SPECIES (EVERGREEN ONLY) - 3" CALIPER x 5 TREES = 15" REPLACEMENT
SMALL TREES/LARGE SHRUBS, OR APPROVED EQUIVALENT SPECIES (DECIDUOUS OR EVERGREEN) - 3" CALIPER x 4 TREES = 12" REPLACEMENT
SMALL TREES/LARGE SHRUBS, OR APPROVED EQUIVALENT SPECIES (DECIDUOUS OR EVERGREEN) - 3" CALIPER x 9 TREES = 27" REPLACEMENT

TOTAL MITIGATION INCHES PAID INTO TREE FUND $0.00

TREE MITIGATION CALCULATIONS

ALL REPLACEMENT TREE SPECIES ARE SELECTED FROM THE LIST ON APPENDIX A.
* PER MUNICIPAL COURT CAUSE NO 2300128297, 2300128298

NOTES:

Approved Tree Mitigation Plan
06/12/2023

Director of Building & Development Services
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Exhibit A 

309 Laurel Valley Spiller Lane – Tree Timing Variance 

Applicant’s Findings of Fact 

 

1. The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special conditions, 
will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 
 
Literal enforcement of the requested code variances below will provide hardship to develop 
this project as-is and provide an unsafe driveway experience. I believe our requests are in 
line with the city’s comprehensive plan goals and do not violate the intent of those goals. 
This is a modest project by size and scale and fits in with the neighboring houses in 
character and scale. 
 

2. There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 
 
Due to the extreme, illegal clearing on this property, there is very little flora to work around. 
We did work around all existing trees at the top and bottom of the lot. There are even less 
trees now than shown on the most recent tree survey provided. 

 
3. There is no reasonable alternative to the requisite variance that will alleviate the difficulty 

or hardship complained of. 
 
Please see requests 2, 3, 5 and 6. 
 

4. The variance will not be greater than the minimum required to alleviate the difficulty or 
hardship complained of. 
 
The variances requested are at the minimum amount required and are not excessive or 
greater than the city's comprehensive plan goals. Please see requests 3 and 4. 
 

5. The variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Please reference requests 3 and 4. 

 
6. The variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 

enjoyment of these properties by their owners. 
 
Please reference request 4. 
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City of West Lake Hills  
Zoning and Planning Commission 

 

AGENDA REPORT 
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Recommendation 
Discuss and make a recommendation including the analysis of the following criteria: 

1. The variance may violate the intent of this chapter or the goals of the city’s comprehensive plan; 
and 

2. The variance may have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties or interfere with the 
respective owners’ enjoyment thereof. 

The Zoning and Planning Commission, in performing their respective duties in reference to applications for 
variances, may be guided by the interpretative criteria listed in the variance criteria in the report. 

The Zoning and Planning Commission can recommend imposition of reasonable conditions upon granting a 
variance if the conditions are related to the subject of the variance. 
 
The applicant’s findings of facts are attached in Exhibit A. 
 
This item will be forwarded to the March 11, 2026 Board of Adjustment meeting for consideration. 
 

Meeting Date: February 18, 2026  Item Number: 6 
Department: Building & Development     

Prepared By: Jennifer C. Bills  Cost / Budget: None 
Exhibits: See Attached  Source of Funds: N/A 
     

Subject 
101 Westhaven Dr.: Discuss and make a recommendation to the Board of Adjustment on variances to allow for 
an accessory structure: 
 

1. To encroach 22 feet into the 30-foot front setback along Bee Cave Road (Section 22.03.276 and 
22.03.281) 

2. To encroach 20 feet into the 25-foot rear setback (Section 22.03.276 and 22.03.281) 

Applicant: Pramod Patil, Owner 
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Discussion 
Property Information, Zoning & Site Characteristics:  
Owner: Pramod & Padmashree Patil  
Legal Description: Westlake Park, Lot 1 
Lot Size: 0.2766 
Zoning: R-1 One-Family Residential 
Wastewater: Septic  
 
The properties surrounding the subject property are zoned R-1, One-Family Residential, and GUI, Government 
Utility and Institutional.  
 
Background:  
The applicant is requesting to rebuild an accessory structure (shed) in a similar location as the previous 
structure.   The previous accessory structure was existing when the applicant purchased the property in 2006. 
In March 2025, the applicant stated a storm caused multiple trees to fall onto the shed, destroying it (picture 
below).  The applicant began building an exterior portion of the shed without permits and a stop work order 
paused construction until building permits were received.  The applicant is applying for a permit to build a 
shed of the same dimensions at the same location, but it is encroaching into the front and rear setbacks, as 
well as an electric easement at the rear of the property.  There is an existing overhead electric line in the rear 
easement, so the building cannot encroach into that 5 foot area. 
 
This lot is a corner lot on Westhaven Drive and Bee Cave Road, so it has two front setbacks.  In 2014, the city 
acquired a 13.96-foot-wide strip along the Bee Cave frontage for the expansion of Texas Department of 
Transportation (TXDOT) road and sidewalk, thus reducing the existing front yard area.    
   

 
* Picture provided by applicant. 
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Analysis: 
 

Setback Code Requirements 
• Section 22.03.275. Building setback distances. 

(1) No principal building shall have any front, side or rear setback distance less than that 
shown on the schedule of regulations as being required in the district in which the building is 
located, except that the minimum setback distance from Bee Cave Road shall be 50 feet 
regardless of which direction the building is facing. The setback distance from the Capital of 
Texas Highway shall be a minimum of 75 feet. 

o Unroofed steps and ramps shall not be considered as part of the principal building 
when measuring the setback distance of such building. 

o Roof overhangs and eaves a minimum of 8 feet above natural grade up to two (2) feet 
into the front, side or rear setback. All other building elements shall not encroach into 
setbacks. 

o Allowed encroachments: Equipment slabs for pool equipment and/or mechanical 
equipment, generators and other similar equipment may encroach up to five (5) feet 
into side and rear setbacks after meeting all the following requirements: 
▪ Attached to the primary structure foundation; 
▪ Screened to appropriately dampen noise; 
▪ Slab is limited to 12 feet in length; 
▪ Equipment cannot be greater than five (5) feet in height measured from 

natural grade; 
▪ Screening must extend six (6) inches above the height of the equipment; and 
▪ Must be shown on the approved building plans. 

 
• Section 22.03.276. Setbacks for accessory structures. 

The minimum setback distances for accessory structures, other than unroofed steps, ramps, fences, 
walks, driveways, driveway gates, playscapes. and mailboxes, shall be the same as the setback 
distances applicable to a principal building under the appropriate category in section 22.03.281. 
Accessory structures, including overhangs and eaves, shall not encroach into setbacks. Propane tanks 
shall not be required to meet the setback requirements of this section so long as they are permitted 
and placed in accordance with the Liquefied Petroleum Gas Safety Rules adopted by the Railroad 
Commission of Texas in title 16, part 1, chapter 9, of the Texas Administrative Code, including any and 
all future amendments thereto. 
 
 

• Section 22.03.281 Schedule of Regulations 
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Request: 
The applicant is requesting to encroach 22 feet into the 30-foot front setback and 20 feet into the 25-foot rear 
setback for an accessory structure. 
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Variance Criteria Review: 
Per Section 22.03.511 (c) Procedure and notice, Section 22.03.171: Site disturbance (residential buildings), and 
Section 22.03.276: Setbacks for accessory structures shall be administered in compliance with the rules 
established by sections 38.05.031 through 38.05.034. 
 

• Section 38.05.031. Provisions subject to variance. 
Variances may be granted by the board of adjustment to the provisions of this chapter in accordance 
with the rules and conditions of this division. A variance may not be granted, however, to authorize a 
change of use. Variances run with the land, but each variance is specific to the project for which it 
was granted. 

• Section 38.05.032. Conditions required for granting variance. 
No variance shall be granted unless the following conditions are fulfilled: 

(1) The applicant has established by competent evidence that: 

(A) The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special 
conditions, will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 

(B) There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 

(C) There is no reasonable alternative to the requisite variance that will alleviate the 
difficulty or hardship complained of. 

(D) The variance will not be greater than the minimum required to alleviate the difficulty or 
hardship complained of. 

Rear Setback

Front Setback
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(2) The recommendation of zoning and planning commission shall include an analysis of 
whether: 

(A) The variance may violate the intent of this chapter or the goals of the city’s 
comprehensive plan. 

(B) (Reserved). 

(C) (Reserved). 

(D) The variance may have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties, or interfere with the 
respective owners’ enjoyment thereof. 

 
• Section 38.0.033. Interpretative criteria. 

The board of adjustment and the zoning and planning commission, in performing their respective 
duties in reference to applications for variances, may be guided by these interpretative criteria: 

(1) Variances from the terms of this chapter should be granted sparingly. 

(2) Deviations from the requirements of this chapter are justified only where the hardship 
resulting from their application is substantial. 

(3) Usually, the granting of a variance must be predicated on a finding that the applicant’s 
hardship arises from unusual conditions or circumstances, such as exceptional irregularity of 
shape or topography, which are peculiar to the parcel of land involved and not shared 
generally by other parcels in the neighborhood or district, or because no other reasonable 
alternative is available that will alleviate the unnecessary hardship complained of. 

(4) Normally, a variance is to be denied if conditions or circumstances relied on for a variance 
were self-created by the person having an interest in the property in disregard of city 
regulations. 

(5) The variance shall not violate the goals of the master plan for the city. 

(6) The variance shall not have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties or unreasonably 
interfere with the respective owners’ enjoyment thereof. 

(7) The fact that lots, structures, uses or dimensional conditions on properties or structures within 
200 feet of the property involved are, because they are nonconforming or because of 
previously granted variances, similar to the condition which would be created by the variance 
requested shall be relevant to, but not determinative of, the granting of the requested 
variance. 

(8) See section 22.03.009(c) for variances to enable the efficient use of solar energy devices. 

(9) When considering variance requests for nonresidential projects, whether granting the 
variance furthers achievement of the land planning principles set forth in the City’s Master 
Plan, Attachment “B,” as codified in the Code of Ordinances. 
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• Section 38.05.035. Conditions. 
The city council can impose, and the zoning and planning commission can recommend imposition of 
reasonable conditions upon granting a variance if the conditions are related to the subject of the 
variance. When considering variance requests for nonresidential projects, whether, the City can 
recommend the imposition of reasonable conditions that are necessary to achieve one or more of the 
land planning principles set forth in the City’s Master Plan, Attachment “B”, as codified in chapter 28 
of the Code of Ordinances. 

 
 
Public Comments: 
At the time of the report, one written comment in support was received for this request. 
 
Outdoor Lighting 
Outdoor lighting is not proposed with this variance request. Any outdoor lighting will need to comply with the 
City’s Code.    
Compliance with Adopted International Building Code 
The property and future construction will have to comply with all applicable City codes.  
Subdivision 
There is no change to the subdivision proposed with this application.  
Comprehensive Planning Analysis 
The existing and future land use is in conformance with the City of West Lake Hills Master Plan.  
 
Links to Relevant Code: 
 

• Section 22.03.275 Building setback distances 
• Section 22.03.281 Schedule of Regulations 
• Section 38.05.031 Variances 
• Section 22.03.514 Criteria and process required for granting a variance 
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Zoning: 
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Aerial: 
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Pramod Patil  

 
01/18/2026 
 
To, 

ZAPCO Chairperson 
City of Westlake Hills 
Westlake Hills, TX 

Re: Variance Request for Storage Shed Rebuild at 101 Westhaven Dr. Westlake Hills, 
TX-78746 

Dear Chairperson and Members of the Board, 

I am writing to respectfully request consideration of my variance application related to 
rebuilding a storage shed on my property at 101 Westhaven Dr. Westlake Hills , TX 78746. 
The purpose of this request is to allow me to restore a long-standing accessory structure 
that existed on the property for many years and was destroyed due to circumstances 
beyond my control. 

When I purchased the property in 2006, a storage shed was already in place and had been 
used continuously as part of the normal residential function of the home. In March 2025, a 
severe storm caused multiple trees to fall, completely destroying the shed. Because the 
structure was fully damaged, it cannot be repaired and must be rebuilt from scratch. In 
addition, a significant portion of my property has since been taken by TXDOT through 
eminent domain as part of the Bee Caves Road expansion, which has reduced the usable 
area of the lot and limited placement options for accessory structures. 

The proposed shed will be rebuilt on the same existing platform, in the same location, and 
with a footprint and materials similar to the prior structure. The project does not increase 
impervious coverage, does not expand use, and does not introduce any new development 
impacts. The intended use of the shed remains strictly residential storage, consistent with 
its historical function and with the character of the neighborhood. 

Due to updated zoning and permitting requirements adopted since I originally purchased 
the property, variances are now required simply to restore the property to its prior 
condition. My request is narrowly tailored to maintain reasonable use of the property and 
does not seek to exceed what previously existed. 

I respectfully ask the Board to consider the unique circumstances surrounding this 
request, including storm damage, loss of land through eminent domain, and the long-
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standing nature of the structure. Granting the variance would allow me to restore a 
necessary and historically established feature of the property without creating adverse 
impacts to neighboring properties or the surrounding environment. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I appreciate the Board’s service to the 
community and your thoughtful review of my request. 

Sincerely, 
Pramod Patil  
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101 Westhaven Dr, Storage shed project 

 

We had an existing storage shed on the property at 101 Westhaven Dr, Austin, TX 78746. It 
was located towards the Southeast corner of the lot. The storage shed size was 12x 24 x8 
feet.  

 The shed broke because of the trees falling down on the shed from the storm in March 
2025. See the picture below.  

 

 

I am applying for the permit to build exactly similar dimension (12x 24 x8 feet) shed at the 
same location.  

Here is the configuration of the shed. 
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Here  are the additional details on the materials to be used etc.  
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Exhibit A 

101 Westhaven Dr – Multiple Variances 

Applicant’s Findings of Fact 

 

1. The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special conditions, 
will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 
 
Strict or literal enforcement of the ordinance would create a significant and unnecessary 
hardship for me due to the unique conditions of my property and its long-standing use. My 
home does not have a separate garage, which makes on-site storage essential for normal, 
everyday living. The existing storage area has historically been used to safely store 
household items, tools, seasonal belongings, maintenance equipment, and emergency 
supplies that cannot reasonably be kept inside the home. Without this storage, I would be 
forced to overcrowd the living space, reduce the functionality of the home, or seek off-site 
storage, which creates ongoing expense, inconvenience, and security concerns. 
 
In addition, the loss of functional storage would materially reduce the usability and 
desirability of the property, placing it at a disadvantage compared to similar homes in the 
area that have garages or adequate storage options. This would negatively affect both 
market value and rentability, as families reasonably expect sufficient storage when choosing 
a residence. Because a substantial portion of my land has already been taken through 
eminent domain for the Bee Caves Road expansion, my options for relocating or redesigning 
storage on the property are extremely limited. The strict application of current regulations, 
when combined with the loss of land and the absence of a garage, leaves me with no 
practical way to maintain the property’s prior level of use. 
 
Finally, denying the ability to rebuild this long-standing storage use would impose a financial 
burden that goes beyond inconvenience. The existing shed platform is already in place, and 
being forced to remove or repurpose it would require additional expense without any 
functional benefit. I purchased this property nearly twenty years ago as a long-term 
investment and a key part of my retirement planning. A permanent reduction in the 
property’s functionality, value, and marketability caused by the inability to restore this 
storage would have a lasting and disproportionate impact on me, creating an unnecessary 
hardship that strict enforcement of the ordinance was not intended to impose. 
 

2. There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 
 

Granting the requested variance will not result in unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain 
or unreasonable destruction of existing flora. A storage shed has existed on my property for 
more than twenty years, and the proposed structure will be rebuilt on the exact same existing 
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platform and within the same footprint as the prior shed. The project does not involve 
expansion into undisturbed areas, additional grading, or removal of vegetation. 
 
Because impervious coverage will remain unchanged and the rebuilt shed will maintain the 
historical use and location of the previous structure, there will be no alteration to existing 
drainage patterns, soil conditions, or native plant life. The proposed variance therefore 
maintains the existing environmental conditions of the site and is consistent with the City’s 
intent to protect natural terrain and existing flora. 
 
3. There is no reasonable alternative to the requisite variance that will alleviate the difficulty 

or hardship complained of. 
 
I have evaluated reasonable alternatives, including relocating the storage shed to other 

areas of the property or reducing its size to comply with current ordinance requirements. 
However, no feasible alternative exists that would alleviate the difficulty or hardship. A 
substantial portion of my property has been taken by TXDOT through eminent domain for the 
Bee Caves Road expansion, which has significantly reduced the buildable and usable area of the 
lot. 

 
As a result of these constraints, there is no other location on the property that can 

reasonably accommodate a storage shed of similar size without creating additional impacts or 
further limiting the reasonable use of the property. Reducing the size of the structure would 
not provide functional storage and would not resolve the hardship. As a result, there is no 
reasonable alternative that would address the difficulty or hardship other than granting the 
requested variance and the requested variance represents the only practical and reasonable 
means of maintaining the historical use of the property. 

 
4. The variance will not be greater than the minimum required to alleviate the difficulty or 

hardship complained of. 
 
I believe the variance I am requesting is the minimum required to alleviate the difficulty and 
hardship because it is limited strictly to restoring a storage shed that lawfully existed on the 
property for many years prior to its destruction. The proposed shed will be rebuilt on the 
same existing platform, in the same location, and with a footprint that closely matches the 
previous structure. I am not requesting any increase in size, height, impervious coverage, or 
intensity of use beyond what previously existed. 
 
The request does not involve new development, expanded use, or a change in the character 
of the property. Instead, it is narrowly focused on maintaining the reasonable and 
established use of the property that was in place at the time I purchased it. Any further 
reduction in the structure’s size or relocation to another area of the lot would either 
eliminate its functional purpose or create additional impacts due to the limited buildable 
area resulting from the TXDOT land acquisition. 
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Additionally, the variance is tailored to avoid unnecessary impacts on the site and 
surrounding area by utilizing an existing platform and previously disturbed area. This 
approach minimizes environmental impact, avoids additional construction disturbance, and 
ensures compliance with the overall intent of the ordinance to the greatest extent 
practicable. For these reasons, the variance requested represents the least amount of relief 
necessary to alleviate the hardship while preserving the character, function, and 
environmental conditions of the property. 
 

5. The variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 
I believe the requested variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or the 
goals of the City’s Comprehensive Plan because it does not introduce a new use or increase 
the intensity of development on the property. The request is limited to rebuilding a storage 
shed that lawfully existed on the property for many years and supported the established 
residential use. The proposed shed will be rebuilt in the same location, within the same 
general footprint, and with no increase in impervious coverage, density, or activity. 
 
In addition, the shed will be constructed using materials similar to those of the previous 
structure, ensuring it remains compatible with the character and appearance of the 
property and surrounding area. Rebuilding the shed on the existing platform avoids 
additional site disturbance and preserves natural features, which aligns with the City’s 
environmental and planning goals. Overall, the variance allows the property to continue 
functioning as it historically has while remaining consistent with the intent of the Zoning 
Ordinance and the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 

 
6. The variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 

enjoyment of these properties by their owners. 
 
I believe the requested variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere 
with the enjoyment of those properties because the storage shed is simply being rebuilt in 
the same location and footprint where it existed for many years. The shed is an accessory 
structure with no associated increase in activity, noise, traffic, or occupancy, and it does not 
change how the property is used. 
 
The rebuilt shed will maintain a similar size, height, and appearance, using comparable 
materials, and will not create new visual, environmental, or privacy impacts for neighboring 
properties. Because the structure does not expand into new areas and does not increase 
impervious coverage or intensity of use, surrounding properties will experience no change 
from prior conditions. For these reasons, the variance will have no adverse effect on 
neighboring properties or on their owners’ ability to enjoy them. 
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City of West Lake Hills  
Zoning and Planning Commission 

 

AGENDA REPORT 
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Recommendation 

Discuss and make a recommendation to the Board of Adjustment including an analysis of whether: 

1. The variance may violate the intent of this chapter or the goals of the city’s 
comprehensive plan. 

2. The variance may have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties or interfere with the 
respective owners’ enjoyment thereof. 

The Zoning and Planning Commission, in performing their respective duties in reference to applications 
for variances, may be guided by the interpretative criteria listed in the variance criteria in the report. 

The Zoning and Planning Commission can recommend imposition of, reasonable conditions upon 
granting a variance if the conditions are related to the subject of the variance. 
 
The applicant’s findings of fact are in Exhibit A. 
 
This item will be forwarded to the March 11, 2026 Board of Adjustments Meeting.  
 

Meeting Date: February 18, 2026  Item Number: 7 

Department: 
Building & Development 
Services   

 

Prepared By: 
Jennifer C. Bills, Director of 
Building & Development  Cost / Budget: None 

Exhibits: See Attached  Source of Funds: N/A 
     

Subject 
102 Swiftcurrent Trl.: Discuss and make a recommendation on a variance to allow a second driveway when a 
maximum of one is allowed (Section 22.03.175(e)(2)). 
 
Applicant:  Francisco Rios, Owner 
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Discussion 
Property Information, Zoning & Site Characteristics:  
Owner: Francisco & Katie Rios 
Legal Description: Mirkwood Subdivision, Lot 12 
Lot Size: 1.018 acres  
Zoning: R-1, One-Family Residential 
Wastewater: On-site Sewer Facility (OSSF) 
 
The properties surrounding the subject property are zoned R-1 One-Family Residential District. 
 
Background & Analysis:  
The applicant is requesting a second driveway for access to 100 Swiftcurrent Trail through 102 Swiftcurrent 
Trail (Attachment 1).   100 Swiftcurrent is a landlocked property that was created with the Edwards Hill 
Subdivision in 1975.  At the time, Swiftcurrent Trail did not exist, so access was taken from Old Bee Cave Road 
(Attachment 2).  There was a 15-foot Ingress-Egress and Utility Easement on the plat along the entire east 
boundary of what is now 98 and 100 Swiftcurrent.  In 2013, an Amending Plat was approved that transferred 
acreage to 100 Swiftcurrent (Attachment 3). The amending plat abandoned the 15-foot easement and 
established a 25-foot Ingress/Egress & Utility Easement along a portion of the reconfigured lots which would 
provide access to Swiftcurrent Trail. 
 
Construction on 98 Swiftcurrent was started in 2019 and completed in 2023.   In the applicant’s narrative, in 
2022, during construction, the previous owner of 102 Swiftcurrent had a survey prepared that showed the 
surveys for 98 and 100 Swiftcurrent were incorrect and the proposed driveway for the new construction was 
going through the property at 102 Swiftcurrent.  The driveway for 98 Swiftcurrent was moved further south 
during construction to the current location which is outside the surveyed Ingress/Egress easement 
(Attachment 4). 
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(Attachment 8) 2023 Survey  - Existing easement and driveways for 98 and 102 Swiftcurrent Trail 

 
The owners of 98 Swiftcurrent are looking to purchase a piece of 102 Swiftcurrent property to create an 
additional separate driveway for access to 100 Swiftcurrent.  

Construction 
driveway for 98 
that was never 

removed.

102 
Driveway

98 
Driveway
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(Attachment 5) - 2022 Survey for 102 Swiftcurrent depicting area for future purchase 

 
The applicant has provided a conceptual plan drawn on the survey depicting the reconfiguration of the area 
from 102 to 98 Swiftcurrent and the new proposed driveway.  No information has been provided regarding 
topography or existing trees to evaluate if cut/fill or tree variances may be required.  Additionally, no 
dimension has been provided on the driveway to show if it is encroaching to the side setback for 98 
Swiftcurrent.  The owners of 98 Swiftcurrent are not applicants in this process as the application and backup 
document was submitted only for 102 Swiftcurrent. 
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(Attachment 7) Proposed driveway  

Driveway Requirements in Residential Areas 
 

Code Reference 
22.03.175(e)(2) Off-street parking and parking pad requirements in residential areas 
 
Every driveway entrance/exit shall be at roadway grade level where the driveway intersects the 
city’s right-of-way except as otherwise approved by the city inspector. 
(2) Only one driveway is allowed per primary dwelling unit, regardless of the number of lots, 
frontage on more than one roadway, or character of accessory structures. The driveway 
entrance/exit shall not exceed 20 feet in width. The location of all driveways shall be approved by 
the city inspector. The parking spaces and driveway surfaces shall be those required in 
sections 22.03.241, 22.03.242, 22.03.244 and 22.03.247. 

Request 
The applicant is requesting a second driveway on a lot with only one dwelling unit where only one 
driveway is allowed per primary dwelling unit. 

 
 
Public Comments: 
As of the date of the report, no public comments have been received.  
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Variance Criteria Review: 
Per Section 22.03.511 (c) Procedure and notice, Section 22.03.171: Site disturbance (residential buildings), and 
Section 22.03.276: Setbacks for accessory structures shall be administered in compliance with the rules 
established by sections 38.05.031 through 38.05.034. 
 

• Section 38.05.031. Provisions subject to variance. 
Variances may be granted by the board of adjustment to the provisions of this chapter in accordance 
with the rules and conditions of this division. A variance may not be granted, however, to authorize a 
change of use. Variances run with the land, but each variance is specific to the project for which it 
was granted. 

• Section 38.05.032. Conditions required for granting variance. 
No variance shall be granted unless the following conditions are fulfilled: 

(1) The applicant has established by competent evidence that: 

(A) The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special 
conditions, will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 

(B) There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 

(C) There is no reasonable alternative to the requisite variance that will alleviate the 
difficulty or hardship complained of. 

(D) The variance will not be greater than the minimum required to alleviate the difficulty or 
hardship complained of. 

(2) The recommendation of zoning and planning commission shall include an analysis of 
whether: 

(A) The variance may violate the intent of this chapter or the goals of the city’s 
comprehensive plan. 

(B) (Reserved). 

(C) (Reserved). 

(D) The variance may have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties, or interfere with the 
respective owners’ enjoyment thereof. 

 
• Section 38.0.033. Interpretative criteria. 

The board of adjustment and the zoning and planning commission, in performing their respective 
duties in reference to applications for variances, may be guided by these interpretative criteria: 

(1) Variances from the terms of this chapter should be granted sparingly. 

(2) Deviations from the requirements of this chapter are justified only where the hardship 
resulting from their application is substantial. 
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(3) Usually, the granting of a variance must be predicated on a finding that the applicant’s 
hardship arises from unusual conditions or circumstances, such as exceptional irregularity of 
shape or topography, which are peculiar to the parcel of land involved and not shared 
generally by other parcels in the neighborhood or district, or because no other reasonable 
alternative is available that will alleviate the unnecessary hardship complained of. 

(4) Normally, a variance is to be denied if conditions or circumstances relied on for a variance 
were self-created by the person having an interest in the property in disregard of city 
regulations. 

(5) The variance shall not violate the goals of the master plan for the city. 

(6) The variance shall not have an adverse effect on neighborhood properties or unreasonably 
interfere with the respective owners’ enjoyment thereof. 

(7) The fact that lots, structures, uses or dimensional conditions on properties or structures within 
200 feet of the property involved are, because they are nonconforming or because of 
previously granted variances, similar to the condition which would be created by the variance 
requested shall be relevant to, but not determinative of, the granting of the requested 
variance. 

(8) See section 22.03.009(c) for variances to enable the efficient use of solar energy devices. 

(9) When considering variance requests for nonresidential projects, whether granting the 
variance furthers achievement of the land planning principles set forth in the City’s Master 
Plan, Attachment “B,” as codified in the Code of Ordinances. 

 
• Section 38.05.035. Conditions. 

The city council can impose, and the zoning and planning commission can recommend imposition of 
reasonable conditions upon granting a variance if the conditions are related to the subject of the 
variance. When considering variance requests for nonresidential projects, whether, the City can 
recommend the imposition of reasonable conditions that are necessary to achieve one or more of the 
land planning principles set forth in the City’s Master Plan, Attachment “B”, as codified in chapter 28 
of the Code of Ordinances. 

 
Outdoor Lighting 
Outdoor lighting is not proposed with this variance request. Any outdoor lighting will need to comply with the 
City’s Code.    
Compliance with Adopted International Building Code 
The property and future construction will have to comply with all applicable City codes.  
Subdivision 
There is no change to the subdivision proposed with this application.  
Comprehensive Planning Analysis 
The existing and future land use is in conformance with the City of West Lake Hills Master Plan.  
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Links to Relevant Code: 
 

• Section 22.03.175 Off-street parking and parking pad requirements in residential areas 
• Section 22.03.281 Schedule of Regulations 
• Section 22.03.170 Site disturbance (excavation, grading or filling) 
• Section 38.05.031 Variances 
• Section 22.03.514 Criteria and process required for granting a variance 
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Zoning: 
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Aerial: 
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1/23/26 
Dear ZAPCO Chairperson –  

 

My name is Francisco Rios and I am the owner of 102 Swiftcurrent.  

Variance is being requested to construct a 2nd driveway for access to 100 Swiftcurrent 
Trail. The purpose of variance is to allow access to 100 Swiftcurrent Trail as 98 Swiftcurrent 
Trail is unable to provide driveway access to 100 Swiftcurrent Trail because of conditions of 
the real estate, as detailed below.  

The west portion of 102 Swiftcurrent is relatively flat and the driveway would follow the 
existing contours.  98 Swiftcurrent has exhausted all options to provide an easement to 100 
Swiftcurrent. Because of the construction and slope of the driveway, 98 Swiftcurrent is 
unable to provide an easement.  Therefore, the driveway shall be provided on 102 
Swiftcurrent. 

The proposed variance would minimally disturb the vegetation and allow for the safest 
solution to providing an ingress and egress to 100 Swiftcurrent Trail. Furthermore, the 
variance maintains the aesthetic integrity of the property and the surrounding area.   

The additional driveway will allow access to 100 Swiftcurrent. This will not disturb the 
neighbors or affect the enjoyment of their properties.   

 

Thank you.  

 

Best regards, 

Francisco  
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Timeline and narrative: 

 

In 2013, 4810 Old Bee Caves Road was subdivided by  4810 Swiftcurrent LLC  into 2 lots 98 
Swiftcurrent and 100 Swiftcurrent. In order to allow access to 100 Swiftcurrent, an access 
easement was created on 98 Swiftcurrent. The intent was for a shared driveway for 98 and 
100. 

In December 2013, Catherine and David Wilkes purchased a lot at 98 Swiftcurrent Trail. 

In early 2014, Joseph and Ebby Lucas purchased a lot at 100 Swiftcurrent Trail. 

In 2019 Tom Edwards purchased a house at 102 Swiftcurrent. 

October of 2019, Wilkes began construction on 98 Swiftcurrent. 

May of 2022, in preparation for listing his house for sale, Edwards got a new survey of 102 
Swiftcurrent. The new survey revealed that the survey used in the sale of 100 Swiftcurrent 
and 98 Swiftcurrent was incorrect. The permitted and under construction house at 98 
Swiftcurrent’s driveway now is on 102 Swiftcurrent’s property. The Wilkeses approached 
Edwards to try to purchase the approximately 800 square feet of property to accommodate 
the original design for the driveway. Edwards would not sell this property to the Wilkes even 
though to him or future owners of 102 Swiftcurrent, this land was unusable and 
unbuildable. 

The Wilkeses incurred numerous expenses due to the original incorrect survey including 
plumbing to re-route water lines, architectural fees to move the driveway, additional permit 
fees, construction management fees, surveys, additional trenching and legal fees. The 
house at 98 Swiftcurrent was also delayed in construction several months while the 
homeowners worked out details with the City of Westlake Hills, architects, etc. 

Francisco and Katie Rios purchased the house at 102 Swiftcurrent from Edwards in mid-
2022. 

Today, the Lucases do not have access to the access easement on 98 Swiftcurrent. 

All parties have exhausted all efforts to allow the Lucases access to 100 Swiftcurrent.  

The current driveway for 98 Swiftcurrent is over 50 feet south of where the original shared 
driveway was supposed to be located. The Wilkeses designed the house based on an 
incorrect survey. The majority of the front of the house is glass. If the current driveway 
serves as access for both 100 and 98, there would be a driveway running parallel to the 
front of the house for almost the entire length of the house. This would be extremely 
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disruptive to the owners of 98 Swiftcurrent. It would also require much more paving and 
disruption to the natural vegetation along with some grading issues. 

The optimal solution that will minimize grade disruptions and maximize the enjoyment and 
use of all of the homeowners is to allow for a second driveway for 98 Swiftcurrent. Mr. Rios 
has agreed to sell approximately 800 square feet to the Wilkeses on the condition that the 
Wilkeses can get a variance to use that property for a second driveway to allow access for 
the Lucas family to 100 Swiftcurrent. 
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120’

Aprox 796 sq ft
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New property lines and easement proposal
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New property lines and easement proposal

30’

NEW DRIVEWAY TO 100 SWIFTCURRENT

10’ SIDE SETBACK
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100 SWIFTCURRENT

98 SWIFTCURRENT

102 SWIFTCURRENT

EXISTING EASEMENT
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Exhibit A 

102 Swiftcurrent Driveway Variance 

Applicant’s Findings of Fact 

 

1. The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special conditions, 
will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 
 
Allow access to 100 Swiftcurrent Trail as 98 Swiftcurrent Trail is unable to provide driveway 
access to 100 Swiftcurrent Trail because of conditions of the real estate, as detailed below.   
 
 

2. There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 
 
The west portion of 102 Swiftcurrent is relatively flat and the driveway would follow the 
existing contours. 

 
3. There is no reasonable alternative to the requisite variance that will alleviate the difficulty 

or hardship complained of. 
 
98 Swiftcurrent has exhausted all options to provide an easement to 100 Swiftcurrent. 
Because of the construction and slope of the driveway, 98 Swiftcurrent is unable to provide 
an easement.  Therefore, the driveway shall be provided on 102 Swiftcurrent 
 
 

4. The variance will not be greater than the minimum required to alleviate the difficulty or 
hardship complained of. 
 
The proposed variance would minimally disturb the vegetation and allow for the safest 
solution to providing an ingress and egress to 100 Swiftcurrent Trail.   
 

5. The variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 
The variance maintains the aesthetic integrity of the property and the surrounding area.   
 

6. The variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 
enjoyment of these properties by their owners. 
 
The additional driveway will allow access to 100 Swiftcurrent. This will not disturb  
the neighbors or affect the enjoyment of their properties.   
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