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

Wednesday, November 18, 2020 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 remote Regular Meeting on the 18th day of November 
2020 at 6:30 p.m., in the Council Chamber, Municipal Building, 911 Westlake Drive, West 
Lake Hills, Texas, at which time the following items will be discussed, to­wit:

REMOTE ACCESS ONLY:
In accordance with the order of the Office of the Governor issued March 16, 2020, the Zoning 
& Planning Commission of the City of West Lake Hills will conduct a  telephonic meeting in 
order to advance the public health goal of limiting face­to­face meetings (also called “social 
distancing”) to slow the spread of the Coronavirus (COVID­19).   

The public may participate in this meeting by dialing in to the following toll­free number 1­
346­248­7799, Meeting ID: 880 2599 2367, Password: 033926

If you wish to speak during the meeting, please submit your name,  phone number and the 
item # you wish to speak on at least 6 hours prior to the meeting (12:30 p.m. on Wednesday 
November 18th) by emailing planner@westlakehills.org or pzsec@westlakehills.org.  

Members of the public who wish to submit their written comments in lieu of speaking shall 
submit their comments by emailing planner@westlakehills.org or 
pzsec@westlakehills.org.  Comments must be received by 12:30 P.M. on November 18th.

The meeting will be live streamed here: http://mixlr.com/city­of­west­lake­hills/ and the audio 
will be available on the City’s website by Friday after the meeting.

 

1.  Call to Order. Chairman Robert Meisel.
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2.  Consent Agenda The following items are considered to be self­explanatory 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 October 21, 2020 Regular Meeting Minutes.  

3.  Personnel Recognition of Commissioner Bill Vandersteel for his several years of service. 

4.  Personnel Welcome new Commissioner Karen Bartoletti. 

5.  Land Use 416 Ridgewood Road: Discussion/recommendation on a variance request to 
encroach a setback in order to construct an accessory building to serve as a home office or 
school room (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 22.03.001) Applicant Victoria Keith. 

  a.  Staff Briefing 
  b.  Presentation by applicant 
  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.  
  d.  Deliberation and Action 

6.  Land Use 895 Live Oak Circle: Discussion/recommendation on a variance request to 
build a front yard fence that encroaches the front building setback (West Lake Hills Code 
Sec. 22.03.173 (d)(6)(A)). Applicants/Owners Thomas & Gesine Seifert. 

  a.  Staff Briefing 
  b.  Presentation by applicant 
  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.  
  d.  Deliberation and Action 

7.  Land Use 1 Sweet Sky Road: Discussion/recommendation on a variance request for three 
variances for the construction of a fence and driveway gate: 1) side yard fence encroaching 
front fence setback; 2) install driveway gate encroaching the front setback; 3) install front 
fence connecting to driveway gate that encroaches the front setback. (West Lake Hills 
Code Sec. 22.03.173). Applicants/Owners Kevin Stutz & Jeannette Spinelli. 

  a.  Staff Briefing 
  b.  Presentation by applicant 
  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.  
  d.  Deliberation and Action 

8.  Land Use 310 Westhaven Drive: Discussion/recommendation on a request for two 
variances to remodel an existing nonconforming cabana: 1) building setback 
encroachment; and 2) exceed maximum allowed impervious cover. (West Lake Hills Code 
Sec. 22.03.281). Applicants/Owners Andrew Schwartz and Sylvia Arabian. 

  a.  Staff Briefing 
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  b.  Presentation by applicant 
  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.  
  d.  Deliberation and Action 

9.  Land Use 702 Loma Linda: Discussion/recommendation on a variance request to remove 
six trees 14" or greater in order to construct a new home: 1) Tree # 595 ­ 17" Spanish Oak; 
2) Tree # 597 ­ 15.5" Cedar; 3) Tree # 604 ­ 18" Live Oak; 4) Tree # 607 ­ 34.5" Multi­
Trunk Cedar; 5) Tree # 626 ­ 14" Cedar; and 6) Tree # 649 ­ 14" Cedar. (West Lake Hills 
Code Sec. 22.03.304). Applicant Adam Mosier ­ Mosier Luxury Homes/Owners Santiago 
& Jenna Montoya. 

  a.  Staff Briefing 
  b.  Presentation by applicant 
  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.  
  d.  Deliberation and Action 

10. Land Use 4611 Bee Cave Road (Eagle Center): Discussion/recommendation on a 
variance request to construct a new monument sign that exceeds the maximum allowed 
height, sign base height, and area. (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 32.03.006). Applicant 
David Alsmeyer. 

  a.  Staff Briefing 
  b.  Presentation by applicant 
  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.  
  d.  Deliberation and Action 

11. Adjournment. Chairman Robert Meisel.

  Robert Meisel, Chairman

  By Anjali Naini, Director of Building & 
Development Services

   
Certificate

 
I  certify  that  the  above  Notice  of  the  November  18,  2020  Zoning  &  Planning  Commission 
Meeting was posted on the bulletin board at the Municipal Building, 911 Westlake Drive, West 
Lake  Hills,  Texas  on  Friday,  November  13,  2020  by  5:00  pm.  and  will  remain  posted 
continuously until said meeting is convened.
 
   

  By Anjali Naini, Director of Building & 
Development Services 
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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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CITY OF WEST LAKE HILLS, TEXAS 

MINUTES OF A ZONING & PLANNING COMMISSION (ZAPCO) REGULAR MEETING 

Wednesday, October 21, 2020 at 6:30 PM 

 

 

1.  Call to Order. Chairman Robert Meisel. 

 

 With a quorum present, Chairman Meisel called the meeting to order at 6: p.m. 

Members in attendance were Chairman Robert Meisel, Vice-Chairman Jim Pledger, 

Commissioners Laurie Maccini, James Vaughan and Bill Vandersteel.  Jim Harwell 

is absent. 
 

 

2.  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 September 16, 2020 Regular Meeting Minutes.   

 

 VICE-CHAIRMAN PLEDGER MOVES TO APPROVE THE 

MINUTES.  COMMISSIONER MACCINI SECONDS.  UNANIMOUS (4-0) 

APPROVAL. 

   
 

 

3.  Land Use 2 Downie Place: Discussion/recommendation of a request to partially release a 

drainage easement in order to construct a storage area (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 

36.01.017). Owner/Applicant William Wiese.  
 

  a.  Staff Briefing  

 

 City Planner Naini gives her staff briefing.  Staff Recommendation:  Approval. 
 

  b.  Presentation by applicant  

 

 Bill and Channing Wiese are present and the property owners.  Tracy Bratton is the 

engineer and discusses the drainage and impact and provided requested information 

from the city engineer.   

 

Bill Vandersteel:  Thank you for a thorough report. 

 

Chairman:  Excellent Report. 
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  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.   

 

 Chairman Meisel opened the meeting for public comments. Hearing none, the public 

comment section was closed. 

 
 

  d.  Deliberation and Action  

 

 COMMISSIONER VANDERSTEEL MOVES TO RECOMMEND 

APPROVAL.  VICE-CHAIRMAN PLEDGER SECONDS.  UNANIMOUS (4-0) 

APPROVAL. 
 

 

4.  Land Use 409 Ledgeway Ridge: Discussion/recommendation on a variance application 

with five (5) variance requests in order to construct a new residence: 1) roof overhang 

setback encroachment on east side of house; 2) roof overhang setback encroachment on 

west side of house; 3) & 4) two (2) retaining walls encroaching into the setbacks; and 5) 

landscape arbor encroaching the front setback (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 22.03.170). 

Owners Jim and Laura McBride/Applicant Kyle McCollum.  
 

  a.  Staff Briefing  

 

 City Planner Naini gives her staff briefing.  Staff Recommendation:  Denial due to 

the building could be re-designed to conform to Code. 
 

 
 

  b.  Presentation by applicant  

 

 Kyle McCollum is the applicant.  Because of the drainage easement we have a limited 

buildable area.  The variances in the front are for drainage.   
 

  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.   

 

 Chairman Meisel opened the meeting for public comments. Hearing none, the public 

comment section was closed. 

 
 

  d.  Deliberation and Action  

 

 Commissioner Vandersteel:  It's a beautiful house.  I have issues with the front 

retaining walls and arbor. 

 

Chairman Meisel:  Why the retaining walls are the size they are? 
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Planner Naini:  Our code allows 18" but these are up to 6'. 

 

Chairman Meisel:  It's a design driven issue. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  It looks like a huge amount of fill? 

 

Kyle:  No, sir.  We want to deflect the water on each side.  We can bring that 

down.  We're wanting to keep the water away from the house. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  That is much too large a structure in the front.  If you 

want privacy use plantings and not structures. 

 

Commissioner Maccini:  During the subdivision process we talked about the 

drainage.  This is design driven. 

 

Chairman Meisel:  It's not our place to suggest alternatives. 

 

COMMISSIONER MACCINI MOVES TO RECOMMEND DENIAL ON ALL 

VARIANCES.  VICE-CHAIRMAN PLEDGER SECONDS.  (4-0) DENIAL. 

 
 

 

5.  Land Use 301 A Cedar Oak Drive: Discussion/recommendation on a variance 

application for the removal of five (5) trees equal to or greater than 14" in diameter in 

order to construct a new residence: 1) Tree # 1000 - 15" Cedar; 2) Tree # 1081 - 15" 

Cedar; 3) Tree # 1087 - 14" Cedar; 4) Tree # 1127 - 19" Cedar; and 5) Tree # 1187 - 16" 

Cedar (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 22.03.304). Applicant Greg Reynolds.  
 

  a.  Staff Briefing  

 

 City Planner Naini gives her staff briefing.  Staff 

Recommendation:  Approval.  Consider each of the variance trees. 

 

Commissioner Maccini:  This is a 2-story house, bi-level?   

 

Planner Naini:  Yes. 

 

Vice-Chairman Pledger:  Any considerable amount of space left for the tree will 

support it? 

 

Planner Naini:  Yes.  It is out of the Critical Root Zone. 

 

Commissioner Maccini:  We're only talking about the trees. 

 

 
 

  b.  Presentation by applicant  
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 Greg Reynolds is the applicant and owner.  It is 1.1 acre.  Only 1/3 of the area is 

usable.  Number one priority was to preserve this tree.  I met with the owners of 

other properties and they are supportive.   
 

  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.   

 

 Chairman Meisel opened the meeting for public comments. Hearing none, the public 

comment section was closed. 
 

  d.  Deliberation and Action  

 

 Commissioner Vaughan:  This seems reasonable.   

 

Chairman Meisel:  He does have to put in a lot of replacement trees.  This is a win-

win. 

 

Commissioner Maccini:  Mature Cedars do have a place in the ecosystem.  Tree 

#1000 is a 15" Cedar, the other ones are outdoor areas.  We do have ordinances for a 

reason. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  They are saving the best tree possible.  They did a nice 

job with this one. 

 

Chairman Meisel:  I don't see grounds to deny the variances requested. 

 

COMMISSIONER VANDERSTEEL MOVES TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL AS 

CITED.  COMMISSIONER VAUGHAN SECONDS.  APPROVED (3-

1) COMMMISSIONER MACCINI OPPOSES. 
 

 

6.  Land Use 416 Ridgewood Road: Discussion/recommendation on a variance request to 

encroach a setback in order to construct an accessory building to serve as a home office or 

school room (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 22.03.001) Applicant Victoria Keith.  
 

  a.  Staff Briefing  

 

 City Planner Naini gives her staff briefing.  Staff Recommendation:  Denial due to no 

hardship. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  I have a discrepancy with the location.   

 

Commissioner Vaughan:  The house is in the setback? 

 

Planner Naini:  Yes on both sides. 
 

 

  b.  Presentation by applicant  
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 Application is not present. 
 

  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.   

 

 Chairman Meisel opened the meeting for public comments. Hearing none, the public 

comment section was closed. 
 

  d.  Deliberation and Action  

 

 VICE-CHAIRMAN PLEDGER MOVES TO RECOMMEND DENIAL FOR LACK 

OF HARDSHIP.  MOTION DIES WITH NO SECOND. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  This was built before the current setbacks.   

 

Chairman Meisel:  Variances are forever.  A temporary structure has a different set 

of rules. 

 

Commissioner Vaughan:  I have a hard time voting on it without the applicant not 

being here. 

 

Commissioner Maccini:  If the structure does encroach more than the house.   

 

Vice-Chairman Pledger:  I don't see any kind of hardship. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  I'm worried about setting a precedent with these small 

buildings. 

 

COMMISSIONER VAUGHAN MOVES TO TABLE.  VICE-CHAIRMAN 

PLEDGER SECONDS.  UNANIMOUS (4-0) TO TABLE. 
 

 

7.  Land Use 1801 Westlake Drive: Discussion/recommendation of an ordinance and zoning 

map amendment to rezone 1801 Westlake Drive from Transitional Residential District (R-

3) to a Planned Development District (PDD) with a base zoning district of R-3 in order to 

construct residential condominiums (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 38.05.092 and Sec. 

38.06). Applicants 1801 Westlake Drive Venture, LLC & BV Austin Apartments, LLC.  
 

  a.  Staff Briefing  

 

 City Planner Naini gives her staff briefing. 

 

This is 1.94 acres with 26 units.  Steep topo, located on Bee Creek.  20 units are 

proposed.  2 separate buildings.  

 

Building 1 is a 3-story and Building 2 is a 4-story unit.  Height is 35' on 

Building 1 and 46' for Building 2; 34.01%  impervious cover.   Code deviations are 

gone over. 
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Staff Recommendation:  Options 

 

Vice-Chairman Pledger:  When we look at the solutions, does that preclude 

modifications like height and setback? 

 

Planner Naini:  You can make separate recommendations. 

 

Commissioner Maccini:  If we go for the PDD, that doesn't allow all the variances? 

 

Planner Naini:  Variances are part of the PDD. 

 

Commissioner Maccini:  They are currently apartments and they will be condos?  Is 

that allowable?  

 

Planner Naini:  It's a similar use. 

 

Chairman Meisel:  There is no grandfathering of the use if the apartments are 

removed. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  There is no non-residential around this site.  It goes 

against the R-3 zoning. 

 

 
 

  b.  Presentation by applicant  

 

 Terry Irion is speaking for the applicant.  We are not asking for a 

grandfathering.  It's an old structure.  We are trying to stay within the R-3 zoning 

requirements.  No increase in impervious cover.  Current 26 units will be replaced 

with 20.  All parking will be under the building.   

 

David Shiflet is the architect.  The VanDeMark's built this in 1962.  We thought it 

would be very low impact. 

 
 

  c.  Public Hearing: All persons wishing to speak for or against shall be heard.   

 

 Chairman Meisel opened the meeting for public comments. 

Josh Mabry asks if the Fire Department has ladder trucks that would reach the 

building?   

 

Josephine Whitley:  Thank you for the opportunity.  I'm the southern neighbor of 

this property.  I've been here since 1981.   I'm concerned about it being torn 

down.  Why should it be allowed to remain 5' from my property?  The number of 

units is decreasing but the parking will increase.  I got news about this through the 

notice but no specific plan was being discussed.  The neighbors need to have a need to 

see this and its effects.    
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Dan Brown is the engineer on the project has no comments. 

 

The Public Hearing is closed. 

 
 

  d.  Deliberation and Action  

 

 Commissioner Vandersteel:  I have two problems with the setback and height.  That 

is a very deep valley.  I'm having a hard time with the 5' setback.   

 

Mark Richardson is the architect:  Building 1 does have 3 units on the ground level.   

 

Vice-Chairman Pledger:  Height and setback should be met if torn down.  The last 

one to diminish is next to R-1 zoning.   

 

Commissioner Vaughan:  This is a unique situation.  I think the council needs to 

decide what to do with R-3.  I'm inclined to kick it to council since you've already 

talked to them. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  R-3 needs to be re-thought.   

 

Commissioner Vaughan:  The zoning doesn't make sense. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  The building is so deep it won't be that noticeable.   

 

Vice-Chairman Pledger:  I keep hearing about the height of the building is shielded 

from the road, the southside there are houses and I don't know how 45' building 

would look from those houses. 

 

Commissioner Maccini:  I have issues with height, impervious cover, setbacks and 

trees.  Too much on a small property.   

 

Chairman Meisel:  The council needs a recommendation. 

 

Vice-Chairman Pledger:  I'm not opposed to using a PDD but I think the variances 

ought to be compliant. 

 

Commissioner Vaughan:  I think council needs to decide what they want with these 

R-3 tracts. 

 

COMMISSIONER MACCINI MOVES TO RECOMMEND DENIAL OF PDD 

BASED ON THE VARIANCES AS PRESENTED.  MOTION DIES WITH NO 

SECOND. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  There is no communication between ZAPCO and 

council.   
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Commissioner Vaughan suggests going one by one.  Page 171, impervious cover. 

 

Commissioner Vandersteel:  What is proposed is smaller than what is there. 

 

Chairman Meisel:  What's appropriate for this property? 

 

Commissioner Maccini:  Let's start with one. 

 

Commissioner Vaughan:  All in favor of going one by one? 

 

#1:  32.51% (3-1) Commissioner Maccini Opposed 

#2 mute; council should deal with this one 

#3 5.5' setback (4--0) DENIAL conditional over 25'; 40' front 

#4  '40 front (4-0) APPROVAL 

#5 '40 rear (4-0) APPROVAL 

#6 BLDG. 1 HEIGHT (3-2) existing rule 

#7 BLDG. 2 46' (denial) existing rule 

#8 Number of units (impervious cover and height met, then a reasonable number 

should be considered) 

#9 Firetruck turnaround (approved) 

#10 tree removal (no recommendation) 

#11 tree (no recommendation) 

#12 water quality (no recommendation) 

#13 pool and drainage (approved) 

#14 erosion control (compliance) 

#15 Cut and fill (more development impervious cover and height) 

 

VICE-CHAIRMAN PLEDGER MOVES TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL WITH 

THE ABOVE CONDITIONS.  COMMISSIONER MACCINI 

SECONDS.  UNANIMOUS (4-0) APPROVAL.  

 
 

 

8.  Adjournment. Chairman Robert Meisel. 

 

 Motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:47 p.m. 

 
 

  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

____________________________________ 

      ROBERT MEISEL, CHAIRMAN  

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

_______________________________________         
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ZAPCO Secretary Mark Litrell 

 

 

These minutes were approved on __________, 2020. 
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SETBACK VARIANCE 
STAFF REPORT                      NOVEMBER 18, 2020 
 
Project Address:  416 Ridgewood Road  
 
Project Number: 16124 
 
Agenda Item: Land Use: 416 Ridgewood Road: Discussion/recommendation on a variance 
request to encroach a setback in order to construct an accessory building to serve as a home 
office or school room (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 22.03.001) Applicant Victoria Keith.  
 
Applicant Information: Applicant Victoria Keith 
 
Hearing Dates: 
October 21, 2020 ZAPCO - postponed   
November 18, 2020 ZAPCO 
December 9, 2020 Board of Adjustment 
 
Location: The subject property is located east of Brady Lane, south of Hatley Drive, and north of 
Rollingwood Drive and Bee Cave Road. The property is approximately 0.2172 acre.   
 
Zoning & Site Characteristics:  
The subject property and surrounding neighborhood are zoned R-1 – One-Family Residential.  
 
Background & Analysis:  
The homeowner, Ms. Keith, is seeking a side setback variance to construct a small standalone 
accessory structure in her backyard to serve as a home office/school room. The structure’s 
measurements are 10ft x 12ft, and would encroach approximately 7ft into the side setback. If 
the structure is placed within the allowable buildable area, it would occupy the middle of the 
backyard, reducing the functionality of the outdoor space.  
 
Ms. Keith’s home is approximately 1,377sf and she needs additional space to work from home 
and space for her son’s virtual schooling. The accessory structure will not include any plumbing.  
 
Variance Criteria Review: 
When applying for a variance, the applicant has established by competent evidence that: 
 

1. The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special 
conditions, will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 
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The application states – “At .21 acre, this lot is one of the smallest residential lots in 
WLH. Imposing the current setbacks means 5,753 SF or 61% of my lot area is 
contained within the restricted building setbacks, e.g. there remains only 3,708 SF of 
allowable buildable area.” 
“The 15’ setback requirement as applied to either side of backyard would put the 
structure in the middle of my backyard, greatly reducing the aesthetic appearance as 
well as functionality of my yard. My 12 year old son enjoys playing in the yard with 
friends. Placement in the proposed area would fit perfectly with the existing 
landscape and “tucked away” in an unused space to the side. The max height of the 
structure in its proposed location will be approximately 10’.”  
 

2. There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 
The application states – “There is only dead grass on the area now. No grass or trees 
are impacted nor any change in the terrain.”   

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “The only alternative is to add onto the home itself, which 
would require a greater variance, is cost prohibitive for me at this time as well as a 
much longer process.”   

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “The proposed structure is a very small (10 x 12, 120 square 
feet) building with only electrical service. This is the absolute minimum that will 
allow me a functional office or school space. It is fully portable with skid foundation. 
I am requesting a 7’ setback variance; the proposed site has an 8’ setback. if placed 
within the 15’ setbacks, the building would be in the middle of my yard and fall 
within existing landscaping.”  
 

5. The variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
The application states – “My home is tiny, 1377 square feet. I need only a single 7 
foot variance on one side of my yard. Placement at the suggested is basically tucked 
into an unused space and the unobtrusive. It will not be visible from the street.” 
 

6. The variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 
enjoyment of these properties by their owners. 
The application states – “I see no impact at all to my neighbors: no view is 
obstructed, no additional noise or traffic will result.”   
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Lighting 
Outdoor lighting is not proposed with this variance request. Any outdoor lighting will need to 
comply with the City’s Code.    
 
Building Code 
The property and future construction will have to comply with all applicable City codes.  
 
Subdivision 
This request will not change the subdivision.  
 
Comprehensive Planning Analysis 
The existing and future land use comply with the Master Plan.  
 
Staff Recommendation 
The staff recommendation is denial due to lack of hardship. It appears there are other possible 
location for the proposed accessory structure that would comply with the City’s Code. 

----- 

 
Links to Relevant Code: 
 

 Article 22.03, Division 8    Dimensional Regulations  

 Sec. 22.03.514      Criteria and process required for granting variance 
 
 
 
*** 
(Maps to follow) 
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Zoning: 
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Aerial: 
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ANSWERS TO VARIANCE APPROVAL CRITERIA QUESTIONS 

1.  Describe in detail any special conditions you believe will result in unnecessary hardship to you 

if the terms of this ordinance are strictly or literally enforced. 

At .21 Acres, this lot is one of the smallest residential lots in WLH.  Imposing the current setbacks means 

5,753 SF or 61% of my lot area is contained within the restricted building setbacks, e.g. there remains 

only 3,708 SF of allowable buildable area.   

The 15’ setback requirement as applied to either side of backyard would put the structure in the middle 

of my backyard, greatly reducing the aesthetic appearance as well as functionality of my yard.  My 12  

year old son enjoys playing in the yard with friends.  Placement in the proposed area would fit perfectly 

with existing landscape and “tucked away” in an unused space to the side.  The max height of the 

structure, in it's proposed location will be approximately 10'.  

2.  Why do you think the natural terrain and existing flora will not be unreasonably disrupted or 

destroyed if the variance you are requesting is granted?   

There is only dead grass on the area now.  No grass or trees are impacted nor any change in the terrain. 

3.  What other reasonable alternatives have you considered?  Why won’t these other options 

alleviate the difficulty or hardship that you think exists? 

The only alternative is to add onto the home itself, which would require a greater variance, is cost 

prohibitive for me at this time as well as a much longer process.   

4.  Why do you believe the variance you are requesting is the minimum required to alleviate the 

difficulty or hardship you think exists? 

The proposed structure is a very small (10 x 12, 120 square feet) building with only electrical service.  

This is the absolute minimum that will allow me a functional office or school space.  It is fully portable 

with skid foundation.  I am requesting a 7’ set back variance; the proposed site has an 8’ setback.  If 

placed within the 15’ setbacks, the building would be in the middle of my yard and fall within existing 

landscaping. 

5.  Why do you believe your variance does not violate the intent of the zoning ordinance or the 

goals of the City’s Comprehensive Plan? 

My home is tiny, 1377 square feet.  I need only a single 7 foot variance on one side of my yard.  

Placement at the suggested site is basically tucked into an unused space and the unobtrusive.  It will not 

be visible from the street. 

6.  Why do you believe your variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or 

interfere with the enjoyment of these properties by their owners? 

I see no impact at all to my neighbors: no view is obstructed, no additional noise or traffic will result. 

 

Property Address:  416 Ridgewood Road 
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LETTER TO ZAPCO CHAIRPERSON 

 

September 10, 2020 

Chairman Robert Meisel 

West Lake Hills Zoning and Planning Commission 

911 Westlake Drive 

West Lake Hills, TX 78746 

 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

 

I purchased a very small home in June, 2019, for my son and myself at 416 Ridgewood Road.  To be 

exact, my home is a whopping 1377 square feet!  I appreciated the ease, efficiency and small 

environmental footprint of the home and since I worked in an office five days a week and my son was at 

school and often at his father’s house, it worked well for us -  until the prolonged shut down due to 

Covid-19. 

 

I am a single, full-time working mother, now in my 6th straight month of working from home as well as 

homeschooling my middle school son.  My office will remain closed until the summer of 2021, and my 

son will be in remote school until at least January, 2021 and very possibly next semester as well.  As you 

might imagine, this is a very difficult situation in such a small space.   

 

I cannot afford to add onto the home at this time, and need a faster simpler solution to having a little bit 

more space.  I found an excellent solution – a site built, stand alone accessory structure that is 10’ x 12’, 

120 square foot offering.  This building will have electrical service only, no plumbing, and will serve as an 

office or school room – or both!    I have the ideal spot for it: it fits perfectly within existing landscaping 

and will cover unsightly dead grass.  Photos included. 

 

My lot is extremely small, and while a 15’ set back from the rear of the yard is no problem, 15’ from 

either the left or right side places the building  in the middle of the yard, encroaching on existing 

landscaping and impairing the function and aesthetics of my beautiful lush yard.  I am thus requesting a 

setback variance of 7 feet on the left side of my yard.  I have attached photos of the yard, the building, 

and proposed site.  I look forward to discussing this with you and the Board soon.  Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

Tori (Victoria) Ott Keith 
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9461 SF = .21 Acres
Allowable IC - Sliding Scale = 39.5% IC 
3737 SF of IC Permitted

House and Driveway = 2877 
Pavers, Rock and AC Pad = 425
Landscape Gravel NOT IN SETBACK = 402 SF @ 50% = 201 SF
Landscape Gravel IN SETBACK = 126 SF
REMOVE 55 SF OF GRAVEL IN SETBACK = -55
Proposed Improvement - 10x12m= 120

TOTAL EXISTING AND PROPOSED IC = 3,694 SF

15
'-0

"

15'-0" 15'-0"

IN ORDER TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF THESE
15' SETBACKS STRUCTURE CAN NOT BE TALLER THAN
16' ABOVE NATURAL GRADE, AND BE ONE STORY

Remove 55 SF
of Gravel in the Setback

7'-10"

8'
-7

"

PROPOSED
10X12 STRUCTURE
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Proposed site with variance granted from the front door view and side view, showing the structure 

closer in that the existing house. 

Existing shed at 418 Ridgewood not 15’ setback 
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FENCE VARIANCES 
STAFF REPORT                   NOVEMBER 18, 2020 
 
Project Address:  895 Live Oak Circle 
 
Project Number: 16210 
 
Agenda Item: Land Use: 895 Live Oak Circle: Discussion/recommendation on a variance request 
to build a front yard fence that encroaches the front building setback (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 
22.03.173 (d)(6)(A)). Applicants/Owners Thomas & Gesine Seifert.  
 
Applicant Information: Homeowners Thomas and Gesine Seifert  
 
Hearing Dates: 
November 18, 2020 ZAPCO   
December 9, 2020 Board of Adjustment 
 
Location: The subject property is located north of Yaupon Valley Road, west of Laurel Valley 
Road, and south of Redbud Trail.  
 
Zoning & Site Characteristics:  
The subject property is zoned R-1 – One-Family Residential and is approximately 1.46 acres.     
 
Background & Analysis:  
The homeowners Mr. and Mrs. Seifert are applying for a front yard fence variance to construct 
a fence that encroaches the front yard fence setback. Properties that are 0.75 acre and larger 
are subject to a 30ft front yard fence setback. The proposed is located 12ft – 15ft from the 
road. Mr. and Mrs. Seifert would like a privacy fence to shield their home from the street, and 
are proposing a 4ft fence. Due to the steep topography and location of a large retaining wall, 
they are limited in the location of the fence. The fence would also have to be taller if it were 
located closer to the house.  
 
Variance Criteria Review: 
When applying for a variance, the applicant has established by competent evidence that: 
 

1. The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special 
conditions, will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 
The application states – “Our home is completely transparent from the street and 
passers-by can look in (some even wave when they walk by). In terms of this 
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ordinance are strictly or literally enforced, the front yard fence would be too close to 
the existing retaining wall by the driveway. Also, due to the steep slope of the front 
yard, the fence would have to be significantly higher than the proposed 4ft in order 
to achieve a minimum of privacy, both for the neighbors passing-by and ourselves. A 
6-ft fence sitting right above the retaining wall would give the appearance of a tall 
wall when looking out from the home.”  
 

2. There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 
The application states – “The proposed front yard fence will not have any impact on 
the existing flora and trees. On the contrary: with the proposed material of rusted 
steel at the upper edge and plantings of native mountain laurel it will blend in with 
the natural terrain very nicely.” 

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “If we follow the ordinance in terms of distance from the 
road, we would need to increase the height of the fence to the maximum allowed 
height of 6ft. Not only would that add significantly to the cost of the project, but 
would also not be as aesthetically pleasing as the proposed 4ft-fence at 12-15ft from 
the road.” 

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “We believe that the variance we are requesting is the right 
trade-off: it allows us to keep the fence low at 4ft, aesthetically pleasing within a 
reasonable budget and still significantly farther from the road than the previous 
fence.”  
 

5. The variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
The application states – “The fence that was on the property from 1984 – 2020 was 
not even on the property, but in the right-of-way. Our proposed front yard fence 
takes the fence back 12 – 15 feet from the road and in terms of design and materials 
will be much better integrated in the existing landscape.”  
 

6. The variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 
enjoyment of these properties by their owners. 
The application states – “The proposed front yard fence will have about the same 
distance from the road as the fence of the property across the street. It doesn’t 
intervene with any views of the neighboring properties. It complements the design 
of our modern home, enhances the overall beauty of the neighborhood and has 
been seen favorably by the neighbors we have discussed the project with.”     
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Lighting 
Outdoor lighting is not proposed with this variance request/not applicable.   
 
Building Code 
The property and future construction will have to comply with all applicable City codes.  
 
Subdivision 
This request will not change the subdivision.  
 
Comprehensive Planning Analysis 
The existing and future land use comply with the Master Plan.  
 
Staff Recommendation 
The staff recommendation is denial due to a lack of hardship.  
 
Links to Relevant Code: 
 

 Sec. 22.03.173  Fences  
 
*** 
(Maps to follow) 
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Zoning: 
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Aerial: 
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895 Live Oak Circle, West Lake Hills, TX 78746
Thomas and Gesine Seifert

n/a
512.671.0404

10/07/2020
Front Yard Fence Closer to Road (12-15 ft) than Specified in Ordinance (30ft)
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ANSWERS TO VARIANCE APPROVAL CRITERIA QUESTIONS 

1. Describe in detail any special conditions you believe will result in unnecessary 
hardship to you if the terms of this ordinance are strictly or literally enforced. 

Our home is completely transparent from the street and passers-by can look in (some even 
wave when they walk by).


If the terms of this ordinance are strictly or literally enforced, the front yard fence would be too 
close to the existing retaining wall by the driveway. Also, due to the steep slope of the front 
yard, the fence would have to be significantly higher than the proposed 4ft in order to achieve a 
minimum of privacy, both for the neighbors passing-by and ourselves. A 6-ft fence sitting right 
above the retaining wall would give the appearance of a tall wall when looking out from the 
home.


2. Why do you think the natural terrain and existing flora will not be unreasonably 
disrupted or destroyed if the variance you are requesting is granted? 

The proposed front yard fence will not have any impact on the existing flora and trees. On the 
contrary: with the proposed material of rusted steel at the upper edge and plantings of native 
mountain laurel it will blend in with the natural terrain very nicely.


3. What other reasonable alternatives have you considered? Why won’t these other 
options alleviate the difficulty or hardship that you think exists? 

If we follow the ordinance in terms of distance from the road, we would need to increase the 
height of the fence to the maximum allowed height of 6ft. Not only would that add significantly 
to the cost of the project, but would also not be as aesthetically pleasing as the proposed 4-ft-
fence at 12-15ft from the road.


4. Why do you believe the variance you are requesting is the minimum required to 
alleviate the difficulty or hardship you think exists? 

We believe that the variance we are requesting is the right trade-off: It allows us to keep the 
fence low at 4ft, aesthetically pleasing within a reasonable budget and still significantly farther 
from the road than the previous fence.


5. Why do you believe your variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance 
or the goals of the City’s Comprehensive Plan? 

The fence that was on the property from 1984 - 2020 was not even on the property, but in the 
right-of-way. Our proposed front yard fence takes the fence back 12-15 feet from the road and 
in terms of design and materials will be much better integrated in the existing landscape.


6. Why do you believe your variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or 
interfere with the enjoyment of these properties by their owners? 

The proposed front yard fence will have about the same distance from the road as the fence of 
the property across the street. It doesn’t intervene with any views of the neighboring 
properties. It complements the design of our modern home, enhances the overall beauty of the 
neighborhood and has been seen favorably by the neighbors we have discussed the project 
with.

Page 46 of 127



Anjali Naini 

City of West Lake Hills 

911 Westlake Dr. 

West Lake Hills, TX 78746 

 October 7, 2020 

 

Dear Ms. Naini, 

First, my wife and I would like to thank you for all your help thus far with the permitting for our house. 
We know we are doing a lot and your attentiveness and understanding has been greatly appreciated!  

We have new neighbors at 895 Live Oak, the Seiferts, who have asked us about putting in a fence in 
their front yard. Many of us are trying to improve and beautify our neighborhood, and we have no 
objections to the Seifert’s proposed front yard fence. Based on the pictures they showed us, we believe 
it is going to look great.  

 

Sincerely, 

Jason and Jessica Karp 

900 Live Oak Circle, 

West Lake Hills, TX 78746 
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FENCE VARIANCES 
STAFF REPORT                   NOVEMBER 18, 2020 
 
Project Address:  1 Sweet Sky Road 
 
Project Number: 16127 
 
Agenda Item: Land Use: 1 Sweet Sky: Discussion/recommendation on a variance request for 
three variances for the construction of a fence and driveway gate: 1) side yard fence 
encroaching front fence setback; 2) install driveway gate encroaching the front setback; 3) 
install front fence connecting to driveway gate that encroaches the front setback. (West Lake 
Hills Code Sec. 22.03.173). Applicants/Owners Kevin Stutz & Jeannette Spinelli.  
 
Applicant Information: Homeowners Kevin Stutz and Jeannette Spinelli  
 
Hearing Dates: 
November 18, 2020 ZAPCO   
December 9, 2020 City Council  
 
Location: The subject property is located north of Redbud Trail, south of Windsong Trail, and 
west of Westlake Drive.  
 
Zoning & Site Characteristics:  
The subject property is zoned R-1 – One-Family Residential and is approximately 1.23 acres.      
 
Background & Analysis:  
The homeowners Mr. Stutz and Ms. Spinelli are seeking a fence variance for their side yard 
fence that encroaches the front fence setback; driveway gate that encroaches the front setback 
(located at 20ft instead of 30ft); and portion of a fence in the front yard setback that connects 
from the driveway gate to the retaining wall at the front of the property.   
 
Their property steeply drops off from the street. There is a large retaining wall at the front of 
the property where it adjoins the street and ranges in height from 4ft to 15ft (appears to be 
part of the public right-of-way as it seems to be supporting the street infrastructure).   
 
The application includes a request to install a front yard fence spanning the width of the 
property located on top of the retaining wall; however, because that appears to be City right-
of-way, this request cannot be processed as a variance request and will be considered 
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separately by City Council to see if there are other suitable options to address the safety 
concerns.  
 
Variance Criteria Review: 
When applying for a variance, the applicant has established by competent evidence that: 
 

1. The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special 
conditions, will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 
The application states – “The risk of someone falling onto my property and hurting 
themselves.” The applicants also stated in conversations with staff that the 
topography is challenging.   
 

2. There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 
The application states – “Nothing will be disrupted with respect to terrain or flora.”  

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “No other option would create the same safety.”  

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application explains that this is the minimum needed to alleviate the hardship.   
 

5. The variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
No response provided. The variances requested do not appear to violate the intent 
of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

6. The variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 
enjoyment of these properties by their owners. 
The application explains the request will not adversely affect neighbors.”   

 
Lighting 
Outdoor lighting is not proposed with this variance request/not applicable.   
 
Building Code 
The property and future construction will have to comply with all applicable City codes.  
 
Subdivision 
This request will not change the subdivision.  
 
Comprehensive Planning Analysis 
The existing and future land use comply with the Master Plan.  
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Staff Recommendation 
The staff recommendation is denial due to a lack of hardship for the requested variances.  
 
Links to Relevant Code: 
 

 Sec. 22.03.173  Fences  
 
*** 
(Maps to follow) 
 
Zoning: 
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Aerial: 
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Anjali Naini

From: Becky Butschek >
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 9:17 AM
To: Anjali Naini
Subject: Variance

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

In reference to the variances requested by Kevin Stutz at #1 Sweet Sky, we request that the variances be denied. Our 
concern is that access to the canyon for firefighters and their equipment would be blocked. This past summer owners of 
an adjacent property were shooting off fireworks over the canyon and police were called to the property. 
 
Thank you. Becky Butschek 701 Windsong Trail 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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NON-CONFORMING STRUCTURE VARIANCES 
STAFF REPORT                   NOVEMBER 18, 2020 
 
Project Address:  310 Westhaven Drive 
 
Project Number: 16173 
 
Agenda Item: Land Use: 310 Westhaven Drive: Discussion/recommendation on a request for 
two variances to remodel an existing nonconforming cabana: 1) building setback 
encroachment; and 2) exceed maximum allowed impervious cover. (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 
22.03.281). Applicants/Owners Andrew Schwartz and Sylvia Arabian.  
 
Applicant Information: Homeowners Andrew Schwartz and Sylvia Arabian 
 
Hearing Dates: 
November 18, 2020 ZAPCO   
December 9, 2020 Board of Adjustment 
 
Location: The subject property is located north of Bee Cave Road, east of McConnell Drive, and 
west of Westlake Drive.  
 
Zoning & Site Characteristics:  
The subject property is zoned R-1 – One-Family Residential and is approximately 0.6910 acre.    
 
Background & Analysis:  
The homeowners Mr. Schwartz and Ms. Arabian would like to remodel their existing backyard 
cabana that is a nonconforming structure. The cabana encroaches the 30ft rear setback and is 
approximately 14ft from the rear property line. The property is already over the maximum 
permitted impervious cover at approximately 40.1% (Code allows maximum 25% for properties 
0.5 acre and larger). The remodeled cabana will maintain the existing footprint, and the 
homeowners have removed a lot of flatwork around the property to reduce the impervious 
cover. Because this is a nonconforming structure being significantly remodeled, the Code 
requires to either seek variance approval or rebuild the structure to meet current regulations.  
 
The same variances were applied for an approved by the City in 2018, but the variances expired 
since a building permit application was not filed in time. 
 
 
 

Page 67 of 127



2 

 

Variance Criteria Review: 
When applying for a variance, the applicant has established by competent evidence that: 
 

1. The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special 
conditions, will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 
The application states – “Roofline of building is 6’2” above flatwork. Andrew is 6’6” 
and hits his head upon entering the building.”  
 

2. There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 
The application states – “Remodel is within existing footprint. No trees will be 
disturbed.” 

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “Have removed a notable amount of impervious cover but 
still well over the limit. Shrinking the driveway presents a hardship to EISD, 
neighborhood and businesses.” 

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “Remodel is the easiest solution (raise the roof).”  
 

5. The variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
The application states – “Since footprint is the same as original structure, there is no 
impact.”  
 

6. The variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 
enjoyment of these properties by their owners. 
The application states – “New roof height will not obstruct a view, change drainage, 
or impact adjoining properties.”    

 
Lighting 
Outdoor lighting is not proposed with this variance request. Any outdoor lighting will need to 
comply with the City’s Code.    
 
Building Code 
The property and future construction will have to comply with all applicable City codes.  
 
Subdivision 
This request will not change the subdivision.  
 
Comprehensive Planning Analysis 

Page 68 of 127



3 

 

The existing and future land use comply with the Master Plan.  
 
Staff Recommendation 
The staff recommendation is approval as the proposed remodel will not increase impervious 
cover or expand the existing footprint. Furthermore, the City previously approved the same 
variance requests in 2018.  
 
Links to Relevant Code: 
 

 Article 22.03, Division 8. Dimensional Regulations  

 Article 38.04, Division 3. Nonconforming Uses and Structures 
 
*** 
(Maps to follow) 
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Zoning: 
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Aerial: 
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TREE VARIANCES 
STAFF REPORT                   NOVEMBER 18, 2020 
 
Project Address:  702 Loma Linda 
 
Project Number: 16215 
 
Agenda Item: Land Use: 702 Loma Linda: Discussion/recommendation on a variance request to 
remove six trees 14" or greater in order to construct a new home: 1) Tree # 595 - 17" Spanish 
Oak; 2) Tree # 597 - 15.5" Cedar; 3) Tree # 604 - 18" Live Oak; 4) Tree # 607 - 34.5" Multi-Trunk 
Cedar; 5) Tree # 626 - 14" Cedar; and 6) Tree # 649 - 14" Cedar. (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 
22.03.304). Applicant Adam Mosier - Mosier Luxury Homes/Owners Santiago & Jenna 
Montoya.  
 
Applicant Information: Applicant Adam Mosier| Mosier Luxury Homes, LLC | Owners Santiago 
& Jenna 
 
Hearing Dates: 
November 18, 2020 ZAPCO   
December 9, 2020 City Council 
 
Location: The subject property is located on a cul-de-sac and is north of Spurlock Valley, south 
of Basin Ledge and between Terrace Mountain Drive to the west and east.  
 
Zoning & Site Characteristics:  
The subject property is zoned R-1 – One-Family Residential and is approximately 0.56 acre. 
There was a prior home on the property that was demolished.   
 
Background & Analysis:  
The applicant is requesting variances for the removal of six trees that are 14” or greater in 
order to construct a new home. A building permit application and swimming pool permit 
application were filed but are on hold due to the tree variances. The prior home was located in 
the building setbacks, and the new proposed home will be in compliance with the setback 
regulations but accordingly would require tree variances to be approved.   
 
Variance Criteria Review: 
When applying for a variance, the applicant has established by competent evidence that: 
 

1. The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special 
conditions, will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 
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The application states – “The house cannot be constructed because of the smaller, 
pie shaped lot located in a cul-de-sac, significantly restricting development when 
side setbacks are applied. The proposed layout is the minimum request to bring the 
property into compliance as the current foundation lies in the left side setback. 
Alternate configurations would result in requesting variances for larger, healthier 
trees.” 
 

2. There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 
The application states – “Existing terrain and slope will not be altered. The variance 
request is associated with removal of existing trees that currently prohibit functional 
use of the lot. Existing vegetation will be protected or replaced or ensure erosion 
will not occur. Trees will be replaced in accordance with mitigation requirements.” 

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “There are two state sized oaks (#563 and 564) with half 
critical root zones of 11’ and 17’, respectively. Because of the location of these two 
beautiful oaks and the pie shaped, smaller sized lot, the placement of the structure 
had to be pushed down the lot to its current location. Additionally, the existing slab 
(to be demolished) is in the side setback. The septic system cannot be placed in an 
alternate location…” 

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “Placing the structure in another portion of the property will 
severely restrict the size of the structure proposed and create a disjointed, 
dysfunctional layout.”  
 

5. The variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
The application states – “The zoning ordinance is based on conforming lots (1 acre or 
greater) and assumes a standard shaped lot. This lot is approximately 0.5 acres and 
odd shaped because it is in a cul-de-sac. The replacement of “cedars” with more 
beneficial species will be additive to the current situation and will bring the property 
into compliance in regard to a fire defensible space plan.”  
 

6. The variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 
enjoyment of these properties by their owners. 
The application states – “The trees to be removed are interior to the property lines 
and are effectively unseen by neighbors. Neighbors will benefit from the removal of 
these three trees because they will be replaced with 150% more trees that are safer 
and more beneficial than cedars.”   
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Lighting 
Outdoor lighting is not proposed with this variance request. Any outdoor lighting will need to 
comply with the City’s Code.    
 
Building Code 
The property and future construction will have to comply with all applicable City codes.  
 
Subdivision 
This request will not change the subdivision.  
 
Comprehensive Planning Analysis 
The existing and future land use comply with the Master Plan.  
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval of the following trees: Tree # 649 - 14" Cedar; and Tree # 604 – 18” 
Live Oak due to the location of the proposed septic field, building footprint and steep 
topography of the lot.  
 
Staff recommends denial of the following trees: Tree # 607 – 34.5” Multi-Trunk Cedar; Tree # 
595 – 17” Spanish Oak; Tree # 597 – 15.5” Cedar, and Tree # 626 – 14” Cedar. However, these 
may all need to be considered differently if they impact the septic system and septic field.  
 
Removal of trees 14” and greater require mitigation at 150%.  
 
Links to Relevant Code: 
 

 Sec. 22.03.304     Tree and vegetation removal and replacement 

 Sec. 22.03.514      Criteria and process required for granting variance 
 
 
*** 
(Maps to follow) 
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Zoning: 
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Aerial: 
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702 Loma Linda   78746
Santiago and Jenna Montoya

Adam Mosier / Mosier Luxury Homes
512-845-8069

8/22/20

Removal of trees: 595, 597, 604, 607, 626, 649
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Mosierluxuryhomes.com         1006 W. 31st St.          Austin         Texas         78705 

September 29, 2020 

Chairman Robert Meisel  
West Lake Hills Zoning and Planning Commission  
91 I Westlake Drive  
West Lake Hills, Texas 78746  

Dear Mr. Chairman:  

My client is requesting a variance for the removal of the following trees: 
• #595 is a 17” Spanish Oak
• #597 is a 15.5” Cedar
• #604 is an 18” Live Oak
• #607 is a 34.5” multi trunked cedar
• #626 is a 14” Cedar
• #649 is a 14" Cedar
• #714 was removed by the prior owner during home demolition (Please review attached email with 

Darin Walker and the owner’s agent)

I have attached pictures of each of these trees, the site plan, and the survey for your review. Because of the lot 
size and shape, the house and septic drainage field cannot be located or situated in other areas without 
requesting larger, healthier trees be removed. Additionally, the septic engineer maintains that soil tests on 
other parts of the property have too much clay and are not conducive to proper operation of the septic drain 
fields. 

The existing foundation on the property currently exists in the side setback and the proposed, new structure 
will bring this property into compliance if these tree removal variances are granted.  

The removal of these interior trees will not alter the privacy of the property as it relates to the neighbors and it 
will create a defensible fire zone around the future structure. The owner has every intention of mitigating the 
removal of these trees in accordance with the City of West Lake Hills requirements for tree 14” and greater.  

No additional variances are being requested. 

Sincerely,  

Adam Mosier 
Mosier Luxury Homes LLC 
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Mosierluxuryhomes.com         1006 W. 31st St.          Austin         Texas         78705 
 
 

ANSWERS TO VARIANCE APPROVAL CRITERIA QUESTIONS 

 

West Lake Hills City Code requires applicants to answer each of the following questions. The ZAPCO 
Commissioners, Board of Adjustment and City Council Members consider your answers to these questions 
when evaluating your application. (Feel free to respond to these questions on a separate page or document.) 

 

(1) Describe in detail any special conditions you believe will result in unnecessary hardship to you if the 
terms of this ordinance are strictly or literally enforced. 

The house cannot be constructed because of the smaller, pie shaped lot located in a cul-de-sac, 
significantly restricting development when side setbacks are applied. The proposed layout is the 
minimum request to bring the property into compliance as the current foundation lies in the left 
side setback. Alternate configurations would result in requesting variances for larger, healthier 
trees. 

(2) Why do you think the natural terrain and existing flora will not be unreasonably disrupted or destroyed 
in the variance you are requesting is granted? 

Existing terrain and slope will not be altered. The variance request is associated with removal of 
existing trees that currently prohibit functional use of the lot. Existing vegetation will be protected or 
replaced to ensure erosion will not occur. Trees will be replaced in accordance with mitigation 
requirements. 

(3) What other reasonable alternatives have you considered? Why won't these other options alleviate the 
difficulty or hardship that you think exists? 

There are two state size oaks (#563 & 564) with half critical root zones of 11’ and 17’, respectively. 
Because of the location of these two beautiful oaks and the pie shaped, smaller sized lot, the placement 
of the structure had to be pushed down the lot to its current location. Additionally, the existing slab 
(to be demolished) is in the side setback. The septic system cannot be placed in an alternate location 
because soil samples were taken by the soils engineer and designer and it was determined that too 
much clayey soil existed and he maintains that this would not be conducive to proper dispersion and 
absorption of the septic field discharge.  

(4) Why do you believe the variance you are requesting is the minimum required to alleviate the difficulty 
or hardship you think exists? 

Placing the structure in another portion of the property will severely restrict the size of the structure 
proposed and create a disjointed, dysfunctional layout. The existing structure, which will be 
demolished, currently sits in the side setback. Replacement trees of a different species will also be less 
hazardous from a fire fuel perspective. 

(5) Why do you believe your variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or the goals of 
the City's Comprehensive Plan? 

The zoning ordinance is based on conforming lots (1 acre or greater) and assumes a standard shaped 
lot. This lot is approximately 0.5 acres and odd shaped because it is in a cul-de-sac. The replacement 
of "cedars" with more beneficial species will be additive to the current situation and will bring the 
property into compliance in regard to a fire defensible space plan. 

(6) Why do you believe your variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 
enjoyment of these properties by their owners? 

The trees to be removed are interior to the property lines and are effectively unseen by neighbors. 
Neighbors will benefit from the removal of these three trees because they will be replaced with 150% 
more trees that are safer and more beneficial than cedars. 

 

Property Address:   702 Loma Linda           
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Adam Mosier <adam@mosierluxuryhomes.com>

Fwd: 702 Loma Linda
Jenna Gillies > Tue, Sep 29, 2020 at 9:08 AM
To: Adam Mosier >
Cc: Santiago Montoya 

See below for explanation of the 2 trees. 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jenna Gillies >
Date: September 29, 2020 at 9:06:53 AM CDT
To: Santiago Montoya 
Subject: Fwd:  702 Loma Linda

Begin forwarded message:

From: Amy Mosier 
Date: January 2, 2020 at 12:17:20 PM CST
To:  Adam Mosier

>
Subject: Fwd:  702 Loma Linda

Jenna and Santi, please take a look at the email and attachments below that Darin (listing
agent) sent me after our phone conversation. 

Let me know if tomorrow at 11:45am works for the two of you to meet at Loma Linda. 

Thanks!

AMY MOSIER
Realtor®, GRI, SRS, GREEN, ABR

Institute for Luxury Home Marketing Member

c  512.947.7255  |  SEED Property Group  I AMP

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Darin Walker 
Date: Thu, Jan 2, 2020 at 11:53 AM
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Subject: 702 Loma Linda
To: <amy

Amy,

Attached is the tree and topo survey and site plans and floor plan Cornerstone Architects has
worked up.  Under this plan, the slab would be demoed and the house will be removed from
the side setback.  Also two cedar trees that were behind the preexisting house were removed
with permission from the city as they would have been damaged in the demo of the house.

Bob Wetmore with Cornerstone knows City of West Lake Hills building codes extremely well
and does a great job of designing homes that can be cost efficiently built on the lot.  He's
more than happy to meet with your clients to design a floorplan for just 3k sqft that gets them
what they want. 

Thanks,
Darin 

-- 

and
 

DARIN S. WALKER
Elite 25 Member
View my agent biography film

c 512.560.7633o512.328.0058  
wdarinwalkeraustin.com
e darin.walker@sothebysrealty.com
a 2700 Barton Creek Blvd #200
 Austin, Texas 78735

3 attachments

Tree and Topo Survey 702 Loma Linda.pdf
517K

Loma Linda Concept Site Plan  19-12-11.pdf
3403K

Loma Linda Concept Plan  19-12-11.pdf
4150K
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Current Foundation lies in left setback

Centerview of lot with several subject 
trees for removal shown

Tree #714 was removed during 
demolition by prior property owner
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#604
18" Live Oak
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Tree #607 
34.5" Multitrunk Cedar
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#595
17" Spanish Oak
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#597
15.5" Cedar
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#626
14" Cedar
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1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL EROSION/SEDIMENTATION CONTROLS, TREE/NATURAL AREA PROTECTIVE FENCING, AND CONDUCT "PRE-CONSTRUCTION" TREE FERTILIZATION (IF APPLICABLE) PRIOR TO ANY SITE PREPARATION 
WORK (CLEARING, GRUBBING OR EXCAVATION).

2. THE PLACEMENT OF EROSION/SEDIMENTATION CONTROLS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE  APPROVED EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL PLAN. 
3. ENVIRONMENTAL INSPECTOR HAS THE AUTHORITY TO ADD AND OR MODIFY EROSION/SEDIMENTATION CONTROLS ON SITE TO KEEP PROJECT IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY OF WESTLAKE HILLS RULES AND REGULATIONS.
4. PURSUANT TO 14-11-131 OF THE CITY CODE, THE CONTRACTOR MAY NOT BLOCK, DIRECT, IMPEDE, OR REROUTE PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR TRAFFIC, NOR PLACE A BARRICADE OR OTHER TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE IN A RIGHT-

OF-WAY, WITHOUT FIRST OBTAINING A TEMPORARY USE OF RIGHT-OF-WAY PERMIT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION.
5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN ALL NECESSARY PERMITS THAT ARE REQUIRED TO COMPLY WITH SECTIONS OF THE CITY CODE REGARDING EXCAVATION IN PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY.
6. DUST CONTROL TO BE PROVIDED BY CONTRACTOR IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITY OF WESTLAKE HILLS.
7. CONTRACTOR SHALL CLEAN UP SPOILS THAT MIGRATE INTO EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY A MINIMUM OF ONCE PER DAY.
8. CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL TEMPORARY CHAIN LINK FENCE FOR PEDESTRIAN SAFETY WHERE LIMITS OF CONSTRUCTION ARE SHOWN.
9. ALL STORM WATER LEAVING THE SITE DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES MUST PASS THROUGH THE SILT FENCE OR ROCK BERMS.
10. SILT FENCE TYPE AND INSTALLATION SHALL COMPLY WITH ECM 1.4.2(G).
11. REFERENCE "GENERAL NOTES" SHEETS FOR EROSION CONTROL NOTES, SEQUENCE OF CONSTRUCTION.
12. IF DISTURBED AREA IS NOT TO BE WORKED ON FOR MORE THAN 14 DAYS, DISTURBED AREA NEEDS TO BE STABILIZED BY REVEGETATION, MULCH, TARP OR REVEGETATION MATTING.
13. THE PLACEMENT OF TREE/NATURAL AREA PROTECTIVE FENCING SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITY OF AUSTIN STANDARD NOTES FOR TREE AND NATURAL AREA PROTECTION AND THE APPROVED GRADING/TREE AND 

NATURAL AREA PLAN.
14. A PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONFERENCE SHALL BE HELD ON-SITE WITH THE CONTRACTOR, DESIGN ENGINEER/PERMIT APPLICANT AND ENVIRONMENTAL INSPECTOR AFTER INSTALLATION OF THE EROSION/SEDIMENTATION CONTROLS, 

TREE/NATURAL AREA PROTECTION MEASURES AND "PRE-CONSTRUCTION" TREE FERTILIZATION (IF APPLICABLE) PRIOR TO BEGINNING ANY SITE PREPARATION WORK. 
15. ANY MAJOR VARIATION IN MATERIALS OR LOCATIONS OF CONTROLS OR FENCES FROM THOSE SHOWN ON THE APPROVED PLANS WILL REQUIRE A REVISION AND MUST BE APPROVED BY THE REVIEWING ENGINEER, 

ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST OR CITY ARBORIST AS APPROPRIATE. MAJOR REVISIONS MUST BE APPROVED BY AUTHORIZED STAFF. MINOR CHANGES TO BE MADE AS FIELD REVISIONS TO THE EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION 
CONTROL PLAN MAY BE REQUIRED BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL INSPECTOR DURING THE COURSE OF CONSTRUCTION TO CORRECT CONTROL INADEQUACIES.

16. THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE A CERTIFIED INSPECTOR THAT IS EITHER A LICENSED ENGINEER (OR PERSON DIRECTLY SUPERVISED BY THE LICENSED ENGINEER) OR CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL IN EROSION AND
SEDIMENT CONTROL (CPESC OR CPESC - IT), CERTIFIED EROSION, SEDIMENT AND STORMWATER - INSPECTOR (CESSWI OR CESSWI - IT) OR CERTIFIED INSPECTOR OF SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROLS (CISEC OR CISEC -
IT) CERTIFICATION TO INSPECT THE CONTROLS AND FENCES AT WEEKLY OR BI-WEEKLY INTERVALS AND AFTER ONE-HALF (½) INCH OR GREATER RAINFALL EVENTS TO INSURE THAT THEY ARE FUNCTIONING PROPERLY. THE 
PERSON(S) RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE OF CONTROLS AND FENCES SHALL IMMEDIATELY MAKE ANY NECESSARY REPAIRS TO DAMAGED AREAS. SILT ACCUMULATION AT CONTROLS MUST BE REMOVED WHEN THE DEPTH 
REACHES SIX (6) INCHES OR ONE-THIRD (⅓) OF THE INSTALLED HEIGHT OF THE CONTROL WHICHEVER IS LESS.

17. PRIOR TO FINAL ACCEPTANCE BY THE CITY, HAUL ROADS AND WATERWAY CROSSINGS CONSTRUCTED FOR TEMPORARY CONTRACTOR ACCESS MUST BE REMOVED, ACCUMULATED SEDIMENT REMOVED FROM THE WATERWAY AND 
THE AREA RESTORED TO THE ORIGINAL GRADE AND REVEGETATED. ALL LAND CLEARING DEBRIS SHALL BE DISPOSED OF IN APPROVED SPOIL DISPOSAL SITES.

18. ALL WORK MUST STOP IF A VOID IN THE ROCK SUBSTRATE IS DISCOVERED WHICH IS; ONE SQUARE FOOT IN TOTAL AREA; BLOWS AIR FROM WITHIN THE SUBSTRATE AND/OR CONSISTENTLY RECEIVES WATER DURING ANY RAIN
EVENT. AT THIS TIME IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROJECT MANAGER TO IMMEDIATELY CONTACT AN ENVIRONMENTAL INSPECTOR FOR FURTHER INVESTIGATION. IN ADDITION, IF THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN THE 
EDWARDS AQUIFER, THE PROJECT MANAGER MUST NOTIFY THE TRAVIS COUNTY BALCONES CANYONLANDS CONSERVATION PRESERVE (BCCP) BY EMAIL AT BCCP@TRAVISCOUNTYTX.GOV. CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WITHIN 50 
FEET OF THE VOID MUST STOP.

19. TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL: ALL DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE RESTORED AS NOTED BELOW:

A. ALL DISTURBED AREAS TO BE REVEGETATED ARE REQUIRED TO PLACE A MINIMUM OF SIX (6) INCHES OF TOPSOIL [SEE STANDARD SPECIFICATION ITEM NO. 601S.3(A)]. DO NOT ADD TOPSOIL WITHIN THE CRITICAL ROOT 
ZONE OF EXISTING TREES.

B. TOPSOIL SALVAGED FROM THE EXISTING SITE IS ENCOURAGED FOR USE, BUT IT SHOULD MEET THE STANDARDS SET FORTH IN 601S.
C. AN OWNER/ENGINEER MAY PROPOSE USE OF ONSITE SALVAGED TOPSOIL WHICH DOES NOT MEET THE CRITERIA OF STANDARD SPECIFICATION 601S BY PROVIDING A SOIL ANALYSIS AND A WRITTEN STATEMENT FROM A 

QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL IN SOILS, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, OR AGRONOMY INDICATING THE ONSITE TOPSOIL WILL PROVIDE AN EQUIVALENT GROWTH MEDIA AND SPECIFYING WHAT, IF ANY, SOIL AMENDMENTS ARE 
REQUIRED.
SOIL AMENDMENTS SHALL BE WORKED INTO THE EXISTING ONSITE TOPSOIL WITH A DISC OR TILLER TO CREATE A WELL-BLENDED MATERIAL.

D. THE VEGETATIVE STABILIZATION OF AREAS DISTURBED BY CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE AS FOLLOWS:

TEMPORARY VEGETATIVE STABILIZATION:
a. FROM SEPTEMBER 15 TO MARCH 1, SEEDING SHALL BE WITH OR INCLUDE A COOL SEASON COVER CROP: (WESTERN WHEATGRASS ( PASCOPYRUM SMITHII ) AT 5.6 POUNDS PER ACRE, OATS ( AVENA SATIVA ) AT 

4.0 POUNDS PER ACRE, CEREAL RYE GRAIN ( SECALE CEREALE ) AT 45 POUNDS PER ACRE. CONTRACTOR MUST ENSURE THAT ANY SEED APPLICATION REQUIRING A COOL SEASON COVER CROP DOES NOT UTILIZE 
ANNUAL RYEGRASS ( LOLIUM MULTIFLORUM ) OR PERENNIAL RYEGRASS ( LOLIUM PERENNE ). COOL SEASON COVER CROPS ARE NOT PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL.

b. FROM MARCH 2 TO SEPTEMBER 14, SEEDING SHALL BE WITH HULLED BERMUDA AT A RATE OF 45 POUNDS PER ACRE OR A NATIVE PLANT SEED MIX CONFORMING TO ITEM 604S OR 609S.
• FERTILIZER SHALL BE APPLIED ONLY IF WARRANTED BY A SOIL TEST AND SHALL CONFORM TO ITEM NO. 606S, FERTILIZER. FERTILIZATION SHOULD NOT OCCUR WHEN RAINFALL IS EXPECTED OR DURING 

SLOW PLANT GROWTH OR DORMANCY. CHEMICAL FERTILIZER MAY NOT BE APPLIED IN THE CRITICAL WATER QUALITY ZONE.
• HYDROMULCH SHALL COMPLY WITH TABLE 1, BELOW.
• TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL SHALL BE ACCEPTABLE WHEN THE GRASS HAS GROWN AT LEAST 1½ INCHES HIGH WITH A MINIMUM OF 95% TOTAL COVERAGE SO THAT ALL AREAS OF A SITE THAT RELY 

ON VEGETATION FOR TEMPORARY STABILIZATION ARE UNIFORMLY VEGETATED, AND PROVIDED THERE ARE NO BARE SPOTS LARGER THAN 10 SQUARE FEET.
• WHEN REQUIRED, NATIVE PLANT SEEDING SHALL COMPLY WITH REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY OF AUSTIN ENVIRONMENTAL CRITERIA MANUAL, AND STANDARD SPECIFICATION 604S OR 609S.
PERMANENT VEGETATIVE STABILIZATION:

a. FROM SEPTEMBER 15 TO MARCH 1, SEEDING IS CONSIDERED TO BE TEMPORARY STABILIZATION ONLY. IF COOL SEASON COVER CROPS EXIST WHERE PERMANENT VEGETATIVE STABILIZATION IS DESIRED, THE 
GRASSES SHALL BE MOWED TO A HEIGHT OF LESS THAN ONE-HALF (½) INCH AND THE AREA SHALL BE RE-SEEDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH TABLE 2 BELOW. ALTERNATIVELY, THE COOL SEASON COVER CROP CAN 
BE MIXED WITH BERMUDAGRASS OR NATIVE SEED AND INSTALLED TOGETHER, UNDERSTANDING THAT GERMINATION OF WARM-SEASON SEED TYPICALLY REQUIRES SOIL TEMPERATURES OF 60 TO 70 DEGREES.

b. FROM MARCH 2 TO SEPTEMBER 14, SEEDING SHALL BE WITH HULLED BERMUDA AT A RATE OF 45 POUNDS PER ACRE WITH A PURITY OF 95% AND A MINIMUM PURE LIVE SEED (PLS) OF 0.83. BERMUDA GRASS IS A 
WARM SEASON GRASS AND IS CONSIDERED PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL. PERMANENT VEGETATIVE STABILIZATION CAN ALSO BE ACCOMPLISHED WITH A NATIVE PLANT SEED MIX CONFORMING TO ITEM 604S 
OR 609S.
• FERTILIZER USE SHALL FOLLOW THE RECOMMENDATION OF A SOIL TEST. SEE ITEM 606S, FERTILIZER. APPLICATIONS OF FERTILIZER (AND PESTICIDE) ON CITY-OWNED AND MANAGED PROPERTY 

REQUIRES THE YEARLY SUBMITTAL OF A PESTICIDE AND FERTILIZER APPLICATION RECORD, ALONG WITH A CURRENT COPY OF THE APPLICATOR'S LICENSE. FOR CURRENT COPY OF THE RECORD 
TEMPLATE CONTACT THE CITY OF AUSTIN'S IPM COORDINATOR.

• HYDROMULCH SHALL COMPLY WITH TABLE 2, BELOW.
• WATER THE SEEDED AREAS IMMEDIATELY AFTER INSTALLATION TO ACHIEVE GERMINATION AND A HEALTHY STAND OF PLANTS THAT CAN ULTIMATELY SURVIVE WITHOUT SUPPLEMENTAL WATER. APPLY 

THE WATER UNIFORMLY TO THE PLANTED AREAS WITHOUT CAUSING DISPLACEMENT OR EROSION OF THE MATERIALS OR SOIL. MAINTAIN THE SEEDBED IN A MOIST CONDITION FAVORABLE FOR PLANT 
GROWTH. ALL WATERING SHALL COMPLY WITH CITY CODE CHAPTER 6-4 (WATER CONSERVATION), AT RATES AND FREQUENCIES DETERMINED BY A LICENSED IRRIGATOR OR OTHER QUALIFIED 
PROFESSIONAL, AND AS ALLOWED BY THE AUSTIN WATER UTILITY AND CURRENT WATER RESTRICTIONS AND WATER CONSERVATION INITIATIVES.

• PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL SHALL BE ACCEPTABLE WHEN THE GRASS HAS GROWN AT LEAST 1½ INCHES HIGH WITH A MINIMUM OF 95 PERCENT FOR THE NON-NATIVE MIX, AND 95 PERCENT 
COVERAGE FOR THE NATIVE MIX SO THAT ALL AREAS OF A SITE THAT RELY ON VEGETATION FOR STABILITY MUST BE UNIFORMLY VEGETATED, AND PROVIDED THERE ARE NO BARE SPOTS LARGER THAN 
10 SQUARE FEET.

• WHEN REQUIRED, NATIVE PLANT SEEDING SHALL COMPLY WITH REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY OF AUSTIN ENVIRONMENTAL CRITERIA MANUAL, ITEMS 604S AND 609S.

GENERAL EROSION & SEDIMENTATION CONTROL NOTES
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Anjali Naini

From: Lonnie Hazlewood >
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 11:11 AM
To: Anjali Naini
Subject: 702 Loma Linda variance

Very much opposed to cutting down the Heritage Oak (over 100 years old) on this property. 
Will the meeting be a Zoom meeting? Will the city offer any help in getting setup to attend this meeting? 
 
Lonnie Hazlewood 
705 Terrace Mountain Dr. 
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SIGN VARIANCE APPLICATION 
STAFF REPORT                       NOVEMBER 18, 2020 
 
Project Address: 4611 Bee Cave Road 
 
Project Number: 16026 
 
Agenda Item: Land Use: 4611 Bee Cave Road:  Discussion/recommendation on a variance 
request to construct a new monument sign that exceeds the maximum allowed height, area, 
and sign base height. (West Lake Hills Code Sec. 32.03.006). Applicant David Alsmeyer. 
 

Applicant Information: David Alsmeyer  
 
Location: The property is located on the south side of Bee Cave Road, west of Buckeye Trail and 
east of Swiftcurrent Trail.   
 
Zoning & Site Characteristics:  
The property is zoned O – Office District. The entire property is approximately 2 acres.  
 
Hearing Dates: 
November 18, 2020 ZAPCO 
December 9, 2020 City Council  
 
Background/Analysis:  
The Applicant is applying for a variance for a new monument sign to replace the existing sign. 
The driveway has a steep grade, and the applicant is asking for a height variance in order for the 
sign to be more visible from the street level. The proposed sign is 13ft 1in tall, and the Code 
allows a maximum of 8ft measured from natural ground grade. The total sign area is 
approximately 109sf, and the maximum allowed area is 36sf.  Additionally, the sign base 
exceeds the maximum permitted 18in.  
 
Sign Review under City Code Sec. 32.03.006 (Freestanding commercial signs, multitenant 
shopping center or office complex; option I, option II, and option III) – Option II  

1) Purpose. To identify the name of the multitenant shopping center or office complex 

(subject to the limitations contained in subsection (F) below) and the businesses located 

therein.| Complies  

2) Size. A maximum size of 36 square feet, with a horizontal dimension of no greater than 9 

feet.| The proposed sign is approximately 109sf – variance requested.  
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3) Height. No part of the sign shall extend above 8 feet from average natural grade, 

including a base no greater than 18 inches tall. | Proposed sign is 13’1” – variance 

requested.  

4) Number. One sign on the major traffic street or main entrance. If a multitenant shopping 

center has two or more public entrances, a separate sign is permitted on the subordinate 

driveway and such sign shall be limited in area to 12 square feet, no part of such sign 

shall extend above 5 feet from average natural grade and such sign shall only contain 

the name of the center (subject to the limitations contained in subsection (F) below) and 

the street address. | Only one sign proposed; complies. Proposed sign will replace 

existing monument sign. 

5) Location. On premises of the center or complex and adjacent to major trafficway which 

the building abuts, between the right-of-way and the building setback lines so as not to 

create a traffic hazard.| Location complies 

6) Design. The monument sign design shall contain the name of the center and the address 

at the top of the sign; the individual businesses may be listed under the name of the 

complex. Lettering designating the name of the shopping center and street address shall 

not exceed a maximum of 7 inches in height. Other subordinate lettering designating 

retail businesses shall not exceed 3 inches in height. The base of the monument sign shall 

have a maximum height of 18 inches in a landscaped setting, and any design shall be 

shown not to create a traffic hazard. The name of the multitenant shopping center or 

office complex may not be the same or similar to any individual tenant or business 

located in such shopping center or office complex.| Sign base is 4’11” – variance 

needed.  

7) Lighting. Indirect. | Sign is internally illuminated, complies.   

8) Landscaping: Shall be as follows: 

 (i)     A landscaped area of 120 square feet at the base of the sign; 
(ii)     All landscaped areas shall be maintained in a neat, clean and healthy condition 

throughout the life of the permit; and 

(iii)     A plan showing the landscaping must be submitted to the council by the applicant 

at the time of application. | Complies  

 
Variance Criteria Review: 
When applying for a variance, the applicant has established by competent evidence that: 
 

1. The strict or literal enforcement of the terms of this chapter, because of special 
conditions, will result in unnecessary hardship to the applicant. 
The application states – “Due to the topography of the site and the raised roadbed 
from the reconstruction of Bee Cave Road, the base of the existing sign sits 5 feet 
below grade. In addition, the proposed sign sits approximately 20 feet from the road 
due to easements and road ROW. Lastly, a large heritage oak tree to the west of the 
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proposed sign limits visibility from the West. Without a height variance we believe 
these 3 factors will result in poor visibility of the sign.”  
 

2. There will not be unreasonable disruption of the natural terrain or unreasonable 
destruction of existing flora. 
The application states – “We are using the existing masonry sign base so there will 
be no excavation work or removal of any existing plant material. We worked with 
the City Arborist earlier in the year to prune a nearby heritage oak tree to make sure 
the proposed sign would not interfere with the tree’s canopy.”  

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “The frontage of the site falls off very steeply from the road 
and is heavily wooded in a natural terrain setting including several heritage trees. 
Any other location for the sign on the site would result in major disruption to the 
landscaping and would probably be less visible due to a concrete bulkhead installed 
during the road reconstruction.”    

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

difficulty or hardship complained of. 
The application states – “The height variance we are requesting will bring the tenant 
sign to 7 feet above grade (instead of 9) and the square footage of the sign complies 
with the Ordinance.”  
 

5. The variance does not violate the intent of the Zoning Ordinance or goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
The application states – “We believe the intent of the Ordinance is to limit the 
height of tenant signs to 9 feet above grade. Our proposed sign is 7 feet above 
grade.” 
 

6. The variance will not adversely affect neighboring properties or interfere with the 
enjoyment of these properties by their owners. 
The application states – “The neighboring properties on both sides of the subject 
property are also office buildings and have similar tenant signage. Our proposed sign 
will be of similar design and constructed with high quality materials/illumination. In 
addition, our proposed sign sits approximately 20 feet from the road and will not be 
visible from the neighboring properties.”  

 
Staff Recommendation 
The proposed sign is much larger than what the Code permits at just over 5ft taller than the 
maximum height, the base is much taller than the maximum permitted 18in, and the total sign 
area is three times the permitted size. The stated hardship does not justify the excessive size 
and the sign as proposed does not appear to be the minimum needed to alleviate the hardship. 
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Staff therefore recommends: 1) denial; 2) ZAPCO could consider recommending a smaller sign 
that minimizes the requested variances.  
---- 
 
Relevant Code Links: 
 

 Article 32.02 – Permits and Inspections  

 Section 32.01.013 – Design review guidelines  

 Section 32.03.006 – Freestanding commercial signs, multitenant shopping center or 
office complex; option I, option II, and option III 

  
*** 

Zoning: 
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Aerial:  

 

Page 114 of 127



Page 115 of 127



Page 116 of 127



Page 117 of 127



EAGLE CENTER

Page 118 of 127



NIGHT VIEW

PROPOSED

MP DARK BRONZE 20190

MP02653 MEDICI IVORY

Eagle Center
4611 Bee Caves 
Rd.
West Lake Hill, 
TX 78746

OF

190557-13

11/12/20

PM

Capo

Paul

5

09/16/20
11/12/20

CHANGES JEG
SQFT ADJUSTMENT BY 
JEG

2

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN ONLY FINAL 
DIMENSIONS DETERMINED AT 
PRODUCTION.

SCOPE OF WORK: FABRICATE AND INSTALL ONE) MONUMENT SIGN TO SPECIFICATIONS 

A/ DOUBLE SIDED MONUMENT SIGN
FONT: BLAIR MD ITC / PRESICAV REG.
SQ. FOOTAGE: 109.2 
SCALE: 1/8”=1’-0”

EXISTING

• WELDED SQUARE TUBE FRAME
• .090 ALUMINUM CABINET FINISHED MP 02653 MEDICI IVORY STUCCO
    EAGLE CENTER
• 1/2” PUSH THRU WHITE MILKY WHITE ACRYLIC LETTERS
    TENANT PANELS  
• .090 ALUMINUM CABINETS FINISHED FAUX CORTEN STEEL WITH ROUTED
     OUT LETTERS BACKED WITH WHITE TRANSLUCENT ACRYLIC
• WHITE LED ILLUMINATION
     4611
• 1/4” FLAT CUT OUT NUMBERS FINISHED IN MP DARK BONZE WITH
   .063 ALUMINUM BACK PLATE FINISHED IN MP WHITE MOUNTED ON TOP
    OF CABINET
• LANDSCAPE BY OTHERS
• POLE AND FOUNDATION PER ENGINEERING

MINIMUM ELECTRICAL REQUIREMENTS: 
ONE (1) 120V 20A DEDICATED CIRCUITS WITHIN 6’ OF SIGN, INSTALLED BY OTHERS

REMOVE
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SCALE: 1/4”=1’-0”

STREET SIDE STREET SIDESTREET SIDE

GROUND
LEVEL

5'-2"

6'-8"

13'-1"

TOP VIEW

4'-3"

1'-3"

1'-10"

Eagle Center
4611 Bee Caves 
Rd.
West Lake Hill, 
TX 78746

OF

190557-13

11/12/20

PM

Capo

Paul

5

09/16/20
11/12/20

CHANGES JEG
SQFT ADJUSTMENT BY 
JEG

3

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN ONLY FINAL 
DIMENSIONS DETERMINED AT 
PRODUCTION.

N.T.S.
.063 ALUMINUM RETURN

.080 ROUTED OUT
ALUMINUM FACE

1/2” ACRYLIC

LED

3"

1/4" DRAIN HOLES

PRIMARY ELECTRICAL
(NEC 600-5) SEE ELEC. 

FASTENERS AS
REQ'D. BY LOCAL
JURISDICTION

WEATHERPROOF LISTED
DISCONNECT SWITCH 
(NEC 600.6A1)

LISTED BUSHING

LED POWER SUPPLY

PUSH THRU CABINET / SELF CONTAINED - TYPICAL SECTION 

5'-8"

1'-10"

1'-3"

1'-3"

1'-3"

8"

6"

4"

4"

4'-11"

5'-0"

4'-5"

5'-8"
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ASIAN JASMINE GROUND COVER 

SCALE: 3/8”=1’-0” 
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12'-0"

12'-0"

LANDSCAPE AREA OF 120’  SQFT SURROUNDING 
BASE OF SIGN AREA
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GROUND LEVEL REFERENCE
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EXISTING SIGN
SQFT 26.81
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VISIBLE AREA 
FROM THE HIGWAY

SQFT 36
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EAGLE CENTER
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A / VARIANCE PHOTOS

FROM MIDDLE LANE FROM LEFT LANE

FROM RIGHT LANE
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WEST BOUND EAST BOUND
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NEIGHBORS PROPERTY
DAMAGED SIGN 
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 Reyes
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