
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT, PANEL C 
MONDAY, MAY 14, 2012 

AGENDA 
 
 
BRIEFING 5ES  11:00 A.M. 
LUNCH    
PUBLIC HEARING COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 1500 MARILLA STREET 1:00 P.M. 
 

 
David Cossum, Assistant Director 
Steve Long, Board Administrator 

 
 

MISCELLANEOUS ITEM 
  
 
 Approval of the Monday, April 16 2012                      M1 
 Board of Adjustment Public Hearing Minutes  
 

 
UNCONTESTED CASE 

   
 
BDA 112-054 3333 Dan Morton Drive 1 
 REQUEST: Application of Scott Mueller of  
 Hixson Architecture Engineering Interiors  for a  
 special exception to the off-street parking regulations  
 

 
HOLDOVER CASES 

   
 
BDA 112-039 10757 Lennox Lane 2 
 REQUEST: Application of Pithou Nuth for a  
 special exception to the fence height  
 regulations  
 
BDA 112-042 5322 Walnut Hill Lane 3 
 REQUEST:  Application of Mark Molthan for  
 special exceptions to the fence height and  
 visual obstruction regulations  
 
BDA 112-043 5414 Walnut Hill Lane 4 
 REQUEST: Application of Mark Molthan for  
 a special exception to the fence height  
 regulations  
 

 



BDA 112-044 5404 Walnut Hill Lane 5 
 REQUEST: Application of Mark Molthan for a  
 special exception to the fence height 
 regulations  
 

 
REGULAR CASES 

   
 
BDA 101-121 3546 Gaspar Drive 6 
 REQUEST: Application of Lucila Toraya,  
 represented by Construction Concepts, for a  
 variance to the side yard setback regulations  
 
BDA 112-046 5319 Bryan Street 7 
 REQUEST:  Application of Steven L. Besly for a  
 variance to the floor area regulations  
 
 

 



EXECUTIVE SESSION NOTICE 
 
The Commission/Board may hold a closed executive session regarding any item on this 
agenda when: 
 
1. seeking the advice of its attorney about pending or contemplated litigation, 

settlement offers, or any matter in which the duty of the attorney to the 
Commission/Board under the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct 
of the State Bar of Texas clearly conflicts with the Texas Open Meetings Act. 
[Tex. Govt. Code §551.071] 

 
2. deliberating the purchase, exchange, lease, or value of real property if 

deliberation in an open meeting would have a detrimental effect on the position of 
the city in negotiations with a third person.  [Tex. Govt. Code §551.072]  

 
3. deliberating a negotiated contract for a prospective gift or donation to the city if 

deliberation in an open meeting would have a detrimental effect on the position of 
the city in negotiations with a third person.  [Tex. Govt. Code §551.073] 

 
4. deliberating the appointment, employment, evaluation, reassignment, duties, 

discipline, or dismissal of a public officer or employee; or to hear a compliant or 
charge against an officer or employee unless the officer or employee who is the 
subject of the deliberation or hearing requests a public hearing. [Tex. Govt. Code 
§551.074] 

 
5. deliberating the deployment, or specific occasions for implementation, of security 

personnel or devices.. [Tex. Govt. Code §551.076] 
 
6. discussing or deliberating commercial or financial information that the city has 

received from a business prospect that the city seeks to have locate, stay, or 
expand in or near the city and with which the city is conducting economic 
development negotiations; or deliberating the offer of a financial or other 
incentive to a business prospect. [Tex. Govt. Code §551.086] 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Rev. 6-24-02) 

 



 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MONDAY, MAY 14, 2012 
CITY OF DALLAS, TEXAS 
 

MISCELLANEOUS ITEM NO. 1 
 

To approve the Board of Adjustment Panel C April 16, 2012 public hearing minutes. 
  
  
 



BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MONDAY, MAY 14, 2012 
CITY OF DALLAS, TEXAS 
 
FILE NUMBER:    BDA 112-054 
 
BUILDING OFFICIAL’S REPORT:  
 
Application of Scott Mueller of Hixson Architecture Engineering Interiors for a special 
exception to the off-street parking regulations at 3333 Dan Morton Drive. This property 
is more fully described as Lot 2B in City Block B/8023 and is zoned IR, which requires 
off-street parking. The applicant proposes to construct/maintain an industrial (inside)/ 
warehouse/office use/structure and provide 250 of the required 453 off-street parking 
spaces, which will require a special exception of 203 spaces. 
 
LOCATION:   3333 Dan Morton Drive 
     
APPLICANT:    Scott Mueller of Hixson Architecture Engineering Interiors   
 
REQUEST:   
 
• A request for a special exception to the off-street parking regulations of 203 off-

street parking spaces (or a 45 percent reduction of the 453 off-street parking spaces 
required) is requested in conjunction with constructing and maintaining an 
approximately 115,900 square foot addition to an existing approximately 280,000 
square foot industrial inside/warehouse/office use on a site (WhiteWave Food, Inc). 
The applicant proposes to provide 250 (or 55 percent) of the required 453 off-street 
parking spaces. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
Approval, subject to the following condition: 
 
• The special exception of 203 off-street parking spaces shall automatically and 

immediately terminate if and when the industrial inside, warehouse, and office uses 
are changed or discontinued. 

 
Rationale: 
• The applicant substantiated how the parking demand generated by the industrial 

inside, warehouse, and office uses does not warrant the number of off-street parking 
spaces required, and the special exception would not create a traffic hazard or 
increase traffic congestion on adjacent and nearby streets.  

• The Sustainable Development and Construction Department Project Engineer has 
indicated that he has no objections to the applicant’s request. 

 
STANDARD FOR A SPECIAL EXCEPTION TO THE OFF-STREET PARKING 
REGULATIONS:   
 

BDA 112-054 1-1



1) The Board of Adjustment may grant a special exception to authorize a reduction in 
the number of off-street parking spaces required under this article if the board finds, 
after a public hearing, that the parking demand generated by the use does not 
warrant the number of off-street parking spaces required, and the special exception 
would not create a traffic hazard or increase traffic congestion on adjacent and 
nearby streets.  The maximum reduction authorized by this section is 25 percent or 
one space, whichever is greater, minus the number of parking spaces currently not 
provided due to already existing nonconforming rights. For the commercial 
amusement (inside) use and the industrial (inside) use, the maximum reduction 
authorized by this section is 50 percent or one space, whichever is greater, minus 
the number of parking spaces currently not provided due to already existing 
nonconforming rights. 

2) In determining whether to grant a special exception, the board shall consider the 
following factors: 
(A) The extent to which the parking spaces provided will be remote, shared, or 

packed parking. 
(B) The parking demand and trip generation characteristics of all uses for which the 

special exception is requested. 
(C) Whether or not the subject property or any property in the general area is part of 

a modified delta overlay district. 
(D) The current and probable future capacities of adjacent and nearby streets based 

on the city’s thoroughfare plan. 
(E) The availability of public transit and the likelihood of its use. 
(F) The feasibility of parking mitigation measures and the likelihood of their 

effectiveness. 
3) In granting a special exception, the board shall specify the uses to which the special 

exception applies. A special exception granted by the board for a particular use 
automatically and immediately terminates if and when that use is changed or 
discontinued. 

4) In granting a special exception, the board may: 
(A) Establish a termination date for the special exception or; otherwise provide for 

the reassessment of conditions after a specified period of time; 
(B) Impose restrictions on access to or from the subject property; or 
(C) Impose any other reasonable conditions that would have the effect of improving 

traffic safety or lessening congestion on the streets. 
5) The board shall not grant a special exception to reduce the number of off-street 

parking spaces required in an ordinance granting or amending a specific use permit. 
6) The board shall not grant a special exception to reduce the number of off-street 

parking spaces expressly required in the text or development plan of an ordinance 
establishing or amending regulations governing a specific planned development 
district. This prohibition does not apply when: 
(A) the ordinance does not expressly specify a minimum number of spaces, but 

instead simply makes references to the existing off-street parking regulations in 
Chapter 51 or this chapter; or 

(B) the regulations governing that specific district expressly authorize the board to 
grant the special exception. 

 
GENERAL FACTS: 
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• The Dallas Development Code requires the following off-street parking requirement: 

− Light industrial: One space per 600 square feet of floor area. 
− Office: One space per 333 square feet of floor area. 
− Warehouse: One space per 1,000 square feet of floor area up to 20,000 square 

feet; one space per 4,000 square feet of floor area over 20,000 square feet. 
On April 25, 2012, the applicant submitted revised materials to the City regarding his 
request (see Attachment A). The applicant proposes to provide a total of 250 (or 55 
percent) of the required 453 off-street parking spaces. 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Zoning:      
 

Site: IR (Industrial/research) 
North: IM, SUP 1054 (Industrial manufacturing, Specific Use Permit) 
South: IR (Industrial/research) 
East: IR (Industrial/research) 
West: IR (Industrial/research) 
 

Land Use:  
 

 
The subject site is currently developed with an industrial inside/office/warehouse use 
(WhiteWave Food, Inc.) The area to the north is developed as an auto auction site; the 
areas to the east and south are developed with what appears to be industrial 
inside/office/warehouse uses; and the area to the west appears to be undeveloped. 
 
Zoning/BDA History:   
 
There has not been any recent related board or zoning cases recorded either on or in 
the immediate vicinity of the subject site.  
 
Timeline:   
 
March 23, 2012:  The applicant submitted an “Application/Appeal to the Board of 

Adjustment” and related documents which have been included as 
part of this case report. 

 
April 17, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment Secretary randomly assigned this case to 

Board of Adjustment Panel C.   
 
April 18, 2012:  The Board Administrator emailed the applicant the following 

information:  
• an attachment that provided the public hearing date and panel 

that will consider the application; the April 27th deadline to 
submit additional evidence for staff to factor into their analysis; 
and the May 4th deadline to submit additional evidence to be 
incorporated into the Board’s docket materials;  
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• the criteria/standard that the board will use in their decision to 
approve or deny the requests; and 

• the Board of Adjustment Working Rules of Procedure pertaining 
to documentary evidence. 

 
May 1, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for May public 
hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
The Building Inspection Senior Plans Examiner/Development Code 
Specialist forwarded additional documentation submitted by the 
applicant as well as an amended Building Official’s Report to the 
Board Administrator (see Attachment A). 

 
May 4, 2012: The Sustainable Development and Construction Department 

Project Engineer submitted a review comment sheet marked “Has 
no objections.”  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: 
 

• This request focuses on constructing and maintaining an approximately 115,900 
square foot addition to an existing approximately 280,000 square foot industrial 
inside/warehouse/office use on a site (WhiteWave Food, Inc.) where the applicant 
proposes to provide 250 (or 55 percent) of the required 453 off-street parking 
spaces. 

• The applicant has submitted a document stating that the 453 parking spots required 
for full capacity far exceeds the parking demand required for full- build out of the site 
since the maximum anticipated employee count is 110 employees per shift and 180 
employees as shift change. 

• The Sustainable Development and Construction Department Project Engineer has 
submitted a review comment sheet marked “Has no objections.” 

• The applicant has the burden of proof in establishing the following: 
- The parking demand generated by the industrial inside, warehouse, and office 

uses on the site does not warrant the number of off-street parking spaces 
required, and  

- The special exception of 203 spaces (or a 45 percent reduction of the required 
off-street parking) would not create a traffic hazard or increase traffic congestion 
on adjacent and nearby streets.  

• If the Board grants this request subject to the condition that the special exception of 
203 off-street parking spaces space shall automatically and immediately terminate if 
and when the industrial inside, warehouse, and office uses are changed or 
discontinued, the applicant would be allowed to maintain the existing structure on the 
property with the proposed addition with these specific uses, and provide only 250 of 
the 453 code required off-street parking spaces. 
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Notification List of Property Owners 

 BDA112-054 

 7 Property Owners Notified 

 Label # Address Owner 
 1 3400 DAN MORTON DR WHITEWAVE FOODS COMPANY ATTN: LEGAL  

    DEPA 
 2 3333 DAN MORTON DR DAN MORTON LLC %SOUTHERN ASSET SERV  

    CORP 
 3 3403 DAN MORTON DR DATA DOCUMENTS INC  
 4 5800 KIEST BLVD 8600 ROYAL INC STE 835 
 5 5800 KIEST BLVD TEXAS INDUSTRIAL NON REIT  
 6 5600 KIEST BLVD AA PROPERTY HOLDINGS INC %DALLAS AUTO  

    AU 

 
 7  5701 KIEST BLVD  HUNT J B TRANSPORT INC 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MONDAY, MAY 14, 2012 
CITY OF DALLAS, TEXAS 
 
FILE NUMBER:    BDA 112-039 
 
BUILDING OFFICIAL’S REPORT:  
 
Application of Pithou Nuth for a special exception to the fence height regulations at 
10757 Lennox Lane. This property is more fully described as Lot 2B in City Block 
B/5534 and is zoned R-1ac(A), which limits the height of a fence in the front yard to 4 
feet. The applicant proposes to construct and maintain a 7 foot high fence in a required 
front yard, which will require a special exception of 3 feet.   
 
LOCATION:   10757 Lennox Lane   
     
APPLICANT:    Pithou Nuth 
 
REQUEST: 
 
• A special exception to the fence height regulations of 3’ is requested in conjunction 

with constructing and maintaining an approximately solid stucco wall ranging in 
height from 6’ 4” – 6’ 8” (given grade changes on the property) with 7’ high stucco 
columns in the site’s Royal Lane 40’ front yard setback on a site that is developed 
with a single family home. (No part of this application is made to construct and/or 
maintain a fence higher than 4’ in the site’s Lennox Lane front yard setback). 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
No staff recommendation is made on this or any request for a special exception to the 
fence height regulations since the basis for this type of appeal is when in the opinion of 
the board, the special exception will not adversely affect neighboring property. 
 
STANDARD FOR A SPECIAL EXCEPTION TO FENCE HEIGHT REGULATIONS:  
 
Section 51A-4.602 of the Dallas Development Code states that the board may grant a 
special exception to the height requirement for fences when in the opinion of the board, 
the special exception will not adversely affect neighboring property. 
 
GENERAL FACTS: 
 
• The Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing on April 16, 2012. The 

applicant submitted written documentation to the Board at the public hearing 
including a map with corresponding photographs of other fences in the immediate 
area, and a revised elevation that amended the originally submitted elevation by 
increasing the height of the proposed wall from 6’ 1” to 6’ 9” (see Attachment A). The 
Board delayed action on this application until May 14th to allow the applicant an 
opportunity to meet with an opposing property owner and possibly submit a revised 
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proposal with consideration given to a proposal with partial if not entirely open 
materials and/or some landscaping added adjacent to the proposal that would 
lessen its impact on neighboring properties. 

• On April 27, 2012, the applicant submitted additional information to staff beyond 
what he submitted with the original application and beyond what he submitted to the 
Board at the April 16th public hearing (see Attachment B). Part of the applicant’s 
submittals including a revised site plan and a revised elevation that included among 
other things the notations of certain landscape materials to be located on the street-
side of the proposed fence/wall. 

• The subject site is a corner lot zoned R-1ac (A) with two street frontages of unequal 
distance. The site is located at the southwest corner of Royal Lane and Lennox 
Lane. Even though the Lennox Lane frontage of the subject site appears to function 
as its front yard and the Royal Lane frontage appears to function as its side yard, the 
subject site has two 40’ front yard setbacks along both streets. The site has a 40’ 
front yard setback along Royal Lane (the shorter of the two frontages which is 
always deemed the front yard setback on a corner lot of unequal frontage distance in 
a single family zoning district), and a 40’ front yard setback along Lennox Lane (the 
longer of the two frontages of this corner lot of unequal frontage distance) which 
would typically be regarded as a side yard where a 9’ high fence could be 
maintained by right).  The site’s Lennox Lane frontage is deemed a front yard to 
maintain the continuity of the established front yard setback along this street for the 
lot immediately south that fronts eastward and has a front yard setback along 
Lennox Lane. 

• The Dallas Development Code states that a person shall not erect or maintain a 
fence in a required yard more than 9’ above grade, and additionally states that in all 
residential districts except multifamily districts, a fence may not exceed 4’ above 
grade when located in the required front yard. 
The applicant had originally submitted a scaled site plan indicating a “new stucco 
wall” in the site’s Royal Lane front yard setback and an elevation that shows the wall 
in the required Royal Lane front yard setback reaching a maximum height of 7’- in 
this case the 7’ maximum height being columns with is slightly higher than the 
denoted 6’ ¾” high solid stucco wall. However, on April 24th, the applicant submitted 
a revised site plan that the applicant has stated among other things shows the new 
fence to be constructed 3 feet from the property line to accommodate vegetation 
(“new Holly Shrubs along the entire new wall’) and “cut in on the east corner that will 
greatly improve drivers vision on traffic heading east on Royal Lane,” and a revised 
elevation that the applicant states among other things shows a fence height between 
6’ 4” – 6’ 8”. 

• The following additional information was gleaned from the submitted revised site 
plan: 
− Approximately 165’ in length parallel to Royal Lane and approximately 35’ in 

length perpendicular on the west side of the site in the front yard setback.  
− Approximately 3’ from the Royal Lane front property line and approximately 12’ 

from the pavement line. 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
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Zoning:      
 

Site: R-1ac(A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
North: R-1ac(A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
South: R-1ac(A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
East: R-1ac(A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
West: R-1ac(A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
 

Land Use:  
 
The subject site is developed with a single family home.  The areas to the north, east, 
south, and west are developed with single family uses. 
 
Zoning/BDA History:   
 
1.  BDA 94-126, Property at 10757 

Lennox Lane (the subject site) 
 

On October 25, 1994, the Board of 
Adjustment granted a request for a special 
exception to the fence height regulations to 
maintain a 7’ fence on the site with the 
following conditions: the fence must be 
setback a minimum of 10 feet from the 
property line; the fence must of an 
acceptable open metal material and the 
fence must not exceed 6’ in height; columns 
of metal or solid materials not exceeding 7’ 
in height; and a landscape plan approved by 
his Board (landscaping in front of fence 
between the fence and the property line). 

2.  BDA 978-231, Property at 10757 
Lennox Lane (the subject site) 

 

On October 19, 1998, the Board of 
Adjustment Panel C denied requests for 
special exceptions to the fence height and 
visual obstruction regulations without 
prejudice. The case report stated that the 
requests were made to construct and 
maintain an 8’ high solid masonry wall in the 
front yard setback and in the 45’ visibility 
triangle at Royal Lane and Lennox Lane. 

3.  BDA 045-172, Property at 4610 
Royal Lane (two lots west of the 
subject site) 

 

On May 18, 2005, the Board of Adjustment 
Panel B granted a request for a special 
exception to the fence height regulations of 
7’ imposing the following condition: 
Compliance with the newly submitted 
“Preliminary Concept Plan/Site Plan and 
Elevation” dated May 18, 2005 is required. 
The case report stated that the request was 
made in conjunction with constructing a wall 
in the 40’ Royal Lane front yard setback on a 
site developed with a single family home. 
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4.  BDA 88-119, Property at 4707 
Royal Lane (the lot immediately 
northeast of the subject site) 

 

On November 8, 1988, the Board of 
Adjustment granted a request for a special 
exception to the fence height regulations to 
maintain a 6’ 10” open metal fence with brick 
columns subject to compliance with a site 
plan and landscape plan. 

5.  BDA 056-225, Property at 10770 
Lennox Lane (the lot immediately 
east of the subject site) 

 

On November 13, 2006, the Board of 
Adjustment Panel C granted a request for a 
special exception to the fence height 
regulations of 5’ and imposed the following 
condition to the request: compliance with the 
submitted revised site plan Option B 
elevation, and landscape plan is required. 
The case report states the request was 
made to construct and maintain an 8’ high 
solid stucco fence with 9’ high stucco 
columns and a sliding gate to be located in 
the site’s Lennox Lane and Royal Lane front 
yard setbacks on a site developed with a 
single family home. 

 
 
Timeline:   
 
February 22, 2012: The applicant submitted an “Application/Appeal to the Board of 

Adjustment” and related documents which have been included as 
part of this case report. 

 
March 20, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment Secretary assigned this case to Board of 

Adjustment Panel C.  This assignment was made in order to 
comply with Section 9 (k) of the Board of Adjustment Working Rule 
of Procedure that states, “If a subsequent case is filed concerning 
the same request, that case must be returned to the panel hearing 
the previously filed case.” 

 
March 21, 2012:  The Board Administrator emailed the applicant the following 

information:  
• an attachment that provided the public hearing date and panel 

that will consider the application; the March 30th deadline to 
submit additional evidence for staff to factor into their analysis; 
and the April 6th deadline to submit additional evidence to be 
incorporated into the Board’s docket materials;  

• the criteria/standard that the board will use in their decision to 
approve or deny the requests; and 

• the Board of Adjustment Working Rules of Procedure pertaining 
to documentary evidence. 

 
April 3, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for April public 
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hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
No review comment sheets with comments were submitted in 
conjunction with this application. 
 

April 16, 2012: The Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing on April 16, 
2012. The applicant submitted written documentation to the Board 
at the public hearing including a map with corresponding 
photographs of other fences in the immediate area, and a revised 
elevation that amended the originally submitted elevation by 
increasing the height of the proposed wall from 6’ 1” to 6’ 9” (see 
Attachment A). The Board delayed action on this application until 
May 14th to allow the applicant an opportunity to meet with an 
opposing property owner and possibly submit a revised proposal 
with consideration given to a proposal with partial if not entirely 
open materials and/or some landscaping added adjacent to the 
proposal that would lessen its impact on neighboring properties. 
 

April 27, 2012: The applicant submitted additional information to staff beyond what 
he submitted with the original application and beyond what he 
submitted to the Board at the April 16th public hearing (see 
Attachment B). Part of the applicant’s submittals including a revised 
site plan and a revised elevation. 

 
 
May 1, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for May public 
hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
No review comment sheets with comments were submitted in 
conjunction with this application. 

 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: 
 
• This request focuses on constructing and maintaining a solid stucco wall ranging in 

height from 6’ 4” – 6’ 8” (given grade changes on the property) with 7’ high stucco 

BDA 112-039 2-5



columns in the site’s Royal Lane 40’ front yard setback on a site that is developed 
with a single family home. 

• The submitted revise site plan and revised elevation documents the location, height, 
and materials of the fence over 4’ in height in the required front yard.  The site plan 
shows the proposal to be approximately 165’ in length parallel to Royal Lane and 
approximately 35’ in length perpendicular on the west side of the site in the required 
front yard; and to be located approximately 3’ from the front property line or about 
12’ from the pavement line. 

• Two single family homes “front” to the proposed fence/wall, one of which has an 
existing approximately 7’ high open metal fence behind significant landscaping that 
appears to be a result of an approved fence height special exception in 1988: BDA 
88-119. 

• The Board Administrator conducted a field visit of the site and surrounding area 
(approximately 500 feet east and west of the subject site) and noted one other fence 
above four (4) feet high immediately east of the subject site – an approximately 7’ 
high combination open iron fence/solid stucco base fence/wall that appears to be a 
result of an approved fence height special exception in 2006: BDA 056-225. 

• As of May 7, 2012, no letters had been submitted to staff in support of the request, 
and 2 letters had been submitted in opposition. 

• The applicant has the burden of proof in establishing that the special exception to 
the fence height regulations (whereby the proposal that would reach 7’ in height) will 
not adversely affect neighboring property. 

• Granting this special exception of 3’ with a condition imposed that the applicant 
complies with the submitted revised site plan and revised elevation would require the 
proposal exceeding 4’ in height in the Royal Lane front yard setback to be 
constructed/maintained in the location and of the heights and materials as shown on 
these documents. 

 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION:  APRIL 16, 2012 
 
APPEARING IN FAVOR:            Pithou Nuth, 10757 Lennox Lane, Dallas, TX    
 
APPEARING IN OPPOSITION:   Sherrill Stone, 4625 Royal Lane, Dallas, TX  
 
MOTION #1:    Moore 
 
I move that the Board of Adjustment in Appeal No. 112-039 suspend the rules and 
accept the evidence that is presented today. 
 
SECONDED:    Maten 
AYES: 5– Boyd, Moore, Maten, Coulter, Richard    
NAYS:  0 –  
MOTION PASSED: 5-0 (unanimously) 
   
MOTION #2:    Coulter 
 
I move that the Board of Adjustment in Appeal No. BDA 112-039, hold this matter under 
advisement until May 14, 2012. 
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SECONDED:    Richard  
AYES: 5– Boyd, Moore, Maten, Coulter, Richard    
NAYS:  0 –  
MOTION PASSED: 5-0 (unanimously) 
**************************************************************************************************** 
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Location: 10757 Lennox Lane I V

File No.: BDA 112-039

h Cd(~H~7

BDA 112-039

Royal Lane Neighborhood Fences A

1. Ex. “A” — 4610 Royal Lane; solid stucco fence ≥ 7’
2. Ex. “B” — 10770 Lennox Lane; stucco/bar fence ≥ 7’
3. Ex. “C” — 10777 Strait Lane; solid stucco/stone fence ≥ 7’
4. Ex. “D” — 10750 Strait Lane; solid stucco/stone fence ≥ 7’
5. Ex. “S” - various solid brick or Austin stone fences ≥ 7’
6. Unlettered orange dots; misc. brick or Austin stone fences ≥ 7’

Fence requested for 10757 Lennox — solid stucco fence 6’ 9”
(w/ 7’ stucco columns)

Requested fence is consistent with fences of neighboring properties
and will not adversely affect neighboring properties.
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Revised Submission

Site plan revised to show new fence will be constructed 3
feet from the property line to accommodate vegetation. It
also shows the cut in on the east corner (11 feet 8 inches
south of the new fence line along Royal Lane and 24 feet 9
inches west of the fence line along Lennox) that will
greatly improve drivers vision on traffic heading east on
Royal Lane

2. A revised elevation that shows fence height between 6 feet
8 inches to 6 feet 4 inches. It also shows vegetation on the
fence and along the property line.

3. Rendering pictures of before and after look on the
proposed fence.

4. E-mail and reference material from Mr. Ray Umscheid,
Noise Expert rom TxDot Environmental Affairs to address
noise concern.

BDA 112-039 2-17
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Page 1 of I

Re: Phone call wed. April 18. BDA 112-039
From; Ray Umscheid <Ray.Umscheid~txdot.qov> Add to Contacts Attach B

To; nuth@flash.net P 6
Cc: Jenise Walton <Jenise.Walton@txdot.gov>; Rory Meza <Rory Meza~txdot.qov> g

Pete,

It was good talking to you. The 6’ waIl that you are contemplating construction of would not make a perceptible
change to the noise levels on the other side of the road considering the great distance of 6 lanes and a median and
the relatively short height of your proposed wall. See section 3.5.4 on the attached link for more information on
reflected sound on noise barriers.

h:~jjwww.fliv~~barriers/design construction/design!destgnO3 .cfrn

Ray

Ray Umscheid
Noise Expert
TxDOT Environmental Affairs
Technical Services Section
Human Environments Branch
Phone: 512-416-3025
ray.umscheid(~txdot.gov
>>> Jenise Walton 4/17/2012 8:43 AM>>>
yes, we can handle this. I’m copying Ray Umscheid as he is our noise specialist.

>>> Rory Meza 4/17/2012 8:32 AM>>>
Jenise

I had a phone message from someone in the Dallas area requesting information on acoustic requirements near a
freeway. The name I heard on the message was “Pete” at 972-741-3385. Would you be able to call him? I think
he has been shuffled around looking for the right person to talk about noise walls.

Thanks
Rory

Ms. Rory Meza, P.E.
Director, Roadway Design Section
Design Division
Texas Department of Transportation
512-416-2678
email: Rorv. Meza(~,txdot. gov

http://us.m~2O 1 .mail.yahoo.com/dc/launch?i,artner=shc 4/9~/~ fl 1 ~
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berm is, essentially, grass-covered acoustically soft earth with side slopes closer to the
sound path, which provides additional attenuation. However, because a berm is wider than
a wall (thus, requiring more land than a wall when constructed) and because the I to 3
dB(A) additional attenuation is, at best, only barely perceptible to the human ear, a berm’s
acoustical advantage does not necessarily guarantee its choice versus a wall.

B~ B~

Figure 16. WaIl, berm and combination noise barriers
3.5.4 Reflective Versus Absorptive.

A barrier without any added absorptive treatment is by default reflective (see also Section
3.4.1). A reflective barrier on one side of the roadway can result in some sound energy
being reflected back across the roadway to receivers on the opposite side (see Figure 17).

It is a common phenomenon for residents to perceive a difference in sound after a barrier is
installed on the opposite side of a roadway. Although theory indicates greater increases for
a single reflection, practical highway measurements commonly show not greater than a 1
to 2 dB(A) increase in sound levels due to the sound reflected off the opposing barrier.
While this increase may not be readily perceptible, residents on the opposite side of the
roadway may perceive a change in the quality of the sound; the signature of the reflected
sound may differ from that of the source due to a change in frequency content upon
reflection.

W~UB~mer

/\
Comb~naiion

R.ef~cted Nofle

Recei~ex

Nose Barner Razaway
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Figure 17. Reflective noise paths due to a single barrier

Parallel barriers are two barriers which
face each other on opposite sides of a
roadway (see Figure 18). Sound reflected
between reflective parallel barriers may
cause degradations in each barrier’s
performance due to multiple reflections
that diffract over the individual barriers.
These degradations may be from 2 to as
much as 6 dB(A) (see Figure 19).~~9That
is, a single barrier with an insertion loss of
10 dB(A) may only realize an effective
reduction of 4 to 8 dB(A) if another barrier
is placed parallel to it on the opposite side
of the highway.

Figure 18.
Parallel noise barriers

photo #2968

BDA 112-039
Attach B
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Figure 19. Reflective noise paths due to a parallel barrier

The problems caused by both single and parallel barriers can be minimized using one or a
combination of the following three methods:~-19

For parallel barriers, ensure that the distance between the two barriers is at least 10
times their average height. A 10:1 width-to-height (w/h) ratio will result in an
imperceptible degradation in performance. In recent studies, it was determined that as
the w/h ratio increases, the insertion loss degradation decreases.~ d~L~ This
decrease can be attributed to: (1) the decrease in the number of reflections between
the barriers; and (2) the weakening of the reflections due to geometrical spreading and
atmospheric absorption. Table 5 provides a guideline of three, general w/h ratio
ranges and the corresponding barrier insertion-loss degradation (&) that can be
expected.

Table 5. Guideline for categorizing parallel barrier sites based on the wlh ratio.

Maximum AlL in dB(A)

I/

N

\ N

Ne~ B~i~r Noi~a B~ni~r

wlh Ratio Recommendation
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Less than 10:1

10:1 to 20:1

Greater than 20:1

BDA 112-039
Attach B
Pg 9

3 or greater Action required to minimize
degradation.

0 to 3 At most, degradation barely
perceptible; no action required in

most instances.

No measurable degradation No action required.
• Apply sound absorptive material on either one or both barrier facades. See also

Section 3.4.1. The decision to add a sound absorptive surface should be determined
by weighing benefit versus cost. That is, what noise abatement benefits can be
achieved for how many residents versus the costs of the application and maintenance
of the absorptive treatments?

The answer is most important since the typical costs of noise absorptive material,
whether integrated with the noise barrier at the time of barrier construction, or as a
retrofit later on after the barrier is constructed, is usually $75 to $1 18/m2($7 to $1 lift2).
Using an average cost of $97/rn2 ($9/ft2) for example, for a 3.6-rn (12 ft) high barrier,
this would translate into an additional $0.4 million/km ($0.6 million/mi) in costs. ~
ref.34 ref.35 ref.36 and ref.37

• Tilt one or both of the barriers outward away from the road. Previous research has
shown that an angle as small as 7 degrees is effective at minimizing degradations.~3
This solution, however, must consider locations higher than the opposite barrier
because they may be adversely affected by the reflected sound.

3.5.5 Other Unique Design Considerations.
3.5.5.1 Overlapping Barriers.

Barriers which overlap each other (see Figure 20) are usually constructed to allow access
gaps for maintenance, safety, and pedestrian purposes (see Section 9.4.1). A general rule-
of-thumb is that the ratio between overlap distance and gap width should be at least 4:1 to
ensure negligible degradation of barrier performance (see Figures 21). If a 4:1 ratio is not
feasible, then consideration should be given to the application of absorptive material (see
Section 3.4.1) on the barrier surfaces within the gap area.

BDA 112-039 2-25
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Notification List of Property Owners 

 BDA112-039 

 11 Property Owners Notified 

 Label # Address Owner 
 1 10757 LENNOX LN NUTH PITHOU & SINNA 
 2 4707 ROYAL LN SHAH DHIREN & SUSHMA  
 3 4641 ROYAL LN HERNANDEZ CATHY LIV TR  
 4 4625 ROYAL LN STONE SHERRILL  
 5 10770 LENNOX LN KROTTINGER KERRY  
 6 4720 ROYAL LN LEE OLDEN C & CAROL S  
 7 10742 LENNOX LN HERSH KENNETH A SUITE 600 
 8 4610 ROYAL LN BANOWSKY BAXTER W & TANYA  
 9 10707 LENNOX LN SHEAR PHYLLIS M LF EST TRUSTEES  
 10 4609 CATINA LN WISCHKOWSKY RICHARD W & SHANNON R 

11 4620 ROYAL LN     COX BOBBIE 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MONDAY, MAY 14, 2012 
CITY OF DALLAS, TEXAS 
 
FILE NUMBER:    BDA 112-042 
 
BUILDING OFFICIAL’S REPORT:  
 
Application of Mark Molthan for special exceptions to the fence height and visual 
obstruction regulations at 5322 Walnut Hill Lane. This property is more fully described 
as Lot 2 in City Block 1/5602 and is zoned R-1ac(A), which limits the height of a fence in 
the front yard to 4 feet and requires a 20 foot visibility triangle at driveway approaches. 
The applicant proposes to construct and maintain an 8 foot high fence in a required 
front yard, which will require a 4 foot special exception to the fence height regulations, 
and to locate and maintain items in required visibility triangles, which will require special 
exceptions to the visual obstruction regulations. 
 
LOCATION:   5322 Walnut Hill Lane  
     
APPLICANT:    Mark Molthan 
 
REQUESTS: 
 
• The following appeals had been made in this application on a site that is being 

developed with a single family home: 
1. a special exception to the fence height regulations of 4’ is requested in 

conjunction with maintaining an approximately 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick wall 
with 8’ high stone/brick columns and two 8’ high wrought iron gates in the site’s 
40’ front yard, and  

2. special exceptions to the visual obstruction regulations are requested in 
conjunction with maintaining portions of the aforementioned existing 7’ 6” high 
solid stone/brick wall located in the 20’ visibility triangles on either side of the 
western driveway into the site from Walnut Hill Lane (about 8’ of length on either 
side of the driveway). 

(Note that this application is adjacent to two other properties where the same 
applicant/owner seeks similar fence height special exception requests of the Board 
of Adjustment Panel C: BDA 112-043 and 044).  

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION (fence height special exception):  
 
No staff recommendation is made on this or any request for a special exception to the 
fence height regulations since the basis for this type of appeal is when in the opinion of 
the board, the special exception will not adversely affect neighboring property. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION (visual obstruction special exceptions):  
 
Approval, subject to the following condition: 
• Compliance with the submitted revised site/landscape/elevation plan is required. 

BDA 112-042 3-1



 
Rationale: 
• The Sustainable Development and Construction Department Project Engineer has 

no objections to these requests. 
• The applicant has substantiated how the location of portions of an existing 7’ 6” high 

solid stone/brick wall located in the 20’ visibility triangles on either side of the 
western driveway into the site from Walnut Hill Lane does not constitute a traffic 
hazard. 

 
STANDARD FOR A SPECIAL EXCEPTION TO FENCE HEIGHT REGULATIONS:  
 
Section 51A-4.602 of the Dallas Development Code states that the board may grant a 
special exception to the height requirement for fences when in the opinion of the board, 
the special exception will not adversely affect neighboring property. 
 
STANDARD FOR A SPECIAL EXCEPTION TO THE VISUAL OBSTRUCTION 
REGULATIONS:  
 
The Board shall grant a special exception to the requirements of the visual obstruction 
regulations when, in the opinion of the Board, the item will not constitute a traffic hazard. 
 
GENERAL FACTS (fence height special exception): 
 
• The Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing on this application on April 16, 

2012, and delayed action until May 14th to allow the applicant an opportunity to 
possibly submit a revised proposal with consideration given to a proposal with partial 
open materials and/or landscaping added adjacent to the proposal that would lessen 
its impact on neighboring properties.  

• On April 24, 2012, the applicant submitted a revised site/landscape/elevation plan to 
the staff (see Attachment A). The applicant represented that this revised 
site/landscape/elevation plan only amended what was originally submitted by adding 
certain landscape materials adjacent to the wall (i.e. no amendments have been 
made in the revised plan with regard to fence heights or the location of the fence 
from what was originally submitted), and that all of the added landscape materials on 
the revised submitted plan were code-compliant with regard to the visual obstruction 
regulations. 

• The Dallas Development Code states that a fence may not exceed 4’ above grade 
when located in the required front yard in all residential districts except multifamily 
districts. 
The applicant has submitted a revised site/landscape/elevation plan that denotes 
that the proposal reaches a maximum height of 8 feet. 

• The submitted site plan denotes the following regarding the proposal: 
- Approximately 175’ in length parallel to the street. 
- Fence ranging from approximately 5’- 13’ from the property line (or about 13’ – 

18’ from the pavement line). 
- Gates at approximately 19’ from the property line (or about 28’ from the 

pavement line).  
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GENERAL FACTS (visual obstruction special exceptions): 
 
• The Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing on this application on April 16, 

2012, and delayed action until May 14th to allow the applicant an opportunity to 
possibly submit a revised proposal with consideration given to a proposal with partial 
open materials and/or landscaping added adjacent to the proposal that would lessen 
its impact on neighboring properties. 

• On April 24, 2012, the applicant submitted a revised site/landscape/elevation plan to 
the staff (see Attachment A). The applicant represented that this revised 
site/landscape/elevation plan only amended what was originally submitted by adding 
certain landscape materials adjacent to the wall (i.e. no amendments have been 
made in the revised plan with regard to fence heights or the location of the fence 
from what was originally submitted), and that all of the added landscape materials on 
the revised submitted plan were code-compliant with regard to the visual obstruction 
regulations. 

• The Dallas Development Code states the following with regard to visibility triangles: 
A person shall not erect, place, or maintain a structure, berm, plant life or any other 
item on a lot if the item is: 
- in a visibility triangle as defined in the Code (45-foot visibility triangles at 

intersections and 20-foot visibility triangles at drive approaches); and  
- between 2.5 – 8 feet in height measured from the top of the adjacent street curb 

(or the grade of the portion on the street adjacent to the visibility triangle). 
A scaled site plan/elevation document has been submitted that denotes portions of 
the existing 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick wall located in the 20’ visibility triangles on 
either side of the western driveway into the site from Walnut Hill Lane (about 8’ of 
length on either side of the driveway). 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Zoning:      
 

Site: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
North: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
South: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
East: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
West: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
 

Land Use:  
 
The subject site is being developed with a single family home.  The areas to the north, 
east, south, and west are developed with single family uses. 
 
Zoning/BDA History:   
 
1.   BDA 067-082, Property at 5404 

Walnut Hill Lane (the lot 
On September 17, 2007, the Board of 
Adjustment Panel C granted a request for a 
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immediately east subject site) 
 

special exception to the fence height 
regulations of 4’ imposing the following 
condition with the request: compliance with 
the submitted revised site/landscape plan 
and revised elevation is required. The case 
report states that the request was made to 
construct a 7’ 1” high solid concrete fence 
with 7’ 8” high concrete columns about 2’ – 
7’ from the Walnut Hill front property line.  

2.   BDA 112- 044, Property at 5404 
Walnut Hill Lane (the lot 
immediately east of subject site) 

 

On April 16, 2012, the Board of Adjustment 
Panel C delayed action on requests for 
special exceptions to the fence height  
regulations made in conjunction with 
maintaining an approximately 7’ 6” high 
solid stone/brick wall with 8’ high 
stone/brick columns on a site developed 
with a single family home until May 14, 
2012. 

3.   BDA 112-043, Property at 5414 
Walnut Hill Lane (two lots east of 
the subject site) 

 

On April 16, 2012, the Board of Adjustment 
Panel C delayed action on a request for a 
special exception to the fence height made 
in conjunction with maintaining an 
approximately 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick 
wall with 8’ high stone/brick columns on a 
site developed with a single family home 
until May 14, 2012.  

4.   BDA 88-096, 5414 Walnut Hill 
Lane (two lots east of the subject 
site) 

 

On September 27, 1988, the Board of 
Adjustment Panel granted a request for a 
special exception to fence height 
regulations of 1’ 6”, and imposed the 
following conditions: 1. The fence shall be 
constructed in accordance with the revised 
fence elevation plan submitted; 2. The 
pilasters shall be evenly spaced 
approximately 16 feet apart; 3. The fence 
shall be located at least 5 feet from the front 
property line, and the area between the 
fence and the street shall be landscaped; 4. 
The fence on the west property line shall be 
eliminated; and 5. The fence shall comply 
with all visibility obstruction triangles. The 
case report states that a request was made 
to construct an 8’ high fence; however, the 
board specified in their motion that the 
special exception was granted to erect a 
fence 5’ 6” high. 

5.   BDA 90-023, 9995 Hollow Way 
(three lots east of the subject 

On April 10, 1990, the Board of Adjustment 
granted a request for a special exception to 
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site) 
 

fence height regulations of 2’ and imposed 
the following conditions to the request: 
submit a revised landscape plan that 
indicates the wall recessed and additional 
landscaping as provided. The case report 
states that the case report was made to 
construct a 6’ high solid masonry fence in 
the site’s Walnut Hill front yard setback. 

6.   BDA 956-193, 9930 
Meadowbrook Drive (the lot 
immediately west of the subject 
site) 

 

On May 28, 1996, the Board of Adjustment 
Panel B granted a request for a special 
exception to the fence height regulations of 
3’ 8” imposing the following condition with 
the request: compliance with the submitted 
revised landscape/site plan and elevation is 
required. The case report states that the 
request was made to construct and 
maintain an approximately 176’ long, 7’ 6” 
high solid stone wall with 8’ high stone 
columns, and two, approximately 7’ high 
open wrought iron gates 

 
Timeline:   
 
February 24, 2012:  The applicant submitted an “Application/Appeal to the Board of 

Adjustment” and related documents which have been included as 
part of this case report. 

 
March 20, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment Secretary assigned this case to Board of 

Adjustment Panel C.   
 
March 21, 2012:  The Board Administrator emailed the applicant the following 

information:  
• an attachment that provided the public hearing date and panel 

that will consider the application; the March 30th deadline to 
submit additional evidence for staff to factor into their analysis; 
and the April 6th deadline to submit additional evidence to be 
incorporated into the Board’s docket materials;  

• the criteria/standard that the board will use in their decision to 
approve or deny the requests; and 

• the Board of Adjustment Working Rules of Procedure pertaining 
to documentary evidence. 

 
April 3, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for April public 
hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
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Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
April 5, 2012: The Sustainable Development and Construction Department 

Project Engineer submitted a review comment sheet marked “Has 
no objections.” 

 
April 16, 2012: The Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing on this 

application on April 16, 2012, and delayed action until May 14th to 
allow the applicant an opportunity to possibly submit a revised 
proposal with consideration given to a proposal with partial open 
materials and/or landscaping added adjacent to the proposal that 
would lessen its impact on neighboring properties. 

 
April 24, 2012: The applicant submitted a revised site/landscape/elevation plan to 

the staff (see Attachment A). 
 
May 1, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for May public 
hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
May 4, 2012: The Sustainable Development and Construction Department 

Project Engineer submitted a review comment sheet marked “Has 
no objections.” 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS (fence height special exception): 
 
• The request focuses on maintaining an approximately 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick 

wall with 8’ high stone/brick columns and two 8’ high wrought iron gates in the site’s 
40’ front yard on a property being developed with a single family home.  

• This site abuts two properties directly west where the same applicant/owner has 
made applications to maintain a fence of similar features than that which is on the 
subject site –requests for special exceptions to fence height regulations made to 
Board of Adjustment Panel C on April 16, 2012: BDA 112-043 and 044. 

• A revised scaled site/landscape/elevation plan has been submitted documenting the 
location of the existing fence/wall/columns/gates relative to their proximity to the 
front property line and pavement line, the length of the proposal relative to the entire 
lot, and the proposed building materials. The proposal is shown to be located 
approximately 5’ – 13’ from the property line or about 13’ – 18’ from the pavement 
line. (The gates are shown to be located about 19’ from the front property line or 
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about 28’ from the pavement line). The proposal is shown to be about 175’ long 
parallel to the street. 

• The revised site/landscape/elevation plan denotes a number of landscape materials 
to be planted on the street-side of the fence/wall. 

• There are 2 single family homes that have direct frontage to the fence/wall. These 
homes are located across a 6-lane divided major thoroughfare (Walnut Hill Lane) 
from the subject site, one of which has an approximately 6’ solid fence in its front 
yard.  

• In addition, the Board Administrator noted two other fences/walls in the immediate 
area above 4 feet high which appeared to be located in the front yard setback. There 
is an approximately 7’ high solid concrete/wood fence located three lots east of the 
site that appears to be a result of a previous board case at this location (BDA 90-
023) and an approximately 7’ high solid concrete wall located west of the site that 
appears to be a result of a previous board case at this location (BDA 956-193). 

• As of May 7, 2012, no letters had been submitted to staff in opposition or in support 
to the proposal. 

• The applicant has the burden of proof in establishing that the special exception to 
the fence height regulations (whereby the proposal that reaches 8’ in height) does 
not adversely affect neighboring property. 

• Granting this special exception of 4’ with a condition imposed that the applicant 
complies with the submitted revised site/landscape/elevation plan would require the 
proposal exceeding 4’ in height in the front yard setback to be maintained in the 
location and of the heights and materials as shown on this document. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS (visual obstruction special exceptions): 
 

• These requests focus on maintaining portions of the aforementioned existing 7’ 6” 
high solid stone/brick wall located in the 20’ visibility triangles on either side of the 
western driveway into the site from Walnut Hill Lane (about 8’ of length on either 
side of the driveway. 

• The Sustainable Development and Construction Department Project Engineer 
submitted a review comment sheet marked “Has no objections.” 

• The applicant has the burden of proof in establishing how granting the requests for 
special exceptions to the visual obstruction regulations to maintain approximately 8’ 
lengths of existing wall in the 20’ visibility triangles on either side of the western 
driveway into the site from Walnut Hill Lane will not constitute a traffic hazard.  

• Granting these requests with a condition imposed that the applicant complies with 
the submitted revised site/landscape/elevation plan would require that the items in 
the 20’ visibility triangles on either side of the western driveway into the site from 
Walnut Hill Lane to be limited to the location, height and materials of those items as 
shown on this document. 

 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION:  APRIL 16, 2012 
 
APPEARING IN FAVOR:             Mark Molthan, 4347 W Northwest Hwy, Dallas, TX 
 
APPEARING IN OPPOSITION:   No one 
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 MOTION:    Maten 
 
I move that the Board of Adjustment in Appeal No. BDA 112-042, hold this matter under 
advisement until May 14, 2012. 
 
SECONDED:    Moore 
AYES: 5– Boyd, Moore, Maten, Coulter, Richard    
NAYS:  0 –  
MOTION PASSED: 5-0 (unanimously) 
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Notification List of Property Owners 

 BDA112-042 

 11 Property Owners Notified 

 Label # Address Owner 
 1 5322 WALNUT HILL LN STEPHENSON RANDALL L & LENISE D STEPHENS 
 2 10008 MEADOWBROOK DR JONES ROBERT W  
 3 5333 WALNUT HILL LN VETTER ANN W  
 4 5415 WALNUT HILL LN MARSHALL CHARLES T & JO-ANNE 
 5 5311 EDLEN DR MERCER THOMAS M JR  
 6 9930 MEADOWBROOK DR TABOR R JAY & SUSAN R  
 7 5404 WALNUT HILL LN STEPHENSON RANDALL L & LENISE H  
 8 5414 WALNUT HILL LN STEPHENSON RANDALL & LENISE  
 9 5327 EDLEN DR FOLSOM R STEPHEN 1996 IRREVOCABLE TR  
 10 5333 EDLEN DR FISCHER KAY W  

11 5415 EDLEN DR SULLIVAN JOHN 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MONDAY, MAY 14, 2012 
CITY OF DALLAS, TEXAS 
 
FILE NUMBER:    BDA 112-043 
 
BUILDING OFFICIAL’S REPORT:  
 
Application of Mark Molthan for a special exception to the fence height regulations at 
5414 Walnut Hill Lane. This property is more fully described as Lot 4 in City Block 
1/5602 and is zoned R-1ac(A), which limits the height of a fence in the front yard to 4 
feet. The applicant proposes to construct and maintain an 8 foot high fence in a required 
front yard, which will require a special exception of 4 feet. 
 
LOCATION:   5414 Walnut Hill Lane  
     
APPLICANT:    Mark Molthan 
 
REQUEST: 
 
• A special exception to the fence height regulations of 4’ is requested in conjunction 

with maintaining an approximately 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick wall with 8’ high 
stone/brick columns, a 7’ high pedestrian gate, and two, 8’ high sliding wrought iron 
gates in the site’s 40’ front yard setback on a site being developed with a single 
family home.  
(Note that this application is adjacent to two other properties where the same 
applicant/owner seeks similar fence height special exception requests of the Board 
of Adjustment Panel C: BDA 112-042 and 044). 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
No staff recommendation is made on this or any request for a special exception to the 
fence height regulations since the basis for this type of appeal is when in the opinion of 
the board, the special exception will not adversely affect neighboring property. 
 
STANDARD FOR A SPECIAL EXCEPTION TO FENCE HEIGHT REGULATIONS:  
 
Section 51A-4.602 of the Dallas Development Code states that the board may grant a 
special exception to the height requirement for fences when in the opinion of the board, 
the special exception will not adversely affect neighboring property. 
 
GENERAL FACTS: 
 
• The Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing on this application on April 16, 

2012, and delayed action until May 14th to allow the applicant an opportunity to 
possibly submit a revised proposal with consideration given to a proposal with partial 
open materials and/or landscaping added adjacent to the proposal that would lessen 
its impact on neighboring properties. 
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• On April 24, 2012, the applicant submitted a revised site/landscape/elevation plan to 
the staff (see Attachment A). The applicant represented that this revised 
site/landscape/elevation plan only amended what was originally submitted by adding 
certain landscape materials adjacent to the wall (i.e. no amendments have been 
made in the revised plan with regard to fence heights or the location of the fence 
from what was originally submitted), and that all of the added landscape materials on 
the revised submitted plan were code-compliant with regard to the visual obstruction 
regulations. 

• The Dallas Development Code states that a fence may not exceed 4’ above grade 
when located in the required front yard in all residential districts except multifamily 
districts. 

• The applicant has submitted a revised site/landscape/elevation plan that denotes 
that the proposal reaches a maximum height of 8 feet. 

• The submitted site plan denotes the following regarding the proposal: 
- Approximately 175’ in length parallel to the street. 
- Fence at its closest is approximately 10’ from the property line (or about 18’ from 

the pavement line).  
- Gates are approximately 20’ from the property line (or about 30’ from the 

pavement line). 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Zoning:      
 

Site: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
North: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
South: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
East: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
West: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
 

Land Use:  
 
The subject site is developed with a single family home.  The areas to the north, east, 
south, and west are developed with single family uses. 
 
Zoning/BDA History:   
 
1.   BDA 067-082, Property at 5404 

Walnut Hill Lane (the lot 
immediately west of the subject 
site) 

 

On September 17, 2007, the Board of 
Adjustment Panel C granted a request for a 
special exception to the fence height 
regulations of 4’ imposing the following 
condition with the request: compliance with 
the submitted revised site/landscape plan 
and revised elevation is required. The case 
report states that the request was made to 
construct a 7’ 1” high solid concrete fence 
with 7’ 8” high concrete columns about 2’ – 
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7’ from the Walnut Hill front property line.  
2.   BDA 112- 044, Property at 5404 

Walnut Hill Lane (the lot 
immediately west of subject site) 

 

On April 16, 2012, the Board of Adjustment 
Panel C delayed action on requests for 
special exceptions to the fence height and 
visual obstruction regulations made in 
conjunction with approximately 7’ 6” high 
solid stone/brick wall with 8’ high 
stone/brick columns in the site’s 40’ front 
yard setback on a site developed with a 
single family home until May 14, 2012. 

3.   BDA 112-042, Property at 5322 
Walnut Hill Lane ( two lots 
immediately west of the subject 
site) 

 

On April 16, 2012, the Board of Adjustment 
Panel C delayed action on a request for a 
special exception to the fence height made 
in conjunction with maintaining an 
approximately 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick 
wall with 8’ high stone/brick columns and 
two 8’ high wrought iron gates in the site’s 
40’ front yard, and a request for special 
exceptions to the visual obstruction 
regulations requested in conjunction with 
maintaining portions of the aforementioned 
existing 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick wall 
located in the 20’ visibility triangles on either 
side of the western driveway into the site 
from Walnut Hill Lane (about 8’ of length on 
either side of the driveway) until May 14, 
2012.  

4.   BDA 88-096, 5414 Walnut Hill 
Lane (the subject site) 

 

On September 27, 1988, the Board of 
Adjustment Panel granted a request for a 
special exception to fence height 
regulations of 1’ 6”, and imposed the 
following conditions: 1. The fence shall be 
constructed in accordance with the revised 
fence elevation plan submitted; 2. The 
pilasters shall be evenly spaced 
approximately 16 feet apart; 3. The fence 
shall be located at least 5 feet from the front 
property line, and the area between the 
fence and the street shall be landscaped; 4. 
The fence on the west property line shall be 
eliminated; and 5. The fence shall comply 
with all visibility obstruction triangles. The 
case report states that a request was made 
to construct an 8’ high fence; however, the 
board specified in their motion that the 
special exception was granted to erect a 
fence 5’ 6” high. 

5.   BDA 90-023, 9995 Hollow Way On April 10, 1990, the Board of Adjustment 
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(the lot immediately east of the 
subject site) 

 

granted a request for a special exception to 
fence height regulations of 2’ and imposed 
the following conditions to the request: 
submit a revised landscape plan that 
indicates the wall recessed and additional 
landscaping as provided. The case report 
states that the case report was made to 
construct a 6’ high solid masonry fence in 
the site’s Walnut Hill front yard setback. 

6.   BDA 956-193, 9930 
Meadowbrook Drive (three lots 
west of the subject site) 

 

On May 28, 1996, the Board of Adjustment 
Panel B granted a request for a special 
exception to the fence height regulations of 
3’ 8” imposing the following condition with 
the request: compliance with the submitted 
revised landscape/site plan and elevation is 
required. The case report states that the 
request was made to construct and 
maintain an approximately 176’ long, 7’ 6” 
high solid stone wall with 8’ high stone 
columns, and two, approximately 7’ high 
open wrought iron gates 

 
Timeline:   
 
February 24, 2012:  The applicant submitted an “Application/Appeal to the Board of 

Adjustment” and related documents which have been included as 
part of this case report. 

 
March 20, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment Secretary assigned this case to Board of 

Adjustment Panel C.   
 
March 21, 2012:  The Board Administrator emailed the applicant the following 

information:  
• an attachment that provided the public hearing date and panel 

that will consider the application; the March 30th deadline to 
submit additional evidence for staff to factor into their analysis; 
and the April 6th deadline to submit additional evidence to be 
incorporated into the Board’s docket materials;  

• the criteria/standard that the board will use in their decision to 
approve or deny the requests; and 

• the Board of Adjustment Working Rules of Procedure pertaining 
to documentary evidence. 

 
April 3, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for April public 
hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
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Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
No review comment sheets with comments were submitted in 
conjunction with this application. 
 

April 16, 2012: The Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing on this 
application on April 16, 2012, and delayed action until May 14th to 
allow the applicant an opportunity to possibly submit a revised 
proposal with consideration given to a proposal with partial open 
materials and/or landscaping added adjacent to the proposal that 
would lessen its impact on neighboring properties. 

 
April 24, 2012: The applicant submitted a revised site/landscape/elevation plan to 

the staff (see Attachment A). 
 
May 1, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for May public 
hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
No review comment sheets with comments were submitted in 
conjunction with this application. 
 

STAFF ANALYSIS: 
 
• The request focuses on maintaining an approximately 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick 

wall with 8’ high stone/brick columns and two 8’ high wrought iron gates in the site’s 
40’ front yard on a property being developed with a single family home.  

• This site abuts two properties directly east where the same applicant/owner has 
made applications to maintain a fence of similar features than that which is on the 
subject site –requests for special exceptions to fence height regulations made to 
Board of Adjustment Panel C on April 16, 2012: BDA 112-042 and 044. 

• A revised scaled site/landscape/elevation plan has been submitted documenting the 
location of the existing fence/wall/columns/gates relative to their proximity to the 
front property line and pavement line, the length of the proposal relative to the entire 
lot, and the proposed building materials. The proposal is shown to be located at its 
closest point approximately on the property line or about 18’ from the pavement line. 
(The gates are shown to be located about 20’ from the front property line or about 
30’ from the pavement line). The proposal is shown to be about 175’ long parallel to 
the street. 
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• The revised site/landscape/elevation plan denotes a number of landscape materials 
to be planted on the street-side of the fence/wall. 

• There are 2 single family homes that have direct frontage to the fence/wall. These 
homes are located across a 6-lane divided major thoroughfare (Walnut Hill Lane) 
from the subject site, one of which has an approximately 6’ solid fence in its front 
yard.  

• In addition, the Board Administrator noted two other fences/walls in the immediate 
area above four (4) feet high which appeared to be located in the front yard setback. 
There is an approximately 7’ high solid concrete/wood fence located one lot east of 
the site that appears to be a result of a previous board case at this location (BDA 90-
023) and an approximately 7’ high solid concrete wall located three lots west of the 
site that appears to be a result of a previous board case at this location (BDA 956-
193). 

• As of May 7, 2012, no letters had been submitted to staff in opposition or in support 
to the proposal. 

• The applicant has the burden of proof in establishing that the special exception to 
the fence height regulations (whereby the proposal that reaches 8’ in height) does 
not adversely affect neighboring property. 

• Granting this special exception of 4’ with a condition imposed that the applicant 
complies with the submitted revised site/landscape/elevation plan would require the 
proposal exceeding 4’ in height in the front yard setback to be maintained in the 
location and of the heights and materials as shown on this document. 

 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION:  APRIL 16, 2012 
 
APPEARING IN FAVOR:             Mark Molthan, 4347 W Northwest Hwy, Dallas, TX 
 
APPEARING IN OPPOSITION:   No one 
   
 MOTION:    Maten 
 
I move that the Board of Adjustment in Appeal No. BDA 112-043, hold this matter under 
advisement until May 14, 2012. 
 
SECONDED:    Moore 
AYES: 5– Boyd, Moore, Maten, Coulter, Richard    
NAYS:  0 –  
MOTION PASSED: 5-0 (unanimously) 
**************************************************************************************************** 
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Notification List of Property Owners 

 BDA112-043 

 11 Property Owners Notified 

 Label # Address Owner 
 1 5414 WALNUT HILL LN STEPHENSON RANDALL & LENISE  
 2 5333 WALNUT HILL LN VETTER ANN W  
 3 5415 WALNUT HILL LN MARSHALL CHARLES T & JO-ANNE 
 4 10007 HOLLOW WAY RD SALIM MICHAEL D & LAURIE A  
 5 5322 WALNUT HILL LN STEPHENSON RANDALL L & LENISE D STEPHENS 
 6 5404 WALNUT HILL LN STEPHENSON RANDALL L & LENISE H  
 7 9995 HOLLOW WAY RD BUTTLES JOHN S & JENNIFER A 
 8 5327 EDLEN DR FOLSOM R STEPHEN 1996 IRREVOCABLE TR  
 9 5333 EDLEN DR FISCHER KAY W  
 10 5415 EDLEN DR SULLIVAN JOHN  

 
11 5431      EDLEN DR CORSON CHARLES D & LAURIE S 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MONDAY, MAY 14, 2012 
CITY OF DALLAS, TEXAS 
 
FILE NUMBER:    BDA 112-044 
 
BUILDING OFFICIAL’S REPORT:  
 
Application of Mark Molthan for a special exception to the fence height regulations at 
5404 Walnut Hill Lane. This property is more fully described as Lot 3 in City Block 
1/5602 and is zoned R-1ac(A), which limits the height of a fence in the front yard to 4 
feet. The applicant proposes to construct and maintain an 8 foot high fence in a required 
front yard, which will require a special exception of 4 feet. 
 
LOCATION:   5404 Walnut Hill Lane  
     
APPLICANT:    Mark Molthan 
 
REQUEST: 
 
• A special exception to the fence height regulations of 4’ is requested in conjunction 

with maintaining an approximately 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick wall with 8’ high 
stone/brick columns in the site’s 40’ front yard setback on a site developed with a 
single family home. 
(Note that this application abuts two other properties where the same 
applicant/owner seeks similar fence height special exception requests of the Board 
of Adjustment Panel C: BDA 112-042 and 043. Additionally note that Board of 
Adjustment Panel C granted a request for a fence height special exception request 
on this site/property in September of 2007- BDA 067-082- an exception made to 
construct and maintain a 7’ 6” high solid stone wall with 8’ high stone columns and 
two, approximately 7’ high sliding electric open wrought iron gates in the site’s 40’ 
front yard setback on a site that at that time was being developed with a single 
family home). 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
No staff recommendation is made on this or any request for a special exception to the 
fence height regulations since the basis for this type of appeal is when in the opinion of 
the board, the special exception will not adversely affect neighboring property. 
 
STANDARD FOR A SPECIAL EXCEPTION TO FENCE HEIGHT REGULATIONS:  
 
Section 51A-4.602 of the Dallas Development Code states that the board may grant a 
special exception to the height requirement for fences when in the opinion of the board, 
the special exception will not adversely affect neighboring property. 
 
GENERAL FACTS: 
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• The Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing on this application on April 16, 
2012, and delayed action until May 14th to allow the applicant an opportunity to 
submit a revised proposal with consideration given to a proposal with partial open 
materials and/or landscaping added adjacent to the proposal that would lessen its 
impact of the fence on neighboring properties. 

• On April 24, 2012, the applicant submitted a revised site/landscape/elevation plan to 
the staff (see Attachment A). The applicant represented that this revised 
site/landscape/elevation plan only amended what was originally submitted by adding 
certain landscape materials adjacent to the wall (i.e. no amendments have been 
made in the revised plan with regard to fence heights or the location of the fence 
from what was originally submitted), and that all of the added landscape materials on 
the revised submitted plan were code-compliant with regard to the visual obstruction 
regulations. 

• The Dallas Development Code states that a fence may not exceed 4’ above grade 
when located in the required front yard in all residential districts except multifamily 
districts. 
The applicant has submitted a revised site/landscape/elevation plan that denotes 
that the proposal reaches a maximum height of 8 feet. 

• The submitted site plan denotes the following regarding the proposal: 
- Approximately 175’ in length parallel to the street. 
- Ranging from approximately 6’- 10’ from the property line (or about 16’ – 20’ from 

the pavement line).  
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Zoning:      
 

Site: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
North: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
South: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
East: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
West: R-1ac (A) (Single family district 1 acre) 
 

Land Use:  
 
The subject site is developed with a single family home.  The areas to the north, east, 
south, and west are developed with single family uses. 
 
Zoning/BDA History:   
 
1.   BDA 067-082, Property at 5404 

Walnut Hill Lane (the subject site) 
 

On September 17, 2007, the Board of 
Adjustment Panel C granted a request for a 
special exception to the fence height 
regulations of 4’ imposing the following 
condition with the request: compliance with 
the submitted revised site/landscape plan 
and revised elevation is required. The case 
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report states that the request was made to 
construct a 7’ 1” high solid concrete fence 
with 7’ 8” high concrete columns about 2’ – 
7’ from the Walnut Hill front property line.  

2.   BDA 112- 042, Property at 5322 
Walnut Hill Lane (the lot 
immediately west of subject site) 

 

On April 16, 2012, the Board of Adjustment 
Panel C delayed action on requests for 
special exceptions to the fence height and 
visual obstruction regulations made in 
conjunction with maintaining an 
approximately 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick 
wall with 8’ high stone/brick columns and 
two 8’ high wrought iron gates in the site’s 
40’ front yard, and maintaining portions of 
the aforementioned existing 7’ 6” high solid 
stone/brick wall located in the 20’ visibility 
triangles on either side of the western 
driveway into the site from Walnut Hill Lane 
until May 14, 2012. 

3.   BDA 112-043, Property at 5414 
Walnut Hill Lane (the lot 
immediately east of the subject 
site) 

 

On April 16, 2012, the Board of Adjustment 
Panel C delayed action on a request for a 
special exception to the fence height made 
in conjunction with maintaining an 
approximately 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick 
wall with 8’ high stone/brick columns, a 7’ 
high pedestrian gate, and two, 8’ high 
sliding wrought iron gates in the site’s 40’ 
front yard setback on a site being 
developed with a single family home until 
May 14, 2012. 

4.   BDA 88-096, 5414 Walnut Hill 
Lane (the lot immediately east of 
the subject site) 

 

On September 27, 1988, the Board of 
Adjustment Panel granted a request for a 
special exception to fence height 
regulations of 1’ 6”, and imposed the 
following conditions: 1. The fence shall be 
constructed in accordance with the revised 
fence elevation plan submitted; 2. The 
pilasters shall be evenly spaced 
approximately 16 feet apart; 3. The fence 
shall be located at least 5 feet from the front 
property line, and the area between the 
fence and the street shall be landscaped; 4. 
The fence on the west property line shall be 
eliminated; and 5. The fence shall comply 
with all visibility obstruction triangles. The 
case report states that a request was made 
to construct an 8’ high fence; however, the 
board specified in their motion that the 
special exception was granted to erect a 
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fence 5’ 6” high. 
5.   BDA 90-023, 9995 Hollow Way 

(two lots immediately east of the 
subject site) 

 

On April 10, 1990, the Board of Adjustment 
granted a request for a special exception to 
fence height regulations of 2’ and imposed 
the following conditions to the request: 
submit a revised landscape plan that 
indicates the wall recessed and additional 
landscaping as provided. The case report 
states that the case report was made to 
construct a 6’ high solid masonry fence in 
the site’s Walnut Hill front yard setback. 

6.   BDA 956-193, 9930 
Meadowbrook Drive (two lots 
west of the subject site) 

 

On May 28, 1996, the Board of Adjustment 
Panel B granted a request for a special 
exception to the fence height regulations of 
3’ 8” imposing the following condition with 
the request: compliance with the submitted 
revised landscape/site plan and elevation is 
required. The case report states that the 
request was made to construct and 
maintain an approximately 176’ long, 7’ 6” 
high solid stone wall with 8’ high stone 
columns, and two, approximately 7’ high 
open wrought iron gates 

 
Timeline:   
 
February 24, 2012:  The applicant submitted an “Application/Appeal to the Board of 

Adjustment” and related documents which have been included as 
part of this case report. 

 
March 20, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment Secretary assigned this case to Board of 

Adjustment Panel C.  This assignment was made in order to 
comply with Section 9 (k) of the Board of Adjustment Working Rule 
of Procedure that states, “If a subsequent case is filed concerning 
the same request, that case must be returned to the panel hearing 
the previously filed case.” 

 
March 21, 2012:  The Board Administrator emailed the applicant the following 

information:  
• an attachment that provided the public hearing date and panel 

that will consider the application; the March 30th deadline to 
submit additional evidence for staff to factor into their analysis; 
and the April 6th deadline to submit additional evidence to be 
incorporated into the Board’s docket materials;  

• the criteria/standard that the board will use in their decision to 
approve or deny the requests; and 

• the Board of Adjustment Working Rules of Procedure pertaining 
to documentary evidence. 
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March 23, 2012:  The Board Administrator emailed the applicant the following 

information:  
• A picture that he photographed on the property at 5404 Walnut 

Hill Lane several days ago; and a question as to whether the 
existing “fence” matches what is represented on your submitted 
site plan/elevation; and if not, what was his proposal to the 
board: 1) to change the existing “fence” on the property to 
match what is shown on his submitted site plan/elevation; or 2) 
to change what is shown on his submitted site plan/elevation to 
match the existing “fence”? 

• An observation for him to be aware of the fact that if/when the 
board grants this type of request they almost always impose the 
applicant’s submitted site plan and/or elevation as a condition to 
the request. With this in mind, you may want to make sure that 
whatever is on your submitted plan is what you are willing to 
construct/modify/maintain on the property. 

 
April 3, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for April public 
hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
No review comment sheets with comments were submitted in 
conjunction with this application. 

 
April 16, 2012: The Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing on this 

application on April 16, 2012, and delayed action until May 14th to 
allow the applicant an opportunity to submit a revised proposal with 
consideration given to a proposal with partial open materials and/or 
landscaping added adjacent to the proposal that would lessen its 
impact on neighboring properties. 

 
April 24, 2012: The applicant submitted a revised site/landscape/elevation plan to 

the staff (see Attachment A). 
 
May 1, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for May public 
hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
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Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
No review comment sheets with comments were submitted in 
conjunction with this application. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: 
 
• The request focuses on maintaining an approximately 7’ 6” high solid stone/brick 

wall with 8’ high stone/brick columns in the site’s 40’ front yard setback on a site 
developed with a single family home. 

• This site abuts properties directly east and west where the same applicant/owner 
has made applications to maintain a fence of similar features than that which is on 
the subject site –requests for special exceptions to fence height regulations made to 
Board of Adjustment Panel C on April 16, 2012: BDA 112-042 and 043. 

• A revised scaled site/landscape/elevation plan has been submitted documenting the 
location of the existing fence/wall/columns relative to their proximity to the front 
property line and pavement line, the length of the proposal relative to the entire lot, 
and the proposed building materials. The proposal is shown to be located 
approximately 6’ – 10’ from the property line or about 16’ – 20’ from the pavement 
line. The proposal is shown to be about 175’ long parallel to the street. 

• There are 2 single family homes that have direct frontage to the fence/wall. These 
homes are located across a 6-lane divided major thoroughfare (Walnut Hill Lane) 
from the subject site, one of which has an approximately 6’ solid fence in its front 
yard.  

• In addition, the Board Administrator noted two other fences/walls in the immediate 
area above 4 feet high which appeared to be located in the front yard setback. There 
is an approximately 7’ high solid concrete/wood fence located two lots east of the 
site that appears to be a result of a previous board case at this location (BDA 90-
023) and an approximately 7’ high solid concrete wall located two lots west of the 
site that appears to be a result of a previous board case at this location (BDA 956-
193). 

• As of May 7, 2012, no letters had been submitted to staff in opposition or in support 
to the proposal. 

• The applicant has the burden of proof in establishing that the special exception to 
the fence height regulations (whereby the proposal that reaches 8’ in height) does 
not adversely affect neighboring property. 

• Granting this special exception of 4’ with a condition imposed that the applicant 
complies with the submitted revised site/landscape/elevation plan would require the 
proposal exceeding 4’ in height in the front yard setback to be maintained in the 
location and of the heights and materials as shown on this document. 

 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT ACTION:  APRIL 16, 2012 
 
APPEARING IN FAVOR:             Mark Molthan, 4347 W Northwest Hwy, Dallas, TX 
 
APPEARING IN OPPOSITION:   No one 
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 MOTION:    Maten 
 
I move that the Board of Adjustment in Appeal No. BDA 112-044, hold this matter under 
advisement until May 14, 2012. 
 
SECONDED:    Moore 
AYES: 5– Boyd, Moore, Maten, Coulter, Richard    
NAYS:  0 –  
MOTION PASSED: 5-0 (unanimously) 
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Notification List of Property Owners 

 BDA112-044 

 14 Property Owners Notified 

 Label # Address Owner 
 1 5404 WALNUT HILL LN STEPHENSON RANDALL L & LENISE H  
 2 10008 MEADOWBROOK DR JONES ROBERT W  
 3 5333 WALNUT HILL LN VETTER ANN W  
 4 5415 WALNUT HILL LN MARSHALL CHARLES T & JO-ANNE 
 5 10007 HOLLOW WAY RD SALIM MICHAEL D & LAURIE A  
 6 5311 EDLEN DR MERCER THOMAS M JR  
 7 9930 MEADOWBROOK DR TABOR R JAY & SUSAN R  
 8 5322 WALNUT HILL LN STEPHENSON RANDALL L & LENISE D STEPHENS 
 9 5414 WALNUT HILL LN STEPHENSON RANDALL & LENISE  
 10 9995 HOLLOW WAY RD BUTTLES JOHN S & JENNIFER A 
 11 5327 EDLEN DR FOLSOM R STEPHEN 1996 IRREVOCABLE TR  
 12 5333 EDLEN DR FISCHER KAY W  
 13 5415 EDLEN DR SULLIVAN JOHN 
  

14 5431 EDLEN DR CORSON CHARLES D & LAURIE S 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MONDAY, MAY 14, 2012 
CITY OF DALLAS, TEXAS 
 
FILE NUMBER:    BDA 101-121 
 
BUILDING OFFICIAL’S REPORT:  
 
Application of Lucila Toraya, represented by Construction Concepts, for a variance to 
the side yard setback regulations at 3546 Gaspar Drive. This property is more fully 
described as Lot 11 in City Block 16/6144 and is zoned R-7.5(A), which requires a side 
yard setback of 5 feet. The applicant proposes to construct and/or maintain a structure 
and provide a 0 foot side yard setback, which will require a variance of 5 feet. 
 
LOCATION:   3546 Gaspar Drive 
     
APPLICANT:    Lucila Toraya 
  Represented by Construction Concepts 
 
REQUEST: 
 
• A variance to the side yard setback regulations of 5’ is requested in conjunction with 

maintaining (what is represented on the submitted site plan) a “one story frame” 
single family home structure, a portion of which is located in the site’s western 5’ 
side yard setback. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
Denial 
 
Rationale: 
• The applicant has not substantiated how the subject site differs from other lots 

zoned R-7.5(A) where either its restrictive size, shape, or slope precludes it from 
being developed in a manner commensurate with the development upon other 
parcels of land with the same R-7.5(A) zoning. The site is flat, virtually rectangular in 
shape, and is 0.21 acres (or approximately 9,100 square feet) in area – a lot area 
larger than the typical lot area in R-7.5(A) zoning at 7,500 square feet. 

 
STANDARD FOR A VARIANCE:  
 
The Dallas Development Code specifies that the board has the power to grant 
variances from the front yard, side yard, rear yard, lot width, lot depth, coverage, floor 
area for structures accessory to single family uses, height, minimum sidewalks, off-
street parking or off-street loading, or landscape regulations provided that the variance 
is:  
• not contrary to the public interest when, owing to special conditions, a literal 

enforcement of this chapter would result in unnecessary hardship, and so that the 
spirit of the ordinance will be observed and substantial justice done;  
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• necessary to permit development of a specific parcel of land that differs from other 
parcels of land by being of such a restrictive area, shape, or slope, that it cannot be 
developed in a manner commensurate with the development upon other parcels of 
land with the same zoning; and  

• not granted to relieve a self created or personal hardship, nor for financial reasons 
only, nor to permit any person a privilege in developing a parcel of land not permitted 
by this chapter to other parcels of land with the same zoning. 

 
GENERAL FACTS: 
 
• The subject site is located at the southwest corner of Gaspar Avenue and El Centro. 

The property has one 25’ front yard setback on the north along Gaspar Avenue, two 
5’ side yard setbacks on the east (along El Centro) and west, and one 5’ rear yard 
setback on the south. 

• The minimum side yard setback on an R-7.5(A) zoned lot is 5 feet. 
The applicant has submitted a site plan indicating a structure that is located as close 
on from the site’s western side property line (or 5’ into the required 5’ side yard 
setback). 

• The site is flat, virtually rectangular in shape (49.5’ on the north, 65’ on the south, 
140 on the east, and 139’ on the west), and is (according to the application) 0.21 
acres (or approximately 9,100 square feet) in area. The plat map of the site indicates 
that the property has a 30’ platted building line along Gaspar Avenue. The site is 
zoned R-7.5(A) where lots are typically 7,500 square feet in area. 

• According to DCAD records, the property at 3546 Gaspar has the following 
improvements: 
− “main improvement” built in 1950 with 868 square feet of living area, and 
− “additional improvement” – 380 square foot detached carport. 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Zoning:      
 

Site: R-7.5(A) (Single family district 7,500 square feet) 
North: R-7.5(A) (Single family district 7,500 square feet) 
South: R-7.5(A) (Single family district 7,500 square feet) 
East: R-7.5(A) (Single family district 7,500 square feet) 
West: R-7.5(A) (Single family district 7,500 square feet) 
 

Land Use:  
 

 
The subject site is developed with a single family home. The areas to the north, east, 
south, and west are developed with single family uses. 
  
Zoning/BDA History:   
 
There has not been any recent related board or zoning cases recorded either on or in 
the immediate vicinity of the subject site.  
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Timeline:   
 
March 29, 2012:  The applicant submitted an “Application/Appeal to the Board of 

Adjustment” and related documents which have been included as 
part of this case report. 

 
April 17, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment Secretary randomly assigned this case to 

Board of Adjustment Panel C.   
 
April 17, 2012:  The Board Administrator emailed the applicant’s representative the 

following information:  
• an attachment that provided the public hearing date and panel 

that will consider the application; the April 27th deadline to 
submit additional evidence for staff to factor into their analysis; 
and the May 4th deadline to submit additional evidence to be 
incorporated into the Board’s docket materials;  

• the criteria/standard that the board will use in their decision to 
approve or deny the requests;  

• the Board of Adjustment Working Rules of Procedure pertaining 
to documentary evidence; and  

• a picture that he photographed on the property from the alley 
northward in March of 2012 with the note that if/when the board 
grants a variance, they typically impose the applicant’s 
submitted site plan as a condition to the request. (The Board 
Administrator advised the applicant’s representative with this in 
mind, to please note that his submitted plan should be an 
accurate representation of what he is seeking variance for, and 
to make any amendments to the plan that he feels is necessary 
with submittal of any revised plan (if he deem necessary) to 
Todd Duerksen and him no later than noon April 27th. 

 
May 1, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for May public 
hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
No review comment sheets with comments were submitted in 
conjunction with this application. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: 
 

• This request focuses on maintaining (what is represented on the submitted site plan) 
a “one story frame” single family home structure, a portion of which is located in the 
site’s western 5’ side yard setback. 
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• According to calculations made by the Board Administrator from the submitted site 
plan, approximately 120 square feet (or about 40 percent) of the approximately 300 
square foot addition (or 13 percent of the approximately 900 square foot building 
footprint) is located in the site’s western 5’ side yard setback. 

• The applicant has been advised that when the board grants a variance, they typically 
impose the applicant’s submitted site plan as a condition; thus, his submitted site 
plan should be an accurate representation of what he is seeking a variance for, and 
that any amendments to the site plan should be submitted to the City no later than 
April 27th. 

• The site is flat, virtually rectangular in shape (49.5’ on the north, 65’ on the south, 
140 on the east, and 139’ on the west), and is (according to the application) 0.21 
acres (or approximately 9,100 square feet) in area. The plat map of the site indicates 
that the property has a 30’ platted building line along Gaspar Avenue. The site is 
zoned R-7.5(A) where lots are typically 7,500 square feet in area. 

• The applicant has the burden of proof in establishing the following: 
- That granting the variance to the side yard setback regulations will not be 

contrary to the public interest when, owing to special conditions, a literal 
enforcement of this chapter would result in unnecessary hardship, and so that 
the spirit of the ordinance will be observed and substantial justice done.  

- The variance is necessary to permit development of the subject site that differs 
from other parcels of land by being of such a restrictive area, shape, or slope, 
that the subject site cannot be developed in a manner commensurate with the 
development upon other parcels of land in districts with the same R-7.5(A) 
(Single family) zoning classification.  

- The variance would not be granted to relieve a self created or personal hardship, 
nor for financial reasons only, nor to permit any person a privilege in developing 
this parcel of land (the subject site) not permitted by this chapter to other parcels 
of land in districts with the same R-7.5(A) (Single family) zoning classification.  

• If the Board grants the side yard variance of 5’, imposing the site plan as a condition  
would limit the structure encroachment into the setback to what is shown on, which 
in this case is a portion of an existing single family home (represented on the 
submitted plan as an approximately 120 square foot portion of the approximately 
300 square foot addition of the approximately 900 square foot building footprint) 
located on the site’s western side property line or 5’ into this 5’ side yard setback. 
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Notification List of Property Owners 

 BDA101-121 

 23 Property Owners Notified 

 Label # Address Owner 
 1 3546 GASPAR DR TORAYA LUCILA V  
 2 3544 FONTANA DR MARTINEZ ARACELI &  
 3 3548 FONTANA DR MITCHELL WILLIAM W  
 4 3530 GASPAR DR VILLANUEVA VALENTIN & MARIA GARCIA 
 5 3534 GASPAR DR GUZMAN MARIA E  
 6 3538 GASPAR DR AVELLANEDA CESAR & SARA MEJIA 
 7 3542 GASPAR DR JARAMILLO MARIANO  
 8 3551 FONTANA DR ALCALA IDALIA  
 9 3547 FONTANA DR JARAMILLO VICTOR & ANNETTE 
 10 3543 FONTANA DR VASQUEZ LEO H & LUISA GARCIA 
 11 3537 FONTANA DR REYNA ROSENDO & YOLANDA FLORES 
 12 3533 FONTANA DR ALCALA JOE R ETAL  
 13 3602 GASPAR DR FARINA LUPE F & JORGE  
 14 3610 GASPAR DR CASH FREIDA J  
 15 3611 FONTANA DR CASTRO GERARDO  
 16 3603 FONTANA DR GONZALES MARGARITO  
 17 3611 GASPAR DR RAMOS ROSA I RODRIGUEZ JUAN M 
 18 3603 GASPAR DR OLIVEIRA LINDER  
 19 3547 GASPAR DR BENAVIDEZ AURORA  
 20 3543 GASPAR DR CRI INVESTMENTS LLC  
 21 3539 GASPAR DR DIAL HELEN W  
 22 3535 GASPAR DR HERNANDEZ HUGO  

 
 23 3529 GASPAR DR   PAEZ MANUEL HERNANDEZ & MARIA C DE  
        HERNA 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MONDAY, MAY 14, 2012 
CITY OF DALLAS, TEXAS 
 
FILE NUMBER:    BDA 112-046 
 
BUILDING OFFICIAL’S REPORT:  
 
Application of Steven L. Besly for a variance to the floor area regulations at 5319 Bryan 
Street. This property is more fully described as Lot 5 in City Block X/1861 and is zoned 
MF-2(A), which states that an accessory structure to a single family use may not exceed 
25% of the floor area of the main structure. The applicant proposes to construct an 
accessory structure with 1,121 square feet of floor area (44.8% of the 2,502 square foot 
floor area of the main structure), which will require a variance to the floor area 
regulations of 495.5 square feet. 
 
LOCATION:   5319 Bryan Street 
     
APPLICANT:    Steven L. Besly  
 
REQUEST: 
 
• According to the Building Official’s report, a variance to the floor area regulations for 

a structure accessory to single family use of 495.5 square feet is requested in 
conjunction with constructing and maintaining (what is represented on the submitted 
site plan) a “new two-story frame garage” structure on a site developed with an 
“existing two-story frame residence,” an accessory structure that would exceed 25 
percent of the floor area of the existing main structure. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
Denial 
 
Rationale: 
• The applicant has not substantiated how the subject site differs from other lots 

zoned MF-2(A) where either its restrictive size, shape, or slope precludes it from 
being developed in a manner commensurate with the development upon other 
parcels of land with the same R-7.5(A) zoning. The site is flat, rectangular in shape 
(160’ x 51’), and is (according to the application) 8,160 square feet in area. The 
applicant has not demonstrated how the property cannot be retained with/developed 
with a commensurately-sized single family home and accessory structure in 
accordance with development code standards due to the restrictive area, shape, or 
slope of the property. 

 
STANDARD FOR A VARIANCE:  
 
The Dallas Development Code specifies that the board has the power to grant 
variances from the front yard, side yard, rear yard, lot width, lot depth, coverage, floor 
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area for structures accessory to single family uses, height, minimum sidewalks, off-
street parking or off-street loading, or landscape regulations provided that the variance 
is:  
• not contrary to the public interest when, owing to special conditions, a literal 

enforcement of this chapter would result in unnecessary hardship, and so that the 
spirit of the ordinance will be observed and substantial justice done;  

• necessary to permit development of a specific parcel of land that differs from other 
parcels of land by being of such a restrictive area, shape, or slope, that it cannot be 
developed in a manner commensurate with the development upon other parcels of 
land with the same zoning; and  

• not granted to relieve a self created or personal hardship, nor for financial reasons 
only, nor to permit any person a privilege in developing a parcel of land not permitted 
by this chapter to other parcels of land with the same zoning. 

 
GENERAL FACTS: 
 
• “Accessory structure” is defined in the Dallas Development Code as “a structure 

located on the same lot as the main building that is subordinate in floor area, 
location, and purpose to the main building and use for a permitted accessory use. ‘ 

• The Dallas Development Code states that “an accessory use must be a use 
customarily incidental to the main use.” 

• The subject site is zoned MF-2(A), which permits a “single family” use by right.  
• The subject site is developed with a single family use. 
• For single family uses, the Dallas Development Code states that, except in the 

agricultural district, “the floor area of any individual accessory structure on a lot, 
(excluding floor area used for parking), may not exceed 25 percent of the floor area 
of the main building.” 

• The applicant has submitted a site plan indicating an “existing two-story frame 
residence” and a “new two-story frame garage.” The applicant has submitted a floor 
plan of the accessory structure where its first floor includes a garage space, and its 
second floor includes a living room, two bedrooms, and bath spaces. The applicant 
has stated on his application that an appeal has been made for variance of “floor 
area ratio for unattached carriage house. Entitled to 625.5 square feet as 25% of 
2502 square feet and seek variance of up to 495.5 square feet.” The related Building 
Official’s Report states that the applicant proposes to construct an accessory 
structure with 1,121 square feet of floor area (44.8 percent of the 2,502 square feet 
of floor area of the main structure) which will require a 495.5 square foot variance to 
the floor area ratio regulation. 

• The site is flat, rectangular in shape (160’ x 51’), and is (according to the application) 
8,160 square feet in area. The site is zoned MF-2(A). 

• According to DCAD records, the property at 5319 Bryan has the following 
improvements: 
− “main improvement” built in 1914 with 2,502 square feet of living area, and 
− “additional improvements;” a 200 square foot attached carport and a 200 square 

foot detached carport. 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
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Zoning:      
 

Site: MF-2(A) (Multifamily) 
North: MF-2(A) (Multifamily) 
South: PD 63 (Planned Development District) 
East: MF-2(A) (Multifamily) 
West: MF-2(A) (Multifamily) 
 

Land Use:  
 

 
The subject site is developed with a single family home. The areas to the north, east, 
south, and west appear to be developed with single family uses. 
  
Zoning/BDA History:   
 
There has not been any recent related board or zoning cases recorded either on or in 
the immediate vicinity of the subject site.  
 
Timeline:   
 
February 29, 2012:  The applicant submitted an “Application/Appeal to the Board of 

Adjustment” and related documents which have been included as 
part of this case report. 

 
April 17, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment Secretary randomly assigned this case to 

Board of Adjustment Panel C.   
 
April 19, 2012:  The Board Administrator emailed the applicant the following 

information:  
• an attachment that provided the public hearing date and panel 

that will consider the application; the April 27th deadline to 
submit additional evidence for staff to factor into their analysis; 
and the May 4th deadline to submit additional evidence to be 
incorporated into the Board’s docket materials;  

• the criteria/standard that the board will use in their decision to 
approve or deny the requests; and 

• the Board of Adjustment Working Rules of Procedure pertaining 
to documentary evidence. 

 
May 1, 2012:  The Board of Adjustment staff review team meeting was held 

regarding this request and the others scheduled for May public 
hearings. Review team members in attendance included: the 
Sustainable Development and Construction Department Current 
Planning Division Assistant Director, the Sustainable Development 
and Construction Department Engineering Division Assistant 
Director, the Board Administrator, the Building Inspection Senior 
Plans Examiner/Development Code Specialist, the Sustainable 
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Development and Construction Department Project Engineer, the 
Chief Arborist, and Assistant City Attorney to the Board. 

 
No review comment sheets with comments were submitted in 
conjunction with this application. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: 
 

• This request focuses on a variance to the floor area regulations for an accessory 
structure to a single family use of 495.5 square feet that has been requested in 
conjunction with constructing and maintaining (what is represented on the submitted 
site plan) a “new two-story frame garage” structure on a site developed with an 
“existing two-story frame residence,” an accessory structure that would exceed 25 
percent of the floor area of the existing main structure. 

• The site is flat, rectangular in shape (160’ x 51’), and is (according to the application) 
8,160 square feet in area. The site is zoned MF-2(A). 

• According to DCAD, the property is developed with a structure with about 2,500 
square feet of living area and a 200 square foot attached carport and a 200 square 
foot detached carport. (Note that this referenced detached carport appears from the 
Board Administrator’s field trip of the site in April of 2012 to have been demolished). 

• The applicant has the burden of proof in establishing the following: 
- That granting the variance to the floor area for structures accessory to single 

family uses regulations will not be contrary to the public interest when, owing to 
special conditions, a literal enforcement of this chapter would result in 
unnecessary hardship, and so that the spirit of the ordinance will be observed 
and substantial justice done.  

- The variance is necessary to permit development of the subject site that differs 
from other parcels of land by being of such a restrictive area, shape, or slope, 
that the subject site cannot be developed in a manner commensurate with the 
development upon other parcels of land in districts with the same MF-2(A) 
(Multifamily) zoning classification.  

- The variance would not be granted to relieve a self created or personal hardship, 
nor for financial reasons only, nor to permit any person a privilege in developing 
this parcel of land (the subject site) not permitted by this chapter to other parcels 
of land in districts with the same MF-2(A) (Multifamily) zoning classification.  

• If the Board were to grant the variance to the floor area regulations for an accessory 
structure to a single family use of 495.5 square feet, the property could be 
developed with an accessory structure that could exceed the floor area of the main 
structure by 495.5 square feet. The applicant would be required to adhere to all 
other development code provisions on this property. 

 
 

BDA 112-046 7-4



 

BDA 112-046 7-5



 

BDA 112-046 7-6



City of Dallas

APPLICATION/APPEAL TO THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

Mailing Address:
Zip Code:

E-mail Address:

Affirm that an appeal has been made for a Variance ~, or Special Ex~eption

_____________________ 41€~

‘.IW, •.-

- ~I, -~

(I

,of ~/oi AL.L~

b2~J’

At4//zL /%j LV’LO~
Notary Public in and for Dallas County fexas

CaseNo.: BDA 2-C

Data Relative to Subject Property: Date: d?

Location address: 63 1 ‘1 aj-i~ Zoning District:

Lot No.: 6 Block No.: I Acreage: J14~b f~/L Census Tract: P
Street Frontage (in Feet): 1) 3/ 2) ___________ 3) ___________ 4) 5)

To the Honorable Board of Adjustment:

Owner of Property (per Warranty Deed): &ê6 ( ) 6&t& /313
Applicant: ~‘ 1.. Telephone:

Mailing Address: ~ 1 4

E-mail Address: t.. I c

Represented by: Telephone:

4

Zip Code: 0~6

Application is made to the Board of Adjustment, in accordance with the provisions of’ the Dallas
Development Code, to grant t~e descr~bed appeal for the following reason:

Note to Applicant: If the appeal requested in this application is granted by the Board of Adjustment, a
permit must be applied for within 180 days of the date of the final action of the Board, unless the Board
specifically grants a longer period.

Affidavit

Before me the undersigned on this day personally appeared ‘ ≤ I
(Affiant Applicants n me printed)

who on (his her) oath certifies that the above statements are true arid correc to his/her best
knowledge and that he/she is the owner/or principal/or authorized r - tativ of I e subject
property.

Respectfully submitted:
(Affiant/Applican ‘ signature)

,,f,Th 1fl1
this ~ day of ~LtJ7)j~
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Building Official’s Report

I hereby certify that Steven L. Besly

did submit a request for a variance to the floor area ratio regulation

at 5319 Bryan Street

BDAI 12-046. Application of Steven L. Besly for a variance to the floor area ratio
regulation at 5319 Bryan Street. This property is more fully described as lot 5 in city block

• X11861 and is zoned MF-2(A), in which an accessorystructure to a single family use may
r~ot exceed 25%. of the floor area of the main structure. The applicant proposes to
construct a single family residential accessory structure with 1,121 square feet of floor

• area (44.8% of the 2,502 square faot floor area. of the main structure), which will reqUire a
495.5 square foot variance to the floor area ratio regulation.

Sincerely,

~
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Steven Besly
5319 Bryan St

The requested variance for floor area ration is not contrary to public policy and is required
by the special conditions caused by a 98 year old house sitting offkilter on an irregularly extra long
and narrow lot. A literal enforcement of the 25% floor area might not be a problem for a wide lot
containing a single story ranch style home built to modem code because an addition can be added
to the house. Four Square Prarie houses that were built in munger place did not have attached
parking bu rather unattached carriage houses/servants quarters. Replacing the one that was in
evidence when Chuck Norris shot the movie Silent Rage in my house, is in keeping with the proper
neighborhood design even though the area has been designated Multi Family 2 and there is a house
converted to an apartment building that has a 4 car unattached garage converted to apartments on my
block. Next door I have an oversized brick duplex and a Four square with an overlarge carriage
house that caused the removal of 2 very large oak trees and cut the roots of one of my trees that is
just now coming back. And behind me is a brick apartment building. Two open lots were scraped
to build 4 plex three story apartments that utilize every square foot of space with little or no
landscaping. Six lots down the Brownstones on Bryan built 8 such units which are almost as big
an eyesore as the three boarding houses on the corner ofBryan and Mckinney. The houses and trees
were scraped before the market crashed in 2009 and have ben left the unkept which allows all the
noise from Liveoak including busses and sirens directly into my lot. The Carriage house should help
block that. Every house in Munger Place had a carriage house and most have been replaced and
improved with modem conveniences.

My 98 year old two story structure is only worth $32,000 according to DCAD. Even if it was
capable of being added onto the irregular lot would require a variance because the property is right
next to the lot line which would still require a variance for violating the set back. The standalone
building as designed incorporates close to $30,000 worth of foundation piers, concrete and
engineering simply to meet code and provide a stable structure. Requiring an addition as an attached
structure would more than triple those costs if it could be engineered at all and would be an
unnecessary hardship. The long and narrow offkilter lot also paves the entire back yard, cuts down
the well developed trees and would prevent the addition from being a parking structure because the
turning radius would be to tight to park 4 cars. Finally, such a solid foundation if attached to a 98
year old pier and beam structure that was built to move, would rip the old house off its foundation.

The slope and drainage of the lot also prevents an addition as the alley And the fully paved
parking structure of the Apartment building drains into my lot and my neighbor with a overlarge
carriage house drain drains into my back yard as can be seen by the attached photo. I have been
forced to install drainage to keep the water out of my house but it still flows behind the house and
then down the driveway

A literal enforcement of the ordinance creates an unnecessary hardship but as designed my
carriage house observes the spirit of the ordinance and allows for justice to be done. It is designed
to mimic the original prairie carriage house and unlike the neighbors it allows for the retention of
the Two very large trees and ample area for drainage caused by the slope. Even its larger size is
commensurate with my lot which is 16 feet longer than the other lots in the area. I am allowed to
build a 4 car parking structure with 625.5 sqft ofupstairs living space. Building a proper rectangular
4 Square carriage house with the additional square footage is within the spirit of the ordinance and
should be approved.
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Notification List of Property Owners 

 BDA112-046 

 17 Property Owners Notified 

 Label # Address Owner 
 1 5319 BRYAN ST BESLY STEVEN  
 2 5702 BRYAN PKWY GILMORE RALPH CURTIS  
 3 5704 BRYAN PKWY MONTES ROSA GONZALES & ANTONIA F  

    GONZALE 
 4 5708 BRYAN PKWY HERRERA LUCIANO & BLANCA  
 5 5714 BRYAN PKWY BERMUDEZ LIDIA B  
 6 5804 BRYAN PKWY WILLIAMS PAUL  
 7 5806 BRYAN PKWY BRYAN PKWY DEVELOPMENT LL  
 8 5810 BRYAN PKWY HALL DORIS J  
 9 5814 BRYAN PKWY COBINA REAL ESTATE LLC  
 10 5320 LIVE OAK ST WHISNANT ROBERT A JR  
 11 5315 LIVE OAK ST REEVES BRADFORD & MARY LEE RODDY 
 12 5400 LIVE OAK ST C & B POWER 5400 INC  
 13 5303 BRYAN ST ELITE PLACE INV LLC  
 14 5305 BRYAN ST CLAYTON KENNETH  
 15 5309 BRYAN ST DUHOUX YVES  
 16 5313 BRYAN ST MADDEN CHRISTOPHER J  

 
 17 5321 BRYAN ST  TGHM PROPERTIES LP THOMAS K MOTLOW 
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