




 
MINUTES 

CITY OF TAYLOR, TEXAS 
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT AND APPEALS MEETING 

City Hall Council Chambers 
Taylor City Hall, 400 Porter Street 

Tuesday, May 1, 2018 
6:00 P.M. 

 

 

 
PRESENT:  ABSENT:  OTHERS PRESENT: 
Gayle Collins     Tamera Baird, Building Official  
Nancy Talley     Michael Elabarger, Senior Planner   
Craig Eulenfeld    Carrie Orts, Administrative Assistant, Development Services 
David Paul 
Michael Prillaman 
Suzanne Bice                                            
 
CALL TO ORDER AND DECLARE A QUORUM 
The meeting was called to order and a quorum declared at 6:05 p.m. 
 
CITIZENS COMMUNICATION 
None 
 
Review and approve Minutes from May 1, 2018 
Mrs. Bice made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. Second by Mrs. Talley. All voted Aye.  
  
PZ-2018-1085 - Conduct Hearing on a request from Juventino Posada, at Lot 3, Block 8, 
Washington Heights, City of Taylor, located at 804 Maple Street, for the following Variances to the 
noted sections of the City of Taylor Zoning Ordinance: 2.7.3.7.a, to encroach 5’ 10” into the front 
25’ yard setback; 2.7.3.7.8, to reduce by 200 square feet the minimum dwelling size (1,400 SF); 
2.7.3.10, to provide zero masonry veneer facades on the structure (3 sides of the first story are 
required); 6.4.4, to utilize gravel road base as a driveway & parking surface (paved surface, free 
from dust and loose particles is required); 4.3.4.4, to omit the required covered front porch. 
Hearing opened. Mr. Elabarger made a presentation on the request, including the technical 
recommendation for Denial, as none of the 7 criteria for approval are met.  The lot is developable under 
the requirements. Mr. Posada was present to answer questions. There was discussion between and the 
Board. Hearing closed. 
 
PZ-2018-1085 – Take Action on a request from Juventino Posada, at Lot 3, Block 8, Washington 
Heights, City of Taylor, , located at 804 Maple Street, for the following Variances to the noted 
sections of the City of Taylor Zoning Ordinance: 2.7.3.7.a, to encroach 5’ 10” into the front 25’ yard 
setback; 2.7.3.7.8, to reduce by 200 square feet the minimum dwelling size (1,400 SF); 2.7.3.10, to 
provide zero masonry facades on the structure (3 sides of the first story are required); 6.4.4, to 
utilize gravel road base as a driveway & parking surface (paved surface, free from dust and loose 
particles is required); 4.3.4.4, to omit the required covered front porch. 
 

• Section 2.7.3.7.a – Front Yard Setback: 25’ 
• to allow the structure to encroach 5’ 10” into setback  

Mrs. Bice made motion to allow the structure to encroach into setback including the existing 
development as stated in the variance request. 
Second by Mr. Paul. 2 in favor, 3 against (Gayle Collins, Nancy Talley, & Craig Eulenfeld) 
Motion failed. 

 
 
 



 
• Section 2.7.3.7.8 – Minimum Dwelling size: 1,400 SF 

• to reduce minimum dwelling size by 200 SF (ie, to 1,200 SF)  
Mrs. Talley made motion to allow Mr. Posada to reduce his total square footage by 200 sq. ft. 
Second by Mrs. Bice. 4 in favor, 1 against (Gayle Collins). Motion carried. 

 
 

• Section 2.7.3.10 – Minimum 3 sides of first floor must have a masonry veneer (front façade 
required) 

• to provide no masonry veneer facades on the structure  
Mr. Eulenfeld made motion to deny the variance for zero masonry veneer. Second by Mrs. Talley. 
4 in favor, 1 against (David Paul). Motion passed. 

 
 

• Section 6.4.4 – Off-Street Parking/driveway surfacing ‘shall be paved’, ‘free from dust or 
loose particles’  

• to utilize gravel road base as surface material  
Mr. Paul made motion to approve variance to allow gravel road. Second by Mr. Eulenfeld. All 
voted aye. Motion passed.  

 
 

• Section 4.3.4.4 – Covered Front Porch 
• to NOT provide the covered front porch. 

Mrs. Bice made motion to deny request to leave front porch uncovered. Second by Mrs. Talley. 
All voted aye. Motion passed.  

 
 
Adjourn 
Mr. Eulenfeld made motion to adjourn meeting. Second by Mrs. Talley. Meeting adjourned at 7:43 PM 
 

 
__________________________________   ____________________________________ 
Carrie Orts       Gayle Collins 
Administrative Assistant, Development Services  Chair of the Board 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  City of Taylor Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) 
 
FROM: Michael Elabarger, Senior Planner 
 
RE:  Variance Request PZ-2017-1087 
 
DATE:  June 1, 2018 
 
 
Hearing Date:      June 5, 2018 
 
Property Owner    Murphy Oil USA, Inc. 
 
Applicant:       CEI Engineering, Inc. 
 
Location/Address:      105 Northwest Carlos G. Parker Blvd. 
 
Size of the Site:     The lot is 0.777 acre.  
 
Current Land Use:      Fuel Sales station 
 
Legal Description:      Lot 1A, Replat, Wal-mart Supercenter Addition 
 
Current Zoning:      B-1 – Local Business District 
 

Future Land Use Map designation:   Commercial 
 
Right of Way Issues:     None; driveways exist 
 
Development Objective and Code Section Request: 
 
The subject property is developed with a Murphy Gas fuel sales station on an ‘outlot’ in 
the Wal-mart Shopping Center, having developed in approximately 2004.  The property 
owner is contemplating renovating the property, and would lose the existing amount of 
Fuel Price signage, which is considered a non-conforming use/development aspect at this 
time.  
 
Per Section 3.Q of the City’s Sign Ordinance (Chapter 24 of the Municipal Code), such a 
use would be permitted to have one (1) Fuel Price Sign that could not exceed 16 square 
feet maximum sign area.  The applicant seeks four (4) separate signs and a maximum of 
140 square feet across those four signs.   
 
Zoning and Land Use of Surrounding Property: 
North:   B-1 – Local Business District (Developed - HEB based shopping center) 
East:   B-1 – Local Business District (Developed – restaurant and bank) 
West:  B-1 – Local Business District (Developed – shopping center) 
South:  B-1 – Local Business District (Developed – shopping center) 
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Appeals Process: 
The Board shall have the power to authorize upon appeal in specific cases such variance 
from the terms of this Ordinance where a literal enforcement of the provisions of this 
Ordinance will result in unnecessary hardship, not solely for financial gain, including the 
following: 
 

7.4.3.1  
  
Permit a variance in the setback requirements of any district where there are unusual 
and practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships on the carrying out of these 
provisions due to an irregular shape of the lot, topographical or other conditions, 
provided such variance will not seriously affect any adjoining property or the general 
welfare. 

 
7.4.3.2  
  
Authorize upon appeal, whenever property owner can show that a strict application 
of the terms of this Ordinance relating to the use, construction, or alterations of 
buildings or structures or the use of the land will impose upon him unusual and 
practical difficulties or particular hardship, such variances from the strict 
application of the terms of this Ordinance as are in harmony with its general purpose 
and intent, but only when the Board is satisfied that a granting of such variation will 
not merely serve as a convenience to the applicant, but will alleviate some 
demonstrable and unusual hardship or difficulty. 

 
Neighborhood 200’ mailing: 
Staff has not received any responses to the mailing.  
 
Background: 
 
The Wal-mart shopping center was developed approximately during the 2003-2004 
period; the utility account for the subject property began in 2004.  The shopping center 
was conceived as a total development, with future out-buildings and out-lots for future 
development, several of which are still undeveloped today.  The subject regulations, 
currently categorized as Section 3.q, are found verbatim in what is understood to be the 
original adoption of Sign regulations in 2001 (Ordinance 2001-15) as Section 3.17, Fuel 
Price Signs, thus indicating that Fuel Price signage has remained the same since before 
the Wal-mart development occurred. 
 
A Variance application (ZBA-03-07) was applied for by Wal-mart in the fall of 2003, 
requesting a wide range of Variances to the Sign Ordinance for the entire shopping 
center, including the ‘Total Lube Express’ auto-service use, and a ‘future gas retailer’.  
The Variance requested 150 total square feet for “Canopy Signage” for the gas use.  On a 
3-2 vote, the ZBA denied the Variance request at their December 2, 2003 meeting.   
 
It is unknown as to how the current signage on the Fuel Sales canopy came to be. 
 
 



  Page 3 of 4 

Variance Criteria: 
 
The Variance application poses seven (7) questions for consideration of the request.  
Below are the questions, with the applicants’ response (verbatim from their submitted 
application), followed by the staff position. 
 

1. What particular physical conditions or characteristics make the property unique 
compared to others in the same neighborhood or zoning district? 

a. Applicant: The existing Murphy station has four (4) fuel price signs on the 
canopy. This application is a request that the new station have the same 
canopy price sign. 

b. Staff: There are no unique physical conditions or characteristics of the 
property that necessitates the Variance request.     

 
2. Were the conditions or characteristics listed in Question #1 caused by the 

property owner/applicant? 
a. Applicant: The existing station has previously approved signage.   
b. Staff:  Concur with applicant that the property currently has the same 

amount of signage as is being requested.  
 

3. If the conditions or characteristics were caused by the owner or applicant, could 
the use of the property be enjoyed in the current zoning district without the 
requested Variance? 

a. Applicant: Without the variance the new station would have less signage 
than the current station. Furthermore, customers from Wal-mart and Main 
Street would not be able to see the fuel pricing which is the number one 
determining factor for a customer to shop this station. 

b. Staff:  There are no unique physical conditions or characteristics of the 
property that necessitates the Variance request, and the property can be 
used/enjoyed without this Variance.  

 
4. What difficulty or unnecessary hardship would result (not just an inconvenience) 

if the Variance were not granted? 
a. Applicant: The newly updated station would have less visibility to 

customers than the existing station.  The cost of the fuel is one of the 
driving forces on whether a customer will choose to use the facility or not. 
If they cannot easily see the price they will be more likely to move on. 

b. Staff: The request is a desire for more signage than Chapter 24 permits. 
 

5. Is the amount of the Variance requested the minimum necessary to meet the needs 
of the applicant or property owner? 

a. Applicant: Yes. 
b. Staff: The request is a desire for more signage than Chapter 24 permits.   
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6. To what extent is the request for a Variance based upon a desire of the owner, 
occupant, or applicant for increased financial gain from the property, or to 
reduce an existing financial hardship? 

a. Applicant: The variance is a request that the canopy fuel price signs be 
similar in count as the existing store. 

b. Staff: The request is a desire for more signage than Chapter 24 permits, 
motivated by financial gain.               

 
7. What affect, if any, would the Variance have on the rights of owners or occupants 

of surrounding property, on the supply of light or air to adjacent property, on 
traffic or parking congestion in the public streets, on public safety, and on 
property values within the neighborhood? 

a. Applicant: The variance would give the property the ability to maintain its 
financial stability already being experienced by the existing use. 
Approving the variance will not harm the public or adjacent properties. 

b. Staff: Concur with applicant’s statement. If granted, other fuel sales 
stations will want the same amount of signage for the same reasons as this 
applicant.                                 

 
Analysis: 
 
This request is driven by the existing conditions of the current development, and the 
desire to maintain the four fuel price signs, which is a critical financial aspect of fuel 
sales.   
 
Recommendation: 
 
Staff’s technical recommendation is denial of this request, as the request is to far exceed 
the allowed amount (number and square footage) of permitted signage for this specific 
use.     
 
If the Variance is granted, it is expected that the applicant will then submit a Sign Permit 
exercising the Variance, for all the new signage for renovated project.    
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. Exhibit A – Site Layout - Signage 
2. Exhibit B – Sign Rendering  
3. Exhibit C – Canopy Sign 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  City of Taylor Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) 
 
FROM: Michael Elabarger, Senior Planner 
 
RE:  Variance Request PZ-2018-1088 
 
DATE:  June 1, 2018 
 
 
Hearing Date:      June 5, 2018 
 
Property Owner:    Mary Miller 
 
Applicant:       City of Taylor / HOME Program 
 
Location/Address:      508 Barker Street 
 
Size of the Site:     The lot is 0.1641 acre (7,150 SF).  
 
Current Land Use:      Residential 
 
Legal Description:   Southeasterly portion of Lot 1, Block 89, 

City of Taylor 
 
Current Zoning:      R-1, Single Family Residential District 
 

Future Land Use Map designation:   Manufactured Home 
 
Right of Way Issues:     None; one driveway can be attained 
 
Development Objective and Code Section Request: 
 
The subject property seeks to be redeveloped with a new Single-family detached dwelling 
through the HOME Investment Partnerships Program administered through the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA), which is funded by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  The City of Taylor and the 
Langford Community Management Services, Inc. (a qualified Community Housing 
Development Organization 501(c) non-profit) collaborate locally to work with individual 
property owners whose property are in need or renovation or redevelopment.  Langford 
has created a standard housing product with three bedrooms, two bathrooms, and an 
attached single-car garage that meets all of the Zoning Ordinance requirements. 
 
Per Section 2.7.3.7.d, a Street Side Minimum Yard Setback of 10’ applies.  The HOME 
Program house plan measures 39’ 4” wide and when placed on the lot within the required 
setbacks, an encroachment of approximately 5’ would exists on the northeast corner, with 
the exact dimension being determined at the time of Building Permit submittal.  This 
Variance thus seeks to permit the encroachment, which will still allow for a minimum 
setback of 5’, which is the normal setback dimension for an interior side. 
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Zoning and Land Use of Surrounding Property: 
North:   R-1 – Single Family Residential District (Developed w single family) 
East:   M-1 – Light Industrial District (industrial use) 
West:   R-1 – Single Family Residential District (Developed w single family) 
South:  MF-2 – High Density Multifamily District (multifamily) 
 
Appeals Process: 
The Board shall have the power to authorize upon appeal in specific cases such variance 
from the terms of this Ordinance where a literal enforcement of the provisions of this 
Ordinance will result in unnecessary hardship, not solely for financial gain, including the 
following: 
 

7.4.3.1  
  
Permit a variance in the setback requirements of any district where there are unusual 
and practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships on the carrying out of these 
provisions due to an irregular shape of the lot, topographical or other conditions, 
provided such variance will not seriously affect any adjoining property or the general 
welfare. 

 
7.4.3.2  
  
Authorize upon appeal, whenever property owner can show that a strict application 
of the terms of this Ordinance relating to the use, construction, or alterations of 
buildings or structures or the use of the land will impose upon him unusual and 
practical difficulties or particular hardship, such variances from the strict 
application of the terms of this Ordinance as are in harmony with its general purpose 
and intent, but only when the Board is satisfied that a granting of such variation will 
not merely serve as a convenience to the applicant, but will alleviate some 
demonstrable and unusual hardship or difficulty. 

 
Neighborhood 200’ mailing: 
Staff has not received any responses to the mailing.  
 
Variance Criteria: 
 
The Variance application poses seven (7) questions for consideration of the request.   
 
Because the City is acting as the Applicant for this Variance request, there are no 
Applicant responses nor Staff position/analysis, as that would be an inherent conflict of 
interest. 
 

1. What particular physical conditions or characteristics make the property unique 
compared to others in the same neighborhood or zoning district? 
 

2. Were the conditions or characteristics listed in Question #1 caused by the 
property owner/applicant? 
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3. If the conditions or characteristics were caused by the owner or applicant, could 
the use of the property be enjoyed in the current zoning district without the 
requested Variance? 

 
4. What difficulty or unnecessary hardship would result (not just an inconvenience) 

if the Variance were not granted? 
 

5. Is the amount of the Variance requested the minimum necessary to meet the needs 
of the applicant or property owner? 
 

6. To what extent is the request for a Variance based upon a desire of the owner, 
occupant, or applicant for increased financial gain from the property, or to 
reduce an existing financial hardship? 
 

7. What affect, if any, would the Variance have on the rights of owners or occupants 
of surrounding property, on the supply of light or air to adjacent property, on 
traffic or parking congestion in the public streets, on public safety, and on 
property values within the neighborhood? 

 
Summary: 
 
If the Variance is granted, a New Residential Building Permit will be submitted to 
develop the single-family dwelling per Exhibit B.  The new home would replace an 
existing older, non-conforming home that fails to meet several Zoning Ordinance 
requirements as well as many modern Building and Fire Code elements.  The new home 
will add new and improved value to the neighborhood and provide a qualified family an 
improved quality of life.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. Exhibit A – Lot Survey – 508 Barker 
2. Exhibit B – Proposed Dwelling 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  City of Taylor Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) 
 
FROM: Michael Elabarger, Senior Planner 
 
RE:  Variance Request PZ-2018-1089 
 
DATE:  June 1, 2018 
 
 
Hearing Date:      June 5, 2018 
 
Property Owner:    Lillie Zachary 
 
Applicant:       City of Taylor / HOME Program 
 
Location/Address:      118 Royal Street 
 
Size of the Site:     The lot is 0.142 acre (6,210 SF).  
 
Current Land Use:      Residential  
 
Legal Description:      Baker Addition, Block 10, Lot 5 
 
Current Zoning:      MH –  Manufactured Housing District 
 

Future Land Use Map designation:   Manufactured Home 
 
Right of Way Issues:     None; one driveway can be attained 
 
Development Objective and Code Section Request: 
 
The subject property seeks to be redeveloped with a new Single-family detached dwelling 
through the HOME Investment Partnerships Program administered through the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA), which is funded by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  The City of Taylor and the 
Langford Community Management Services, Inc. (a qualified Community Housing 
Development Organization 501(c) non-profit) collaborate locally to work with individual 
property owners whose property are in need or renovation or redevelopment.  Langford 
has created a standard housing product with three bedrooms, two bathrooms, and an 
attached single-car garage that meets all of the Zoning Ordinance requirements. 
 
Per Zoning Ordinance Section 2.7.3.7.c, an Interior Side Minimum Yard Setback of 5’ 
applies.  The HOME Program house plan measures 39’ 4” wide and when placed on the 
lot within the required setbacks, an encroachment of approximately 4’ 6” would be 
required within one of the side setbacks.  To best accommodate such an encroachment, 
the house plan would utilize a ‘right side’ garage, whereby the garage would be the 
portion to encroach into the North side setback, with the walls of this non-living space 
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area being fire-rated construction.  This Variance thus seeks to permit the encroachment, 
and allow for a setback of 0.5’ on the North side.  
 
Zoning and Land Use of Surrounding Property: 
North:   MH –  Manufactured Housing District (Developed w Manufactured Home) 
East:   MH –  Manufactured Housing District (Vacant Lot) 
West:  MH –  Manufactured Housing District (Tennessee Street) 
South:  MH –  Manufactured Housing District (Single family) 
 
Appeals Process: 
The Board shall have the power to authorize upon appeal in specific cases such variance 
from the terms of this Ordinance where a literal enforcement of the provisions of this 
Ordinance will result in unnecessary hardship, not solely for financial gain, including the 
following: 
 

7.4.3.1  
  
Permit a variance in the setback requirements of any district where there are unusual 
and practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships on the carrying out of these 
provisions due to an irregular shape of the lot, topographical or other conditions, 
provided such variance will not seriously affect any adjoining property or the general 
welfare. 

 
7.4.3.2  
  
Authorize upon appeal, whenever property owner can show that a strict application 
of the terms of this Ordinance relating to the use, construction, or alterations of 
buildings or structures or the use of the land will impose upon him unusual and 
practical difficulties or particular hardship, such variances from the strict 
application of the terms of this Ordinance as are in harmony with its general purpose 
and intent, but only when the Board is satisfied that a granting of such variation will 
not merely serve as a convenience to the applicant, but will alleviate some 
demonstrable and unusual hardship or difficulty. 

 
Neighborhood 200’ mailing: 
Staff has not received any responses to the mailing.  
 
Variance Criteria: 
 
The Variance application poses seven (7) questions for consideration of the request.   
 
Because the City is acting as the Applicant for this Variance request, there are no 
Applicant responses nor Staff position/analysis, as that would be an inherent conflict of 
interest. 
 

1. What particular physical conditions or characteristics make the property unique 
compared to others in the same neighborhood or zoning district? 
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2. Were the conditions or characteristics listed in Question #1 caused by the 
property owner/applicant? 
 

3. If the conditions or characteristics were caused by the owner or applicant, could 
the use of the property be enjoyed in the current zoning district without the 
requested Variance? 

 
4. What difficulty or unnecessary hardship would result (not just an inconvenience) 

if the Variance were not granted? 
 

5. Is the amount of the Variance requested the minimum necessary to meet the needs 
of the applicant or property owner? 
 

6. To what extent is the request for a Variance based upon a desire of the owner, 
occupant, or applicant for increased financial gain from the property, or to 
reduce an existing financial hardship? 
 

7. What affect, if any, would the Variance have on the rights of owners or occupants 
of surrounding property, on the supply of light or air to adjacent property, on 
traffic or parking congestion in the public streets, on public safety, and on 
property values within the neighborhood? 

 
Summary: 
 
If the Variance is granted, a New Residential Building Permit will be submitted to 
develop the single-family dwelling per Exhibit B. The new home would replace an 
existing older, non-conforming home that fails to meet several Zoning Ordinance 
requirements as well as many modern Building and Fire Code elements.  The new home 
will add new and improved value to the neighborhood and provide a qualified family an 
improved quality of life.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. Exhibit A – Lot Survey – 118 Royal 
2. Exhibit B – Proposed Dwelling 
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