CITY OF ROCKWALL
205 Vest Rusk . ..

Rocxwall, Texas
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Status of Apwlicany: Owner Tenant Prosweciive Purchasar

I have attached hereto as Exhibil A" a plat showing the propecty which

is the subject of this requested zoning change and have read the following

rote concerning the importance of my submitting to the City a sufficient
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legal description. i
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NOTE: he legal description is used tO'PUbLlSh HDLLCC oF/Lne tequired
hearing and in the preparation of th fiﬂal ordinance granting the
zoning change. The description wvsL be sufficient so as to allow a
gualified surveyor to take the descriptlon and locate and mark off
the tract on the ground. Cach applicent should protect “'msclf oy
having a surveyor or his alttorney approve his legal descriplion.

Fallure to do so by the applicant may result in delav in pessage of

the tinal ordinance or the ordinance being ceclared invalid a:t some

later cate because of an insufficient legel description.

(The following Certificate may be used by the ap
otice to the City of the sufficiency of the le

nowever, the same is nol a reguirement of the A

pplicant to g ve
gal description,
polication.)

CERTIFICNEE
I neveby certify that I have checked the legal

description of the property
¢escrived in this Application

and the same describes the tract of land
snown on the Plat attached hereto as Exhibit "a”

and said description tis
sufficient to allow gualified surveyor .to locate and mark off said trac:

on the ground.

Surveyor ov Attorney for

Applicant
(Mark out one)
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SITE PLAN APPLICATION

Date:
NAME OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER/DEVELOPER__~ AP/ e ;
ADDRESS /Y904 //7/ /e 3 2N -1/, PHONE f .
NAME OF LAND PLANNER/ENGINEER
ADDRESS PHONE
TOTAL ACREAGE | CURRENT' ZONING

NUMBER OF LOTS/UNITS

-

Signed

Following is a checklist of items that may be required as a part of the
site plan. In addition, other information may be required if it is
necessary for an adequate review of a specific development proposal.

Provided or Shown Not
on Site Plan Lpplicable
1. Location of all existing and
planned structures on the subject
property and approximate locations
of structures on adjoining property
within 100 ft.

' 2. Landscaping, lighting, fencing
and/or screening of yards and set-
back areas
3. Design and location of ingress
and egress

_ 4. Off-street parking and loading
facilities
T X 5. Height of all structures
T /’-,,-Zz/' 6. Proposed Uses
o 7. Location and types of all signs,

including lighting and heights

8. Elevation drawings citing pro-
posed exterior finish materials



Provided or Shown Not

on Site Plan Applicable
9. Street names on proposed streets
10. The following additional infor-
B mation:

If the site plan is required as a preliminary or development plan un-
der a Planned Development Zoning Classification, the attached applicabl

items specified for preliminary plans or development plans must be
included.

Taken by: File No.

Date:
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205 West Rusk

CITY OF ROCKWALL

“THE NEW HORIZON"
Rockwall, Texas 75087-3628

(214) 7221111
Metro 226-7885

LLE:

~ Cash Receipt

wme RIS I\

No

- 6491

Date '\5 '{9 721/’7

Mailing Address

Job Address

Permit No.

,
Check U Cash [

Other [[]

General Fund Revenue 01 ~ W&s Fund Revenue 02
DESCRIPTION Acct. Code Amount DESCRIPTION Acct, Code Amount

General'Sales Tax | 00-00-3201 RCH 00003211 |

ﬁéver@ge Tax 00-00-3204 Blackland 00-00-3214
,/Bﬁing Permit 00-00-3601 Water Tap 00-00-3311

Eance Permit 00-00-3602 10% Fee 00-00-3311

Electrical Permit 00-00-3604 Sewer Tap ] U‘U,{EBM

Plumbing Permit 00-00-3607 ) Reconnect Fees 00-00-3318 B

Mechanical Permit 0[]‘-&00-3610 Water Availability | 33-00-3835
(ﬁ.‘;:;&%"};’;{?‘”g' | 00003616 \L[@Q’ N Sewer Availability | 34-00-3836

Subdivision Plats 00-09-3819 _[\{Ietqer Deposit 00-00-2201

Sign Permits 00-00-3628 Mot Deposiy | 00002202

Health Permits 00-00-3631 Misc. Income 00-00-3818

Garage Sales 00-00-3625 ExtraTrash | 00-00-1129

Misc. Permits 0[]-0[]-362“;‘ Check Crl;geiw_ 00-00-3819 B

Misc. License 00-0(]-3613& NSF Check 00-00-1128

Misc. Income 00-00-3819

Sale of Supplies | 00-00-3807

TOTAL GENERAL

TOTAL WATEM

4-86 5000

TOTAL DUE

IV

Receivedukvl_
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AREA OF SITE 106,000 SF (2.434c)

_AREA OF BUILDINGS i
BUILDING T 19,200 sP
BUILDINGTT 28,000 SF
‘T'DTN_ ——— 446005.!.,

caVEEAEE SR LT N k4zzu7. - BRSO

PARKQHG FEGL’IErﬁm —_—
S OPFICE 020+ 200 — 20 SPACES
T MFG. 8760+ B00 18 SPACES

MEEMOUSE 300207100030 SPACES
e —— b8 SPACES
WMWA - B4 SPACES
~AREA OF LANDSCAPING 7‘721. SEIRAR)

_ LANDSCAPE syMeoLs

O RED cak = caL
% LIVE oak & caL.
S DMRFBURFozDHm.LY
3.GAL. @ 3'0'0c
RED TIP PHOTENIA

—POD. a8 Mo ac

)

I

Y, INC.
TERIONS

201 EAST 18TH STREET
LANO TEXAS 75074

J.L. BRANTLE
ARCHTECTS/ IN

OFFICE PRODUCTION & WAREHOUSE FOR

PRECISION CABLE

RAINBOW CIRCLE
ROCKWALL, TEXAS

|

REVISIONS

JOB NO. 872¢
DATE
SHEET NO.

OF




A 2 - ﬂ

e LT GO L. — SR—
- br 3 - | Iy

kSRR BE SRS ’ V...

- —— - ——
7 | i
¥ | i
2 i 2
PR
3 o s 4.5 o o
s .
s 0 & # T
2 § B o
i 2y b
i MR 27

~L. PRANTLEY, INC.
ARcHITECTS

{
90! =. 181H.
H—Am,‘l‘)?* NS014
4-21-81
Jdod N° 8726



CITY OF ROCKWALL

“THE NEW HORIZON”

21 May, 1987

Mr. Rob Whittle
Whittle Development
2804 Ridge Road
Rockwall, Texas 75087

Dear Mr. Whittle:

On May 18, 1987, the Rockwall City Council considered approval
of a rev1sed prellmlnary plan for PD-9 to

1) amend the maximum square footage of buildings
in Office/Warehouse to 30,000 sg. ft.

2) include the manufacturing of wiring harnesses
as a permitted use in Office/Warehouse

They did not, however, reduce the minimum percentage of
landscaping from 20% to 5% with the exception of the tract of
land final platted for a future Precision Cable. A minimum of
12.9% landscaping was approved for this tract and landscaping of
the adjacent street parkway will be required also.

An ordinance adopting these revisions for PD-9 was read and
approved at this meeting and will appear for its second and
final reading at June 1lst Council meeting.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

) ‘/71’(/@@

Mary NlChOlS
Administrative Aide

MN /mmp

205 West Rusk Rockwall, Texar 75087 C214) 722-1111



Agenda Notes
P&Z - 5/14/87

1IT. D. P&Z 87-32-7Z - Hold Public Hearing and Consider Amending

N PD-9 to Revise +the Preliminary Plan to Include the
Manufacturing of Wiring Harnesses as an Allowed Use and
Reduce Square Footage Requirements for Buildings and
Landscaping in Office/Warehouse

We have received a request from Rob Whittle to consider amending
certain requirements in the Office/Warehouse portion of PD-9, which
is where Buffalo Creek Office Park is located. The requirements
submitted by Whittle Development originally for this area included a
20% landscaping requirement and a maximum square footage of 10,000
square feet. The uses listed in this area include light assembly
but do not specifically list the manufacturing of wiring harnesses.

Precision Cable, the company planning to move into the Buffalo Creek
Office Park, have 2 proposed buildings, one with 25,600 square feet
and one with 19,200square feet. They are proposing an area to be
landscaped equaling 12.9% of the total lot area.

In order to allow Precision Cable to build as they propose, these
requirements in PD-9 need to be revised. The manufacture of wiring
harnesses should be listed as an approved use, the allowable size of
buildings should be increased and the required amount of landscaping
should be reduced. Rob Whittle has requested that the required
percentage for landscaping be reduced to 5% and that the maximum
square footage be increased to 30,000 square feet per building.

The City's current requirements in Light Industrial are 5%
landscaping and no maximum on building square footage.

The development plan as submitted meets all of our requirements with
the condition that the two items above are addressed. The name of
the street now proposed on the plat is Lincoln Drive, not Rainbow
Circle, and this will be changed on the site plan. The development
plan is attached.



MINUTES OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING CCMMISSTION
May 14, 1987

Chairman Don Smith called the meeting to order with the
following members present: Bob McCall, Leigh Plagens, Norm
Seligman, Bill Sinclair, and Hank Crumbley.

The Commission first considered approval of the minutes of
April 9 and April 30, 1987. Sinclair suggested that in the
April 9th minutes the third paragraph specify which items and which
applicants were postponed until later in the meeting. Seligman made
a motion to approve the minutes of April 9th with the amendment as
recommended. Sinclair seconded the motion. The motion was voted on
and passed unanimously. Seligman then made a motion to approve the
minutes of April 30th. Plagens seconded the motion. The motion was
voted on and passed unanimously.

The Commission then continued a public hearing on PD-19 located
on Summer Lea Drive. Assistant City Manager Julie Couch explained
the location of the tract and the changes in densities of adjacent
properties. She explained that the four acre tract was designated
for multifamily although densities of area properties. had been
substantially downgraded. She added that the applicant had
submitted a proposal that would designate the property as something
between Zero Lot Line and Townhouse. She added that the applicant
was not present at this time although he had intended to appear.
Seligman made a motion to delay consideration of this item until the
end of the public hearing section of the Agenda. Sinclair seconded
the motion. The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

The Commission then continued a public hearing on PD-20 located
on Summer Lea Drive and considered amending the zoning or modifying
the preliminary plan for PD-20. Couch pointed out the location of
the tract. She explained that the applicants had expressed a
preference to leave the property designated as "MF-15" Multifamily
at 15 units per acre, although in the current 2oning Ordinance
"MF-15" is 14 units per acre. Kirby Albright addressed the
Commission and explained that he was one of several joint property
owners who owned this tract of land. He stated that although he
preferred to leave the property designated as "MF-15" at 15 units

per acre, he hoped that the Commission would not recommend
downgrading the density to be less than 7 units per acre which was
the same as Orleans on the Lake. He explained that the eleven acres

that made up PD-20 had criginally been owned by himself until six of
those acres were sold and developed into Orleans on the Lake by
Richard Harris. McCall suggested reducing the PD to 14 units per
acre which is the current standard in "MF-15" zoning
classification. Seligman pointed out that although 14 units per
acre would be downgrading the density, adjacent properties had been
reduced to Single Family and Zero Lot Line. He recommended reducing
the density to 7 units per acre to match Crleans on the Lake. Couch
pointed out that the two items necessary in amending the PD were
designating the land use and establishing area requirements. She



explained that if no area requirements were established, when the
developer was ready to develop the property a public hearing process
would be necessary to revise the preliminary plan. After further
discussion, Seligman made a motion to amend the designated land use
from "MF-15" to seven units to the acre. Plagens seconded the
motion. The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

The Commission then held a public hearing and considered
approval of a request from Terry Adams for a Conditional Use Permit
for a structure with 1less than 90% exterior masonry materials.
Couch explained the applicant's request and that now aggregate tilt
wall would ke used throughout the building instead of stone veneer.
Terry Adams explained that his proposal to use metal doors instead
of plexiglass would discourage break-ins while allowing some
visibility from a small window strip. He explained that the metal
band on the roof would give it a classier appearance and that the
tilt wall around the structure would be an integral color and of a
pebble texture. He added that he was still waiting to obtain
easements from WalMart. After further discussion, Sinclair made a
motion to approve the Conditional Use Permit allowing metal doors
in the rear and the metal band on the roof. Seligman seconded the
motion. The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

The Commission then held a public hearing and considered
amending PD-9 to revise the preliminary plan to include the
manufacturing of wiring harnesses as an allowed use and reduce
square footage requirements for buildings in Office/Warehouse.
Couch outlined the boundaries of PD-9 and explained the location of
the Office/Warehouse District in the PD-9. She pointed out that
light assembly was an allowed use, but that the developer wanted to
be sure that manufacturing of wiring harnesses was an allowed use.
She explained that the current landscaping requirement in
Office/Warehouse was 20% although the City requirements were only 5%
in a Light Industrial 2zoning classification. Although the proposed
development plan for Precision Cable indicated 12.9% landscaping,
the developer wished to reduce the landscaping requirement to 5% to
bring it in line with the Light Industrial requirements. Prior to
opening the public hearing Smith pointed out that the objections
that had been received by property owners addressed the land use
which had already been established. He read aloud the objections
that had been received and pointed out that each one of these
addressed land use. Rob Whittle, Whittle Development, pointed out
that this section had at one time been proposed for Multifamily,
that being the purpose for the 20% landscaping requirement. He
stated that although he was requesting a 5% requirement, his deed
restrictions could require up to 15%. He stated he was also
requesting a new maximum building size of 30,000 square feet to
provide the latitude for businesses to increase in size and number
of employees. The Commission discussed landscaping, the dedicated
right-of-way, possible landscaping strip in the back of the lot by
the parking, and the ability for the proposed roads to bear heavy
traffic. Richard Lopez addressed the Commission and explained that
his property was directly across the street from the
Office/Warehouse district and that he was concerned with chemicals,



stripers, and cleaners being passed through the water system and
pollutants that could inhibitplant growth accumulate through the
water supply. He urged the Commission not to allow businesses that
would emit contaminants. The Commission then discussed whether or
not the proposed business would contribute to pollutants, whether
light assembly would emit pollutants or not, and whether or not the
waste materials would be disposed of through the water system of
handled on site. Couch explained that as this was light assembly,
there were no chemicals to be disposed of to her knowledge. After
further discussion, Seligman made a motion to amend the preliminary
plan for PD-9 to allow the manufacturing of wiring harnesses,
increase the maximum building size to 30,000 square feet, to reduce
the required landscaping to 5%, and to require the landscaping of
parkways and dedicated rights-of-way. Plagens seconded the motion.
The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

The Commission then discussed PD-19 as the applicant was
present and prepared to answer questions. Richard Wwaldorsky
presented a rendering of a proposed subdivision, explaining that by
using a cul-de-sac he had attempted to capture a view of the lake
from all of the lots, and that lots on the east side would have
front entry and lots on the west would have rear entry. He outlined
the proposed area requirements and allowed uses. Smith stated that
one of the uses for private, unlighted tennis courts was not
feasible as the lots were too small. Couch explained that Staff had
reviewed the prcoposed land uses and area requirements and that if
these are approved, the development plan can be submitted and acted
on without further public hearing. Sinclair suggested that the
Commission require a two car garage as a minimum one car garage in
Townhcouse was not necessarily adequate. Smith recommended removing
a temporary concrete batching plant as an allowed use as it was not
necessary in a small development. After further discussion,
Seligman made a motion to adopt the proposed land uses and area
requirements as submitted with the exception of the private
unlighted tennis courts, the temporary concrete batching plant,
changing the requirement of an accessory building to meet current
reguirements, and requiring a minimum two car garage. Sinclair
seconded the motion. The motion was voted on and passed
unanimously.

The Commission then discussed and considered approval of a
development and final plat for Buffalo Creek Office Park. Couch
pointed out that Staff had requested a few technical changes,
including the 10 ft. easement at the rear being changed to 15 ft.,
the 5 ft. dedication for right-ocf-way along FM-3097 being increased
by an addition 5 ft., and reflecting that Rainbow Lake Road ties
into Lincoln Drive rather than running alongside it. Harold Evans,
Consulting Engineer, pointed out on the plat where Rainbow Lake Road
would tie into Lincoln Drive. The Commission then discussed the
existing gravel road which would eventually be phased out. Seligman
made a motion to approve the final plat and develcopment plan with
the reccmmended changes by Staff. Plagens seconded the motion. The
motion was voted on and passed unanimously.



The next item on the Agenda was a final plat for the T.L.A.
Subdivision located on Yellowjacket Lane. As the applicant
indicated that easements had not as yet been received from WalMart,
the Planning and Zoning Commission did not consider the item.
Receipt of the easements was a contingency placed on the approval of
the preliminary plat.

The Commission then discussed and considered approval of a
final plat for Northshore Phase IV, a 45 lot subdivision located on
North Lakeshore Drive north of SH-66. Couch stated that the final
plat as submitted met all the City's current requirements and that
one street, Highpoint, needed to be renamed as there was already a

street by that name in Lakeside Village. Sinclair made a motion to
approve the final plat with the revision of the street name.
Plagens seconded the motion. The motion was voted on and passed
unanimously.

The Commission then considered approval of a preliminary plat
for Randy's Place, an 8.0156 acre lot located off SH-205 south of
Dalton Road. Harold Evans presented a rendering of the preliminary
plat and explained that basically it was a creation of a building
site. He added that although the 1lot did not have frontage on
SH-205, a variance had been granted by the Board of Adjustments.
Seligman made a motion to approve the preliminary plat as
submitted. Sinclair seconded the motion. The motion was voted on
and passed unanimously.

The Commission then considered approval of a final plat for the
Rockwall County Jail located on High School Road. Couch pointed out
that the plat as submitted met all of the City's requirements and
that Council had previously approved certain waivers for the jail
site as recommended by the Commission, including a temporary waiver
to the drive standards and a waiver for the escrow for paving along
High School Road. Council also approved a temporary waiver to the
escrow of funds for curb and gqutter, sidewalk and storm drainage
until the 1988 budget year. Seligman made a motion to approve the
final plat, restating that escrow of funds for curb and gutter,
sidewalk, and storm drainage would be provided in the 1988 budget
year. Sinclair seconded the motion. The motion was voted on and
passed unanimously.

The Commission then considered approval of a replat of portions
of Ellis Centre Phase I and Phase II located off High School Road.
Couch pointed out that this application was basically to move a lot
line and an easement to allow space in order to increase the
building size on one of the lots. David Ellis of Ellis Companies
addressed the Commission and explained that the property owner
wanted to expand his business and expand his number of employees and
that he could not do this with the lot line where it was currently
located. Smith pointed out that where Phase I ended and Phase II
began had been the developer's decisicn to begin with. Ellis stated
that the easement could be relocated by moving it approximately 41
ft. north of its present location. Sinclair made a motion to



approve the replat. Plagens seconded the motion. The motion was
voted on and passed unanimously.

The Commission then discussed and considered approval of a
revised site plan for the Quick Lube to be located on Ridge Road.
Couch pointed out that the application was in an effort to save a
large tree that was located in the middle of the driveway as it was
currently site planned. She stated that the applicant's proposal
was to allow two drives, a 20 ft. entry and a 25 ft. exit separated
by 30 ft., and making these drives one way. She explained that the
Commission could limit the drives to 15 ft. each to insure they
would be utilized as one way drives. She also stated that in order
to prevent the 30 ft. separation from becoming additional parking
the Commission could require the applicant to install a culvert,
landscaping it to prevent the area from becoming one large driveway
should the tree die, After further discussion, Sinclair made a
motion to approve the revised site plan for the Quick Lube with the
condition that if technically possible and approved by the State, a
culvert would be installed all the way between both drives and that
this area be landscaped and curbed. McCall seconded the motion.
The Commission then briefly discussed whether or not to require
limiting the drives to 15 ft. in width. The motion was voted on and
passed, with all voting in favor except Seligman, who voted against
the motion.

The Commission then reviewed and discussed SUP-7, a Specific
Use Permit issued for miniwarehouses located on Yellowjacket Lane.
Couch explained that the permit had been issued in 1978 for the site
where Mitchell's Hardware building is located. She stated that
although the original plan was to construct offices where the
current building is located, nothing has been built in the area
where the miniwarehouses were planned to go. Jim Mitchell, the
property owner, addressed the Commission and explained that although
he didn't have any immediate plans, he would like to retain the
option to put in the miniwarehouses as he did still hope to develop
a carwash,. He stated that the property was in a landlocked
situation surrounded on three sides in and no other use would be
appropriate. Plagens pointed out that there was no provision in
today's Zoning Ordinance for granting a Conditional Use Permit for
miniwarehouses in a Commercial =zoning classification. She stated
that SUP-7 did necessitate public hearings. Plagens then made a
motion to remand the SUP to City Council and recommended initiation
of public hearings. Seligman seconded the motion. The motion was
voted on and passed unanimously.

The next item on the Agenda, a possible overlay zoning district
along certain areas of FM-740, was not reviewed. Couch stated that
this item would be on the Work Session for discussion. She stated
that if the Commission so chose, she could put it on the Agenda as
an action item. The Commission voiced no objections to this.

Council stated that the applicants for Harbor Landing, Phase IT
had asked that the final plat be considered as an action item at the
Work Session as well. The Commission did not favor this idea.



Smith also suggested that at the next meeting the Commission meet at
6:30 at the Work Session in order to do site tours. As there were
no further items to come before the Commissio r consideration,
the meeting was adjourned.

APPROVED:

Chairman
ATTEST:

By




Agenda Notes
City Council - 5/18/87

Iv. F. P&Z 87-32-7 - Hold Public Hearing and Consider Amending
PD-9 to Revise the Preliminary Plan to Include the
Manufacturing of Wiring Harnesses as an Allowed Use and
Reduce Square Footage Requirements for Buildings and
Landscaping in Office/Warehouse

We have received a request from Rob Whittle to consider amending
certain requirements in the Office/Warehouse portion of PD-9, which
is where Buffalo Creek Office Park is located. The requirements
submitted by Whittle Development originally for this area included a
20% landscaping requirement and a maximum square footage of 10,000
square feet. The uses listed in this area include light assembly
but do not specifically list the manufacturing of wiring harnesses.

Precision Cable, the company planning to move into the Buffalo Creek
Office Park, have 2 proposed buildings, one with 25,600 square feet
and one with 19,200square feet. They are proposing an area to be
landscaped equaling 12.9% of the total lot area.

In order to allow Precision Cable to build as they propose, these
requirements in PD-9 need to be revised. The manufacture of wiring
harnesses should be listed as an approved use, the allowable size of
buildings should be increased and the required amount of landscaping
should be reduced. Rob Whittle has requested that the required
percentage for landscaping be reduced to 5% and that the maximum
square footage be increased to 30,000 square feet per building.

The City's current requirements in Light Industrial are 5%
landscaping and no maximum on building square footage.

The Planning and Zoning Commission has recommended approval with one
addition. In regard to the required 1landscaping they have
recommended that, in addition to the 5% of lot area, the adjacent
street parkway be included in the require landscaping.

We received several responses from property owners, copies of which
are attached.



MINUTES OF ROCKWALL CITY COUNCIL
May 18, 1987

Mayor Frank Miller called the meeting to order with the
following members present: Nell Welborn, Jean Holt, John
Bullock, Bill Fox, Pat Luby and Ken Jones.

The Council first considered approval of the Consent Agenda
which consisted of : a) the minutes of May 4, 1987; b) an
ordinance amending the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance to revise
the preliminary plan for PD-5 on second reading; «c¢) an
ordinance authorizing a change in zoning from "MF-15" to "PD"
Planned Development on a tract of land located on Damascus Road
south of SH-205 on first reading; d) an ordinance authorizing a
change in zoning from "MF-15" to "SF-10" Single Family on a
tract of land located north of SH-66 and east of North
Lakeshore Drive on first reading; e) an ordinance authorizing a
change in zoning form "A" to "LI" Light Industrial on a tract
of land located adjacent to Lofland Industrial Park on first
reading; and f) an ordinance establishing Reinvestment Zone No.

1 on second reading. Assistant City Manager Julie Couch read
the ordinance captions. Welborn made a motion to approve the
Consent Agenda. Jones seconded the motion. The motion was

voted on and passed unanimously.

Ron Clower, Attorney for James Brown, addressed the
Council to voice his client's opposition to the approval of an
ordinance prohibiting the sale, use or possesison of fireworks
within 5,000 feet of the City Limits. He stated that the
statute under which the City could pass this ordinance referred
to prohibition of nuisances where health, safety, or general
welfare was affected. He requested Council to review the
ordinance and amend the ordinance to provide restriction only
if a particular sale location becomes a nuisance. Clower added
that although he had campaigned against fireworks sales at the
State Legislature, the State had chosen to permit the sale and
therefore sales should be allowed outside City Limits. Welborn
stated that fireworks did affect safety, health and general
welfare and that the City could not regulate only certain
areas. Clower suggested that sales be allowed on a permit
basis, giving the opportunity to judge safe or unsafe locations.

Council then . considered approval of an crdinance
prohibiting the sale, use, or possession of fireworks within

5,000 feet of the Rockwall City Limits. Couch read the
ordinance caption. Fox made a motion to approve the ordinance
on second reading. Luby seconded the motion. The motion was

voted on and passed unanimously.

At this time property owners and a representative of the
applicant addressed Council regarding the approval of a
Conditional Use Permit for an accessory structure over the
maximum height restrictions in an "SF-10" <classification.



Miller summarized the series of events that had been prompted
by the application. He explained that although the Planning
and Zoning Commission had recommended denial of the permit,
Council had overridden the recommendation by voting to approve
with three quarters (6 votes) of the Council. He stated that a
permit was issued and construction begun prior to the tabling
of the ordinance authorizing the permit on second reading. By
second reading Council had received an indication of the
opposition of the adjacent property owners although none had
spoken in opposition at the hearing conducted by Council.

Bill Wolf, attorney representing Mike Rogers, addressed the
Council and explained that Rogers had been totally unprepared

at the Planning and Zoning hearing. Wolf stated that Rogers
was better prepared for the council meeting and was able to
satisfactorily address Council's concerns. The Council had

approved the request, a building permit was issued, and Rogers
began preliminary construction on the building after expending
$20,000 on materials. Wolf stated that although the first
reading was passed unanimously, second reading was tabled and
Rogers was advised to delay construction until the second
reading. He added that later the next day a green tag was
issued and construction resumed.

Miller suggested that Wolf save the remainder of his
presentation until all the objections had been voiced, whereby
he may be able to satisfy some concerns. Welborn suggested
that the Mayor rotate the speakers by alternating one in favor
of the permit and one opposed. Couch provided a transparency
depicting the location of the building in relation to adjacent
properties and their street addresses.

Chip Gehle, 1613 South Alamo, spoke in opposition to the
permit explaining that the structure was out of character with
a residential neighborhood and would generate additional
traffic, Wayne Rogers addressed the Council and stated that
all City requirements had been met, a building permit had been
issued, that $40,000 had been expended and that Mike Rogers was
not at fault. Luke Campbell, 1609 South Alamo, stated that the
structure was a warehouse and had no place in a residential
neighborhood. H. C. Northcutt, an area builder, told Council
that the City should stand behind the permit it issued and that
although Rogers could build a building 15 ft. high and meet

height restrictions, the structure would be unattractive.
Lorraine Burns, 1605 South Alamo, presented pictures of the
building under construction. She told Council that she had

attended the Planning and Zoning Commission hearing as did many
property owners in opposition and that wuntil the Zoning
Ordinance was amended an accessory building was limited to 225
square feet. Burns pointed cut that the proposed structure was
2,520 square feet and over ten times the original allowed
size. She stated that the 16 feet overhead doors were larger
than the 12 foot restriction in industrial areas and urged
Council to rigidly enforce zoning regulations in single family



classifications. Clayvon Carroll argued that a building in
compliance would have a tar flat top far more unsightly than
the presently planned roof, that the building would not
decrease property values, and that 95% of homes being built had
inadequate storage space. Randy Simmons, 1611 South Alamo,
stated he had moved to Rockwall because of the beautiful,
well-manicured homes. He told Council that although he had
originally approved of the building, he hadn't realized the
magnitude until it was under construction. He said the
structure would decrease property value and urged Council to
minimize damage already done by denying the second reading.
Bernice Peoples, 1308 Ridge Road, stated that the building had
been beqgun because it was allowed and that she knew the
structure would be used for nothing more than storage if that
was what Rogers had said it would be used for. Ken Dickson,
205 Meadowdale, stated that the building was not atune to the
neighborhood but that he hoped a compromise could be reached on
an issue that was dividing the neighborhood. Frank Smith
stated that as an ex-member of Council, he felt the City was
obligated to allow the permit issued as it was issued to begin
and complete construction. Ines Schreiber, 204 Becky Lane,
stated her opposition and explained that many property owners
were present who didn't wish to speak but needed to make their

feelings known. She urged Council to stand behind the high
quality and readdress the regulations that governed the size of
accessory buildings. Miller asked Wolf if he would like to

address concerns raised so far. Wolf offered to show building
plans and Miller suggested he save those for the rebuttal at
the end.

John Petty, 106 Joe White Street, stated that a permit was
basically a contract and the City was obligated to let Rogers
fulfill the intent of the permit as issued. Olivia Barstow,
1510 South Alamo, stated that she had not understood the size
of the building when Rogers showed her the plans. She said she
did not want the building in the neighborhood. John Weddle,
1601 South Alamo, told Council that Rogers had informed him in
the beginning that if there was much opposition he wouldn't
apply for a permit, but that the building was now too far into
construction to revoke the permit. Wayne Rogers confirmed that
Council had seen a letter of approval from Lee Mitchell.
Miller told the audience that Council had received copies of
letters both opposed to and in favor of the request. He then
polled the other residents present who did not wish to address
Council but whose opinicn was germane to Council's decision.
The following residents stated opposition to the Building:
Donna Walter -1608 South Alamo, Martha Sue Keegan - 207
Meadowdale, Charles Pannell - 1425 South Alamo, Phyllis Heron -
203 Meadowdale, and Paul Botsacos - 104 Becky Lane. Wolf then
concluded his presentation by saying that however Council chose
to revise the issuance of permits and accessory buildings
standards should apply to only those structures not presently
under construction and that revocation of this permit could
result in litigation. Lorraine Burns concluded her statements



as representative of residents in opposition by saying that
property owners were unaware of Council's hearing of the case

and they were, therefore, not represented at the meeting. She
added that the opposition present clearly called for denial of
the ordinance. Don Smith, Chairman of the Planning and Zoning

Commission, then addressed Council and assured the members that
the Commission's recommendation had resulted from careful
review and consideration of all parties affected. He stated
that many times different jurisdictions don't connect, that no
permit gquarantees absolute freedom, and that if an error was
made Council was within its right to correct it.

Welborn questioned the revision of the Zoning Ordinance
that allowed a building +this size. Couch explained that
originally the ordinance did not address garages although it
did restrict portable and storage buildings. The modification
included one title "accessory" building for all three types.
Council discussed the requirements for accessory buildings
regarding the detached garage, on what basis Council approved
the permit originally, and whether the structure could affect
property values as stated by one resident. Fox pointed out the
Council's obligation to preserve the quality of 1life in
Rockwall. Luby urged Council to look for an ethical solution.
Miller stated that the issue at hand was whether the building
would have a flat roof at 15 feet or a gabled roof at 22 feet.
Holt reiterated for the sake of the audience understanding that
under the current ordinance, Council was addressing only the
height, not the size or overall square footage.

After extensive discussion, Council considered approval of
an ordinance authorizing a Conditional Use Permit for a
structure over the maximum height restrictions in an "“SF-10"
classification to be located in the Carroll Estates on second
reading. Couch read the ordinance caption. Jones made @&
motion to recess. The motion died for lack of a second.
Welborn made a motion to disapprove the second reading. Fox
seconded the motion. Eisen explained that the applicant could
not reapply within one vyear. Welborn then amended her motion
to deny the permit without prejudice. Fox seconded the
amendment. The amendment was voted on and passed unanimously.
The motion as amended was voted on and passed unanimously.

After a brief recess, Council reconvened and Don Smith gave

the Planning and Zoning Chairman's report. He told Council
that he would stress at each meeting that the Commission's
action was only a reccmmendation. He then explained the

recommendation made with regard to a revised site plan for a
Quick Lube and said he would be available to answer questions
on any other items as they were considered by Council.

Counc1l then held a public hearlng and considered approval
of an ordinance amending PD-9 to revise the preliminary plan to
include the manufacturing of wiring harnesses as an allowed use
and amend the square footage requirements for buildings and



landscaping in Office/Warehouse. Couch explained that the
applicant was requesting a 30,000 square foot maximum building
size to allow for 1larger industries or smaller ones which
needed to expand. She explained that although the current plat
submitted fer Buffalo Creek Office Park showed 12.9%
landscaping, the applicant was requesting the 20% requirement
to be reduced to 5% as currently required in Light Industrial
zoning. Miller stated that the 20% was necessary to beautify
loading areas and the Light Industrial area in general.
Welborn pointed out that the intent of the landscaping
requirement had been to give the area a campus atmosphere.
Council discussed the requirement with regard to the Buffalo
Creek final plat, whether to address landscaping on a case by
case basis within PD-9, and whether or not to decrease the
percentage for the PD as a whole. Don Smith told Council that
although the Buffalo Creek plat only had 12.9%, the main
concentration was in the front. Council discussed the
potential for back to back parking lots, a possible buffering
or screening requirement between business parks, and the
request for an increased maximum building size. Couch read the
ordinance caption. Welborn made a motion to approve the
ordinance amend PD-9 to increase the maximum building size in
Office/Warehouse to 30,000 square feet, to include
manufacturing of wiring harnesses as an allowed use in
Office/Warehouse, retaining a 20% landscaping requirement with
the exception of the tract platted as Buffalo Creek Office
Park, allowing a minimum of 12.9% landscaping on that tract,
and requiring parkways adjacent to the tract to be landscaped.
Fox seconded the motion. The motion was voted on and passed
unanimously.

The Council then discussed and considered approval of a
development plan and final plat for Buffalo Creek Office Park.
Couch explained that the final plat and development plan as
submitted met all the City requirements with the exception of a
few technical corrections. She explained that the 10 ft.
easement to the rear needed to be changed to 15 ft., that the 5
ft. dedication of right-of-way shown on FM-3097 needed to be
increased by an addition 5 ft. to provide for a future 6-lane
roadway, and that the plat needed to reflect that Rainbow Lake
Road tied into Lincoln Drive rather than running alongside of
Bk . Harold Evans, Consulting Engineer, presented a larger
rendering of the plat and explained that the applicant could
meet all of Staff's. recommendations. Welborn made a motion to
approve the final plat and development plan for Buffalo Creek
Office Park with the stipulations as recommended by Staff.
Holt seconded the motion. The motion was voted on and passed
unanimously.

The Council then considered approval of a final plat for
Northshore Phase IV, a 45 lot subdivision located on North
Lakeshore Drive north of SH-66. Couch explained that the plat
as submitted met all the City's requirements and that the only
recommendation was that the street name "Highpoint Circle" be



changed as there was a Highpoint located in Lakeside Village.
Miller confirmed that there was adequate right-of-way for

future road expansion of SH-66. Holt made a motion to approve
the final plat with the stipulation that the street name
"Highpoint Circle" be changed. Fox seconded the motion. The

motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

Council then considered approval of a preliminary plat for
Randy's Place, an 8.0156 acre lot located off SH-205 south of
Dalton Road. Couch outlined the applicant's request and
explained that although a public street did not serve the lot,
the Board of Adjustments had granted a variance from the
minimum lot frontage requirements and access would be provided
through the 1lot facing SH-205. Welborn made a motion to
approve the preliminary plat with the stipulation that the plat
indicate that the City does not gquarantee access along the
private drive access easement. Bullock seconded the motion.
The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

The Council then considered approval. of a final plat for
the Rockwall County Jail located on High School Road. Couch
suggested that the Council consider thisitemin
conjunctionwitha revised contract with the County regarding the
Rockwall County Jail which was an item to be considered later
in the Agenda. Council discussed the waivers that they had
previously granted at the preliminary platting stage of the
County Jail and whether or not they could insure compliance
with the stipulation that escrow for street improvements be
provided in the 1988 budget. Welborn suggested that the City
withhold issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy until the funds

were received. City Attorney Pete Eckert pointed ocut that
although it was a good solution, if the contract was not signed
it would not be enforceable. After further discussion,

Welborn made a motion to approve the agreement with the
revision that a Certificate of Occupancy would not be issued
prior to the escrowing of funds for street improvements in the
1988 budget. Miller asked Eisen to clarify the wording with
regard to the statement in the contract that stated that escrow
would be provided for the amount of the property being
developed for the jail. Eisen explained that that phrase
referred to the total square footage of the tract of property
and that could be clarified in the agreement. The motion was
voted on and passed unanimously.

Council then considered approval of the final plat. Jones
then made a motion to approve final plat for the County Jail
with the waivers as recommended by the Planning and Zoning

Commission and stipulated in the contract. Bullock seconded
the motion. Fox confirmed that the sealcoat drives were
addressed in the contract. The motion was voted on and passed
unanimously.

Council next considered approval of a replat of portions of
Ellis Centre Phase I and Phase II located on High School Road.



Couch outlined the applicant's request and explained that the
moving of the building line was in order to allow expansion of
the building already on one portion of the property. David
Ellis explained that moving the plat line would allow room to
double the building size on one lot. Fox made a motion to
approve the replat. Bullock seconded the motion. The motion
was voted on and passed unanimously.

Council then considered approval of a revised site plan for
a Quick Lube to be located on Ridge Road. Couch explained that
the applicants proposed to have two drives rather than one
drive in order to retain a large tree located in the middle of
the original driveway. She stated that what they were
proposing would not meet the minimum separation requirement
between drives which was 200 ft. as the entire lot was only 100
ft. wide. She explained the drives would be a 20 ft. entrance
separated by 30 ft. and a 20 ft. exit drive. She explained
that the Planning and Zoning Commission had recommended these
drives be one way drives signed with low rise signs indicating
entrance and exit only, and that, if technically possible and
approved by the State, a culvert would be installed all the way
between both drives and that this area would be landscaped and
curbed. Welborn made a niotion to approve the revised site plan
with the stipulations reccmmended by the Planning and Zoning
Commission, including that if technically possible the culvert
would be installed as recommended, landscaped and curbed. Luby
seconded the motion. The motion was voted on and passed
unanimously.

The Council then considered calling public hearings to
review SUP-7, a Specific Use Permit issued for miniwarehouses
on Yellowjacket at SH-205. Couch explained that the SUP had
been issued in 1978 for the site where Mitchell's hardware
building was currently located. She explained that nothing had
been built in the area where the miniwarehouses were planned to
go and that the current Zoning Ordinance did not allow
miniwarehouses, either as a permitted or a conditional use in a

Commercial classification. She added that as this area did
have an underlying Commercial =zoning, the Planning and Zoning
Commission had recommended initiating public hearings. Fox

made a motion to initiate public hearings remanding the SUP
back to the Planning and Zoning Commission. Welborn seconded
the motion. The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

Council then discussed and considered approval of an
ordinance amending the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance to modify
5UP-6, a Specific Use Permit 4issued for a car wash at
Washington and SH-66 on second reading. David Cook addressed
the Council and outlined a history of the site plan for Hubbard
Car Wash which had prompted the review of Specific Use
Permits. He explained that his application was in progress
prior to the initiation of the review of this permit that the
Planning and Zoning Commission had recommended approval of the
original site plan for Hubbard Car Wash and that the City



Council had overturned their recommendation because of the car
wash's proximity to the cemetery and not due to noncompliance.
He outlined the review process that had taken place on SUP-6
including the Planning and Zoning Commission's recommendations
that the permit be removed from the entire tract of property
with the exception of that area that had been previously site
planned as Hubbard Car Wash. He added that Council had also
approved by majority the continuance of the permit on that same
section as recommended by the Planning and Zoning Commission.
Gerald Burgamy addressed the City Council and explained that he
and Bill Way were co-owners of the property and that the new
lots in the cemetery had been put in after the City had
approved the Specific Use Permit for a car wash. He stated
that the lots were put in knowing that the adjacent property
was zoned for a car wash. Cook added that the City probably
had had intentions of developing that tract even so far back as
when the permit was issued. Burgamy explained also that he had
requested the property be zoned for a car wash to provide a
buffer for the cemetery. He added that he had been able to
find no other suitable business that wanted to be located
adjacent to a cemetery. Council discussed the original site
plan, the basis for denial, and the development of the cemetery
since the original issuance of the permit. Holt pointed out
that although the Cemetery Association did state opposition,
there were at least three members of the Association she had

spoken to who were unopposed. Couch read the ordinance
caption, Bullock made a motion to approve the second reading
of the ordinance. Jones seconded the motion. Fox pointed out

that although there may be a few members of the Cemetery
Association who were unopposed to the car wash, the majority
voted against it. The motion was voted on and passed 4 to 3,
with Miller, Luby and Fox voting against the motion.

At this point John Bullock 1left the meeting and Council
discussed the annual budget Retreat. Eisen stated that
preliminary planning had revealed that August 7th and 8th, a
Friday and Saturday, appeared to be the convenient dates for
the Retreat. Welborn suggested the Holiday Inn in Greenville
as a possible location for the Retreat. Miller stated through
previous experience he had found that the Radison Suites in
Arlington were economical, would not add costly travel
expenses, and would be far enough away from Rockwall to be
productive. Luby stated his preference for a hotel that was
local as well. Fox stated that Shreveport was only a three
hours drive. Jones stated favor for Shreveport as well. Eisen
said that based on Council's direction Staff would comprise
some preliminary information on these areas.

Council then discussed the status of the Animal Control
contract with Rockwall County. Eisen explained that the County
had cancelled the Animal Control Contract with the City of
Rockwall and that an Animal Control Officer had resigned. He
stated that funds from the contract were intended to provide an
additional vehicle and an additional employee. He explained



that it would now not be necessary to refill the position that
had recently been vacated and that the City would have
eventually had to purchase another vehicle as the other vehicle

had become unreliable. Fox pointed out that the City had
reduced the amount for storage of animals picked up in the
County. Eisen added that the County had paid a portion of

their Animal Control bill but had not as yet paid the balance
of the bill. '

Council then discussed and considered approval of an
emergency ordinance requiring businesses operating in Lake Ray
Hubbard out of areas leased by the City of Rockwall to obtain a
permit for such operation. Couch read the ordinance caption.
Fox made a motion to approve the ordinance. Holt seconded the
motion. Fox asked if any further controls were necessary to

regulate businesses out of areas leased by the City. Pete
Eckert outlined the intent of the ordinance and the City's
ability to enforce it. The motion was voted on and passed
unanimously.

Jones then made a motion to table the Executive Session and
any consideration to the appointments +to the Board of
Adjustments and for the Mayor Pro Tem. Holt seconded the
motion. The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

As there were no further items to come before the City
Council for consideration, the meeting was adjourned.

APPROVED:

Mayor
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BEFORE THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CITY OF ROCKWALL, TEXAS

The Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a public hearing at

7:30  o'clock P.M. on the 1l4th day of May, 1987

in the Rockwall City Hall, 205 West Rusk Street, Rockwall, Texas, at the

request Rob Whittle to amend the preliminary plan for PD-9 to include

the manufacturing of wiring harnesses as an approved use and reduce the

required square footage for buildings and landscaping in the Office/

warehouse District in PD-9, located along FM-3097 south of FM-740,

further described on the attached Exhibit "A".

|
As an interested property owner, it is important that you attend this
hearing or notify the Commission of your feeling in regard to the matter

by returning the form below. The decision of the Planning and Zoning
Commission will be a recommendation for approval or denial which will be
forwarded to the City Council for a final decision. In replying please

refer to Case No. pgz 87-32-7

"':f/ oy -/ 4

City of Roékﬁall,.Téxas

The following form may be filled out and returned as soon as possible to

the City Planning and Zoning Commission, 105 West Rusk Street, Rockwall,
Texas 75087.

Case No, P&Z 87-32-%

I am in favor of the request for the reasons listed below.

I am opposed to the request for the reasons listed below.

1..

2.

Signature

Address
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COMMENCING al a concrele highway right-of-
Southeast corner of the interseclion of Farm 1t

THENCE: Along the Southwesterly line of Fa
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South 44° g3 pg»
South 4s° 310 3
and South 52° 42 43 U of Beginning;
THENCE: Conlinuing along said Southwesterly line as follows: South 520 42 n3"
i 16 feet to a point for a corner;  Soulh 45° 3g' 43 Eusy o
distance of 391.20 feet 1o the point of curvature of 3 circular curve o the lefy
having a central angle of 2° 10* 00" and a radius of 5779.58 feet: Along said
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«15 feel to the Cast corner of said Tracl 3:
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way marker found for Lhe Caslerly
0 Market Road 740 and F.M. 3097;

rm lo Markel Road 3097 as follows:
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of Rockwall;
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o the Poinl of Beginning and Containing 39.592 Acres of Land.
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BEFORE THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CITY OF ROCKWALL, TEXAS

The Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a public heariﬁé at

7:30 o'clock _P.M. on the 1l4th day of May, 1987

in the Rockwall City Hall, 205 West Rusk Street, Rockwall, Texas, at the

request Rob Whittle to amend the preliminary plan for PD-9 to include

the manufacturing of wiring harnesses as an approved use and reduce the

required square footage for buildings and landscaping in the Office/

warehouse District in PD-9, located along FM-3097 south of FM-740,

further described on the attached Exhibit "A".

As an interested property owner, it is important that you attend this
hearing or notify the Commission of your feeling in regard to the matter
by returning the form below. The decision of the Planning and Zoning
Commission will be a recommendation for approval or denial which will be

forwarded to the City Council for a final decision. 1In replying please
refer to Case No. pgy §7-39_9

" “/)/]6{//4/ ‘/7{ &Aﬁ?ja/
City of/ Roakwall, Texas

[

The following form may be filled out and returned as soon as possible to

the City Planning and Zoning Commission, 105 West Rusk Street, Rockwall,
Texas 75087.

Case No. P&Z 87-32-%2

I am in favor of the request for the reasons listed below.

I am opposed to the request for the reasons liéted below. ;;
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BEING a tract of land situaled in Rocliwall County, Texas, part of the 1. Teal

Survey, Abstract No. 207, being part of Tracts 3 and 7, as recorded in Volume
184, Page 490, Dced Records of Rockwall Counly, Texas, and being more particu-
larly described as follows:

COMMENCING at a concrete highway right-of-
Southeasl corner of the intersection of Farm

THENCE: Along the Southwesterly line of Farm 1o Markel Road 3097 as follows:
South 45° 35' 20" Easy 3 distance of 2225.71 feet to a concrete highway monument ;
South 44° 03' 0g" Easy a distance of 900.21 feel to 3 concrete highway monudnent :

South 45° 3¢ 22w highway monuinent ;
and South 52° 42! y3v g Nl of Beginning;

THENCE Conlinuing South 52° y2' 43"

- 16 feet to a point for a corner;  Soulh 45° 3g' y43v £yg( o
distance of 391.20 feet to the point of curvaiure of a Circular curve 1o the left
having a central angle of 2° 10" 00" and g radius of 5779.53 feet; Along said

curve an arc distance of 218.56 feel to a point for a corner; and Soull u7e ny
43" Lasl a distance of 643.15 feel to the East coraer of said Tract 3:

THENCE: South 20 18" 48" Wesl a distance of 1158.00 feet along the Gast line of

said Tractl 3 (o a imits line of the City
of Rockwall;

THENCE: Westerly along said City i istance of 829.06 feet, more or
less lo a point for corner in a DLr : '

THENCE: Along said branch and the Southerly lines of said Tract 3
North 43° 4y Easy 3 dislance of 60,1 feet;
feel; North 53° 1 West a dist

way marker found for the Caslerly
to Market Road 740 ond F.M. 3097;

as follows:
North 8° 29' Cast a distance of 87.9
ance of 130.0 feet; Morth 310 o' West a distance
of 126.0 feet; and Squth 10° 01® Easy 3 distance of 101.5 feet to said Cily Limits
line ;. ) '

THENCE: Westerly a'distance of 65.9 feel along said City Limits line lo its inter-
section willh said branch;
THENCE: Along said branch and

d the Southerly lines of said Te
as follows: South 24° 46' West a distanc

distance of 107.0 feel; North 1° 16" West a distance of 107.0 fect:

THENCE: North ¢° 21 04" East a distance of 1811.29 fect leaving said Lranch
to the Point of Beginning and Containing 39.592 Acres of Land.

acl 3 and Tracy 7
¢ of 100.6 feel; North s54° ue' West a






BEFORE THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CITY OF ROCKWALL, TEXAS

The Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a public hearing at

7:30  o'clock _P.M. on the 1l4th day of May, 1987

in the Rockwall City Hall, 205 West Rusk Street, Rockwall, Texas, at the

request Rob Whittle to amend the preliminary plan for PD-9 to include

the manufacturing of wiring harnesses as an approved use and reduce the

required square footage for buildings and landscaping in the Office/

warehouse District in PD-9, located along FM-3097 south of FM-740,

further described on the attached Exhibit "A".

'
As an interested property owner, it is important that you attend this
hearing or notify the Commission of your feeling in regard to the matter
by returning the form below. The decision of the Planning and Zoning
Commission will be a recommendation for approval or denial which will be

forwarded to the City Council for a final decision. In replying please
refer to Case No. pgz 87-32-7

i “/7/)6?/(/14/ ‘7/)( &/L&Zc/

City off/ Rockwall, Texas

The following form may be filled out and returned as soon as possible to

the City Planning and Zoning Commission, 105 West Rusk Street, Rockwall,
Texas 75087.

I am in favor of the request for the reasons listed below.

I am opposed to the request for the reasons listed below.

1. Z/L.fzfé-(,w,aa&’.f f 74%?/&/2;/ albice

7

N i ol .
A 270 .. > ' , 7 e ‘/1-- st . /{é/
3. 3l et ol Mo dt /.éﬂ/{ //4’4 T CHedie

Y. W, _
signature gy Zl [1f nr P
Address{44%§}§ﬁa22}kz,;2;;{w o

./'

———




n

BEING a tract of land silualed in Rockwall County, Texas, Part of the 12, Tenl

Survey, Abstract No. 207, being part of Tracls 3 and 7, as recorded in Volume
184, Page 490, Dced Records of Rockwall Counly, Texas, and Leing more particu-
larly described as follows ;

way marker found for the Caster!
lo Markel Road 740 and F.M 3097;
South 45° 35 20" Easy distance of 2225.71 feet 1o 3 concrete highway monument:;
South 4y° 03 gg" g i

South 4s°® 3¢ 2%
and Soulh 52° 42! 43
THENCE:: Continuing

.16 feet 1o a point for a corner;  South ys° 3g' y3» Lasl a
o the point of curvaiure of a circular curve o the lefy
having a central angle of 2° 10" 00" and a radius of 5779,58 feet; Along said

curve an arc dislance of 213,56 feet 1o a point for o corner; and Soullh 47° 4y
43" East a distance of 643

15 feetl to the Cast corner of said Tract 3;
THENCE: South 20 g 48" West a distance of 1150. 04 feet along the Last line of

said Tract 3 to a point for a corner on the Southerly Cily Limits line of the City
of Rockwall:

THENCE; Westerly along said City Limits line a distance of 829,06 feel, more or
less Lo a point for corner in a branch: !

THENCE: Along said branch and the Souther!
North 43° 44" Gast g distance of 60,1 feet;
fect; North 537 16' West a dist

y lines of said Tract 3 as follows :
Norlh 8° 29' East distance of 87.0
ance of 130.0 feet:  Morth J1° 0n' West a distance
of 126.0 feet; and Squlh 10° 01" East a distance of 101.5 feet to said City Limits
line;. : :

THENCE: Westerly aldistance of 65.9 feet along said City Limits line to its inter-
seclion wilh said branch;

THENCE: Along said branch and the Southerly lines of said Tr
as follows: South 24° yg West a distanc

distance of 107.9¢ feel; North 1° 16" West a distance of 107.0 fect;

THENCE: North ¢° 24 04" East a distance of 1811.29 feet leaving said Lranch
o the Point of Beginning and Containing 39.592 Acres of Land.

acl 3 and Tract 7
¢ of 100.6 feet; North gy o' West a






5 PLANNING AND ZONING ACTION SHEET

Applicant ,42&5 jt%;jﬁ%é@ Case No. ﬂ@ﬁj gﬁgﬁﬁz’gz,

Property Description ﬂ%b 9“

1 . » l o - 4 . ¥ - - / \
Case Subject Matter X eq) (o4 + Z% Q}Agg/%4@L44¢g;£%%*-@}*/ﬁ>ﬁmz
7 C v

CASE ACTION

Approved Disapproved Tabled
Date to P&z 7 V) g . //
S| ’
Conditions
Date to City Council
Conditions
Ordinance no. ‘ Date
ITEMS IN FILE
Zoning Cases plat/Site Plan Cases
Application Application
Site Flan Filing Fee
Filing Fee © Plat/Plan
«~Notice to Paper Engineer's Review
Notice to Residents Consultant's Review
List of Residents Notified Agenda Notes
Residents' Responses Minutes
Consultant's Review ' Correspondence

o MIETEE HOTES County File Number

Minutes

Ordinance Applicant Receipts

Correspondence

Applicant Receipts



PUBLIC NOTICE

The Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a pu@lic‘hearing at 7:30
P.M. on May 14, 1987, and the Rockwall City Council will hold a pub-

lic hearing at 7:00 P.M. on May 18, 1987, in City Hall, 205 West

Rusk, to consider amending the Comprehensive aning Orqipance to revise
the preliminary plan to include the manufacturing of wiring harnesses

as an approved use in Office/Warehouse and to reduce the required

square footage for buildings and landscaping in Office/Warehouse for

PD-9 located along FM-3097 south of FM-740 further described as
follows:

BEING a tract of land situated in Rockwall Counlty, Texas, parl of the E. Tenl

Survey, Abstract No. 207, being part of Tracls 3 and 7, as recorded in Volume
184, Page 490, Deced Records of Rockwall Counlty, Texas,

and being more particu-
larly described as follows

COMMENCING al a concrete highway right-of-way marker
Southeasl corner of the intersection of Farm
THENCE: Along the Southwesterly line of F
South u45° 35' 20" Easl a distance of 2225.71
South 44° 03 08" Eas! a dislance of 900.21 (

Soulh 45° 31' 22" East a dislance of 999.27 feel 1o a concrele highway monument;
and South 52° 42' 43" Easl a distance of 134.10 feel to the Point of Beginning;
THENCE: Conlinuing along said Southwesterly line as follows: South §2° 42 n3
East a dislance of 67.16 feet to a point for a corner; South 45° 3g' y3» East a
distance of 391.20 feet to the point of curvalure of a circular curve lo the lefll
having a central angle of 2° 10" 00" and a radius of 5779.58 feet: Along said
Curve an arc dislance of 218.56 feel to a point for a corner; and South 47° 4
43" Easl a distance of 643.15 fecl to the East corner of said Tract 3:

THENCE: South 2° 1§' 48" West a distance of 1158.00 feet along the East line of
said Tract 3 o a point for a corner on the Southerly Cily Limits line of ihe City
of Rockwall;

THENCE: Westerly along said City Limits line a distance of 829.06 feel, more or
less 1o a point for corner in a branch;

THENCE: Along said branch and the Southerly lines of said Tract 3 as follows;

North 43° 44 East a distance of 0.1 feet; North 8° 29 East a distance of 87.¢0

feet; North 53° 16' West a distance of 130.0 feet; Morth 31° on' West a dislance

of 126.0 feel; and Soulh 10° 0} Easl a distance of 101.5 feel (o said City Limits
line;.

THENCE: Westerly a distance of 5.
seclion wilh said branch;

THENCE:  Along said branch and the Souther
as follows: South 24° yg

found for the Castlerly
lo Market Road 740 and F.M. 3097;
arm lo Market Road 3097 as follows:
feet to a concrele highway monument;
eel lo a concrete highway monuinent:

9 feet along said City Limits line (o its inter-

ly lines of said Tract 3 and Tract 7
Wesl a distance of 100.G feet; North 54° g West a
distance of 107.0 feet; North 1° 16 West a dislance of 107,0 feel;

THENCE: North 6° 24' 04" East a distance of 1811.29 feet leaving said Lranch
to the Point of Beginning and Containing 39.592 Acres of Land.
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