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SITE PLAN APPLICATION

Date_ ) — 27— K7
HD.DJ"T Jc’fﬁfd {;‘/UZ -

NAME OF PRCPOSED DEVEECPMEN 4 "—_TE//F) A < /?f_“ S 7ADRALIT

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER/DEVELOPER :L),q AID o s sl D. <

ADDRESS ()6 Loy iTegm ot PHONE_) 2.2 — L ES
NAME OF LAND PLANNER/ENGINEER / 14 1577=r “D'g-_, v

ADDRESS E} - PHONE 4722 — < )8
TOTAL ACREAGE O, Ll CUKRENT ZONING
: %
NUMBER OF LOTS/UNITS /[

7 /
SIGNE[')%/}/%.. é o=
{ ~ - 7 25t \

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 1is
necessary for an adeqguate review of a specific development proposal. All
information schould be provided on a scaled drawing generally not
exceeding 18" x 24".

Provided or Shown Not
On Site Plan Applicable
‘ ; 1. Total lot or site area - if the
site is part of a larger tract in-

clude a key map showing entire tract
and location of site being planned

2 Location, dimensions, and
size of all existing and planned
structures on the subject property
and approximate locations of
structures on adjoining property

% ,:/..
L//// within 100 ft.

s Location and type of
landscaping, lighting, fencing

and/or screening of yards and
setback areas

Appr
/éjﬁ/' 4. Calculation of landscaped
e area provided
t»// 8 Location and dimensions of

ingress and egress
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If the site plpn| ig rg
Planned Develor n

6. Location, number and
dimensions of off-street parking

and loading facilities
7. Height of all structures

8. Proposed uses of all structures

9. Location and types of all
signs, including lighting and heights

10. Elevation drawings citing
proposed exterior finish materials
and proposed structural materials

11, Location and screening of
trash facilities

12. Location of  nearest fire
hydrant within 500 ft.

13. Street names on proposed streets
14, The following additional
information:

L/
N /4

7

/

{

2quired as a preliminary or development plan under a
oning Classification, the attached applicable items

specified for prelimimary plans or development plans must be included.
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Taken by File No.

Date

Fee
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City of Rockwall (6/87)

SITE PLAN REVIEW

*7Date Submitted

“'f/,-"ifj,/i'/

¥ Scheduled for P&2 Y ;.3 /957

b LY

¥ Scheduled for Council L

-~

‘*’Applicant/Owner Kandes <D gnls

7
v

¥ Name of Proposed Development ALpdAdg

ALy WA DL LA

% 1ocation AT [ F T

bl . . > A ' / A
Legal Description L kL L LD S

| ]
A

AL AUCL

LW
- Total Acreage +J/2

-4 Current Zoning Al m it el

No. Lots/Units /

Special Restrictions

a-"'Surrounding Zoning NI OLE L

Planning

1. TIs the site zoned properly?

Yes No N/A

2. Does the use conform to the Land Use Plan? v

3. 1Is this project in compliance with the

provisions of a Concept Plan?

* 4, 1Is the property platted?
File No. /-l

preliminary plat?

Is plat filed of record at Courthouse?

If not, is this site plan serving as a

7. Does the plan conform to the Comprehensive
Zoning Ordinance or PD Ordinance on the

following:

a. Are setbacks correct?

b. Are buildings on same lot
adequately separated?

front

Vol
cside v
s

rear
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Is the lot the proper size?
Does the lot have proper dimensions?
Are exterior materials correct?
Are structural materials correct?
Is coverage correct?
Is adequate area in landscaping shown?
Is it airigated?
el 4 clheed
Is landscaping in parking lot required?
iy — phead Scbeep pNCS
‘Are types of landscapirg indicated?
Is floor area ratio correct?

Is building height correct?

Are correct number of parking
spaces provided?

Are driving lanes adequate in width?
Are parking spaces dimensioned properly

Does the parking lot meet City
speCLi:catlons

Is a f1re lane provided?
Is it adequate in width?
Are drive entrances properly spaced?

Are drive entrar

e

properly dimensioned?

....D0 drive entrances line up
with planned median breaks?

Is lighting prov1ded and correctly
directed?

Are sidewalks required?
Are sidewalks provided?
Is a screen or buffer required?
ve..Is it sized properly?
..Is it designed properly?

...Is it of correct materials?

SIS R

\

)
v

o
WL o~
L

PV
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¥ 7. Does the site plan contain all required

information from the application checklist?
8. 1Is there adeguate access and circulation?
9. 1Is trash service located and screened?

i < PN
10. Aﬁﬁaﬁﬁ&egﬁ?ﬁa52% acceptable?’

11. Was the plan reviewed by a consultant?
(If so, attach copy of review.)

12. Does the plan conform to the Master Park Plan?
13. Are there any existing land features to be
maintained?

(ie, topography, trees, ponds, etc.)

Ccmments:

Building Ccdes

1. Do buildings meet fire codes?
2. Do signs conform to Sign Ordinance?

Comments:

Engineering

1. Does plan conform to Thoroughfare Plan?

2. Do points of access align with adjacent ROW?
3. Are t?e points of access properly spaced?

4, Are sé%%ggﬁimpfdvements required?

5. Will escrowing of funds or construction of
substandard roads be regquired?

o
Lz
"
I*
g

v

\

6. Dces plan conform with Flcod Plain Regulations? , -~

7. Is adeguate fire protection present?
8. Are all utilities adequate?

9. Are adequate drainage facilities present?

10. Is there a facilities agreement cn this site?

-
[
e
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11. Are existing roads adequate for

additional traffic to be generated? v
12. Is the site part of a larcger tract? Does
the plan adversely impact development v
of remaining land? -
13. Are access easements necessary? L//
14. Are street and drive radii adeguate? e
15. Have all required conditions been met? N
16. Is there a pro rata agreement cn this site? v
17. Have all charges been paid? i

Time Spent on Review

~ﬁ) Name Date Time Spent (hours)







% )

205 West Rusk

CITY OF ROCKWALL

“THE NEW HORIZON"

(214) 7221111
Metro 226-7885

Cash Receipt

\ Rockwall, Texas 75087-3628

Name Date

Mailing Address

Job Address Permit No.

Check [] Cash [] Other []
General Fund Revenue 01 W & S Fund Revenue 02
DESCRIPTION Acct. Code Amouynt DESCRIPTION Acct, Code Amount
General Sales Tax 00-00-3201 RCH 00-00-3211
Beverage Tax 00-00-3204 Blackland 00-00-3214
Building Permit 00-00-3601 Water Tap 00-00-3311
Fence Permit 00-00-3602 10% Fee 00-00-3311
Electrical Permit 00-00-3604 Sewer Tap 00-00-3314
Plumbing Permit 00-00-3607 Reconnect Fees 00-00-3318
Mechanical Permit 00-00-3610 Water Availability | 33-00-3835
%g;‘,'ﬂgg.fplfgir_'mg' 0000-3616 | 5|00 Sewer Availability | 34-00-3836
Subdivision Plats 00-00-3619 Meter Deposit 00-00-2201
Sign Permits 00-00-3628 fletai s, | AR
Health Permits 00-00-3631 Misc. Income 00-00-3819
Garage Sales 00-00-3625 Extra Trash 00-00-1129
Misc. Permits 00-00-3625 Check Charge 00-00-3819
Misc. License 00-00-3613 NSF Check 00-00-1128
Misc. Income 00-00-3819
Sale of Supplies 00-00-3807
TOTAL GENERAL TOTAL WATER
TOTAL DUE 55_, a0 Received by

a-36 5000
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Page 1 of 3 City of Rockwall(6/87)

4

PRELIMINARY/FINAL PLAT /0/f0 /.00 7

7

ACTION RECORD

Project Name: \ /Lfrf* Q. g
7
Case No.: Pr-z Y7 57-&
Application RevieweG.x v ss s s 5k @ 5 56 5% v 68 5K & § ¥ &l
File Created ------ @ ® & ® & 0 0 & 0 O P O O 0B O O e 8 5 0 e 0 0 6 @ L I A ) 7 o

Fee paid/recedpt it EEle . ew o s woamswnm s mm spw o g g

Issued receipt for application........s.. T T LT

Review Form prepared/initial review completed.....

Circulated review through:

Staff ReVieW. ---------- ®© 200 6006006006000 00 ® o 000

Assistant City Manager....cesoeeees o e e e e

Community ServiceS.ecee.... Tt i Il I L I

Engineering..ﬂll.II..... ...... ® & ® ¢ © & o o o o o 0O e o o o

Scheduled for PEZ meeting.csccsssmvowens umemes v s s %ﬂ~3

Prepared notes & supporting
QUCTHEIIES TOY PEZ i wi iis s 64 %6 0 ook 0k 48 5 68 06 sne 0o w0 o .

Notified applicant of results of P&Z
meeting and date of Council meeting.c.vesesvenss

If Approved:

Scheduled for Cifty Council...eeeeeeeceeeooocons

Prepared notes and supporting
information for eolfell i iciveiisninitionnnnen

Notified applicant of resultS....eeooesees s ae v
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If final plat approved:

Changes required made to plat........

Copies of plat signed by:

Surveyor.

Notary..

Approval dates for P&Z & Council

Plats signed by:

P&Z Chairman.

Mayor..-nc-lnn...nonot.'ol.o

® & ¢ 0 & 6 00 080 08 a8 e 2 o e 0 0 008 @
---------------- e s 00 0 0 8 0
© 2 o o0 08 0006 0 00050 e e @ e o o

on platsS..cceeesss

@ » o o0 2 0 0 0° 50 0 08 0 0 00080 T s . e

City SecrebarVssswswsmimie on &5 B m o5 58

Mylar filed with County...ceceececceneans

Slide No. recorded on all others...c.csee.

Listed in £;at In%ﬁi?s....
vlod-haa o

added L=
Copy files w1th

Permanent Plat File

Map update file.....eeeeuons

RISD (residential)......
(3 - o Sranct
Inspection Department.... l&r.g#%ﬁ

Bifresel Departuent .. oo cecemven on vy wew s

(Mylar) ..

® 8 8 0 ® 0 00 00 0 0

43— for-Finance-after addresses-and.

1.for Post Office after addresses)

Water and Sewer Department.

Case File....

Beta Cable,..

® e 8 e o8 ° 0 0 6 &

® oo 000 8 8580 00

Southwestern Rell...... A

Lone Star Gas

s o o o

® 8 o 0 0 0 060 0 0 0 02 @
® 8 o » 0 0 0 0 8 e s s 0
® 8 0 % 0 5 0 8 0 0 0 0 8

e U

ﬂddY?S§aSSﬂfM6

e 06 8 o o

e s o 0 0 0 ¢ °
. o ® 2 o 0 °
e o 8 0 0 0 0
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Texas Utilities...cceeu.. & B ek e
County Tax OLEICew .« ws s nsw omw wn

Property OWNer...cecoceocacos oo

Chamber of COMMErCe.csoecessoe coevcescccsea

LI
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CITY OF ROCHKWALL

“THE NEW HORIZON”

August 6, 1987

Mr. Randy Sanders
610 Whitehills Drive
Rockwall, Texas 75087

Dear Mr. Sanders:
Your application for approval of a site plan for expansion
has been scheduled to be considered by the Planning and Zoning
Commission on August 13th at 7:30 P.M. in City Hall.
As the applicant, it is important that you are represented at
this meeting. Please feel free to call me if you have any
questions.
Sincerely,
; r~
/iy Shedels

Mary Nichols
Administrative Aide

MN/mmp

205 West Rusk Rockwall, Texar 75087 219> 722-1111



CITY OF ROCKWALL

“THE NEW HORIZON”

August 19, 1987

Mr. Randy Sanders
610 Whitehills Drive
Rockwall, Texas 75087
Dear Mr. Sanders:

On August 17, 1987, the Rockwall City Council approved a site
plan for expansion of Tejanos including the following:

1. 20" x 30' landscaped area to be irrigated and
to include trees

2. reconstruction of existing and new parking in
concrete

3. screening of dumpster on all sides

4. approval of the proposed future entrance to I-30.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

“/ﬁéuéj /] 0 /uz(fﬂ)

Mary Nichols
Administrative Aide

MN/mmp

205 West Rusk Rockwall, Terasr 75087 214> 722-1111



P&Z Agenda Notes - 8/13/87

IV, B. P&Z 87-51-SP - Discuss and Consider Approval of a
Request from Randy Sanders for a Site Plan for Building
expansion of Tejanos Located on Whitehills Drive

Tejanos 1is expanding therir existing building to add to the bar
area. The existing building is 2,800 sq. ft. and they are adding
1,560 sqg. ft. which is more than a fifty percent increase. The
permit for the expansion was issued prior to their submission for a
site plan approval due to a misunderstanding as to when a remodeling
requires site plan approval.

The plan as submitted meets all of our requirements with a few
exceptions. Those are addressed as follows:

1. Irrigation - the existing landscaping has been added to
with an area of desert type landscaping. None of the
landscaping is planned to be irrigated. We have asked the
applicant to address this requirement at the meeting.

2. The parking 1lot, under our current requirements, would
have to have 2% of the lot broken up by landscaping. Ovur
Zoning Ordinance requires that any existing use that
increases square footage by 50% must then comply with all
of our requirements. We have also asked them to address
this requirement.

3. We have asked them how they intend to screen the dumpster
in its new lccation.

4. We have also asked them to detail what improvements they
intend to make to the existing parking lot.

A location map and site plan are included.



MINUTES CF THE PLANNING AND ZONING CCMMISSION
August 13, 1987

Chairman Don Smith called the meeting to order with the
following members present: Beb McCall, Leigh Plagens, Tom Quinn,
NOrm Seligman and Hank Crumbley.

The Commission first considered approval of the minutes of July
9, 1987. Seligman made a motion to approve the minutes as
submitted. Quinn seconded the mction. The motion was voted on and
passed with all in favor except Plagens who abstained.

Smith opened a public hearing and the Commission considered
approval of an amendment to the Comprehensive Zonirng Ordinance to
amend the current reguirements for accessory structures in
residential areas. Couch outlined the reguirements that the
Commission had discussed recommending at the last meeting. The
alternative would allow one detached garage not exceeding 15 feet in
height and 900 square feet as an accessory to a residence on the
same lot. The exterior covering would be required to contain the
same materials, excluding glass, as found on the main structure and
generally in the same proportion. Two accessory buildings would be
allowed not exceeding 15 feet in height and 225 square feet.
Accessory buildings, excluding greenhcuses, would contain only
materials found on the main structure. Couch added that the current
requirements regarding the sum total floor area of accessory
structures would remain. Seligman confirmed that portable buildings
were not considered accessory buildings. Couch explained that
cabanas, greenhouses and storage sheds were examples of accessory
structures. At this time Bill Sinclair joined the meeting. Quinn
confirmed that the Planning and Zoning Commission intended the
revision to allow one detached garage and two accessory buildings.
Couch pointed out that the Commission had originally discussed
allowing three accessory buildings and had reduced this to two.
Seligman made a motion to recommend amending the reguirements for
accessory structures as ocutlined by Couch and as written in
Alternative Four presented in the packet. Plagens seconded the
motion. The motion was voted con and passed unanimously.

The Commission then held a , public hearing and considered
approval of a replat of two lots located within Phase I of The
Shores. Couch explaired that the applicant proposed to replat two
lots which met "SF-10" requirements into one large lot. Andy Speck
told the Commission that by removing the center lot line, he could
build towards the center of the lot and save a great many large
trees while enlarging the lot. Seligman made a motion to recommend
approval of the replat. Plagens seccnded the motion. The motion
was voted con and passed unanimously.

The Commission then considered approval of a regquest from Bill
Lofland for a final plat on Park Place No. 1, a one lot subdivision
locateéd on Ridge Road. Couch explained that the surveycr
representing the applicant had planned to attend but was taken ill.



He had asked for the Commission to consider the item even though the
applicant was out of town. She explained that the plat met all
requirements as submitted and that although an appraisal was yet to
be done on the lot, the applicant agreed to escrow for parkland
dedication. Staff estimated the amount between $200 and $300.
Smith ccnfirmed that no right-of-way dedication was necessary on
Ridge Road. Seligman made a motion to recommend approval of the
plat subject to the applicant escrowing for parkland dedication
estimated between $200 and $300. Plagens seconded the motion. The
motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

The Commission then considered approval of a request from Randy
Sanders for a site plan for building expansion at Tejanos located on
Whitehills Drive. Couch pointed out the location of the expansion
and explained that although the existing 1landscaping was not
irrigated, Sanders did propose to irrigate the newly landscaped
areas. She explained that he planned to concrete both new and old
parking areas as well as screen the dumpster. She explained that
the applicant had agreed to add two planter islands, two feet in
width to help break up the parking. Walker Rowe, the builder,
explained that the proposed drive off the I-30 service road was not
possible at this time due to cost imposed by the State. The
Commission discussed the amount of additional seating, the location
of the dumpster and the practicality c¢f the two foot wide islands.
Plagens stated preference for the 20' x 30' corner to be landscaped
with trees as opposed to the islands. Sinclair questioned the
irrigation of existing landscaping. Sanders explained that he had a
contract for landscaping and that the property was well maintained.
Quinn made a motion to recommend approval of the site plan as
submitted with irrigated 1landscaping containing trees in the
northwest corner, removal of the islands, and retaining the proposed
drive off the service road to be allowed but not required for future
construction. Crumbley seconded the motion. The motion was voted
on and passed unanimously.

The Commission then considered approval of a revised development
plan for a proposed park area 1located within Chandlers Landing.
Couch explained that the north corner of the park area had been
shifted to allow rear entry access to a lot north of the park.
Peter Oetking stated that he had asked for rear entry access when he
bought the lot. He explained that rear entry was more attractive,
reduced traffic and would provide a retaining wall protecting the
playground area. RAfter discussion, Seligman made a motion to
recommend approval. McCall seconded the motion. The motion was
voted on and passed unanimously.

As there was no further business to come befp{e the Commission
for consideration, the meeting was adjourned. ;

[
APPROVED /7
~

-

-

P

ATTEST:

Chatrman
By




CITY OF ROCKWALL
Council Agenda

AGENDA DATE August 17, 1987 AGENDA NO. V. B
AGENDA ITEM P&Z 87-51-SP =~ Discuss and Consider Approval of a

Request from Randy Sanders for a Site Plan for
Proposed Expansion at Tejanos Located on Whitehills
Drive

ITEM GENERATED BY Applicant - Randy Sanders

ACTION NEEDED Approval or denial of site plan with any changes
included in the motion.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Tejanos is expanding their existing building. The existing building
is 2,800 sqg. ft. and they are adding 1,560 sq. ft. The permit for
the expansion was issued prior to their submission for a site plan
approval due to a misunderstanding as to when a remodeling requires
site plan approval. The additions meet all of our requirements.

Comments concerning the plan are as follows:

T Irrigation - the existing landscaping 1is not currently
irrigated. The existing plan consists of some desert type landscape
and grass. The applicant is proposing +to irrigate the new

landscaping proposed in the northwest corner of the property.

2 The parking lot, under our current requirements, would have to
have 2% of the lot broken up by landscaping. Our Zoning Ordinance
requires that any existing use that increases square footage by 50%
must then comply with all of our requirements. They are proposing
to use the landscaping in the northwest corner for this requirement.

3. They will screen the dumpster with a wood screen on all sides,
with a wooden door.

4. They are planning to completely reconstruct the existing parking
lot in concrete as well as adding the additional spaces.

After considerable discussion regarding the landscaping in the
parking lot, the Planning and Zoning Commission approved the plan as
submitted with the conditions that trees be placed in the new
landscaping, that it be irrigated, and that the proposed future
entrance to I-30 be included in the approval.

ATTACHMENTS 1. Location map
2. Site Plan

AGENDA ITEM Tejanos Site Plan AGENDA NO.

V.

B.



MINUTEE OF THE ROCKWALL CITY CCUNCIL
August 17, 1687

Mavor Frank Miller called the meeting to order at 7:00
P.M. with the following members present: Nell Welborn,
Jean Holt, John Bullock, Bill Fox and Pat Luby.

Council first considered approval of the Consent
Agenda which consisted of A) the minutes of July 20, July
27, July 28 and August 3, 1987, B) an ordinance
autherizing a revision in the preliminary plan for PD-8,
Chandlers Landing to amend the zoning designation on four
lots located within Phase 17 on second reading, C) an
ordinance authorizing a Conditional Use Permit for a
structure over 36 feet in height to be located at 1101
Ridge Road on second reading, D) an ordinance amending
crdinance 86-51 regarding antennas and satellite dishes on
second reading, E) an ordinance authorizing the collection
of a special expense for processing costs on second
reading, F) an ordinance establishing a fee associated
with driving records on first reading, and G) an ordinance
amending the maximum penalty for violators of City
ordinances on first reading. Assistant City Manager Julie
Couch read the ordinance captions. Welborn asked Item D
to be pulled. Fox pulled Item C. Holt made a motion to
approve the Consent Agenda with the exception of Items C
and D. Welbcorn seconded the motion. The motion was voted
on and passed unanimously.

Regarding Item C, Fox stated approval of an ordinance
authorizing an antenna in excess of 50 feet was in
conflict with the purpcse of the proposed Scenic Overlay
District. Welborn asked if the antenna was larger than
necessary for effective communication. Gary Johnson of
TP&L explained that the antenna had originally been
located at the Cameron Building but had been moved upon
completion of the service center on Kristy Lane. He
explained that the service center was merging with Garland
and the antenna needed to be moved towards that City. He
stated that although he didn't know if 55 feet was
necessary, it was cost effective and would be painted to
match the building. Miller asked Johnson if the item were
tabled, would he return with another proposal. Johnson
agreed to consider a roof mount antenna but stated that it
may still exceed the height requirements. At this time,
7:15 P.M., Ken Jones Jjoined the meeting. Fox made a
motion to table consideration of the seccnd reading
pending enother proposal to be submitted by Gary Johnscn.
Welborn seccnded the motion. The motion was voted on and
passed unanimously.

Regarding Item D, Welborn confirmed that permits were
required and applicants were made aware of other



applicable requirements at the time of application. She
made reference to a letter written by Mrs. Hart and asked
for explanation of the wording in the ordinance in an
effort to address Mrs. Hart's concerns. City Attorney
Pete Eckert explained that the ordinance was worded to
coircide with the requirements and procedures already
established in the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance. He
stated that another option would Dbe to redefine
"structure" in the Zoning Ordinance to not include
antennas or to raise the maximum height without a
Conditional Use Permit in residential aresas. Fox
cenfirmed that screening requirements hadn't been
removed. Miller explained that only the clause pertaining
to the retroactivity of the screening requirements had
been removed. Fox pointed out that the ordinance did not
contain a maximum height with a permit. Eckert explained
that Council could 1limit height individually upon each
permit application. As there was no further discussion,
Welbcrn made a motion to approve the ordinance on second
reading. Jones seconded the motion. The motion was voted
on and passed 6 to 1 with all in favor except for Bill
Fox, who voted against it.

Couch explained that neither the Planning and Zoning
Commission Chairman or Vice Chairman were able to be
present to give the Chairman's report. Miller suggested
that as Council had copies of the Planning and Zoning
Commission minutes that they read the section of the
minutes that pertained to each item as these items came up
on the Council Agenda.

Council then held a public hearing and considered
approval of an amendment to the Comprehensive Zoning
Ordinance to add a Scenic Overlay District to the list of
zoning categcries to apply along FM-740 from SH-205 to the
City Limits for a depth of 500 feet on each side and
including all of PD Nos. 1 and 4. Couch briefly outlined
the District as it was currently drafted, addressing
permitted wuses, setbacks, 1landscaping, certain screening
requirements, height requirements with and without a
Conditional Use Permit, prqvisions for «cross access
easements, and the architectural review committee. Miller
told the audience present that the Planning and Zoning
Commission and Council both had reviewed piece by piece
the Overlay District and had reviewed detailed notes on
each person's concerns who had spoken at either the
Planning and Zoning Commission hearing or Council
hearing. Fox added that in every case where there was a
reasonable problem mentioned or a large number of people
sharing the same complaint, Council had attempted to
provide a mechanism for compromise which was, in some
cases, a provision for a Conditional Use Permit.



Wayne Baccus addressed the Council and explained that
he wanted to put in a Mobil Station at FM-740 and
Yellowjacket Lane, but under the current provisions of the
Overlay District a full service auto repair station would
not be allowed. He stated that there was a need for a
full service center in Rcckwall and that in his 35 years
of business he had received several awards with regard to
service and appeararnce of his station. Fox suggested that
a full service station be allowed as a conditional use in
the District with a minimum square footage requirement.
Welborn suggested adding wording that restricted repair
areas from fronting Ridge Road. Miller told Council that
if they did not wish to approve the entire District one
option would be to table the ordinance completely or to
approve the ordinance minus the items that were
unresolved. Fckert suggested tabling the entire ordinance
instead o©of portions of it and reminded Council that the
moratorium on 2zoning requests and plats would expire,
recommending that i1t be extended another 30 days if the
ordinance was tabled. Walker Rowe, a builder in Rockwall,
addressed Council and urged them not to restrict any uses
that were allowed in a Commercial =zoning classification.
He stated that as the district was zoned Commercial, those
uses should be allowed and that Council could regulate
architectural design to protect the District as opposed to
limiting types of businesses. James Johnson of Garland
explained that he owned a small piece within the District
and was concerned about additional setback requirements
that could apply to narrow and deep lots, making some lots

unuseable. Couch read the section o0of the District
pertaining to setbacks and by which conditions setback
reguirements could be brought down to zero. Cecil Unruh

addressed the Council, commending the ordinance and urging
Council to leave the permitted uses as currently drafted.
He supported the promotion of upscale usage, but asked
Council to reconsider +the maximum height of 36 feet
allowed without a Conditional Use Permit. He pointed out
that some of the nicest, most appropriate buildings on
Ridge Road were the largest. Miller explained that with a
Conditional Use Permit the height could go as high as 120
feet. Unruh requested that Council leave the ordinance as
currently drafted, but change the maximum height allcwed
to 60 feet without &a Conditicnal Use Permit. At this
point Miller outlined items so far addressed. As there
was no one else present wishing tc speak, the public
hearing was clcsed.

Luby stated he would support the removal of an
exclusion of auto service and repair. Jones recommended
prohibition of satellite dishes in front and side yards
along FM-740, a date deadline for removal of Christmas
trees after temporary sales along Ridge Rcad, and another
75 foot front setback in additiorn to the current 25 foot
reguirement which pertained cnly to car washes. Welbern



stated favor for an auto repair that was not visible from
FM-740 and the allowance of tunnel car washes only.
Council discussed the penalty for =zoning wviolations and
whether or not Council was prepared to make amendments to
the ordinance and approve it on first reading at this
meeting. After further discussion, Welborn made a moction
to table consideration of the first reading, allowing
Staff time to review the particular wording, to consider
the ordinance on first reading at the next regularly
scheduled Council meeting and to extend the moratorium for
30 days or until the final reading of the ordinance.
Bullock seccncded the motion. The motion was voted on and
passed unanimously.

Council took a brief recess and then continued a
public hearing on a request from Sanders Thcmpson for a
change in zoning from "SF-10" Single Family to "PD"
Planned Development meeting "SF-7" area requirements with
a minimum 1,500 square foot dwelling size. Harold Evans,
the consulting engineer, addressed the Council and
requested Cocuncil table the item and consider a Work
Session with the applicant to review the Council's
concerns about the =zone change request. Miller stated
that Evans was basically asking for the opportunity to
review and attempt to resolve specific objections. Fox
stated oppositicn to meeting in a Work Session with the
applicants, opposition to reducing the lot sizes, and a
preference for <considering the item in the regular
meeting. Evans stated that although the request was to
meet with Council in Work Session, he was prepared to make
a presentation. Welborn peinted out that Work Sessions
were public meetings and that a Work Session could be
scheduled at a time when Council could review the
unresolved items with regard to the Overlay District as
well., Holt made a motion to continue the public hearing
to September 8th and to discuss the item in a Work Session
the following Monday night along with any other discussion
items that might be added. Bullock seconded the motion.
After further discussion regarding the motion, the motion
was voted on and passed five to two, with Fox and Luby
voting against the motion.

Council then continued the public hearing and
considered approval of an crdinance authorizing a
Conditional Use Permit for a private club to be located at
the Gridiron, a proposed restaurant within the Rockwall
Village Shopping Center. The applicant, John Crow,
addressed the Ccuncil and explained that his restaurant
would contain approximately 5,200 square feet with the
capability of seating 200 people, and that he would like
to operate a private <club as an accessorv to his
restaurant. Couch read the ordinance caption. Fox made a
motion to approve the ordinance and the granting of a



Conditional Use Permit. Lubyvy seconded the motion. The
motion was voted on and passed unanimcusly.

Couch explained that the next item, public hearing
regarding the replat of two lots located within Phase I of
The Shores had been withdrawn by the applicant and there
was, therefore, no need for consideration of the item.

Council then considered approval of a request from
Rill Lofland for a final plat for Park Place No. 1, a one
lot subdivision located on Ridge Road. Couch outlined the
applicant's request anrd the 1location of the property.
Jores made a motion to approve final plat subject to the
recommended conditions ok the Planning and Zoning

Commission which required escrowing for parkland
dedicaticn in an amount estimated bhetween $200 and $300.
Bullock seconded the motion. Welborn cuestioned if the

subdivision requirements with regard to escrowing for curb
and gutter were applicable to this plat. Ccuch explained
that the State Legislature had passed a 1law which no
longer allowed for escrow for street improvements on State
roadways. Council briefly discussed the State's policy
with regard to street improvements in residential areas.
Miller pointed out that although it was Council's
preference that right-of-way be obtained from the east
side of Ridge Road as opposed to residential properties on
the west side, he did want the applicant to be made aware
that although the City chose not to require the
right-of-way, the State could still &t a future date
require a provision for right-of-way. As there was no
further discussicn, the motion was voted on and passed
unanimously.

Council then considered approval of a request from
Randy Sanders for a site plan for a proposed expansion at
Tejanos on White Hills Drive. Couch outlined the
applicant's request and explained that existing and future
parking that would be paved, only the additional
landscaping would be irrigated, and that the Planning and
Zoning Commission had recommended that the future proposed
entrance to I-30 be included. in the approval. Welborn
questioned whether the 20' x 30' section of landscaping in
the northwest corner cualified as interior 1landscaping.
Couch pointed out that the applicant d&did originally
propose two foot landscaping islands in the interior of
the parking area, but that the Planning and Zoning
Commission had preferred the northwest section +to be
landscaped instead. Miller stated that he did not wish to
enccurage other parking lots to ignore the 2% interior
requirement. Walker Rowe, the Luilder for Tejanos
expansion, explaired that the Commission had been
concerned that the islands would be unseen after cars were
parked c¢n either side. After further discussion, Bullock
made & mction to approve the site plan with all of the



conditions suggested by the Planning and Zoning
Commission, including trees to be placed in the newly
landscaped area, irrigation of the area, and approving
proposed future entrance to I-30., Jones seconded the
motion. The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

Council then considered approval of a revised
development ©plan for PD-8, Chandlers Landing for a
proposed park area. Couch explained that the applicant's
request was to shift the park area about 20 feet to
acceommodate a rear entry drive that had been approved by
the Homeowner's Associaticen in 1982. She explained that
the Planning and Zoning Commission had recommended a 2
foot retaining wall along the 1length of the drive to
prevent vehicles from entering the park area. Peter
Oetking, the applicant, explained that when the park's
plan was drawn a provision for a rear entry drive to his
lot had been overlocked and that the section he was
propcsing for rear entry access was too steep for park
use. Council discussed the 1length of the drive and a
proposal for 1landscaping along the 2 foot retaining wall.
After further discussion, Jones made a motion to approve
the revised development plan for the park area, requiring
the 2 foot retaining wall to be landscaped and to run

along the entire length of the drive. Bullock secoconded
the motion. The motion was voted on and ©passed
unanimously.

Council then considered setting the date for a hearing
on a request for a permit to operate a business between
the shoreline and takeline of Lake Ray Hubbard. C1Ey
Manager Bill Eisen explained that Council had recently
adopted an ordinance which required that a permit be
approved before a business could be operated within the
takeline in an area leased by the City of Rockwall. He
explained that while the ordinance did not set out a
specific procedure for considering such requests, the City
Attorney had recommended that Council hold a hearing on
the request in order to give all parties interested an
opportunity to provide any testimony. He suggested
scheduling the hearingon the next regular meeting, which
was September 8th. Welborn made a motion to set a hearing
on September 8th to consider the request and to determine
the notification regquirements. Holt seconded the
motion. Luby stated that the application didn't deserve
a hearing as two years previously a petition had been
submitted with 94 residents opposing the operation of the
business and only two supporting it. He stated that the
loading and unloading of passengers had resulted in damacge
to property and that residents had already made known
their feelings with regard to this matter and shouldn't
have to do so again. Fox stated that Cecuncil had in the
past supported the majority opinion of the residents and
should continue tc do so. He presented a copy o©f a



petition signed by 144 property owners, as well as copies
of police reports citing situations of loud music and
situations where additional police were called to assist
the guards in unruly situations. He stated that if Mr.
Hughes furnished a petition sigrned by the majority of
homeowners stating favor for his request, Council could at
that time approve a permit, but that a hearing was not
necessary on an item that had been previously addressed.
Miller mentioned that Council may be obligated to consider
the request since the ordinance was passed after previous
action had been taken on the item. He guestioned@ the
prescribed procedures for processing such a permit. Eisen
explainred that as this was the first application since the
adoption of the ordinance, no specific procedure had been
outlined, but that he and the City Attorney had
recommended a hearing as one option since it would provide
the City the opportunity to request more details regarding

his application. Welborn stated that Council should not
deny someone the right to apply for a permit based on
prior information. Fox stated that as public hearings

were not required by law, the applicant shcould be required
to make his presentation and provide documentation that
the neighboring homeowners were unopposed to his business
operation. He stated that when the winds were in excess
of 25 miles per hour the boat was unable to launch ard
resulted in passengers having parties on the boat and
creating disturbances on the shoreline. Bullock stated
that although he was not advocating approval or denial, he
agreed that the applicant deserved a hearing. Holt stated
that although she had not heard the presentation nor had
she formed an opinion on whether or not to issue the
permit, she did know that many loud parties took place at
the Yacht Club in Chandlers Landing, both indoors and
out. Welborn pointed out that the issue was not whether
or not to grant the permit, but by what process to hear
the request. After further discussion, Welborn restated
her motion to set September 8th as the date for the
hearing on the request by Ernie Hughes and to determine

notification requirements. Miller ©pointed out that
notification requirements needed to be determined prior to
the hearing. Eisen suggested that Staff follow the

current cuidelines for notifying zoning cases, and in the
case of Chandlers Landing everyone within the Planned
Development would be notified. Fox stated opposition to
spending funds on nctification when the item could be put
on as an appointment. Welborn clarified her moticn to
state that property owners within the Planned Development
would be nctified of the public hearing pending. The
motion was voted on and passed five to one, with Fox

voting against the motion and Luby abstaining. Miller
asked Staff to produce a written policy outlining
notification procedures for processing of permit

applicaticns of this nature. Eisen stated that if it was
Council's intention tec treat these permit applications as



were zoning cases, Staff could provide an outline of
notification procedures for zoning cases.

Council then discussed the proposed 1987-88 Annual
Budget and a proposal to increase taxes and the date for a
public hearing. Eisen outlined some adjustments that had
been made in the General Fund resulting from the two day
Budget Work Session. He outlined requested reductions
which included a $25,000 decrease in revenue resulting
from sales and beverage taxes and a $41,000 reduction in
expenditures. Some added expenditures in the General Fund
Budget included a study regarding self-insurance programs,
the reinstitution of the Square project, the addition of a
Police Officer, and a $20,000 addition in street materials
totaling $82,000 in additional expenditures. He stated
that the longevity pay that had been allocated in Water
and Sewer Fund, Sanitation Fund, and the Airport Fund had
been removed from those funds and the sum set aside in the
Water and Sewer Fund for longevity pay had been used to
increase the transfer to the General Fund. The sum total
of the reductions in revenue and expenditures and the
additicnal expenditures would result in taking from the
General Fund Reserves a total of $27,333.

Regarding the Fire Department, Eisen explained that
the Budget for the Fire Department had not yet been
reviewed by Staff at the time of the Work Session. Staff
had since reviewed the Budget consisting of §59,000 for
the Fire Department, a slight increase over the previously
estimated $56,000. Eisen explained that the Equipment
Fund as submitted consisted of 1) a new grass truck, 2) a
burn house used to simulate house fires and utilized by
the Fire Department as a training tool which would cost
about $25,000, and 3) miscellaneous egquipment totaling
approximately $13,000. He explained that representatives
of the Fire Department had expressed concern about funds
received from the County for fire calls which had been
increased two years ago. The Fire Department had asked
that the City's portion of the funds be put in the Fire
Equipment Fund as opposed to the General Operating
Budget. Eisen explained that about $1,500 had been
budgeted for the next vyear. Additionally, the Fire
Department had asked that the $13,000 allccated for
miscellaneous equipment be taken from the General

Operating Fund. Eisen explained that if this was
Council's desire, one of three options was possible: 1)
increasing revenues, 2) reducing expenditures, or 3)

taking these funds out of the General Operating Fund
Reserves. He stated a preference for taking funds out of
Reserves only for major one-of-a-kind projects such as the
reinstitution of the Square Project. As this fund had nct
previously been reviewed by Council, Miller asked Ccuncil
to review the Fire Equipment Fund as if they were in a
Work Session. At this time Eisen summarized the prcpcsed



Fire Equipment Fund, funds reserved for training that
consisted of donations, and proposed expenditures.

Mark Poindexter, Assistant Chief of the Fire
Department, addressed the Council to make the following
requests: 1} that the $30,000 budgeted to be transferred
in from the General Operating Fund be left as is; 2) that
the $13,940 budgeted for miscellaneous fire equipment,
including bunker gear and hoses, be expended from either
the General Fund or another fund; 3) that the City's share
of funds received from County fire calls be put into the
Fire Equipment Fund instead of the General Fund. Miller
gquestioned the amount of funds received for County fire
calls. Poindexter explained that of every $75 per call,
$50 went to the Fire Department and $25 went into the
General Fund. He added that this was a total of $3,275.
Holt questioned the wuse of the burn building for
training. Poindexter explained that in the past Firemen
had been going to AgM for training and would continue to
do so once a year. A burn building was available for
lease from the City of Garland, although this training was
only available during week days at which time the firemen
held primary Jjobs. Welborn stated that based on a tight
budget it might be necessary to take the $13,940 out of
the Fire Equipment Fund in order to provide the other
items such as the burn house. Poindexter stated that it
was the Fire Department's goal to keep $100,000 in the
Fire Equipment Fund at all times to be available for
large, more permanent purchases such as trucks and large
equipment. Council discussed the proposed burn house,
previous items budgeted from the Fire Equipment Fund which
were never purchased, allocating to the Fire Equipment
Fund the amount of funds received during the 1last two
years for County fire calls, and whether to take these
funds from the General Operating Reserves. Eisen
explained that when the cost of fire calls was raised he
had interpreted that the funds received by the City for
County fire calls was to offset the cost of fire services
which could include fuel and other items taken out of the
General Fund. He explained that Poindexter had understood
that these funds were to go directly into the Fire
Equipment Fund. After further discussion, Welborn made a
motion to transfer $13,940 from the General Revenue Fund
to the Fire Equipment Fund, to transfer $3,275 from the
General Fund to the Fire Equipment Fund, to direct the
Staff put the City's share of County fire call funds into
the Fire Equipment Fund. The motion failed for lack of a
second. Fox then made a motion to transfer the $13,940
from the General Fund Reserves into the Fire Equipment
Fund; additionally, to transfer $6,550 from the General
Fund Reserves into the Fire Equipment Fund which would
equal the amount of funds received by the City for County
fire calls in the last two years; and to amend the 1987-88
Budget to direct the City's portion of County fire calls



into the Fire Equipment Fund. Bullock seconded the
motion. The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

Eisen suggested September 8th as the date for the
public hearing to propose an increase in the effective tax
rate. Welborn confirmed that an additional patrolman
would not increase the cost of uniforms in the Police
Department. After further discussion, Welborn made a
motion to set the date for the public hearing on September
8th. Bullock seconded the motion. The motion was voted
on and passed unanimously.

Council then discussed the screening reguirements
pertaining to satellite dishes. Eisen explained that
Council had recently adopted an ordinance amending the
height requirements for radio transmitters and satellite
dishes &and had at that time asked to have the
retroactivity of screening requirements addressed
separately. Eisen explained that only the screening
requirements had not been grandfathered and that all other
requirements with regard to locaticen, etc., were
grandfathered. Council discussed the permit process,
notification process prior to issuance of a citation, and
the amount of fine. Fox stated preference for leaving the
ordinance as 1is, retaining the retroactive screening
requirements. Jones made a motion to require all
satellite dishes to be screened by at least a 6 ft. fence
except those dishes installed prior to the adoption of the
regulatory ordinance. Holt seconded the motion. The
motion was voted on and passed four to three, with
Bullock, Fox and Luby voting against the motion.

Council then discussed raising the minimum square
footage requirements in “SF-7" and "SF-10" Single Family
zoning classifications and discussed the establishment of
minimum square footage requirements in Multifamily and
Planned Development zoning classifications. Fox stated
opposition to small dwelling sizes as they required the
same amount of street improvements and Police protection
as did larger homes while providing fewer tax dollars.
Fox recommended Council consider amending the minimum
dwelling size in an "SF-7" district to 1,500 square feet
and amending the "SF-10" minimum dwelling size to 1,800
square feet. He further recommended that Council ccnsider
addressing every category, including Multifamily and
Planned Development. Council discussed holding a Work
Session with the Planning and Zoning Commission to review
the minimum dwelling sizes in every =zoning category.
Welborn made a motion to schedule a joint Work Session
with the Planning and Zoning Commission on either the
second or fourth Monday for the purpose of reviewing the
minimum dwelling sizes. Jones seconded the motion. The
motion was voted on and passed unanimously.



The Council then considered approval of an ordinance
adopting an amended fine schedule on first reading. Couch
explained that the State Legislature had recently passed a
law that required all speeding fines collected on State
highways over $2.00 per mile be remitted to the State.
She explained that this would create more paper work than
the current personnel could handle to continue to collect
the current fines and keep track of what had to go to the
State. She added that the amended ordinance would change
the speeding fines to $2.00 per mile over the speed limit
plus the State court costs,. Police Chief Bruce Beaty
distributed copies of the current fine schedule for
comparison with the new schedule. Miller stated concern
about reducing fines to avoid additional paper work. He
stated that a reduction in fines would not work well as a
deterrent. Eisen explained that the penalty on one's
insurance as a result of a ticket was stiffer than the
cost of the fine. He explained that in some cases
insurance could increase as much as $100 per year for a
period of three years. After further discussion, Couch
read the ordinance caption. Jones made a motion to
approve the ordinance on first reading. Bullock seconded
the motion. The motion was voted on and ©passed
unanimouslyv.

Council then adjourned into Executive Session under
Article 6252-17 V.A.C.S. to discuss personnel pertaining
to the Airport Advisory Board. Upon reconvening into
regular session, as there was no action necessary as a
result of the Executive Session, Jones made a motion to
adjourn. Holt seconded the motion. The motion was voted
on and passed unanimously. As there was no further
business to come before the Council, the meeting was
adjourned at 11:55 P.M.
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