MONTGOMERY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING OF
MONDAY, NOVEMBER 26, 2018 AT 6:00 P.M.
CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 101 OLD PLANTERSVILLE ROAD,
MONTGOMERY, TEXAS.

CALL TO ORDER

VISITOR/CITIZENS FORUM

Any citizen with business not scheduled on the agenda may speak to the Commission. Prior to
speaking, each speaker must be recognized by the Chairman. Commission may not discuss or take any
action on any item but may place the issue on a future agenda. The number of speakers along with the
time allowed per speaker may be limited.

Consideration and possible action regarding Meeting Minutes of October 22, 2018 Public Hearing
and Regular Meeting,

. Consideration and possible action regarding the Final Report of the report Latry Jacobs tract.

Consideration and possible action regarding scheduling a Public Hearing for rezoning of a 7.710-
acre tract of land located at tracts 23-A and 24-A located at the southwest corner of Old
Plantersville Road and Womack Cemetery Road, Montgomery from ID-Industrial to R-1-Single-
Family as requested by Michael and Judith Kammerer.

. Consideration and possible action regarding scheduling a Public Hearing for rezoning of a 2.187-
acre tract and a 0.475-acre tract located at 1062 Clepper Street, Montgomery from R-1 Single-
family to B- Commercial to be held as requested by James Ward.

Report regarding City-initiated re-zoning of parcels of properties.
. Report regarding Downtown Streetscape Plan.

Consideration and possible action regarding proposed amendments to the Zoning Table of
Permitted Uses in the City of Montgomery Code of Ordinances, Section 98 — 88.

. Consideration and possible action regarding rescheduling the December, 2018 and January, 2019
Planning and Zoning Commission meetings.
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DALY Jat{g Yates, §t1ty Administrator

Posted November 21, 2018 at 4:'30 p.m. This facility is wheelchair accessible and
accessible parking spaces are available. Please contact the City Secretary’s office at 936-597-
6434 for further information or for special accommodations,



MINUTES OF PUBLIC HEARING and REGULAR MEETING
Qctober 22, 2018

MONTGOMERY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Nelson Cox declared a quorum was present, and called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m.

Present: Nelson Cox, William Simpson and Carol Langley
Absent: Jeffrey Waddell
Arnette Easley

Also Present: Jack Yates, City Administrator
Susan Hensley, City Secretary
Chris Roznovsky, City Engineer
Dave McCorquodale, Assistant to the City Administrator

PUBLIC HEARING(S):

Convene into Public Hearing for the purpoese of giving all inferested persons the right to appear

and be heard regarding the following:

1. Second Public Hearing for the purpose of giving all interested persons the right to appear and

be heard regarding the Preliminary Report and preparation of the Final Report on the following:

a) A reqguest to rezone the property located at 2580 Lone Star Parkway, Montgomery from [D-

Industrial to R-2 MultiFamily, by owner Larry Jacobs: and

b) A request to rezone the property located at 2560 Lone Star Parkway from 1D-Industrial to

B-Commercial, by owner Larry Jacobs,

Chairman Cox convened the Public Hearing at 6:06 p.m.
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Mr, Larry Jacobs stated that he appreciated the Commission taking his project into
consideration this evening. Mr. Jacobs said there has been a lot of conversation in the last
couple of weeks regarding Lone Star Parkway, cumulative rezoning and a lot of other stuff that
affects that area. Mr. Jacobs said that he would like to go ahead and get the Commission to
approve him, but to hold off on writing the Final chort until they have more information in

the next couple of weeks before it would go to City Council for final adoption.

Adjourn Public Hearing

Chairman Cox adjourned the Public Hearing at 6:08 p.m.

Reconvene into Regular Session

Chairman Cox reconvened into Regular Session at 6:08 p.m.

VISITOR/CITIZENS FORUM

Any citizen with business not scheduled on the agenda mav speak to the Commission. Prior to

speaking, each speaker must be recognized by the Chairman. Commission may not discuss or take any

action on any item but may place the issue on a future agenda, The number of speakers along with the

time allowed per speaker may be limited.

There were no comments made.

CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION:

2. Consideration and possible action regarding approval of the minutes of the Special Meeting

held on September 10, 2018, and Public Hearing and Regular Meeting held on Sentember 24,
2018,

William Simpson moved to approve the minutes as presented. Carol Langley seconded the

motion, the motion carried unanimously. (3-0)

3, Consideration and possible action regarding the Final Report for submittal to City Council on

the following:
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a) A request to rezone the property located at 2580 Lone Star Parkway, Montgomery from ID-

Industrial to R-2 MultiFamily, by owner Larry Jacobs; and

b) A request to rezone the property located at 2560 Lone Star Parkway from ID-Industrial to

B-Commercial, by owner Larry Jacobs.,

Mr. Yates stated that Mr. Jacobs’ request to hold off on the Final Report will prevent the City
Council from conducting their Public Hearing tomorrow night without receiving the Final
Report, Mr, Yates said that Mr. Jacobs realizes that by the Commission conducting their Public
Hearing, they have covered their bases, but if the City Council does not conduct their Public
Hearing tomorrow night it will cost Mr. Jacobs about two months because they would have to
conduct a Public Hearing on the item. Mr. Yates said if City Council does not receive the Final
Report they will have to cancel their Public Hearing tomorrow night, and then at the November
meeting they could call a Public Hearing to be held at the December meeting. Mr. Yates said
if Mr. Jacobs changes anything about his request, other than what is being considered tonight,
he would have to start all over again and he understands that he would have to pay his fee and
start the entire process again. Mr. Yates said that Mr. Jacobs wants to get together with some
other property owners in this large industrial area that is north of Lone Star Parkway and work
out something with them. Mr. Yates said if they do not pass the Final Report, City Council
cannot conduct their Public Hearing or act on the matter. Mr. Yates said if the Commission
does act, Mr. Jacobs could ask the City Council to have their Public Hearing but just not make

a decision on the matter.

Mr, Jacobs asked if the Commission could just table action on this item until next month. Mr.
Yates said yes they could do that. Mr. Jacobs stated that he was asking the Commission to
table his Final Report until next month, that way he is not on the Public Hearing at City Council.
Mr. Jacobs said that will give him some more time to fook at that area. Mr. Jacobs said he felt
that he has two good uses for the property, but he is in a position where he would rather do it

right and everyone be happy with the end result.

Mr. Yates said while there is no magic time in the statute, if they were to delaying the decision
two or three months might cause a problem for the Public Hearing aspect, but one month would
be fine. Mr. Yates said the same issue happened with Mrs. Fisher’s case, where she waited a

couple of months and the attorney’s advice was for her to start the process all over again, Mr.
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Yates stated that by tabling this item City Council will not be able to conduct their Public
Hearing tomorrow night. Mr. Yates also stated that City Council will only meet once in

November and once in December.

Carol Langley asked if when the item comes back to them at their November meeting, that
would be when they would make the decision as to whether they are for or against the rezoning,
or the owner would know more by that time on what he was geing to do. Carol Langley
confirmed that they were only tabling their decision on the rezoning. Mr. Yates said that was

correct,

William Simpson moved to table action regarding the Final Report on a request to rezone the
property located at 2580 Lone Star Parkway, Montgomery from ID-Industrial to R-2
MultiFamily, and the property located at 2560 Lone Star Parkway from ID-Industrial to B-

Comimercial. Carol Langley seconded the motion, the motion carried unanimously. (3-0)

Consideration and possible action regarding a sign permit for the Montgomery Barber Shop

located at 312 John A. Butler, as submitted by Lance DeLoach.

Mr. Yates said this was basically the same sign that the Commission approved for the shop that
he had on SH 105, but is about 2/3 the size of the other sign, but otherwise it looks almost the
same as the old sign. Mr. Yates said it will be next to the car wash where there was a beauty
salon located in the past. Mr. Yates said the sign is non-illuminated and is just a frame painted
sign, Carol Langley asked if the colors are what is being presented, red, white and blue with a
yellow star, Mr. Yates said that was correct. William Simpson said the signisa 4’ x 8”. Carol

Langley asked if the other sign had been removed. Mr. Yates said yes, it had been removed.
Carol Langley moved to approve the sign permit for the Montgomery Barber Shop located at
312 John A. Butler. William Simpson seconded the motion, the motion carried unanimously.

(3-0)

Consideration and possible action regarding proposed improvements to the Living Savior

Lutheran Church located at 309 Pond Street, as submitted by Peter Hames, Church Board

President,
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Mr. Yates said this renovation has been planned for several years. Mr. Yates said the
renovation includes removal of the present west end of the main building that would be rebuilt
with very similar construction. Mr. Yates said there will be new hardy plank on the outside.
Mr. Yates said a steeple is being planned that will be modeled after the original steeple as
showing in the materials, and because of its height it will require approval by the Board of
Adjustment. Mr. Yates said a parking area is also planned adjacent to the church in the back.
Mr. Yates said he thought that they were going to work with the Montgomery EDC to make it
into a public parking lot, and get some MEDC funds to help them. Mr. Yates said they had a
fetter from the Montgomery Historic Society stating that they have approved the plans and
commend the church for maintaining the historic integrity of the building. Mr. Yates said this
renovation is very expensive and speaks very well, in his mind, to the church staying in the

City. Mr. Yates said this was to approve the exterior and the basic renovation of the building.

Carol Langley asked if they had seen plans a while back that this was all going to be remodeled
and added on, and very large, and now they are down to just this section. William Simpson

asked if this church was going to be larger.

Mr. Peter Hames advised that two years ago they had plans for a much larger building, and
they were led astray by their contractors. Mr. Hames said the price for that building was much
higher than their budget, so that is when they thought about moving somewhere else. Mr.
Hames said they are growing and they need more space for their congregation, and this design
maintains the footprint of the existing building, while giving them the ability to enlarge the
seating area for their congregation with a very nice entry way, bathrooms, and nursery right in
the building, which they don’t have now. Mr. Hames said he was very excited with their

designer who took a photograph of what the building was in 1908 and came up with this design.

William Simpson asked if they were able to enlarge the space without enlarging the building.
Mr. Hames said that was correct. Mr. Hames said the only thing that they are doing that is
different than the footprint that is there right now, is in the area west near the metal building
that they have; it will be expanding out a little bit to the south and north to give them room for
the bathrooms and nursery. William Simpson asked about the discussions that they had about

the cemetery lines. Mr, Hames said they have the variances for that and it is all approved, and
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as far as the parking lot, there was an issue where one gentleman wanted a spot for parking and
that is in their design for the parking lot, which is about two weeks away from being finalized

and then they can start the process for approval for that.

William Simpson said the rendition looks very nice. Carol Langley asked to confirm that they
were not changing any colors. Mr. Hames said that was correct, the design of the windows
and doors. Mr, Hames said they would take off the doors at the front entry way and make that
an emergency exist, but it would be rebuilt to look like the original doors, so they can maintain

the look of the 1908 building.

Arnette Easley arrived at 6:20 p.m.

Carol Langley asked if the required height for the church steeple is 45 feet. Mr. Yates said no,
they are zoned residential so it is 32 feet. William Simpson asked if the height of the steeple
needed to be made in the motion. Mr. Yates said no, he would make it a separate comment.
Mr. Yates said the motion would be to approve the renovation plans presented because they
have not applied for their building permit yet, and said that Mr. Hames has assured him that
the building will be done according to code, and this is just a decision on the appearance of the

church.

William Simpson moved to approve the renovation plans as presented. Carol Langley

seconded the motion, the motion carried unanimously. (4-0)

Mr. Yates said if they wanted to make a comment about the steeple, now would be a good time;
it would not be voted on, it would just be a comment to Mr. Yates to pass on to the Board of
Adjustment. Carol Langley asked if the requirement was no more than 32 feet in height, and
the church is asking for 57 feet. Mr. Yates said that was correct, Carol Langiey said they have
a few other things in the City that are 45 feet. Mr. Yates said 45 feet is the commercial zone
height for steeples. Carol Langley asked about the height of some of the other churches in the
area that have steeples, and what their height is. Mr. Yates said he did not have an answer to
that question. Mr. Hames said when they talked to Mr. Yates about this he brought up the issue
of the steeple, and they pointed out all they are doing is replacing the steeple that was there
110 years ago, so he would like to have it grandfathered so they don’t have to go through the
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Board of Adjustment, Mr. Yates said he can talk to the City Attorney about that, but he doubted
whether that would be approved. William Simpson asked if that had to go to the Board of
Adjustment if the Commission approves it. Mr. Yates said the Commission has not been asked
anything about the steeple. Chairman Cox said he would be interested in hearing what the
surrounding area has to say and whether there is anybody that is concerned about it; they will
surely be at that Public Hearing that they called today for December 12, 2018. Mr. Hames
asked if they would disapprove the steeple if they had one person that was concerned about the
steeple. Chairman Cox said no, they just want to hear from them, and said everybody has a
right to be heard, but he could not see it being disapproved just because of one person. Mr.
Hames said his problem is they are ready to start construction, but he is not going to start
construction if they can’t build the steeple. Mr. Hames said now instead of starting
construction in November they are talking December, Chairman Cox said that was when the
meeting was called, and there are certain protocols that have to be followed to have a Public
Hearing and they are just following the rules. Mr. Hames said he would still like to hear what

the City Attorney has to say.

Arnette Easley asked about the height of the existing steeple. Mr. Hames said in 1908 the
height was over 57 feet because their design to make it fook better than the original makes it a
little bit shorter. Mr. Hames said all they are doing is replacing a steeple that was already there,
Arnette Easley said he did not know why they would hold up construction if the steeple was
already there, and asked if when they got the new guidelines they considered that steeple being
the tallest one in the City, Mr. Yates said there is a non-conforming or grandfather clause, but
that is for a year, and means if you kept the same use or the structure was not used for a year,
then the non-conforming use would allow them to build the structure back, but they are talking
about a steeple that blew down in 1918. Mr. Hames said the pictures show they do not have a
steeple on the church right now. Mr. Yates said that would be like someone saying they used
to have an industrial site down at the shopping center next to Brookshire Bros. back in 1918,
and they want to rebuild that same steel foundry. Mr. Yates said he is not saying he is against
the steeple, he is just stating the zoning rules. Chairman Cox asked if Mr, Yates thought he
would get feedback from Mr, Foerster before the December 12, 2018 Public Hearing. Mr.
Yates said he would probably hear from Mr. Foerster by the end of the week. Chairman Cox
said Mr. Foerster could make a suggestion to see if they could expedite the process in any way.

Mr. Hames thanked the Commission and said he appreciated it very much.
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6. Consideration and possible action regarding the revised Final Plat for The Shoppes at

Montgomery, Section 2.

Mr. Roznovsky said the developer has requested to record the buffer zone easement that goes
around the boundary of the waste water treatment plant by separate instrument instead of by
plat, because he felt it was in his best interest to show potential buyers in separate legal
document the restrictions of that area. Mr. Roznovsky said the signed separate buffer zone
document should be received by the City in a couple of days. Mr. Roznovsky said the buffer
zone can’t be used for residential purposes, and their concern was if there is a hotel in the area,

if there is a document that states exactly what is allowed.

Arnette Easley moved to approve the revised Final Plat for The Shoppes at Montgomery,

Section 2. Carol Langley seconded the motion, the motion carried unanimously, (4-0)

7. Report regarding the Zoning Table of Permitted Uses in the City of Montgomery Code of

Ordinances, Section 98 — 88,

M. Yates said during the Fisher property discussion at City Council, it came up about changing
the Table of Uses for what is allowed in the Industrial Zone. Mr. Yates said the table of uses
is in the Zoning Ordinance and says what type of use can be used in the Industrial Zone, and
shows “CC” which means City Council Special Use Permit. Mr. Yates said what occurred to
them was one way of doing this rather than getting into so much the Table of Permitted Uses,
is just to require a Special Use Permit for each industrial development and because of the
radical uses that are possible in industrial, you can get very site specific with a Special Use
Permit. Mr. Yates said the only Special Use Permits they have right now are fire wood sales,
and they were a special use permitted in a residential area with specific requirements, that

became an agreement that they signed.

Mr. McCorquodale stated that when they consider a Special Use Permit for each of the
Industrial Zones, this zone requires that all activity must take place in a completely enclosed
space, but when you look at a special use permit in the same way that you looked at the last

item regarding the steeple, there is a time frame that needs to be followed in terms of hearings.
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Mr. McCorquodale said one of the things that you have to consider is how does that time impact

the property owner and the business.

Mr. McCorquodale said another thing to discuss is that it also allows you to take into context
what is around any particular parcel relative to any particular industrial use. Mr.
McCorquodale said in the past they had a light industrial zone and a regular industrial zone,
and one of the things those zoning classifications attempted to do was to speak to the intensity
of the use, but when they changed to just industrial use, they used a broader brush and there
was no “light” or “regular” industrial. Mr, McCorquodale said this mechanism might allow
the City to gauge what is the particular use and what are the particular parcels around that

individual piece of land.

Mr. McCorquodale said there is very little industrial development right now in the City, it can
be counted on one hand the number of industrial businesses that have come on line in the past
several years. Mr, McCorquodale said this is not something that is going to have a heavy

impact, day in and day out. Mr. McCorquodale said this is to discuss and get feedback.

William Simpson said for example, on Lone Star Parkway where Mr. Jacobs and all that
property is, if that starts becoming residential and commercial office buildings, they can make
a decision if somebody wants to come in with a salvage yard, they could say no because that
would not be consistent with what is going on out there now. Mr. McCorquodale said that is
correct, it would give them the flexibility of looking at each individual piece on a case-by-case
basis. William Simpson said it would not be such a dramatic shock to someone if they said it
was not in line with that area, Mr. McCorquodale said none of the uses would be contemplated
as changing, the table of uses would still be the table of uses. William Simpson said that would
be less formal than having to rezone that whole area out of light industrial; it could be left as it
is and they would have a Special Use Permit. Mr. Yates said it would be a separate ordinance
for each business, and it allows you to fine tune an industrial use and be very specific about the
use. Mr. Yates said one thing that it also does if someone is about to make a large investment
on a piece of property and get a use, they may even agree to the terms of the Special Use Permit,
but what is the literal term, can they do a 20 year or 40 year Special Use Permit, and said he
thought they could do that, but he wanted to make sure with the City Attorney. Mr. Yates said

this would not be like chopping wood where you can move in a two hour time frame, because
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you would not want to buy a $400,000 piece of property and put a $2 million dollar building

on it for a two-year Special Use Permit that would have to get renewed every two years.

Carol Langley asked if they would like to move all the industrial to the “CC” and then it would
go to City Council, and they would have to hold the Public Hearings before the land owner
would know they can do that use, even in industrial. Mr. Yates said City Council could
designate the Commission to work out the terms of the Special Use Permit, which he has not
worlked on, that far ahead, but he could easily see City Council doing that and then City Council
would have final approval. Carol Langley said as of right now, if someone bought a piece of
property zoned industrial in the City of Montgomery, and they want to put in an air product
manufacturing plant, all they have to do is submit plans. Mr. Yates said that is correct and they
would have to follow the code. Carol Langley said if all their plans met every requirement,
then that plant would be in the industrial area that has already been zoned for that use. Carol
Langley said if they change it, then they have to come to City Council and hold the public
hearings before they even know if they can do that business in the City of Montgomery. Mr.
Yates said that is correct, and said the time could be shorter, but if someone came in with an
industrial building permit he would look at it very closely before approving it, but if it did meet
the standards, what he was thinking is that they would still have to be reviewed, whether it is
by the City Council or staff. Carol Langley said they don’t have that many pieces of property
that are zoned industrial, and the ones that are, that is why those businesses were put in
industrial, because you do not want them in a commercial area, and now you are telling them
okay you have found your industrial piece of property, but they might not be able to put that
business there unless City Council approves it. Mr. Yates said they probably need to hear this
from the City Attorney, but he felt the City Attorney would say yes, but you can’t make the
Special Use Permit so restrictive that they can’t develop their property. Carol Langley asked
if they want the Special Use Permit in place so that, for example, if they put restrictions on Old
Plantersville Road because it is next to the residential area, and asked if that was what they are
after. Mr. Yates said that was one of the examples. Carol Langley said there are not that many
pieces of property in the City that are located next to a residential area that would be a problem.
Mr. Yates said that is true and maybe what they might want to do is, if the property is adjacent
to a residential property, it would require a Special Use Permit, but if it is in the middle of an
industrial zoned area and it met the table of uses, a Special Use Permit would not be required,

Carol Langley asked if they were to change this item, all they would have to do is make an
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agreement and change it; it would not have to have all the public hearings, because it is
involved in the ordinance. Mr. Yates said he would need to make sure with the City Attorney,
because they might have to do what they did for the Corridor Enhancement Ordinance, which
was notifying property owners within 200 feet. Mr. McCorquodale said this speaks to the
intensity of the use, and in a perfect world they would have “light industrial” and “industrial”
zones, and if it is adjacent to a residential zone it does give you some flexibility to consider the
intensity of the use, not necessarily the type of business. Carol Langley said she did not know
if Montgomery is looked at as industrial as other places are, so she did not want too many
restrictions put on it so that if somebody was wanting to come to Montgomery they would feel
very comfortable coming here. Carol Langley said when zoning when in it was a real situation
with the industrial area, and they have changed the ordinance once since then because they

moved it from “light” to just “industrial.”

Mr. Jacobs said that he has talked with Mr. McCorquodale about this, and said at the City
Council Meeting last time he did not have the benefit of this list of uses that are allowed in the
industrial use, but he had written them down and read them to City Council. Mr, Jacobs said
with those uses they will never have any growth in the industrial zone. Mr. Jacobs said Conroe,
Willis, Magnolia and Navasota give industrial sites for them to come and build their plants,
and said Montgomery does not have that set up. Mr. Jacobs said they have the Montgomery
IDC that helps little things, but we do not have that situation. Mr. Jacobs said the flexibility
within the industrial zone, if a good company comes here they will want to keep them here and
do what is right. Mr. Jacobs said west of FM 149 going around Lone Star Parkway is on the
future land use map as probably residential but it is zoned industrial. Mr. Jacobs said that is a
gateway coming in from that side of town, and it is probably going to go more toward those
type of uses. Mr. Jacobs talked about how City Council did not agree with the Special Use
Permit for his development because of the time frame and having to renew, so it killed his deal
the first go round. Mr. Jacobs said west of town there are multiple owners that did not change
their zone; they kept it as industrial, and now they have the table of uses that states that is all
they can do on that property instead of the cumulative zoning. Mr. Jacobs said he and the other
property owners out there missed the boat when the zoning was changed, and said the City is
looking at some good things to be able to integrate some different uses. M. Jacobs said
something is going to be against something at all times and you can’t not have that. Mr. Jacobs

said he felt they were [ooking at the right type of issues to go forward.
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Mr. Yates said some cities require Special Use Permits on almost all large commercial and
industrial propetties, and he has never pushed for that because with the zoning ordinance the
industrial has such a wide range of use that the Special Use Permit, if they can work out the
terms, they could come back to the Commission in about a month with an ordinance if they are

open to the idea, or they might want to wait until they discuss the next item on the agenda.

Report regarding Cumulative Zoning in the City of Montgomery.,

Mr. McCorquodale presented information to the Commission and said cumulative zoning is a
zoning method in which any use permitted in a higher-use, less intensive zone is permissible
in a lower-use, more intensive zone. Mr. McCorquodale said that any less intense use is okay
in a more intense zone, and a good example would be you could have single family residential
in an industrial zone, but you could not have an industrial use in a residential zone. Mr,
McCorquodale said right now they do have one carve out that is closely mirroring what a
cumulative zoning method would be. Mr. McCorquodale said the City does allow in the
commercial areas any use that is allowed under single family or R1 residential. M.
McCorquodale said they do not have to have a blanket idea of it and can take it in parts and
pieces, such as multi-family residential, which is a more intense use than single family, would

be fine in an industrial zone, but single family use is not.

Mr. McCorquodale said there are pros and cons for having cumulative zoning, and pros and
cons for non-cumulative zoning or Fuclidean zoning, where each use just happens in its own
little district. Mr. McCorquodale said if there is a draw back in cumulative zoning; for example
in the industrial zone, they could say they could build anything they want in that zone if they
had cumulative zoning, and they build $2 million dollar estate homes in the industrial zone
because it is a very scenic area, and they are just a little bit a head of an industrial developer
looking for an area and locates next to them. Mr. McCorquodale said if they start stacking up
a bunch of non-district uses, eventually you get into that “not in my back yard” mentality where
you get someone that knew they were building in an industrial zone, but suddenly they do not
like the uses that are adjacent to them, which has been one of the arguments against cumulative
zoning. Mr. McCorquodale said he did not know if that argument holds water, but he wanted

to bring it to the attention of the Commission. Mr. McCorquodale said what they are asking
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the Commission is for their thoughts on the idea of being able to stack a less intense use ina

more intense district, but not the other way around.

Chairman Cox said in an ordinance you would want to be very clear on that information and
not leave any doubt, so they won’t mix the wrong way. Mr. McCorquodale said that was right,
and they would specifically mention the intensity of the use. Carol Langley said the ordinance
now reads that if she is located in a commercial area she can only do commercial. Mr.
McCorquodale said in the commercial area you can also do what is permitted in the single
family district, and said the ordinance specifically calls that out and states that anything that is
allowed in R1-residential is also allowed in B-commercial. Mr. McCorquodale said when you
get to the industrial zone it states that the only thing that can go in there is what is shown on
the list of uses. Mr. Yates said another option to accomplish what they are talking about in the
industrial area and the cumulative is if they wanted to get a lot more specific on the Table of
Permitted Uses, they could come up with 30-40 more different types of industrial uses that
would be more descriptive, with some that they might want to put in the Special Use Permit

category.

Mr. Yates said if they have cumulative zoning what would keep them from building a
residential development of 200 homes in the lot that is north of the Lone Star Parkway, then
what you would get almost immediately is people would purchase their $250,000 or $500,000
home and then someone comes in with a canning business right next to them. Mr. Yates said
the person that purchased the industrial property would say the people that purchased the homes
knew that was a possibility of the industrial development moving in. Mr. Yates said both sides
are right, but yet you get into the patchwork quilt land use, and then what is the point of zoning.
Mr, McCorquodale said to Mr. Yate’s point, in his mind that is the big question that they need
to try and figure out, and said the City is typically going to side with the residents not with the

businesses, so does cumulative zoning create more market uncertainty.

William Simpson said he felt this was worth looking into more, and said his thought is
Montgomery is not that big of a City; they do not have much left. William Simpson said with
the price of land in the City, he did not think there was going to be many industrial people
coming to look in this area, but this is something to look into for industrial purposes and they

have to be prepared.
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Mr. Yates said this is to be discussed later on the agenda, but the rezoning of property by the
City, and said if they really felt that strong about the northwest, north of Lone Star, what they
could do is rezone the property that can be initiated by the City anytime that they want to. Mr.
Yates said if they do that they should have a general plan for the area. Mr. Jacobs spoke about
rezoning that whole area north of Lone Star, one of the problems they have on that side of FM
149 is they have multiple property owners and they all have the same thought, which is okay.
M. Jacobs said on the other side of FM 149 they have larger developers and they put in for
planned development districts and they can do a lot of different uses. Mr. Jacobs said on Lone
Star Parkway he has had two churches come and look at the property; they were very interested
but they chose other sites. Mr. Jacobs said Mayor Countryman suggested to him the other day
about a boutique hotel, and said she thought that would be a great place for a hotel, Mr. Jacobs
said the “intensity” of the use is a great word to keep in mind, William Simpson said he felt
that was the kind of direction that they are going in; they would like to see the proper growth
along that corridor if there is any way possible. Mr. McCorquodale said he would continue to

keep exploring the ideas.

Chairman Cox asked to move onto the next item.

Report regarding Tree and Landscaping Ordinances.

Mr. Yates said the reason that they are talking about these items is due to the Fisher issue
bringing up the cumulative zoning, the report on the trees and to some degree the report having
to do with initiated zoning is all coming from a developer meeting that was held in September
with about 10 developers, Mr. Roznovsky, the Mayor and himself attending. Mr, Yates said
these items are coming from comments made by the developers that are having issues with
them, Mr. Yates said Mr. Roznovsky presented a report to City Council following the
developer meeting and City Council assigned the Planning and Zoning Commission the task
of considering cumulative zoning, the question of the types of uses in the industrial zone, and

the tree and landscaping ordinance.

Mr. McCorquodale said the primary concern regarding the tree and landscaping ordinance was
the cost of the tree surveys. Mr, McCorquodale said he did not know if the developers had a

good understanding of what is required of the tree ordinance by the developer or their surveyor.
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Mr. McCorquodale said as he reads the ordinance there are very specific requirements for what
trees need to be surveyed and what trees do not. Mr. McCorquodale said he did not know if
the developers and surveyor were following the ordinance because he was not at the meeting.
Mr. Roznovsky said using the Mabry tract as an example, they have a lot of trees and they have
to use a line of sight and whether they do it electronically or by line of sight they still have to
go to the location and make it clear enough so that they can pick up the information to do the
survey. Mr. Roznovsky said there are a couple of times that the survey is required; it is required
at the front end of the project and then as they build out there are updates that have to be done

every two years. Mr. Roznovsky said it is an intensive process to come up with the survey.

Mr. McCorquodale said another point that was made was the survey has to be less than two
years old, so if a developer’s time frame is five years for development that means that he will
have a tree survey on the front end of the development and at best he will have one more.
William Simpson asked exactly what a tree survey is. Mr. McCorquodale said it is just like a
form survey that you would do for your house except you are locating a tree trunk. Mr.
Roznovsky said they produce a map, which is in the plan sets that are now coming in as they
map the entire property, they pin point every single tree with a number and then there is a table
that says the type, size and caliper, and from that table they have to say, per the ordinance,
whether the tree is a protected nor non-protected tree, and they do their plans and pick out what
trees they have to remove. Mr. Roznovsky said there is a calculation that says they are allowed
to remove 20% of the trees without penalty, and anything over 20% they have to replace inch
for inch, and then there are different requirements if it is a tree over 16 inches, because all large
trees count as protected trees no matter way type it is. Mr, Roznovsky said the smaller trees of
lesser species do not count, but anything over 16 inches has to be replaced with two six inch
trees at a minimum. Mr. Roznovsky said then it is a balancing game of number of trees
removed, number of trees replaced to make sure they meet the requirements. Mr. Roznovsky
said if you have a piece of property that is a pasture, with three or four trees it is easy to
calculate, but The Shoppes of Montgomery was not pasture and was heavily wooded, so they
had paid $30,000 to have the survey done. Mr. Roznovsky said their replacement number was
600 trees that they would have to plant, which was not feasible to cover the inches of trees that
they had to get to. Mr. McCorquodale said he thought the intent of the ordinance is a good one
and is to make sure that the City has trees remaining, but it would be nice for all sites to be

treated as evenly as possible. Mr. McCorquodale said there are some large trees that have
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significance around town, such as 30 inch live oaks that are a couple of hundred years old, so
they would like to have a mechanism that incentivizes the developer to want to keep the trees,
and the rules make it easier to keep the tree rather than removing it.  Mr, McCorquodale said
they would like to look at the ordinance and find some changes that will benefit the City and
the developer, to ensure that they don’t end up with one big parking lot in town, without making

so many restriction on the developers.

Mr. Yates said something else that was discussed by the developers is what the City is after;
are they after the greening of the entire City or are they wanting to protect the limited areas
that do have trees. Mr. Yates said another way of looking at it is to reduce stiffness of the tree
ordinance over replacing trees that require every tract to have x-number of trees, such as 5-
10% coverage of every tract regardless of how many trees they had on the property. Mr. Yates
said if they asked a lot of the citizens they would say that they are for the greening of the
entirety of the City regardless of what was there before, because right now if you have no trees
on your property you do not have to put any trees on the property other than the 12% the
landscape ordinance requires. Mr. Yates said the 12% includes ornamental gravel, grass and

shrubbery.

Mr. McCorgquodale said one of the ideas he would like to look into is in the City of Conroe;
they have a tree zone that is out near the road, which is the idea to have a canopy of trees that
is either along the roadway so there might be something that they can pull from their ordinance
that will not make it so hard on the developers. Mr. McCorquodale said one of the developer
ideas was the idea of being able to swap some more landscaping for some of the trees. Carol
Langley asked if Mr, McCorquodale was going to-look at some other ordinances in the area
regarding trees. Mr. McCorquodale said that was correct because looking at our ordinance

there are some things that could be improved.

William Simpson said they will probably need to reread the ordinances before they can make
suggestions. Mr. Yates asked for some recommendations on what the Commission was
interested in seeing., William Simpson said he liked what Mr. McCorquodale was mentioning
where if someone had a semi-wooded piece of property, but has two or three large old oak
trees, give them an incentive that they can take out a certain amount without having to replace

those because you are keeping the three large trees. Arnette Easley asked how they would
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address a dangerous tree on a residential lot. Mr. McCorquodale stated that residential property
that is under 5 acres is not subject to the tree ordinance, but if they had a 100 year old tree that
had to come down, they would still need approval to take it down, but there would be a
justification to take it down. Arnette Easley asked if the owner wanted to take down the tree
and the Commission found that the tree was fine, would they have some type of leverage to
contest the tree being taken down. Mr. McCorquodale said yes, he believed the ordinance
allows for an arborist to imspect trees and you would have a professional unbiased opinion.
Arnette Fasley said they had a similar incident occur where a residence had a tree that was
taking out the fence, and asked what they ended up doing about the tree. Carol Langley said
they let the homeowner take down the tree. Mr. Yates said they required a 4 inch caliper tree
be replaced on the property. Arnette Easley asked if they had replaced the tree. Carol Langley
said she has not replaced the tree and the owner advised that she had said she was not going to
replace the tree. Mr, Yates said the homeowner could be in penalty for not following the
ordinance. Carol Langley asked if they would have to replace it in the same spot as the previous
tree, or could she have placed it in her backyard where we can’t see it. Mr. Yates said he did
not think it said on the front of the property, he thought it just said on the property. Mr.
Roznovsky said the location of the tree is not a requirement, it just needs to be on the site, or
if they are not able to put it on the site they can pay into a tree fund or work out an arrangement
with the City and plant the tree at another location, such as City Hall. Carol Langley said she
thought the owner probably planted something in the back yard. Carol Langley asked if Mr.
McCorquodale would come back with some suggestions and areas that could be changed to fit
Montgomery better, Mr. McCorquodale said that was correct, and said this is a continuation
with what they have, which he thought was a great start, and they realize that there are some
improvements to be made. Mr. McCorquodale said one of the points that Mr. Yates had
discussed with him a year ago was the little nodes or pods of landscaping. Mr. MeCorquodale
said he is looking at a few different landscape ideas and/or palettes that would be representative
of the area. Mr, McCorquodale said anytime you do things around the roadway there are a lot
of things that you want to take into consideration, like site lines where you do not want to make
a situation where you can’t see around a curve or a corner of an intersection. Mr.
McCorquodale said they also need to look at maintenance with the idea that it would be very
low maintenance work, such as landscaping that would not require a lot of ongoing

maintenance, they would want something that would adapt well to the area and not require a
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lot of water, and said there are a lot of considerations for these areas that will enhance the area

and not increase the cost to the City.

Chairman Cox asked to move to the next report.

Report regarding City-initiated zoning of parcels in the City of Montgomery.

Mr. McCorquodale reviewed the proposed map with the Commission, showing the current
zoning and a few parcels that they feel like they could look at the zoning either based on what
is currently there or what they feel is very likely to happen, and they can look at some zoning
changes based on an owner asking for the change, but maybe in an effort to help the
development process. Mr. McCorquodale said even though the ordinance states that residential
use can go in a commercial zone, he did not know if the intent was to build a subdivision on
commercial property. Mr. McCorquodale said if they know that something is never going to
be commercial, it should not be zoned that way. Mr. McCorquodale said he is pickingup on a

project that the Commission has already spoken about in the past,

Carol Langley asked about item 5 on the map. Mr. McCorquodale said that was on the north
side of town on the west side of FM 149, just across the street from China Chapel, where that
area could go to a commercial zone as the City grows north. Mr. McCorquodale said the idea
of single family residential along one of the three main corridors in town seems like the highest
and best use there may be commercial, and candidly, that was a parcel that he did not
necessarily come up with but is one that they have talked about for a number of years going to
commercial. Mr. Yates said he gave Mr. McCorquodale the old list that the Commission has
discussed in the past, and he thought that was one lot that they decided they did not want to
change and it being brought up reminded him of that. Mr. McCorquodale said that would be
an easy change. Carol Langley said she did not know if someone had brought it up agaiﬁ or it
was an area of concern. Mr. Yates said no, he gave Mr, McCorquodale the old list and as soon
as they brought it up he remembered it had been decided not to force the zoning and if they
wanted to change the zoning it would happen progressively, and progressive was all right. Mr.
Yates said basically what is happening is now that Mr. McCorquodale is working on this he
can stay on schedule and move this along. Mr. Yates said they have the steps for the City
initiated zoning process, which is very solid regarding the steps and it just needs someone to

do the steps and follow through. Mr. Yates said another reason is now that they have a new
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zoning ordinance, if there are any areas that the Commission wants to look at during the next
month, so next month they can have a discussion and have a map of each one and then have a
serious discussion regarding City initiated zoning. Mr. Yates said there is an unknown piece
of property, and he asked Mr. Roznovsky how it became industrial. Mr. Roznovsky said what
is on the original 2004 zoning map, is industrial and there is no record since 2008 to present of
any change. Mr, Yates said he had a phone call this past week from a realtor who was good
friends with the property owner, and he wanted to know how to change it from industrial to R]
residential. William Simpson asked if that was item 3 on the map., Mr. Yates said that was
correct. Mr. McCorquodale said he will be looking at each one of the numbered tracts. Carol
Langley asked if Mr. McCorquodale would come to the next meeting with a larger map and
give them reasons why they should be changed or not. Mr. McCorquodale said he would not
try to sway them but present them with the pros and cons of a particular zoning change, and
will look for guidance on what the Commission likes. Carol Langley asked about item 6 and
if they changed it to commercial they could never put multi-family on that site, Carol Langley
asked to confirm that you could not put an apartment complex if it was changed to commercial.

Mr, McCorquodale said that was correct.

Mr, McCorquodale said that he wanted to stay with the idea of the intensity of use because

that, to him, is as important as the type of land use.
Chairman Cox asked to move on to the next report.

Report regarding City Comprehensive Plan and Downtown Streetscape Plan.

Mr, McCorquodale said he did not have much more to add to this item, but said that he is about
to get plugged in to the information and he has been working with some software that will
allow them to visualize this information. Mr. McCorquodale said he will be meeting with M,
Walter Peacock from Texas A&M tomorrow afternoon on what he has done and what he needs
from the City in order to keep the process moving on his end with regard to the Comprehensive

Plan.

William Simpson asked how many spots they will be looking at regarding the streetscape. Mr.,

Yates said he thought there would be something on every corner. Mr. McCorquodale said they
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would start with the downtown area and understand what they have there, and then in an
appropriate way move out into the rest of the City. Arnette Easley said that Bryan College

Station has trains at every corner of the City.

ADJOURNMENT

Carol Langley moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:00 p.m. William Simpson seconded the motion,

the motion carried unanimously. (4-0)

Submitted by: Date Approved:
Susan Hensley, City Secretary

Chairman Nelson Cox
Chairman Nelson Cox
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AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: November 26, 2018 Budgeted Amount;

- | Exhibits: Background materials
Prepared By: Jack Yates
City Administrator
Date Prepared: November 20, 2018

Subject

This 1s to vote on the rezoning of these two properties as requested by Larry
Jacobs.

Description
This is the action by the commission regarding the recommendation to the City
Council as to whether or not to rezone these properties.

Recommendation

Motion to/not to rezone the property as requested. I suggest a separate motion
for each parcel of property.

Approved By -
City Administrator | Jack Yates Date: November 20,
2018
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Clty of Montgomary

" Jack Yates
Montgomery, TX 77356
August 20, 2018

Dear Mr, Yates,

) am the owner of the attached described property. | request that the approximate 5 acres to
the north, marked or the map as "R-2”, be ra-zoned from "I-D-industrlal’ to R-2 Multl-family, | also
request that the approximate 2 acres on the southein portion, marked “8” be re-zoned from “I-0”
Industrial” to “B-Commerclal®,

Fook forward to discussing my property with Planning and Zonlng members at the next
meeting, in the meantime, If you have any questlons, please fee| frae to contact me.

Sincers Y,

Larry Jacabs

Owner
kTR ““”i"l .
Attached: U g W
' A "T’Jﬁ;” “.
Check Hhrary nﬁﬁfﬁ,‘"j’“m
Property maps- 2 Hayy
§36.507.3301 B {xland.com - Nurrytxland@gimall,com

Paxrms * Ranches * Homasites * Invastment * Commerclal Services

I@” ﬂll“si P.O. Box 1370 14372 Liberly Slveet Montgomery, TX 77366
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Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission
AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: November 26, 2018

Budgeted Amount: N/A

Department: Administrative

Prepared By: Dave McCorquodale

Exhibits: Letter of Request
Map with Request
Area map from Staff

Date Prepared: November 21, 2018

Consideration and possible action regarding scheduling two public hearings for the rezoning of
a 7.710-acre parcel of property in Tracts 23-A & 24-A located at the southwest comer of Old
Plantersville Road and Womack Cemetery Road, Montgomery from ID-Industrial to R1-

Single Family Residential,

Description

This is to consider calling two public hearings for this property. The recommended dates of
the public hearings January 7™ and 14™ 2019 at 6:00 PM as requested by Michael and Judith
Kammerer. Decide on alternate date(s) for these two meetings if needed (both meetings need
to occur during the weeks of the 7 & 14 of January).

Recommendation

Motion to call two public hearings regarding the rezoning of property located on Tracts 23-A
& 24-A on specified dates at 6:00 PM at 101 Old Plantersville Road in Montgomery, Texas.

Approved By

Asst. to City Admin.

Dave McCorquodale

Date: 11/21/18

City Administrator

Jack Yates

Date: 11/21/18




. Red Bird Meadows Ranch

Mike and Judy Kammerer
11900 Womack Cemetery Road
Montgomery, Texas 77316

Octoher 24, 2018

Michael J. & Judith L. Kammerer
17900 Womack Cemetery Rd:.
Mortgomery, TX 77346

City of Montgomery
101 Old Plantersville R.
Montgomery, TX 77316

tin: Mir. Yack Yates — City Adm.
'RE: Reguest \f‘nr zoning revision

Dear Mayor Countryman and Council,

We, Michael § & Judith L. Kammerer, are owners of-a 404/ +/- acre tract i thie kandrum Zachatias Survey, A-0022, tracts
23-A and. 24-A on the 2017 Montgomery County progerty tax statement. We wish.to engage and hereby authorize ous
real estate agent, Webb K. Melder, to act on our betialf regarding our request to cliangé the current zoning dési’grr&ti‘ﬁn'
for 7.710 acres of the aforementioned:484:-#/- acre tract; loeatediat the seuthwest-cornes of @ldPlantersville Rd: and
Womack Cemetery Rd, (see p[at exhibit) and designated as tract 24-A. Our request is for all of the land located inside
the Montgomery City limits as shown on the plat exkibit and that is part of our ranch to be revisedito resrdentral

s cwrrenitly zu;mexd.iumiﬂus‘bma!. Withihomes acrossithe streét anchinithe sunrosmding area; ztoge!the»r with a residential
development forecast for the future, we respectfully request the change in zoning classification from industrial to
resitlential.

Enclosed is my check for $500.00 Yor the city’s zoning revision process and landowner’s request fee. Thank you for your

consideration.

Respectfully,

lReorrmsrin

\L&:&x;;v\

Michae!l L. & Judith L. Kammerer

Ce: Webb /K. Melder — agerit
713-R24-8764
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Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission
AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: November 26, 2018

Budgeted Amount: N/A

Depariment: Administrative

Prepared By: Dave MeCorquodale

Exhibits: Letter of Request
Survey of Property
Parcel map from Staff

Date Prepared: November 21, 2018

Consideration and possible action regarding scheduling two public hearings for the rezoning of
a 2.187-acre tract and an adjoining 0.475-acre tract of land located at 1062 Clepper Street,
Montgomery from R1-Single Family Residential to B-Comumercial.

Description

This is to consider calling two public hearings for this property. The recommended dates of
the public hearings January 7% and 14 2019 at 6:00 PM as requested by James Ward. Decide
on alternate date(s) for these two meetings if needed (both meetings need to occur during the
weeks of the 7% & 14% of January).

Recommendation

Montgomery, Texas.

Motion to call two public hearings regarding the rezoning of a 2.187-acre tract and an adjoining
0.475-acre tract of land located at 1062 Clepper Street currently zoned R1-Single Family
Residential to B-Commercial on specified dates at 6:00 PM at 101 Old Plantersville Road in

Approved By

Asst. to City Admin.

Dave McCorquodale

Date: 11/21/18

City Administrator

Jack Yates qﬁcﬁ@\,{;ﬂfm Date: 11/21/18
U




JIM’S HARDWARE, INC,
14460 LIBERTY ST.
MONTGOMERY, TEXAS 77356
936-597-8922

City of Montgomery

Jack Yates -

Montgomery, Texas 77356
-August 31,2018 -

Dear Mr. Yates, :

I am the owner of the attached descrlbed property. | request that
the 2.187 acres of land and the 0.475 acres of land located at 1062
Clepper Street be re-zoned from R-1 Residential to B-Commercial.
~Please let me know when the next Planning and Zoning meeting
might be so | can discuss this property with them. If you have any
~ other questions; please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely, .

ﬂﬁ//yb//

James (Jim) Ward/ Jr
Owner .
281-703-1628 OR 936-275-_8000 |

Attached:
Check
Surveys and maps
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November 23, 2015

BEING 2.187 ACRES OF LAND IN THE JOHN CORNER SURVEY, A-8, MONTGOMERY

COLNTY, TEXAS, SAID 2.187 ACRES BERNG OUT OF THE ND. BRANCH 2.72 ACRE

TRACT OF LAND DEED OF WHICH RECORDED IN VOLUME 226, PAGE 318

MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEED RECORDS, SAID 2.187 ACRES BEING DESCRIBED
MORE PARTICULARLY AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING at a 58" iron tod found for the Southeast comner of Restricted Reserve “A” Ward
Tnvestment Secfion 1, a subdivision map recorded in Cabinet 7, Sheet 606 of the Monigomery County Map
Records, the Southwest comer of the said 2.72 acre tract, in the North line of Clepper Strees, { 60" Vol. 10,
Pg. 56, M.C.E:R. }and being the Southwest comer of the herein described tract of land;

THENCE N, 00° 57" 09" E., along tbe Hast fine of said Reserve A, the West line of the 2,72 erre
wact for a distance of 541.11 feet, { 2.72 acre call 552.95 feet ) 1o 2 578" iron rod fovnd for the Northeast
comer of Reserve * A ©, in the South hing of Lot 12, Block 5 of Buffalo Springs, Section 1, Amending Plat, a
subdivision map recorded in Cabinet Z, Sheet 94 of fae Montgomery County Map Records, for the Northwest
corner of the?. 72 acre tract, the Northwest comer of the herein described tract of land;

THENCE N, §5° 44* 52" K., along the South line of Lot 12, the Worth lino of the: 2,72 acre tact for &
distance of 220.12 feel, { call 236.11 feet ) to an §” Cedar Fence Corner found for the Southeast comer of Lot
12, the Northeast corner of the 2.'72 acre tract, in the West line of Beity Ann Cluxjon 7.2 acre tract of laod
desd of which is recosded onder County Clurk File Number 8005417 of the Montgomery County Real
Property Records, being {he Northeast corner of the herein described tract of land;

THENCE S. 00° 60" (1™ E,, along Claxeon's West ling, the East line of the 2.72 acre tract fora
distance of 298,69 foet to 2 Railroad e for an angle poing;

THENCE . 00° 08’ 15" W., continuing aloag said line for a distance of 5140 feet to 2 %2 Iron rod
set with cap (Feff Moon RPL3 4630) for the Noriheast corer of the Robert (3, Berkley 0.38 acre tract of land
deed of which is recorded under County Clerk File Number 2008-032938 of the Montgomery County Real

Property Records;

THENCE N. 89° 56' 08" W., along Berkley's North Tine for a distance of 59,30 feetto a ¥4 iron rod
set with cap (Jeff Moon RPLS 4639} to the Beskley's Northwest corner, in the East line of the Norman D.

Branch 0.47 acre tract of land deed of which is recorded in Volume 352, Page 526, Monigomery County

Deed Records;

THENCE N. 00° 06* 56" E,, along the above mentioned East Hue for a distance of 64.57 feetto a2
iron god set with cep Jeff Moor RELS 4639) for the Northeast corier of the .47 acrc ract;




THENCE N, §9° 56" 08 W., along the North kae of the 0.27 acre tract for & distance of 75.00 feet to
a V4 iron rod set with cap (Jeff Moon RPLS 4639} for it’s Morthwest comer;

THENCE $. 00° 03’ 52" W., along the West line of the 0.47 gere tract for a distance of 275 .00 feet
to a ¥ iron tod set with cap (Jeff Moon RPLS 4639) for it's Southwest corner, in the Norh line of Clepper
Street for the Southeast corner of the herein desoribad fracy;

THAENCE N. 88” 44' 40” W, along the North line of Clepper Steet for a distance of 102,51 fegtto
the POINT OF BEGINNING in alt containing in alt 2.187 acres of fand.

This descaption js based upon a Land Survey and drawing as prepared by Jeffrey Moon and
Associates, Inc; dated November 23, 2105, Bearings are based upon the East line of Ward Invesirnents per
plat.
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JEFEREY MOON & ASSOCIATES, INC
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| LAND SURVEYORS
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July 6, 2016

BRING 0.475 ACRES OF LAND IN THE JOHN CORNER SURVEY, A-8,
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, TEXAS, SAID 0.475 ACRE BEING THE
RESIDUAL OF THE NORMAN D. BRANCH 2.72 ACRE TRACT OF
LAND DEED OF WHICH IS RECORDED IN VOLUME 352, PAGE 526,
MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEED RECORDS, SAID 0.475 ACRE BEING
DESCRIBED MORE PARTICULARLY A8 FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING at a %" iron rod set in the North line of Clepper Street, ( 60° Vol. 10, Pg. 56,
M.C.D.R. ) for the Southwest comex of the Robert G. Berkley 0.38 acre tract of land deed of
which is recorded under County Clerk’s File Number 2008-032938, Montgomery County Real
Property Records and being the So9utheast comer of the herein described tract;

THENCE N. 88° 44° 40" W., along the North line of Clepper Street for a distance of 75.00
feet to 2 4" iron rod found with a cap stamped “ Jeff Moon RPLS 4639 « for the Sontheast cornex
of the James Ward, Jr; 2.187 acre tract of land deed of which is recorded under County Clerk’s
File Number 2016-001138, Montgomery County Real Property Records, same being the
Southwest comer of the herein described tract;

THENCE N. 00° 03’ 52” E., leaving the North line of Clepper Street, along an inside line
of Ward for & distance of 275.00 feet to a /4" iron rod found with a cap stamped * Jeff Moon
RPLS 4639 % for an inside corner of Ward, the Northwest comer of the herein described tract;

THENCE S. 89° 56° 08" E., along a line of Ward for a distance of 75.00 feetto a %" iron
rod found with a cap stamped “ J off Moon RPLS 4639 « for 2 corner of Ward, the Northeast

corner of the herein described tract;

THENCE §. 00° 06° 56 W., along an inside line of Ward for a distance of 64.57 feet to a
4™ iron rod set with a cap stamped “ Jeff Moon RPLS 4639 * for a corner of Waird, the Berkley’s

Northwest corner;

THENCE 8. 00° 03* 11" W, along Berkley's West lirie for a distance of 211.99 feet to the
POINT OF BEGINNING and containing in all 0.475 acre of land.

This description is based upon a Land Survey and drawing as prepared by Jeffrey Moon
and Associates, Inc., dated July 6, 7016. Bearings are based upon the deed call lower east line of
the 2.187 acre tract of land, 8. 00° 03’ 527 W.
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Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission

AGENDA REPORT
Meeting Date: November 26, 2018 Budgeted Amount: N/A
Department: Administrative
Prepared By: Dave McCorquodale Fxhibits: Current Zoning Map
Date Prepared: November 21, 2018 Maps of proposed rezoning areas

Report regarding City-initiated rezoning of parcels in the City of Montgomery |

Attached is a map of recommended rezoning parcels, along with a detailed map of each parcel.
Factors determining potential rezoning action include geographic context (adjacent land use
designations, street network), and current/future development patterns.

Steps in City-initiated zoning amendments:
1. Planning Commission identifies properties considered for rezoning and identifies
fundamental reason for zoning change.

2. Staff researches owner and deed restriction information for each property under
consideration for rezoning and presents information to Planning Commission.

3. Planning Commission develops a preliminary report of the proposed zoning
amendments and sends the report to City Council for approval.

4. Planning Commission calls two public hearings on the proposed zoning amendments
(either all or selected properties approved by Council).

5. Staff prepares & sends notices to adjacent properties within 200 feet of properties
considered for zoning change (required for each public hearing).

6. Planning Commission holds public hearing and considers comments.

7. Planning Commission develops and adopts a final report for proposed zoning
amendments (to include comment on each property under consideration).

8. City Council considers the final report and may choose to hold a public hearing.

9. City Council directs Staff to prepare a zoning amendment ordinance of council-
approved properties.

10. Council adopts zoning amendment ordinance.

11. Staff publishes adopted ordinance; new zoning is effective 30 days after publication.




Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission
AGENDA REPORT

Recommendation

Consider the current list of areas/parcels, determine whether to recommend list to City Council
for review.,

Approved By

Asst. to City Admin. Dave McCorquodale Date: 11/21/18

City Administrator Jack Yates guﬁ L{u’/to Date: 11/21/18
O/ |




Recommended Parcels for Zoning Reclassification

Area #1: Northwest side of city—Sections 2 & 3 of Hilis of Town Creek currently zoned
Commercial. Section 1 is R-2 (the apartments), Sections 2 & 3 are platted and under
construction as single-family residential. Goal: Change areas currently platted as single family
residential to R-1. Remainder of Commercial to remain unchanged.

Area #2: West side of city along HWY105 (south frontage)—currently zoned industrial. Other
parcels are located along the City’s primary corridor, Highway 105, are commercial or
institutional. Goal: Change zoning for undeveloped parcels to Commercial, Spirit Industries
parcel to remain Industrial for now—the current land use is only allowed in Industrial district.
Next steps is to rezone remaining parcel to Commercial while providing regulatory certainty to
existing user that current operations will not be affected.

Area #3: In the southwest corner of City, two acreage homesites lie primarily outside of the city
limits. The small portions of the homesites which lie inside the city, strips of land
approximately 85" wide, are zoned industrial. Geal: Change zoning from Industrial to single-
family residential, which is the current use of the both parcels.

Area #4: East of Cowboy Church, south of New Cemetery—approximately 2.25 acres of Joe
Shockley’s property is currently zoned Institutional. This appears to be incorrectly zoned due
to the adjacency to the church and cemetery. Goal: Change zoning to R-1, consistent with
other bordering properties and the rest of Shockley tract.

Area #5: South side of city along FM149S, the currently zoned R2 Multi-Family Residential and
Commercial occur in an alternating “candy cane-like” pattern. Goal: Consolidate land uses into
two areas. The landowner expressed interest in consolidating the zones into

Area #6: North side of city at FM149 & FM1097 —currently zoned Residential & Institutional.
These properties are at the intersection of these roads. Ms. Easley’s property is zoned
Institutional, likely a mapping discrepancy. Goal: Change zoning for parcels from R-1 to
Commercial, and from Institutional to R-1 or Commercial (pending input from Ms, Easiey).
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This product Is offered for informational purposes
and may not have been prepared for or be suitable
for legal, engineering, or surveying purposes. It
does not represent an on-the-ground survey and
represents anly the approximate relative location of
propery, governmental and/ar palitical boundaries

for related facilities 1o sald boundary. No express

warranties are made by Jones & Carler, Inc.
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{using Geocoriex Essentials.




Cowboy Church Partial Tract
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Mann Partial Tract
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Shockley Tract
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Randall Tract
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Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission
AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: November 26, 2018

Budgeted Amount: N/A

Department: Administrative

Prepared By: Dave McCorquodale

Exhibits: None

Date Prepared: November 21, 2018

Report regarding the Downtown Streetscape Plan.

Concept sketches and maps will be provided at the meeting for review and discussion.

Recommendation

Consider the report and provide feedback.

Asst. to City Admin.

Dave McCorquodale

Date: 11/21/18

City Administrator

Jack Yates Nﬂ/bﬁ A Date: 11/21/18
{/ {




Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission
AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: November 26, 2018 Budgeted Amount: N/A

Department: Administrative

Prepared By: Dave McCorquodale Complete List of Permitted Uses

Exhibits: List of Recommended Changes
ID District Permitted Uses Table

Date Prepared: November 21, 2018

Consideration and possible action regarding amendments to the Table of Permitted Uses in the
City of Montgomery Code of Ordinances, Section 98-88.

See attached Zoning Update document with questions for discussion and preliminary
recommendations for Table of Permitted Uses changes

Recommendation

Discuss and finalize changes to the Table of Permitted Uses, decide whether to recommend
Special Use Permits for all ID-zoned parcels, and recommend to City Council for approval.

Asst. to City Admin.

Dave McCorguodale Date: 11/21/18

City Administrator

Jack \;’atesg,aj,u('hv Date: 11/21/18
U oo




Table of Permitted Uses Update

Our current ordinance does not address two important factors—intensity and
surroundings. Some questions to consider are:

1. Should we make these distinctions?
2. s any business suited for the HWY 105 corridor also suitable for the historic

downtown?
3. Should all Industrial uses require a Special Use Permit from City Council?

Table of Permitted Uses Amendments:
Automobile-related (currently allowed in ‘B’ Commercial):
Filling and/or service (all service to be enclosed)
Automobile or other motorized vehicle service, renovation, and/or repair

Automobile or other motorized vehicle sales and service—make CC approval? Limit to
Arterial {or other) areas? Leave as is—akay in any Commercial zone? Other ideas?

Combine Barber/Beauty Shop
Combine hotel/motel? RE: Arterial discussion for distinction
Motorcycle {moves to “other motorized vehicle” with Automobile)
Gas filling station/repair—add LNG & propane before “gas”
Move Grocery {wholesale) from Commercial to Industrial
Move Fruit and Produce (wholesale) from Commercial to Industrial
Change “Laboratory {research)” and “Laboratory (testing}” to:
Research and Development Laboratory (Life Sciences)—Industrial
Research and Development Laboratory (Technology)—Commercial
Stone quarry or gravel pit from Industrial to “CC” approval
Truck repair & maintenance—add “heavy”—move to Industrial only

Other minor typographical corrections that do not affect permitted uses




Remove from Table of Permitted Uses:

Felt Manufacture {already have Textile mfg.)

Heliport {could leave on list with requirement for Council approving SUP)
Tobacco processing {not relevant with agricultural uses in region)

Ice Cream & Ice Milk (redundant with other Ice Cream uses in list)

News Stand (no longer in existence)

Add to the Table of Permitted Uses:
Antique shop {Commercial}
Banguet/reception hall, wedding chapel or other special event center (Commercial)

Storage Units—self/mini (Commercial? Industrial?)




Industrial Land Use (ID} Zoning Classification Permitted Uses

Air Product Manufacturing

Electric Repair Shop (heavy equipment)

Electrlcal substation (req’s 6' ht fence/wall & V|sual screen at actual equipment)
Elevator maintenance & service

Farming & truck gardening (sales of goods permrtted in any diStl’ICt)
Felt manufacture (cloth)

Fish market (fenced outside storage)

Food products & manufacturing (not rendering)

Freight depot (railroad and/or truck)

Fur dying, finishing & storage (no tanning, no hlde storage)

Garage, public or storage

Gas regulation station (screenmg req d) - -

Glass manufacturing and glass products manufacturlng
Greenhouse or nursury, wholesale

Hair products manufacturing and processing

Hardware manufacture

glce manufacture

Ice cream manufacturer (wholesale)

Ice cream & ice milk (retail)

Insulation manufacture & fabrication

Laundry plant

Machineshop
EMachme tools and constructlon equipment sales & service
Marine and boat manufacturing

Mattress manufacturing & rebuilding

Metal products fabrication

Millinery manufacture

‘Millwork and similar wood products manufacture

ll\/lovmg and transfer company

Novelty and souvenier manufacture .

Office equipment and furniture manufacture

Office equipment and supplies (wholesale) *also allowed in District B

*Taken from Ord. 98-65, Table 1




Industrial Land Use (ID) Zoning Classification Permitted Uses

Oil and well supplies and machinery sales

Packing and gasket manufacture

Paper produce manufacture

Paper supplies (wholesale)

Pecan shelling

‘Petroleum storage (wholesale) -

Photographic equipment and supplies saies *also aEIowed in DiStI’ECt B
Pipe storage _

Playground equipment manufacture |
Plumbing fixture sales (wholesale} *also a!lowed in D|str|ct B |
Printer *also allowed in District8

Refrigerator equipment manufacture

Rug cleaning

=Sancl or gravel storage yard

Shoe manufacture _

Slgn shop also allowed in Dlstrlct B S
Sporting goods (wholesal__e) (completely enciosed) a__igo_el_lowe_d in District B
Stone cutting or monument manufacturing

Stone quarry or gravel pit

Textile manufacture _

Tile manufacture (ceramzc)

Tobacco processing o

Tool rental {fenced out5|de storage) al_s_o__e_i]_ow_e_d in District B
Toy manufacture *also allowed in District B

éTraller manufacture )

%Transrt vehicle storage and service

Truck repair and maintenance *also allowed in Dlstrlct B |
Venetian blinds and metal awning fabrication, repair, and cleanmg -
Welding shop |

Well drilling contractors *also aIIowed in Dlstnct B

Warehousing
***Any use not listed requires a special use permit

*Taken from Ord. 98-65, Table 1




*)

)

(6)

O

(8)

No building shall be erected, converted, enlarged, reconstructed or structurally
altered except in conformity with the area regulations of the district in which such

building is located.

No building shall be erected or structurally altered to the extent specifically
provided in this chapter except in conformity with the off street parking
regulations of the district in which such building is located.

The minimum yards, parking spaces, and open spaces, including lot area per
family, required by this chapter for each and every building existing at the time of
passage of the ordinance from which this chapter is derived or for any building
hereafter erected shall not be encroached upon or considered as part of the yard or
parking space or open space required for any other building, nor shall any lot area
be reduced below the requirements of this chapter for the district in which such

lot is located. _
Every building hereafter erected or structurally altered shall be located on a lot as
defined in this chapter, and, except as provided in this chapter, there shall not be
more than one main building on one lot.

Bvery building hereafler erected or structurally altered shall in every way
conform to any other city ordinance affecting such property.

Sec. 98-65.  Table of permitted uses and special uses.

Permitted uses and special uses in the various zoning districts are as specified in the
following table:

TABLE 1. TABLE OF PERMITTED USES

Permitted Uses R-1 | R-2 B ID cC

Accessory uses

Aerial or ground suwrvey

Alr conditioning sales, retail, complete enclosed (services
incidental)

Air conditioning-refrigeration services repair {completely
enclosed) with no installation of central units -- heating or

cooling

P

Airport (nongovernmental)

Air product manufacturing

Alcoholic beverage sales off premises

Alcoholic beverage sales on premises

Alcoholic beverage storage

Altering and repairing of wearing apparel

o edipd| 1

Ambulance service

Amusement park {commercial)

Amusement arcade

Animal shelter or dog pound (nongovernmental)

Antique store (completely enclosed)

e IR

Apartment hotel

Apothecary, limited to the sale of pharmaceutical and medical

supplies

E b

Apparel and accessory store

17




Permitted Uses

R-1

R-2

>

ID

CC

Appliance repair (completely enclosed)

Armory

Art gallery and/or museum (commercial retail sale of object
d’art only)

Asphalt or creosote manufacturing or treatment

Assisted Living

Automobile filling station and/or service (all repair in district
ta be completely enclosed)

Automobile glass sales and installation

Automobile muffler sales and installation (completely
enclosed)

Antomebile parking lots or parking garages (commercial)

Automobile rental

Automobile repair

Automobile upholstery sales and installation (completely
enclosed)

Auntomobile car wash

Automobile and truck sales and service (new and vsed)
(service completely enclosed)

PR ] PO O] PV I P S 1 [ (1 B T

Automobile wrecking, dismantling or salvage (enclosed by
fence) )

ke

Aviary

Bait store

Bakery (retail)

Bakery (wholesale)

Barber Shop

Beauty Salon

Bed and Breakfast

Compressed gas manufacturing, repacking and/or storage

Dairy equipment (wholesale) (completely enclosed)

Dairy products sales (retail)

Dairy products sales (wholesale)

Delicatessen

Department store

e e e e e B P ] Y FE

Dog pound or animal shelter (nongovernmental)

Drug manufacture

Drug sales (wholesale)

Drugstore

Dry cleaning plant

Dry cleaning pickup and pressing shops

Dry goods store

Dry goods (wholesale) {completely enclose)

Electric power generator station (primary station)

R T E - I

Electric repair (appliances) (completely enclosed)

Electric repair shop (heavy squipment)

Electrical substation, to be enclosed by a fence or wall
minimum six feet in height, with physical installation being
enclosed by a barrier which constitutes a visual screen.
Visual screening would niot be required infDDistrict

Electrician

P4

Electroplating

Elevator maintenance and service

Exterminator (completely enclosed)

18




Permitted Uses

R-1

R-2

ID

cC

Farm equipment sales and service (completely enclosed in
B-2)

Farm supplies

>

Farming and truck gardening, but not for retail sales
(permitted in any district)

Feed store or seed and fertilizer

Felt manufactore (cloth)

Fish market (wholesale)

Fish market (retail)

Fish market (fenced outside storage)

Fix-it shop (completely enclosed)

Floor covering sales (retail completely enclosed)

Floral shop (completely enclosed)

Florist (wholesale) (completely enclosed)

Food to go (retail, no curb service)

Food locker plant (retail)

Food products manufacture and processing (not rendering)

Food products (wholesale storage and sales)

B I EA R P EE S E P P R P

Food store

Foundry

Freight depot (railroad and/or fruck)

Fruit and produce (wholesale)

Fruit and vegetable stand or store

Funeral home, mortuary or undertaking establishment

Fur dyeing, finishing and storing (no tanning, no hide storage)

Furniture repair upholstering (fenced outside storage)

Furniture repair and upholstering (completely enclosed)

Furniture (wholesale sales)

Furniture store, retail (fenced outside storage)

Furniture store, retail (completely enclosed) (no repair)

Garage, public or storage

E IR AP R PR E PP

Garden specialty store

Gas regulation station (screening)

Gas filling station and/or service (all repairs to be completely
enclosed)

Gift shop (completely enclosed)

Glass (retail sales) (service incidental to sales) (completely
enclosed)

E T I e

Glass (wholesale sales)

Glass manufacturing and glass products manufacturing

Golf driving range, pitch-and-putt or miniature golf course

Golf course and country club, but no driving range, pitch and
putt or miniature golf course

Greenhouse or nursery, wholesale

Greenhouse or nursery, retail

Grocery store

Grocery (wholesale)

Gymnasium (commercial)

b b P

Hair products manufacturing and processing

e

Hardware manufacture

Hardware store

Hardware sales (wholesale)

Felbaits

Heliport

19




Permitted Uses

R-1

R-2

ID

cC

Hobby supply store

Hosiery manufacture

Hospital or sanitariom

Hotel

{ce House (no on-premises consumption of alcoholic
beverages in B-1)

ESIR P P P

Ice manufacture

Ice cream manufacturer (wholesale)

Ice cream and ice milk (retail)

Ice cream store

b

=[]

Insulation manufacture and fabrication

Interior decorating stadio

Jewelry store

w4

Junk, salvage yard, including storage, baling or seiling of rags,
papers, iron or junk, need not be enclosed within a structure,
but must be enclosed within a fence at least 6 feet high and
adequate to obstruct view, noise and passage of persons;
chain-link or similar fencing may be permitted if screen
planting is provided

Laboratory (dental or medical)

Laboratory {research)

Laboratory (testing)

» 4

Landfill

Laundry plant

Laundry or dry cleaning (pickup station)

Laundry and dry cleaning (self service)

Leather goods or luggage store

Library (nongovernmental)

Linen supply, diaper service or uniform supply

Loan office

Locksmith

El b b I R

Lumberyard and building materials {wholesale)

Machine shop

Machine, tools and construction equipment sales and service

>

Marine and boat manufacturing

Marine and boat storage

Mattress manufacturing and rebuilding

Massage parlor

S

Metal products fabrication

Milliner (custom)

>

Millinery manufacture

Millwork and similar wood products manufacture

o Eat I ) I e B T

Motel

Motorcycle sales and service

Moving and fransfer company

P

Music store

Nail salon

News stand

R I

Night club / dance hall

Novelty and souvenir manufacture

Nursery, day care, or kindergarten (care of up to 6 children)

Nursery, day care, or kindergarten (care of up to 20 children)

Nursery, day care, or lindergarten (over 20 children)

o

20




Permitted Uses

R-1

R-2

cc

Nursing home

Offices (professional)

Office equipment and furniture manufacture

Office equipment and supplies (retail)

Office equipment and supplies (wholesale)

Oil and well supplies and machinery sales

i

QOptical goods (retail)

Optical goods (wholesale)

Optician

e et S I ER L

Packing plant (no rendering)

Packing and gasket manufacture

Paint and wallpaper store

>

Paper produce manufacture

Paper supplies (wholesale)

Eetbed

Passenger depot (railroad or bus)

Pawnshop (completely enclosed)

Pecan shelling

Pet shop (completely enclosed)

Petroleum storage (wholesale)

Photographic equipment and supplies sales

b

Photographic studio

e Bt Bl B

Picture framing

Pipeline and electrical fransmission lines

bk

Pipe storage

|

Playground equipment manufacture

Plumber

Plumbing fixture sales (completely enclosed) (retail)

Plumbing fixture sales (wholesale)

Printer

e B P

|

Radio station with transmitter tower

4[4

Radio station or studio, without transmitter tower

Reading room

>

Recycling plant

Reducing salon

Refrigerator equipment manufacture

Restaurant

Riding stable or academy

| P

Rooming house or beardinghouse

Rug and/or carpet sales

Rug cleaning

Sand or gravel storage yard

|

Shoe manufacture

Shoe repair shop

Shoe sales {retail)

Shoe sales (wholesale) (completely enclosed)

Sign, advertising (excluding business signs)

Sign shop (completely enclosed)

Sign shop

Skating facility (outdoor)

Skating rink (enclosed)

Small animal clinic or kennel

el IR L B A L L

Small animal clinic or kennel (completely enclosed)
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Permitted Uses

R-2

ID

cC

Sporting goods store

Sporting goods (wholesale) (completely enclosed)

Stamp, coin sales (retail)

Stationery sales

Stone cutting or monument manufacturing

e I E T E

Stone monument sales

Stones guarry or gravel pit

Studio for professional work or teaching of any form of fine

arts, photography, music, drama, dance, painting, ctc,
Surgical or dental supplies store .

Tanning salon

Pt bt b

Tattoo parlor

Tavern

Taxidermist

P e

Television station with fransmitter tower

Television station or studio without transmitter tower

Textile manufacture

>

Theater (indoor)

‘Theater {outdoor, including drive-in theaters)

Tile manufacturer (ceramic)

Tobacco processing

Tobacco store

Tool manufacture

Tool rental (completely enclosed)

Tool rental (fence outside storage)

Toy manufacture

LTI o B

Toy store

Trailer manufacture

Trailer sales

bty

Transit vehicle storage and service

Truck repair and maintenance

>

i E s T I o I - B ]

Truck stop

Variety store

Venetian blinds and metal awning fabrication, repair an
cleaning :

Veterinarian (animal or premises)

‘Watch repair

S

Water storage (overhead)

>

Water or sewage pumping (nongovemmental)

Welding shop

Well drilling confractors

Warchousing

X
X
X

Any use not specifically permitted herein shall require a special use permit, after approval

by City Council.

Secs. 98-66—98-90. Reserved.

DIVISION 2. DISTRICT R-1 SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

22




AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: November 26, 2018 Budgeted Amount:

Exhibits:
Prepared By: Jack Yates

City Administrator
Date Prepared: November 20, 2018

Subject

This is a discussion about having two special meetings in January for the
Commission from the regular fourth Monday date in January 28" to a date prior
to the January 22™ City Council meeting -so as to have a timely and less
expensive, and perhaps better decision on the action being considered for the

| Kammerer and Ward rezoning applications.

This involves the recently adopted requirement that the Commission hold two
public hearings on zoning changes. Following the regular meeting schedule
means at least a 80-90 day process that with a Special meeting scheduled by the
Commission means that the process can be reduced by 20 to 30 days, with one
notice be prepared and mailed at $6.50 each that has all three public hearings
(two P and Z and one City Council) on one notice.

If a regular schedule were followed it would require the Kammerer and Ward
rezoning, now before you, to wait until February 12" before they could be
approved rather than the January 22 scheduled date if you agree to the special
meeting. All this for an application that was filed in October.

There are certain number of legally required dates for publishing of a meeting
and effective dates after City Council action- that I can ask the City Secretary to
go into at the meeting if you desire -- the request is that you, in virtually every
zoning case (2-4 per year) consider having a special meeting to move the
process along considerably.

The dates proposed are January 7th and 14™ Monday’s




AGENDA REPORT
'_Récohimendatid:_i __

The suggestion is: Motion to have a Special Meeting of the Planning and Zoning
Commission on January 7" and January 14" and that date to also serve as the
January regular meeting of the Commission.

City Administrator | Jack Yates Date: November 20,
2018
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