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Minutes of  2 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 

January 13, 2009 4 
 

CALL TO ORDER 6 
 

The meeting was called to order by Bill Bricker at 6:01 p.m. with the following members present:  8 
Lynn Davis, Dennis Lowry, Michael Hunter, Earl Milner, Philip Herbst. Barry Buchanan was absent. 
 10 
Additionally, the following staff members were present: Robert LaCroix, Michael Hampton, David 
Gonzales and Irene Hatcher. Chris Spencer was absent. 12 
 
Several members of the City’s Youth Advisory Council were present. Glen Farris introduced the 14 
Youth Advisory Council members that were present and explained their role in the community.  
 16 

 CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS 
 18 

P2008-041  
Discuss and consider a request by David Kochalka of Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., for 20 
approval of a replat of Lot 1, Block 1, Rockwall Centre Corners Addition, being 20.2904-acres 
zoned (C) Commercial district and located at 1225 SH 276, and take any action necessary. 22 
 
P2009-001  24 
Discuss and consider a request by Jake Fears of Wier & Associates for approval of a replat of 
Block E, Rockwall Technology Park Addition, being three proposed lots on 14.274-acres 26 
zoned (LI) Light Industrial district and located at the northwest corner of FM 549 and 
Discovery Blvd, and take any action necessary. 28 
 

Hunter made a motion to approve the consent agenda as recommended by staff. Herbst 30 
seconded the motion.   
 32 
The motion was voted on and passed 6-0. 
 34 

SITE PLANS / PLATS 
 36 

SP2008-016  
Discuss and consider a request by Todd Winters of Engineering Concepts for approval of a 38 
site plan for Lots 4 and 5, Block A, Presbyterian Hospital of Rockwall Addition, being an 
approximate 23,200-sf office development located on the 1.92-acre site, which is zoned (PD-9) 40 
Planned Development No. 9 district and located along the southwest side of FM 3097 (Horizon 
Rd) south of the main entrance to the existing hospital, and take any action necessary. 42 
 

Gonzales stated the site plan submitted is for a medical office development on lots 4 & 5 in 44 
the Presbyterian Hospital of Rockwall Addition. It consists of five buildings, all being just less than 
5,000 sq. ft. The proposed site is 2.29 acres, and is located along Horizon Rd and the Presbyterian 46 
Hospital's private drive. The site will be accessed via a mutual access easement along the east 
property line (parallel to Horizon Road) that is proposed to connect the private hospital drive and the 48 
adjacent lot to the south. The parking requirement for medical office is one space for every 200 sq. ft. 
The proposed development requires one hundred eight (108) spaces and the applicant is exceeding 50 
city requirements by providing one hundred thirteen (113) have been provided.  

 52 
The landscape plan indicates that 14.34% of the site is landscaped, exceeding the PD-9 

requirement of 10%. There are twelve (12) large canopy trees located in the landscape buffer along 54 
Horizon Rd., as well as 149 5-gallon Indian Hawthorn shrubs. There are additional large caliper trees 
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and shrubs planted throughout the site in compliance with the landscape requirements of PD-9 and 2 
the Unified Development Code.  

 4 
The elevations illustrate buildings comprised primarily of stone, cast stone, brick and stucco. 

The buildings have a maximum height of 28'5" and all have a Metal Roof. The dumpster enclosure is 6 
constructed of materials matching the main structure and stands 6 ft. in height.  

 8 
The lighting plan is exceeding city standards of 0.2-foot candles at the property line. Staff is 

recommending that the photometric plan and lighting cut-sheets be resubmitted and in compliance 10 
with the following requirements prior to building permit application: 

• All exterior lighting be a maximum of 0.2-foot candles at the property line  12 
• All exterior lighting be fully cut-off with a maximum 1" reveal. 
• All exterior lighting be directed downward.    14 

 
On 12/30/08 the Architectural Review Board recommended approval of the site plan and 16 

building elevations as presented, subject to review of the specific building materials. 
 18 
Staff Recommends approval of the request with the following conditions: 

1. Adherence to all Engineering and Fire Department Standards. 20 
2. All mechanical equipment shall be screened from adjacent properties and rights of 

ways. 22 
3. The dumpster enclosure area be a minimum of 12' x 10'. 
4. The dumpster gates be metal panel. 24 
5. The photometric plan and lighting cut-sheets be resubmitted and in compliance with 

the Unified Development Code prior to building permit application. 26 
 
Herbst inquired as to what is between the buildings as far as landscaping.  Gonzales stated 28 

that area appears to be paved. 
 30 

Richard King, 5206 Wood Meadow Drive, Garland, Texas, was present to answer questions. 
Mr. King stated he is the architect on the project.  32 

 
Bricker inquired of Mr. King what happens to the roof lines with the air conditioning units on 34 

the roof. Mr. King explained that there is a parapet area between the sloped roofs. Bricker inquired 
whether the screening for that is going to look like the metal roof.  Mr. King stated that the equipment 36 
would be behind the parapet walls. Bricker inquired if the lighting can be within the required 0.2 
candles at the property line. Mr. King stated that they are working on getting soft lighting for the edges 38 
of the building to get the light levels in and around the building so it does not impact the property line 
requirement.   40 

 
Herbst inquired what is going to be between the buildings. Mr. King stated that it will be 42 

walkways and some planters. He stated because of the drainage, there cannot be too much put 
there. He stated it will be approximately 75 percent paved with some benches and pots with plantings 44 
and also have some shaded areas. Gonzales stated the fire department does require an all-weather 
surface for easy travel. Mr. King stated that the area would be kept clear for fire department access.  46 

 
Commissioner Hunter made a motion to approve SP2008-016, a request by Todd 48 
Winters of Engineering Concepts for approval of a site plan for Lots 4 and 5, Block A, 
Presbyterian Hospital of Rockwall Addition, being an approximate 23,200-sf office 50 
development located on the 1.92-acre site, which is zoned (PD-9) Planned Development 
No. 9 district and located along the southwest side of FM 3097 (Horizon Rd) south of the 52 
main entrance to the existing hospital, with staff recommendations. 
 54 
Commissioner Herbst seconded the motion. 
 56 
It was voted on and passed 6 to 0. 
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 2 
 
SP2008-033 4 
Discuss and consider a request by Mike Parrish of Alliance Architects for approval of a site 
plan for L3 Communications, being a 50,000-sf office building located on part of Lot 3R, Block 6 
E, Rockwall Technology Park Addition, being 5.13-acres zoned (LI) Light Industrial district and 
located at the northwest corner of FM 549 and Discovery Blvd within the FM 549 Overlay 8 
District, and take any action necessary. 
 10 

Hampton stated a site plan has been submitted for a 50,000-sf office building for L3 
Communications in the Rockwall Technology Park. The site is within the FM 549 Overlay district, 12 
bounded by FM 549 on the east, Discovery Blvd on the south and Science Place on the west. The 
proposed building requires a minimum of 167 parking spaces. The developer is proposing 214 total 14 
spaces, including eight (8) accessible. The development will be accessed from two drives from 
Science Place. 5-ft sidewalks will be constructed along Discovery Blvd and Science Place as shown 16 
on the site plan, and an escrow is required for the future sidewalk to be constructed with the FM 549 
widening project. A dumpster location is shown on the site plan, which shall be screened with 18 
masonry materials matching the primary structure (e.g. stone/tilt wall) and be a minimum of 8-ft in 
height pursuant to FM 549 Overlay standards. 20 

 
The photometric plan indicates that all light levels are at 0.2-FC or less at the property lines. 22 

All lighting fixtures, including pole lights in the parking area, have been reduced to 20-ft maximum 
height to comply with the FM 549 Overlay requirements. All fixtures (including wall mounted) shall be 24 
full or partial cut-off as specified in the Unified Development Code. 

 26 
The landscape plan indicates approximately 37.4% of the subject property to be open space, 

well exceeding the City's minimum 10% requirement for LI zoning. Staff believes the landscape buffer 28 
provided along FM 549 is adequate, even though some of it measures approximately 45-ft in width 
and falls short of the minimum 50-ft required for office development in the Overlay. Staff has 30 
previously held the position that because the 20-ft "landscape and pedestrian easement" was 
dedicated on the original plat for the Rockwall Technology Park Phase 1 prior to the Overlay 32 
requirements being adopted, development in Phase 1 is vested under that standard. The applicant is 
exceeding the City's minimum 10-ft buffer standard on the other two street frontages (where same 20-34 
ft easement exists), and all buffers have been planted with trees meeting Overlay and City 
landscaping standards. Credit has been given for the preservation of fifteen (15) existing Cedar trees 36 
along FM 549 that were incorporated into the Park's entry element. 

 38 
The building elevations indicate a single-story building with a typical wall height of 23'6". The 

building is proposed to be tilt-wall construction, with natural stone accents and other articulation 40 
elements. Since the 12/30/08 work session, the architect has revised the elevations to add additional 
articulation elements on the NE and SE corners of the building, which in staff's opinion have brought 42 
the building much closer to compliance with the minimum stone requirements (15% as opposed to 
11%) as well as the horizontal/vertical articulation requirements, particularly along the FM 549 44 
frontage. The applicant has submitted a list outlining each of the changes made to the elevations, and 
will also be at the meeting to further present them. 46 

 
The Architectural Review Board recommended approval of the building elevations and site 48 

plan at their 12/30/08 meeting, subject to the architect utilizing a darker blend of the proposed stone, 
and increasing the stone percentage from 11%. Staff believes the revised elevations have addressed 50 
both of the ARB's recommendations. 

 52 
Staff Recommends approval of the site plan with the following conditions: 

1. Adherence to all engineering and fire department requirements.  54 
2. Escrow required for the future sidewalk to be constructed with the FM 549 widening 

project ($3.50-sf x 5-ft walk x 567-ft frontage = approx. $9,922)  56 
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3. City Council to approve the following variances to the FM 549 Overlay district (3/4 2 
vote required):  
a. Proposed metal panel screening of rooftop mechanical equipment.  4 
b. Minimum 20% natural stone requirement.  

4. City Council to approve the following variance to the General Industrial District 6 
standards (simple majority vote required):  
a. Proposed concrete tilt wall construction.  8 
b. Horizontal and vertical articulation. 

 10 
Davis inquired about the front of the building facing Science Place. Hampton stated that it is 

going to be at the northwest corner, and would face Science Place. Hampton further stated in the 12 
future they may be building another building to the north and they may face each other. Davis stated 
she is concerned that the dumpster is going to be on the FM 549 side since that is the busiest side of 14 
the building. Hampton stated there is at least 45 feet of landscape buffer screening along FM 549. 

 16 
Hunter asked whether the Architectural Review Board is okay with the horizontal articulation. 

Hampton stated that the overall design was okay, but they wanted more stone. Hunter asked if staff is 18 
okay with the articulation. Hampton stated that the articulation is a variance and ultimately it is the 
judgment of the Commission and City Council to make that decision. Hunter verified that staff is okay 20 
with the east side elevation facing 549.  Hampton stated, yes, they are. 

 22 
Bricker inquired of Hampton about the proposed property detention easement on the site plan 

and asked if they are using the roadway as detention on site.  Hampton stated that he does not think 24 
they are using the roadway, but stated that the applicant can confirm.  

 26 
Carlo Silvestri of Wier and Associates, engineer, stated there is a detention area next to FM 

549. He further stated that the detention along Science Place is within the proposed parking lot. He 28 
stated that the ditch along FM 549 is very shallow. He stated they are building a wall and a berm to 
detain up against it. He further stated that when FM 549 is reconstructed, there is going to be an 30 
underground storm drain system. The project can tie into the storm drain system in the future. 

   32 
Bricker inquired why the dumpster is located where it is. Mr. Silvestri stated that that is where 

it works the best. He further stated that there is going to be landscaping so it will be screened from 34 
549. LaCroix stated there is potentially a phase two of this building so, at the moment, this is the best 
location for the dumpster.  Bricker stated that the sample board is better than anything that has been 36 
seen this far.  He stated this may be the prettiest building in the park. 

 38 
Davis inquired of Hampton what the dumpster requirement is and asked if 10 x 12 is big 

enough. LaCroix stated that that size came from our waste provider. Davis asked if they are big 40 
enough not to be knocked down, as has been an issue in other parts of town. Hampton stated that in 
the past enclosures were not built to any kind of sizing standard. He stated that we now have some 42 
guidelines from Allied Waste and he believes that that issue has been addressed. 

 44 
Commissioner Herbst made a motion to approve SP2008-033 a request by Mike Parrish of 
Alliance Architects for approval of a site plan for L3 Communications, being a 50,000-sf office 46 
building located on part of Lot 3R, Block E, Rockwall Technology Park Addition, being 5.13-
acres zoned (LI) Light Industrial district and located at the northwest corner of FM 549 and 48 
Discovery Blvd within the FM 549 Overlay District, with staff recommendations. 

 50 
Commissioner Hunter seconded the motion.  
 52 
It was voted on and passed 6 to 0. 

 54 
P2008-043  
Discuss and consider a request by Brandon Cox of Pogue Engineering & Development Co., 56 
Inc., for approval of a preliminary plat for Stone Creek Retail Addition, being six (6) lots on a 
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21.15-acre tract zoned (PD-70) Planned Development No. 70 District and situated at the 2 
southeast corner of FM 552 and SH 205, and take any action necessary. 
 4 

Hampton stated the applicant has submitted a preliminary plat for Lots 1-6, Block A of the 
proposed Stone Creek Retail Addition, being 21.15-acres overall. The property is bounded by FM 552 6 
to the north, SH 205 to the west, Bordeaux Drive to the south and the future Fairfax Drive to the east. 
It should be noted a separate preliminary plat will be required for the smaller "Tract 2" of the Stone 8 
Creek Retail project that is located on the east side of Fairfax Drive. A site plan has been submitted 
concurrently for Phase 1 of the development, consisting of a 59,313-sf Tom Thumb grocery store on 10 
Lot 2, an accessory gas sales use on Lot 3, and approximately 14,700-sf of retail/restaurant space 
located on Lot 1. 12 

 
The site is accessed from one proposed drive from SH 205 and one drive from FM 552, with 14 

additional points of access from Bordeaux and Fairfax Drive. The developer will be constructing the 
required sidewalks along the SH 205, FM 552 and Fairfax Drive frontages that are located within 16 
Phase 1. At the time of this report, it remains unclear if there is a right-of-way dedication requirement 
for FM 552; however, the applicant is working to verify with TXDOT the existing and ultimate ROW 18 
needed for the road, which is identified as a "MD4" four-lane divided arterial on the City's 
Thoroughfare Plan. City standards call for 85-90' ultimate ROW needed, though TXDOT may 20 
stipulate more. Staff will update the Commission on this issue at the meeting. 

 22 
At the time of final plat for the subdivision, a facilities agreement between the City, retail 

developer and Stone Creek residential developer (Skorburg) may be required to identify the extent 24 
and timing of the adjacent improvements, such as Fairfax Drive, Bourdeaux Drive, amenity area at 
the southeast corner of the shopping center and/or the proposed offsite detention facility. The 26 
proposed detention/retention pond for the retail area will be located to the east of "Tract 2" in the 9-
acre (+/-) open space tract, and will also help serve future phases of the Stone Creek residential 28 
development.  

 30 
The preliminary plat appears to comply with the PD-70 ordinance and the underlying General 

Retail zoning district, as well as the recently approved PD Development Plan for the retail 32 
development. Staff would recommend approval with the conditions noted. 

 34 
Staff Recommends approval of the request with the following conditions: 

1. Adherence to all engineering and fire department requirements. 36 
2. Determination of right-of-way dedication requirements, if any, prior to submittal of 

final plat.  38 
3. Submittal and approval of final plat. 
4. City Council approval of facilities agreement may be required prior to or concurrently 40 

with final plat, outlining the extent and/or timing of required improvements such as, 
but not limited to: Fairfax Drive, Bordeaux Drive, offsite regional detention facility and 42 
amenity feature(s) at the southeast corner of retail site. 

 44 
Bricker inquired whether they will be able to start construction without the facilities agreement 

in place. Hampton stated no construction can begin without the final plat being approved. He stated 46 
the agreement will have to be approved either before or at the same time as the final plat. Hampton 
stated that most of the details should be worked out during engineering review, which is the next step 48 
after site plan approval. 

 50 
Bricker inquired of LaCroix what is going on with the detention outfall to the east of Fairfax. 

LaCroix stated that that is a temporary area for them until Tract 2 develops and then it will be under 52 
ground. 

 54 
Commissioner Hunter made a motion to approve P2008-043, a request by Brandon Cox 
of Pogue Engineering & Development Co., Inc., for approval of a preliminary plat for 56 
Stone Creek Retail Addition, being six (6) lots on a 21.15-acre tract zoned (PD-70) 
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Planned Development No. 70 District and situated at the southeast corner of FM 552 and 2 
SH 205, with staff recommendations. 
 4 
Commissioner Herbst seconded the motion. 
 6 
It was voted on and passed 6 to 0.  

 8 
SP2008-034  
Discuss and consider a request by Brandon Cox of Pogue Engineering & Development Co., 10 
Inc., for approval of a PD Site Plan for Stone Creek Retail Phase 1, being a 74,000-sf retail 
development on 9.79-acres zoned (PD-70) Planned Development No. 70 District and situated at 12 
the southeast corner of FM 552 and SH 205 within the North SH 205 Overlay District, and take 
any action necessary. 14 
 

Hampton stated the applicant has submitted a site plan for Phase 1 of the "Stone Creek 16 
Retail" project, which consists primarily of Lots 1, 2 and 3 (or 9.79-acres) of the overall 23.44-acre 
development. Phase 1 includes a 59,313-sf Tom Thumb grocery store on Lot 2, along with the 18 
approved accessory gas sales use on Lot 3, and approximately 14,700-sf of retail/restaurant space 
located on Lot 1 that will be immediately adjacent to Tom Thumb. The site is accessed from one 20 
proposed drive from SH 205 and one drive from FM 552, with additional points of access from 
Bordeaux and Fairfax Drive. The drive from SH 205 has been redesigned to include a median within 22 
the drive aisle intended to minimize congestion into the proposed gas sales area. The plan has been 
revised to include a fire lane route with 39-ft radii for the City's larger fire equipment.  24 

 
The site plan indicates that Phase 1 requires 297 parking spaces and that 418 spaces are 26 

provided, including 13 accessible. However, the calculations do not take into account any potential 
restaurant use for the 14,700-sf retail building. Assuming up to 50% of that building is utilized as 28 
restaurant, the required parking count for Phase 1 would be 341 spaces. The parking layout adheres 
to City standards and the PD Development Plan approved by City Council on January 5, 2009 (Ord 30 
09-01).  

 32 
The developer is proposing a 5-ft sidewalk along the SH 205, FM 552 and Fairfax Drive 

frontages that are located within Lots 1, 2 and 3. At the time of this report, it remains unclear if there 34 
is a right-of-way dedication requirement for FM 552; however, the applicant is working to verify with 
TXDOT the existing and ultimate ROW needed for the road, which is identified as a "MD4" four-lane 36 
divided arterial on the City's Thoroughfare Plan. City standards call for an 85-90' ultimate ROW 
needed, though TXDOT may stipulate more. Staff will update the Commission on this issue at the 38 
meeting. 

 40 
At the time of final plat for the subdivision, a facilities agreement between the City, retail 

developer and Stone Creek residential developer (Skorburg) may be required to identify the extent 42 
and timing of the adjacent improvements, such as Fairfax Drive, Bordeaux Drive, amenity area at the 
southeast corner of the shopping center and/or the proposed offsite detention facility. 44 

 
The landscape plan indicates that overall on Lots 1-3, 13.3% of the site is landscaped open 46 

space, falling shy of the City's minimum requirement for 15% in the GR zoning district. However, the 
applicant is requesting consideration of a 2.5% credit, per the City's landscape ordinance, for the 48 
parking lot screening provided on the plan. Staff feels the credit request is qualified, given the 
additional screening provided (shrubs, berming, etc) along FM 552 and Fairfax Drive which goes 50 
beyond the minimum "1 tree per 50-ft frontage" requirement along those roadways. The combination 
of shrubs / berming and the additional trees provided within the buffer along SH 205 is a requirement 52 
of the N SH 205 Overlay district. All other landscaping appears to comply with City specifications. 
Staff would recommend that a landscape plan be reviewed and approved by the Planning and 54 
Engineering departments for the offsite regional detention/retention pond during the review of 
engineering plans for that facility. 56 
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There is one protected tree (6-inch Elm) proposed to be removed from the site at this time. 2 
The plan shows the removal of the fence/tree line along the north property line; however, these trees 
appear to be small Hackberry, Bois D'arc and an assortment of other unprotected trees. The only 4 
other existing trees on the site are located within the future amenity area at the southeast corner of 
the site (beyond the scope of the current landscape plan), and it is anticipated those trees can be 6 
incorporated into that open space feature in a future phase. 

 8 
The applicant has submitted two (2) alternate lighting plans as part of the site plan request. 

One demonstrates compliance with the maximum 20-ft height requirements for parking lot lighting 10 
throughout the development. The second, and developer's preferred plan, proposes 30-ft high pole 
lights within the primary parking field of Tom Thumb, resulting in fewer pole lights overall. Both plans 12 
have been revised to meet the lighting requirements of the City with no measurements over 0.2-FC at 
any property line, and all light fixtures will be required to be downward lit and cut-off in accordance 14 
with City standards.  

 16 
To the best of staff's knowledge, the only variance granted for lighting height since the 

adoption of various Overlay standards was the allowance for Costco to install 30-ft light poles instead 18 
of the 20-ft poles required by the SH 276 Overlay District. However, one of the reasons presented by 
Costco was that part of its property was located within the IH-30 Overlay district, which does not limit 20 
the lighting to 20-ft. 

 22 
Building elevations and details have been submitted for the grocery store, retail building, 

accessory gas canopy / kiosk, and dumpster enclosures, all of which appear to comply with the 24 
conceptual elevations approved with the PD Development Plan. The buildings feature a combination 
of natural stone, custom concrete masonry units, stucco and standing seam metal roofing elements, 26 
along with additional architectural features such as canopy and arbor structures, wood brackets, etc.  

 28 
The Architectural Review Board unanimously recommended approval of the elevations at 

their December 30 meeting, subject to the front of the Tom Thumb building including the glass 30 
features as originally approved with the Development Plan. The Planning Commission expressed a 
similar interest in restoring the glass material as well as other articulation elements over the two 32 
entrances into Tom Thumb at the 12/30 work session, and the applicant has revised the elevations to 
comply with the ARB and P&Z's recommendations.  34 

 
It is staff's opinion that each of the Phase 1 buildings comply with the N. SH 205 Overlay 36 

standards and the City's General Commercial District standards. 
 38 
Staff Recommends approval of the request with the following conditions: 

1. Adherence to all engineering and fire department requirements. 40 
2. City Council approval of facilities agreement may be required prior to or concurrently 

with final plat, outlining the extent / phasing of improvements such as, but not limited 42 
to: Fairfax Drive, Bordeaux Drive, offsite regional detention facility and approved 
amenity feature(s) at the southeast corner of retail site. 44 

3. No outside sales or display shall be allowed except as provided for in the "Incidental 
Display" requirements in Article IV of the Unified Development Code. 46 

4. A separate landscape plan shall be reviewed and approved by staff for the offsite 
regional detention/retention facility during the engineering plans review process. 48 

5. All mechanical equipment (ground or roof-mounted) shall be fully screened from view 
from adjacent property lines and right-of-ways. 50 

6. All exterior lighting fixtures (including pole and wall mounted) shall be full or partial 
cut-off as specified in the Unified Development Code.  52 

7. All exterior light fixtures shall have a maximum mounting height of 20-ft pursuant to 
the N SH 205 Overlay district, unless a variance is approved by a 3/4 vote of City 54 
Council. 

 56 
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Davis questioned why the line under the pharmacy on the color rendering is not on the black 2 
and white drawing. Hampton stated that it is probably just a line missing from the black and white 
drawing. Lisa Swift of GSO Architects stated that the color rendering is correct.  4 

 
Hunter asked what the difference is in the number of light poles between the 20 ft and 30 ft.  6 

Grey Stogner, of Crestview Real Estate, 8214 Westchester, Dallas, Texas, stated that they are only 
talking about in the open field of the Tom Thumb area. He stated there would be 28 light poles if they 8 
went with the 20-ft fixtures and 20 poles if they were approved to use the 30-ft poles. He further 
stated that that is a 25 percent reduction in light poles. Mr. Stogner went on to state that in the original 10 
plans there were 3-headed and 4-headed fixtures. He stated the lighting plans have been reduced, 
and now show only 2-headed and 3-headed fixtures with 1-headed fixtures on the perimeter. This 12 
reduces the light levels by about 50 percent. 

 14 
Hunter inquired as to why there are eight (8) parking spaces along the SH 205 buffer north of 

the gas station, and whether those can be eliminated and replaced with landscaping. Mr. Stogner 16 
stated those could be taken out and landscaped. 

 18 
Bricker inquired about the location of the trash compactor on the anchor building. Mr. Stogner 

indicated that in grocery stores the compactors have to be attached to the building. Bricker further 20 
inquired about the placement of the pedestrian walkways and asked why they are not centrally 
located to the entrances of the store. Mr. Stogner stated that it lines up with the curb cut at the main 22 
entrance from 205, and will be an attractive main area. He stated that is where they want the attention 
drawn.   24 

 
Bricker stated that he is not in favor of 30-ft light poles. Davis stated that because of the 26 

residential area, the 20-ft poles are better for the surrounding area. 
 28 
Milner clarified that the set standard is 20-ft, but the number of total poles can be reduced 

and still keep the light within the boundary with the 30-ft poles. LaCroix stated that that is the 30 
developer’s standpoint. LaCroix stated that because the Tom Thumb store is going to be at a higher 
elevation, there may be a visible glare from the lights from a distance. He stated that the lower the 32 
light poles are, the less glare that will be seen from a distance. Milner stated if the lot was smaller 
then he could not support the 30-ft light poles. He stated he likes the new lighting plan better than the 34 
others.    

 36 
Mr. Stogner stated Williams Middle School has 30-ft poles. LaCroix stated that the City does 

not have anything to do with the height of the lights at schools. Mr. Stogner stated that they are just 38 
trying to reduce the maintenance and the number of poles. He further stated the bigger the lot, the 
higher the poles need to be. Hunter stated he is not in favor of the 30-ft poles for this site.   40 

 
    LaCroix stated there should be two separate motions made, one for the site plan overall and 42 

one specifically for the lighting issue.  
 44 

Commissioner Davis made a motion to approve SP2008-034, a request by Brandon Cox 
of Pogue Engineering & Development Co., Inc., for approval of a PD Site Plan for Stone 46 
Creek Retail Phase 1, being a 74,000-sf retail development on 9.79-acres zoned (PD-70) 
Planned Development No. 70 District and situated at the southeast corner of FM 552 and 48 
SH 205 within the North SH 205 Overlay District, with staff recommendations and the 
additional condition that the 8 parking spaces along S.H. 205 be removed and replaced 50 
with landscaping.   
 52 
Commissioner Herbst seconded the motion. 
 54 
It was voted on and passed 6 to 0. 
 56 
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Commissioner Davis then made a motion to recommend 20-ft poles be used because of 2 
the residential area surrounding this area. 
 4 
Commissioner Milner seconded the motion.  
 6 
It was voted on and passed 5 to 1, with Milner voting against. 

 8 
ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 10 
• Planning Director’s Report on the following Planning and Zoning Commission matters that 

have been recently acted on by City Council:  12 
a) Z2008-029: Zoning Change from “C” to “PD-44” – TransAm Trucking 

 14 
LaCroix briefly reported that City Council approved the zoning change on 1st reading, 
though not by a unanimous vote. 16 

 
• Planning Director’s Report to discuss the following City activities, upcoming meetings, 18 

future legislative activities, and/or other related matters: 
a) Report on Development Projects and Permit Activity for 2008 20 

 
Staff and the Commission discussed the case history and permit data for 2008. 22 
 

b) Receive status update on Main Street Program 24 
 

LaCroix updated the Commission on this program. He stated that the Main Street 26 
Manager position has been assigned to report to him, though the position has not yet 
been filled. Chris Spencer is currently attending introductory training in Georgetown, and 28 
it is anticipated the Planning department will remain heavily involved in downtown efforts. 
 30 

ADJOURNMENT 
 32 

              The meeting adjourned at 8:02 p.m. 
 34 

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

ROCKWALL, Texas, this _____ day of _____________, 2009. 36 
 

___________________________ 38 
                                                                                                       
                               Charles W. (Bill) Bricker, Chairman  40 

 
ATTEST: 42 
 
_______________________ 44 
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Minutes of  2 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION WORK SESSION 

January 27, 2009 4 
 

CALL TO ORDER 6 
 

The meeting was called to order by Bill Bricker at 6:01 p.m. with the following members present:  8 
Michael Hunter, Earl Milner, Philip Herbst and Dennis Lowry.   Barry Buchanan and Lynn Davis 
were absent. 10 
 
Additionally, the following staff members were present: Robert LaCroix, Michael Hampton, David 12 
Gonzales and Irene Hatcher.  Chris Spencer was absent. 
 14 

Approval of Minutes for December 9, 2008 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting. 
 16 
Lowry made a motion to approve the minutes from December 9, 2008.  
 18 
Hunter seconded the motion.   
 20 
The motion was voted on and passed 3-0, with Milner and Herbst abstaining. 

 22 
ACTION ITEMS 

 24 
P2008-042  
Discuss and consider a request by Jonathan Youness of RKM Consulting Engineers for 26 
approval of a final plat of the Mansions Family Addition, being 32.65-acres zoned (PD-10) 
Planned Development No. 10 district and located at 1650 S John King Blvd, and take any 28 
action necessary. 
 30 

Hampton stated the applicant has submitted a final plat for the Mansions Family Addition, 
which is located on Tract C of PD-10. Earlier this year the Planning and Zoning Commission and the 32 
City Council approved the Master Development Plan (for PD-10), the Preliminary Plat and site plan 
for the subject site. A final plat for the Mansions Seniors Addition has been submitted and is running 34 
concurrently with the Mansions Family Addition. The plat is indicating the proposed locations of all 
necessary firelane, access and utility easements, as well as the planned detention/retention pond and 36 
drainage easements.  

 38 
The development will be accessed via two drives, from John King Blvd., one along the north 

property line and the other along the south property line. The drive along the north property line is a 40 
mutual access easement and will provide access to the adjacent tract when it develops in the future. 
The site will also have access from a single drive on SH 276. 42 

 
The location of the 100-year floodplain is shown for Buffalo Creek, which separates the age-44 

restricted tract and the multi-family tract (subject site). The Parks Board reviewed the final plat at their 
January 6, 2009 meeting, and recommended approval. The final plat appears to conform to all area 46 
requirements specified in the approved PD ordinance.  

 48 
The final tree survey and landscape plan indicates the required mitigation of 1,570.5-inches 

from the site at this time, with the applicant proposing to plant 1,604-inches back onto the Multi-50 
Family tract, the Seniors tract and the open space/park area. In accordance with City Standards, the 
applicant will be required to hold a tree transplant day prior to construction, with proper notice in the 52 
local paper and a sign posted on the property. Staff is recommending that the developer work with 
staff to determine the feasibility of preserving Trees #1288, 2129, 2134, 2135, 2136 & 2137 (on the 54 
Multi-Family Tract) and Trees #2024, 2026, 2045, 2046, 2047, 2048, 2074, 2081 & 2103 (on the 
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Senior Tract). The plan preserves the Buffalo Creek corridor, which with a review of aerial imagery 2 
appears to be the most significant area of protected trees. 

 4 
The Developer has submitted an Amenity/Landscape Plan for the Multi-Family Park/Private 

Open Space area to be reviewed by the Parks Board at their meeting on February 3rd. 6 
 
Staff Recommends approval of the final plat with the following conditions: 8 

1. Adherence to engineering department and fire department standards. 
2. Developer work with staff to determine the feasibility of preserving Trees #1288, 10 

2129, 2134, 2135, 2136 & 2137 (on the Multi-Family Tract) and Trees #2024, 2026, 
2045, 2046, 2047, 2048, 2074, 2081 & 2103 (on the Senior Tract) as identified on the 12 
submitted tree preservation plan. 

3. Adherence to Parks Board Recommendations. 14 
a. The developer is responsible for the maintenance of the greenbelt areas 

according to Maintenance Level D Standards. Maintenance is performed four 16 
times annually and includes mowing, litter removal and maintaining water flow. 
Mowing is only performed on two of the quarterly cycles. Areas with this level of 18 
maintenance typically include drainage ROW's, undeveloped park land areas and 
greenbelt areas. This is the highest level of maintenance for these types of 20 
areas.  

b. The developer is responsible for the maintenance of the private park areas 22 
according to Maintenance Level A Standards. Maintenance is performed weekly, 
including, mowing, edging, trimming and litter removal. Cycle may be longer than 24 
one week due to weather conditions, growth rates and available resources. 

c. The developer must submit the park site plan to the Park Board for approval 26 
before development. 

4. Approval of Park/Private Open Space Amenity/Landscape Plan by Parks Board. 28 
5. All off-site easements to be filed with their recording information labeled on the final 

plat prior to city signature. 30 
6. Final driveway location along SH 276 to be approved by TXDOT and 

Engineering/Fire department prior to filing of final plat. 32 
 

Milner inquired about the developer maintenance agreement and asked what would happen to 34 
that agreement if the developer sells the property. Hampton stated the final plat should include a 
statement that the open space areas are to be maintained by the owner. Hampton stated if it is part of 36 
the plat, it is filed with the county and it becomes a permanent and public record. Hampton stated 
further that the level of maintenance should also be stated in the agreement. Milner inquired further if 38 
it is a perpetual agreement no matter who owns the property. Hampton stated we should include that 
on the plat just to make sure it is covered. 40 

 
The applicant, Jon Youness of RKM Consulting Engineers, 7616 LBJ Freeway, Suite 530, 42 

Dallas, Texas, was present and stated they are working with TXDOT on the final location of the 
driveway. He stated that will be incorporated when they file the final plat.  Hampton stated the fire 44 
department has to sign off on that driveway also. 

 46 
Commissioner Hunter made a motion to approve P2008-042, a request by Jonathan 
Youness of RKM Consulting Engineers for approval of a final plat of the Mansions 48 
Family Addition, being 32.65-acres zoned (PD-10) Planned Development No. 10 district 
and located at 1650 S John King Blvd, with staff recommendations and the additional 50 
condition that all open space areas will be maintained by the owner according to the 
Parks Board requirements. 52 
 
Commissioner Lowry seconded the motion.  54 
 
It was voted on and passed by a vote of 5-0.  56 
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P2009-003  2 
Discuss and consider a request by Jonathan Youness of RKM Consulting Engineers for 
approval of a final plat of the Mansions Senior Addition, being 18.165-acres zoned (PD-10) 4 
Planned Development No. 10 district and located at 1470 S John King Blvd, and take any 
action necessary. 6 
 

Hampton stated that the applicant has submitted a final plat for the Mansions Seniors Addition, 8 
which is located on Tract B of PD-10. Earlier this year the Planning and Zoning Commission and the 
City Council approved the Master Development Plan (for PD-10), the Preliminary Plat and site plan 10 
for the subject site. A final plat for the Mansions Family Addition has been submitted and is running 
concurrently with the Mansions Seniors Addition. The plat is indicating the proposed locations of all 12 
necessary firelane, access and utility easements, as well as the planned detention ponds and 
drainage easements.  14 

 
The development will be accessed via two drives, from John King Blvd., one along the north 16 

property line and the other further south towards the rear property line. The drive along the north 
property line is a mutual access easement and will provide access to the adjacent tract when it 18 
develops in the future. The location of the 100-year floodplain is shown for Buffalo Creek, which 
separates the age-restricted tract (subject site) and the multi-family tract. The final plat appears to 20 
conform to all area requirements specified in the approved PD ordinance.  

 22 
The final tree survey and landscape plan indicates the required mitigation of 1,570.5-inches 

from the site at this time, with the applicant proposing to plant 1,604-inches back onto the Multi-24 
Family tract, the Seniors tract and the open space/park area. In accordance with City Standards, the 
applicant will be required to hold a tree transplant day prior to construction, with proper notice in the 26 
local paper and a sign posted on the property. Staff is recommending that the developer work with 
staff to determine the feasibility of preserving Trees #1288, 2129, 2134, 2135, 2136 & 2137 (on the 28 
Multi-Family Tract) and Trees #2024, 2026, 2045, 2046, 2047, 2048, 2074, 2081 & 2103 (on the 
Senior Tract). The plan preserves the Buffalo Creek corridor, which with a review of aerial imagery 30 
appears to be the most significant area of protected trees. 

 32 
The Developer has submitted an Amenity/Landscape Plan for the Multi-Family Park/Private 

Open Space area to be approved by the Parks Board at their regularly scheduled meeting on 34 
February 3rd. 

 36 
Staff Recommends approval of the final plat with the following conditions: 

1. Adherence to engineering department and fire department standards. 38 
2. Developer work with staff to determine the feasibility of preserving Trees #1288, 2129, 

2134, 2135, 2136 & 2137 (on the Multi-Family Tract) and Trees #2024, 2026, 2045, 40 
2046, 2047, 2048, 2074, 2081 & 2103 (on the Senior Tract) as identified on the submitted 
tree preservation plan. 42 

3. Adherence to Parks Board Recommendations. 
a. The developer is responsible for the maintenance of the greenbelt areas according 44 

to Maintenance Level D Standards. Maintenance is performed four times annually 
and includes mowing, litter removal and maintaining water flow. Mowing is only 46 
performed on two of the quarterly cycles. Areas with this level of maintenance 
typically include drainage ROW's, undeveloped park land areas and greenbelt 48 
areas. This is the highest level of maintenance for these types of areas.  

b. The developer is responsible for the maintenance of the private park areas 50 
according to Maintenance Level A Standards. Maintenance is performed weekly, 
including, mowing, edging, trimming and litter removal. Cycle may be longer than 52 
one week due to weather conditions, growth rates and available resources. 

c. The developer must submit the park site plan to the Park Board for approval 54 
before development. 

4. Approval of Park/Private Open Space Amenity/Landscape Plan by Parks Board. 56 
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5. All off-site easements to be filed with their recording information labeled on the final plat 2 
prior to city signature. 

6. Facilities agreement for sewer main shall be approved by City Council prior to filing of the 4 
final plat. 

 6 
LaCroix inquired of the applicant about an issue with Oncor. He stated that Oncor prefers to 

have paved access to the buildings where they provide service. LaCroix inquired to the applicant if 8 
Oncor had addressed this issue with them. 

 10 
Jonathan Youness of RKM Consulting Engineers, applicant, stated that his clients worked 

with Oncor today regarding this issue and stated that Oncor is comfortable with accessing the 12 
easement without pavement. Matthew Hiles of Western Rim Investment Advisors, developer, 
confirmed that he and Oncor have discussed and resolved any access issues that Oncor had. 14 
 

Commissioner Hunter made a motion to approve P2009-003, a request by Jonathan 16 
Youness of RKM Consulting Engineers for approval of a final plat of the Mansions 
Senior Addition, being 18.165-acres zoned (PD-10) Planned Development No. 10 district 18 
and located at 1470 S John King Blvd, with staff recommendations and the additional 
condition that all open space areas will be maintained by the owner according to the 20 
Parks Board requirements. 
 22 
Commissioner Lowry seconded the motion.  
 24 

      It was voted on and passed 5-0.  (Buchanan and Davis were absent) 
 26 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 28 
P2009-002 
Discuss and consider a request by David Hairston of Rockwall Partners, Ltd for approval of a 30 
replat of Lot 1, Block A, Horizon Car Wash Addition, being 1.76-acres zoned (C) Commercial 
district and located at 2525 Horizon Road, and take any action necessary. 32 
 

Gonzales stated the request of the applicant and stated this case will be back for consideration 34 
in two weeks. Bricker inquired as to why the applicant is abandoning this easement. Gonzales stated 
there is an issue with the public using the fire lane as an access to Lowe’s.  He stated that it interferes 36 
with the applicant’s business. Bricker asked for clarification on the location of this easement. 
Gonzales stated it is on the east side of the property between the car wash and the Horizon Lube 38 
Center. LaCroix stated Chief Poindexter agreed to allow the applicant to abandon this easement if the 
applicant paints the fire lane on the north side of his property, adjacent to Lowe’s. LaCroix stated the 40 
applicant would have to submit a plat and go through the process to legally make the change.   
 42 
P2009-004  
Discuss and consider a request by Kevin Wier of Spiars Engineering for approval of a final 44 
plat of Lot 1, Block 1, Honda of Rockwall Addition, being 8.686-acres zoned (C) Commercial 
district and situated along the south side of Interstate 30 east of Commerce St and west of 46 
John King Blvd, and take any action necessary. 
 48 

Hampton briefly explained that Honda has submitted a final plat for their future development 
site. Bricker asked if they would be constructing cross access. Hampton stated, yes, they would have 50 
cross access in a similar manner to Toyota where the public can pull in off the street and park to look 
around even after the business is closed. But the car display areas are still gated and secure. 52 
 
Z2009-001  54 
Discuss and consider a request by Kimberly Cullins Collichio and Donna Cullins Pritchard for 
approval of a zoning change from (Ag) Agricultural district to (LI) Light Industrial district on a 56 
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1.025-acre tract known as Part of Lot 1, Block C, Rockwall Commercial Park Phase I, and 2 
located at 1795 East Interstate 30. 
 4 

Hampton gave the background of this property and the reason for the applicants’ request. The 
property has been zoned Agricultural since it was annexed, and there have been some issues with 6 
the issuance of Certificate of Occupancies for uses other than office, which was in place at the time of 
annexation. Bricker inquired why they want Light Industrial instead of Commercial. LaCroix stated 8 
because of the land use plan. LaCroix further stated he would recommend it being Light Industrial 
instead of Commercial, but the Planning and Zoning Commission can recommend a more restrictive 10 
zoning if they want to. 

 12 
Hunter stated just because it was Light Industrial before does not mean that it has to continue 

being that now. LaCroix discussed that the depth of the area between I-30 and the railroad corridor to 14 
the north is going to lend itself to Light Industrial, though it is likely that Commercial will probably be 
better suited along I-30. 16 

 
Hampton stated that state law requires that cities look at their land use plan every 5 to 7 years 18 

to make sure it is still relevant and that the development pattern is following that plan. The City’s land 
use map and thoroughfare plan were last updated in 2001, and there has been a significant amount 20 
of development that has occurred since that time. For example, the bypass is now built and the City 
has annexed many areas that are not covered in the land use plan. But we are supposed to use the 22 
land use plan when making decisions on zoning. 

 24 
Bricker stated he would like a bigger view of the area before they change the zoning on it. 

 26 
ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 28 
• Planning Director’s Report on the following Planning and Zoning Commission matters that 

have been recently acted on by City Council:  30 
a) SP2008-033: Variances related to L3 Communications site plan (Rockwall Tech 

Park) 32 
 

LaCroix reported that City Council approved each of the variances that L3 requested, though 34 
the vote to allow less than 20% stone was not unanimous. 

 36 
b) SP2008-034: Variance related to Stone Creek Retail site plan 
 38 

LaCroix explained that the City Council approved the applicant’s request to use 30-ft light 
poles in the Tom Thumb parking field, though the Planning and Zoning Commission had 40 
recommended against it. 

 42 
ADJOURNMENT 

 44 
              The meeting adjourned at 7:16 p.m. 

 46 
PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

ROCKWALL, Texas, this _____ day of _____________, 2009. 48 
 

___________________________ 50 
                                                                       
                                                                      Charles W. (Bill) Bricker, Chairman  52 

 
ATTEST: 54 
 
_______________________ 56 

























Minutes of  2 

4 

6 

8 

10 

12 

14 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION WORK SESSION 
June 30, 2009 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 

The meeting was called to order by Vice Chairman Michael Hunter at 6:00 p.m. with the following 
members present:  Barry Buchanan, Dennis Lowry, Earl Milner and Philip Herbst. Lynn Davis 
arrived late, and Chairman Bill Bricker was absent. 
 
Additionally, the following staff members were present: Robert LaCroix, Michael Hampton, Chris 
Spencer, David Gonzales and Irene Hatcher.   
 

     CONSENT ITEMS 
 16 

18 

20 

22 

24 

26 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

46 

48 

50 

52 

54 

1. Approval of Minutes for May 26, 2009 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting 
 
2. Approval of Minutes for June 9, 2009 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting 
 
3. P2009-012 

Discuss and consider a request by Brandon Davidson of Corwin Engineering, Inc. for approval 
of a final plat for the Right-of-Way dedication of the eastern extension of Featherstone Road, 
located between Deverson Drive and John King Blvd., being 2.382-acres zoned (PD-70) 
Planned Development No. 70 District, and take any action necessary. 
 

4. P2009-013  
Discuss and consider a request by Tek Dayalji of the Pastem Corporation, for approval of a 
replat, of Lot 8, Block A, Rockwall Towne Center Phase 4 Addition, being a 1.74-acre tract 
zoned (C) Commercial and situated on Vigor Way (private street) between IH-30 and Ridge Rd, 
and take any action necessary. 

 
Milner pulled Consent Agenda items #3 and #4, and then made a motion to approve the minutes 
from May 26, 2009 and June 9, 2009.  
 
Herbst seconded the motion.   
 
The motion was voted on and passed 5-0. 

 
Regarding Consent Item #3, Milner clarified the location of the proposed dedication for the 
Featherstone Road right-of-way dedication. Spencer displayed a location map and explained the 
exact location of the dedication. 

 
Commissioner Milner made a motion to approve P2009-012, a request by Brandon Davidson 
of Corwin Engineering, Inc. for approval of a final plat for the Right-of-Way dedication of the 
eastern extension of Featherstone Road, located between Deverson Drive and John King 
Blvd., being 2.382-acres zoned (PD-70) Planned Development No. 70 District, with staff 
conditions.  
 
Commissioner Lowry seconded the motion.  
 
It was voted on and approved by a vote of 5-0. 
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2 

4 

6 

8 

10 

12 

14 

16 

18 

20 

Regarding Consent Agenda Item #4, Milner inquired whether Vigor Way will always be a private 
road. Spencer stated the intent has always been for the road to remain private. Spencer stated 
what the City’s obligations would be and what the utility issues would be if the road would ever 
become city property. Milner inquired if the owner could ever close Vigor Way.  Spencer stated that 
the road could never be closed due to the access easement that is associated with it.   
 
Hunter inquired about the development plan when the development surrounding it was approved.  
Spencer stated from the first plat, it has been an access easement. He further explained the right-
of-way easement, the pavement width and the requirements for utilities. There was discussion 
regarding the ownership of Vigor Way. 
 
Commissioner Herbst made a motion to approve P2009-013, a request by Tek Dayalji of the 
Pastem Corporation, for approval of a replat, of Lot 8, Block A, Rockwall Towne Center 
Phase 4 Addition, being a 1.74-acre tract zoned (C) Commercial and situated on Vigor Way 
(private street) between IH-30 and Ridge Rd, with staff recommendations.  
 
Commissioner Lowry seconded the motion.  
 
It was voted on and passed by a vote of 5-0. 

 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 22 

24 

26 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

46 

48 

50 

52 

54 

56 

 
P2009-014  
Discuss and consider a request by Chad Hudson for approval of a residential replat of Lots 1-
3, Block A, Independence Pass Addition, being 1.47-acres zoned (PD-8) Planned Development 
No. 8 district and situated along the west side of FM 740 (Ridge Rd) and at the south terminus 
of Independence Place. 
 
Gonzales stated there will be a 10-ft utility easement that will be abandoned by this plat, which is 
located on the northeast section of the property. He stated there are some technical corrections that 
need to be made to the plat prior to filing. He stated he has discussed those with the applicant.  
Gonzales stated that the applicant is not present. 
 
There were no questions of staff by the Commission. 
 
Z2009-013  
Discuss and consider a request by Renda Songer for approval of a Specific Use Permit (SUP) 
to allow for a "Hair Salon" within (PD-50) Planned Development No. 50 district on Lot 1, Block 
A, Henry Addition, being 0.17-acre and located at 907 N. Goliad. 
 
Hampton stated the underlying zoning is (RO) Residential Office. Hampton stated the applicant has 
put a sign up and has leased out a business, which is in operation. He explained the parking 
requirement and stated this is a low-volume salon. He stated there are only three (3) parking spaces 
for this building. Hampton further explained the engineering department is looking at this case to give 
some suggestions regarding adding more parking. 
 
Milner inquired whether the parking requirement will be detailed in the SUP. Hampton stated the 
requirement is one (1) parking space per 250-sf of building. Hampton stated staff has concerns about 
how many cars could be there at one time.  
 
Misty Phillips, 2008 South Lakeshore (property owner). Ms. Phillips stated that Renda provides cuts 
and color and takes only one client at a time. She stated that many of the clients come in the 
evenings and on Saturday or Sunday. Milner clarified if the business is already in operation. LaCroix 
stated the business is already in operation. LaCroix further stated the business has been permitted to 
stay open while they applied for the SUP. 
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2 

4 

6 

8 

10 

12 

14 

16 

18 
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22 

24 

26 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

46 

48 

50 

52 

54 

56 

Milner stated there is a process in place. He stated there have been problems created in the past 
when the process has not been followed in the proper order. Ms. Phillips stated there was a 
misunderstanding in the beginning regarding whether she needed an SUP or not. There was 
clarification regarding what portion of the building is going to be used for the salon and what portion 
Ms. Phillips will be using. 
 
Lynn Davis arrived at 6:21 p.m. 
 
Z2009-014  
Discuss and consider a request by David and Barbara Powell for approval of a Specific Use 
Permit (SUP) to allow for a “Utility Installation, Other Than Listed,” specifically the installation 
of solar panels on the roof of their home located at 606 Shoreview, being Lot 2, Block D, 
Stonebridge Meadows #1 Addition and zoned (SF-10) Single Family Residential district. 
 
Hampton stated Mr. Powell is requesting approval to install solar panels on their home. Hampton 
stated there have been similar requests recently for wind turbines to be installed and have been 
approved. Hampton stated that Mr. Powell submitted a request letter and pictures of his property, as 
well as information regarding the solar panels that he would like to have installed.   
 
Dave Powell, 606 Shoreview. Mr. Powell stated that there will be 22 panels installed. He stated if the 
panels are not placed on the portion of the roof that is facing south, he will lose 17% of the benefit of 
having the panels. Milner asked Mr. Powell what if he sold his house and the new owner does not like 
having solar panels, how would they be removed without damaging the roof. Mr. Powell stated that he 
views having the solar panels as a selling point for the house and not as a negative. He stated if the 
solar panels are going to save you 40% off your electric bill that would attract buyers and not 
dissuade them. Milner stated that some people think swimming pools are the greatest thing and other 
people say they hate swimming pools. He stated that it is not an automatic that everyone would like 
the solar panels, but he thinks that it is a positive aspect. Mr. Powell explained how the panels are 
installed and how they are hooked up to the power.    
 
Milner inquired whether the solar panels would create any noise or create any glare. Mr. Powell 
stated there will be no noise. He went on to state the angle of his roof and that there should be no 
glare, but stated that the solar panels are made of glass. Mr. Powell stated he will have to trim a tree 
that reaches over his house so it does not block the sun from the solar panels. There was further 
discussion regarding the trees that are growing over Mr. Powell’s roof. Herbst stated he drove by the 
applicant’s house and stated that he had a hard time seeing the roof through the trees.   
 
MIS2009-002 
Discuss the periodic review of Planned Development districts in the City of Rockwall, and take 
any action necessary. 
 
LaCroix gave an update on PD-14. LaCroix stated that there is dual zoning at these properties, 
Commercial (C) and Light Industrial (LI). He stated the property owners, based out of California, are 
hesitant to give up the permitted use of a storage facility, but may be open to amending the PD to 
take out the Light Industrial use if it will still allow for the use of a storage facility. LaCroix stated there 
is a list of conditions in the code pertaining to storage facilities. He stated that those conditions could 
be included in an SUP for a storage facility. He stated that the SUP would ensure that the masonry 
requirement is met and all the conditions we have surrounding a storage facility are met.   
 
LaCroix stated he spoke to the owner of PD-26 & PD-31. He stated that the owner of the property is 
planning to redevelop the property included in PD-26 into a retail/commercial center. He stated that 
he does not want to do anything right now on PD-31 because of the development of John King 
Boulevard and I-30. LaCroix stated that he told the owner that some time in the future he may be 
asked to come in and talk to the Planning and Zoning Commission to discuss these two PDs.  
LaCroix stated the owner appeared amenable to that. 
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LaCroix stated he also spoke to the owner of PD-35, who stated they may not be opposed to 
rezoning to LI but requested a copy of the PD ordinance to review it further. 
 
LaCroix stated he would like to send letters out to all of the owners of these PDs indicating what the 
Commission would like them to do and get some feedback from the property owners. He stated that 
that letter could be sent out officially in the next month. LaCroix then asked the Commission what 
direction they would like staff to take.   
 
Milner thanked staff for their effort in researching the use of the various PDs. Milner inquired whether 
the uses on the existing PDs would be grandfathered. LaCroix stated as long as the uses are 
continued the way they are now, they will be allowed. LaCroix stated when the use ceases, they go 
away. 
 
Milner made a motion to instruct staff to write a letter regarding the recommendations, including an 
invitation for the owners to come in and meet with staff or the Commission at a future work session. 
 
Davis clarified what the grandfather clause means. LaCroix stated that abandoned means vacant for 
six (6) months then it is considered abandoned. However, if the business sells and remains operating 
in the same capacity under new ownership, it can still operate business as usual. 
 
Davis seconded the motion made by Milner.  The motion passed 6-0. 
 
Discuss a proposed plan for zoning of “Lake Rockwall Estates," and take any action 
necessary. 

 
LaCroix stated the background of what has taken place in the last year preparing for the annexation 
and the proposed zoning plan for Lake Rockwall Estates. The schedule for the Town Hall Meeting at 
City Hall and the Special Meetings to take place in Lake Rockwall Estates was displayed and LaCroix 
explained what will take place at each meeting. LaCroix then explained the public hearing process as 
it relates to this case. He stated that process should take approximately two and a half months. 
 
Hunter inquired whether the Planning and Zoning Commissioners should attend these meetings.  
LaCroix stated since the Commissioners are the decision makers in the process, it is best for them 
not to attend and to let staff run the meetings. LaCroix further stated if anyone wants to attend they 
may, but they should not answer any questions or identify themselves as P&Z Commissioners and 
they should let staff answer any questions.   
 
Davis inquired whether the two meetings that are being held in Lake Rockwall Estates should be on 
different nights, like, one on Tuesday and one on Thursday to give anyone who works on Thursday 
nights the opportunity to attend. LaCroix stated since the Planning Department is not the only 
department that is going to be involved with these meetings, it is hard to get a night other than 
Thursday night that would allow the staff that is needed to answer questions to attend. 
 
LaCroix explained the General Information regarding this zoning. LaCroix explained that Area 1 is 
north and west of the lake and is made up of predominantly stick-built homes. Area 2 is defined as 
the area south and east of the lake and is going to be made up of a mixture of mobile homes, 
manufactured homes and single family homes.  Area 3 is the open space, which includes the lake 
and some flood plain area.   
 
LaCroix explained that the PD is going to be a residential zoning district. He stated that there are 
some businesses that will become legal, nonconforming uses. He further stated if they cease to 
operate for six (6) months they are then considered abandoned and the use goes away. 
 
LaCroix stated that the optimum zoning district would be SF-7. LaCroix stated that the “7” usually 
refers to the lot size minimum of 7000-sf. He stated, however, that the lot sizes in Lake Rockwall 
Estates is typically around 6000-sf. LaCroix explained the lot configuration in the area and went over 
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different options that would allow for some flexibility, such as, with the lot size, the house size, the 
building height and the building coverage on the lot. LaCroix stated the other building requirements 
apply to the city as a whole. 
 
LaCroix stated that in Area 2 it is proposed that the City can consider some different housing types by 
an SUP, such as zero-lot line single family, duplex, triplex, fourplex, townhomes and single-family 
attached. He stated that the subcommittee recommended to Council that there could be no more than 
250 units of any combination allowed. He stated there would be public hearings with both the 
subcommittee and Council regarding any SUP requesting those.   
 
LaCroix explained the standards for a one-time manufactured home replacement and the standards 
that would have to be met during that process. LaCroix stated there is some possibility that some 
open space could be dedicated as park land or soccer fields or something in that order in Area 3.  
LaCroix stated that this information is what is going to be presented at the Town Hall Meeting to 
solicit feedback from residents of the area and throughout the zoning process.   
 
Milner stated this area is never going to be a high-end home area. He stated that it does need to be 
upgraded and inquired whether there was consideration to allow vinyl siding to encourage 
redevelopment. LaCroix stated there has been some research done and there does not seem to be 
that much of a difference in price between the Hardi-Panel and the vinyl siding. He further stated that 
he is not sure that the application of the vinyl siding would work on the existing homes. LaCroix stated 
that Hardi-Plank is an upgrade, but it is an affordable option that will raise the quality and value of the 
homes and it will be under warranty. Milner stated that the City is trying to attract developers. He 
stated that he does not want someone to have to come and apply for an SUP to put up vinyl siding. 
He inquired if there was some grade of vinyl that could be put in that would not require an SUP.   
 
Milner inquired about the duplex and triplex housing. He inquired whether there is a way to put in a 
stipulation stating that there has to be a certain amount of lots between duplexes or triplexes but that 
then they would be able to build them. LaCroix stated that something may be able to be written into 
an SUP on a case-by-case basis. Milner stated that he does not want to put another layer of process 
on the builder before they can build. LaCroix stated this was a recommendation from the 
subcommittee to the Council. He stated that the Planning and Zoning Commission could recommend 
anything they want. He stated that this is a process that the Commission works through, too. Milner 
inquired whether there is any possibility of getting any convenience stores or commercial stores in 
this area. LaCroix stated because of the flood plains, it is not possible.  
 
Herbst inquired about how many lots are in Area 1. LaCroix stated he does not know off the top of his 
head, but that information is available. Herbst inquired about rebuilding in a flood plain. LaCroix 
stated that you cannot rebuild in a flood plain unless you raise the property to be above the flood 
plain. Herbst would like a lot count on Area 1 and 2.   
 
Davis inquired whether this area is platted. LaCroix stated, yes, it is platted. He stated the plats would 
not meet today’s standards, but they are platted and the plats are filed with the county. Davis inquired 
whether we could offer a tax incentive for the first year to entice people to improve their property. 
LaCroix stated that that would not be something for the Planning and Zoning Department to decide.  
He stated that would be more for Administration or Council.   
 
Hunter inquired as to why allowing a used manufactured home as a replacement is being considered.  
LaCroix explained that people have come forward and stated that they can meet the standards with a 
used manufactured home. He stated that some of the homes in the area are unlivable and this would 
give an opportunity to some people of upgrading what they have now and upgrade the area. Hunter 
clarified that the one-time replacement is attached to the land and not the property owner. LaCroix 
stated it is on the land and not the owner. There was discussion regarding the sewer system and the 
process of replacing it. Milner inquired whether it is possible to allow a doublewide mobile home, but 
limit the age of it to something, like, ten years. LaCroix stated that is probably not possible.   
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Davis inquired about the property maintenance code. LaCroix stated that they are going to have to 
abide by the maintenance code. LaCroix stated that there are some things that are going to end up 
on the demo list now and some that are marginal. He further stated that some are just really old.  
Davis inquired whether the city is going to go out and provide the sewer utilities to the area. LaCroix 
stated that City does not have the right to serve the area right now. 
 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 

              With no further discussion, the meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m. 
 

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

ROCKWALL, Texas, this _____ day of _____________, 2009. 

 
___________________________ 

                                                                       
                                                                     Charles W. (Bill) Bricker, Chairman  

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 
July 14, 2009 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 

The meeting was called to order by Bill Bricker at 6:00 p.m. with the following members present:  
Barry Buchanan, Lynn Davis, Dennis Lowry, Michael Hunter, Earl Milner and Philip Herbst.    
 
Additionally, the following staff members were present: Robert LaCroix, Michael Hampton, Chris 
Spencer, David Gonzales and Irene Hatcher.   
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P2009-014  
Hold a public hearing and consider a request by Chad Hudson for approval of a residential 
replat of Lots 1-3, Block A, Independence Pass Addition, being 1.47-acres zoned (PD-8) 
Planned Development No. 8 district and situated along the west side of FM 740 (Ridge Rd) and 
at the south terminus of Independence Place, and take any action necessary. 
 

Gonzales stated the applicant, Chad Hudson, has submitted a request for approval of a 
residential replat of Lots 1-3, Block A, Independence Pass Addition and creating a single lot, being 
1.47 acres.  The property is zoned PD-8 with an underlying zoning of SF-10 residential and complies 
with the current zoning. The property is located at 107 Independence Place, within the Chandlers 
Landing community. The 10-ft utility easement located on lot one (1) will be abandoned by this plat. 

 
A residential replat requires notice to be mailed out to all property owners of the subdivision 

within 200 ft of the proposed property. In this case, the Independence Pass Subdivision includes 
three lots, all of which are owned by Chad Hudson; therefore, only one (1) notice is required to be 
mailed. At the time of this report, staff has received one (1) notice "in favor" of the residential replat 
request. 

 
Staff recommends approval of the request with the following conditions: 
 
1. Adherence to all Engineering requirements 
2. Label cabinet and slide for Oncor easement, unless it is being dedicated by this plat 
3. Label correct number of acres in title block, plat and owners certificate 
4. Correct owners certificate with the current recorded plat information 
 
Bricker inquired whether the width of the lot meets the requirements. Gonzales stated it does 

meet the requirements. Bricker inquired whether the HOA approved this. LaCroix stated that it did not 
have to go to the HOA because it is staying in SF-10 as a single-family residential lot. 

 
The public hearing was opened at 6:05 p.m. 
 
Harold Fetty, 6770 FM 1565, stated the easement that Oncor was creating is needed to serve 

the three (3) lots and that will remain. He stated the easement will be recorded through the plat. Mr. 
Fetty further stated that the other easement is not needed and will not remain. 

 
Herbst inquired about the retaining wall on the property. Mr. Fetty described where the 

retaining wall is on the property and indicated that the applicant has no plans to build any part of his 
structure east of that wall and stated it can remain where it is. 

 
With no further public comment, the public hearing was closed at 6:07 p.m. 
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Commissioner Herbst made a motion to approve P2009-014, a request by Chad Hudson 
for approval of a residential replat of Lots 1-3, Block A, Independence Pass Addition, 
being 1.47-acres zoned (PD-8) Planned Development No. 8 district and situated along 
the west side of FM 740 (Ridge Rd) and at the south terminus of Independence Place, 
with staff recommendations. 
 
Commissioner Hunter seconded the motion. 
 
It was voted on and passed 7 to 0. 

 
Z2009-013  
Hold a public hearing and consider a request by Renda Songer for approval of a Specific Use 
Permit (SUP) to allow for a "Hair Salon" within (PD-50) Planned Development No. 50 district on 
Lot 1, Block A, Henry Addition, being 0.17-acre and located at 907 N. Goliad.  
 

Hampton stated that the applicant, Renda Songer, has submitted a request for approval of a 
Specific Use Permit (SUP) to allow for a "Hair Salon" within (PD-50) Planned Development No. 50 
district, which is designated for (RO) Residential Office uses. The applicant has actually opened the 
business (Renda's Place) without a SUP or Certificate of Occupancy (CO). 

 
The property owners, Henry and Misty Phillips, attended the Commission's work session on 

June 30th and stated that Ms. Songer has rented approximately 850-sf of the existing structure. 
There is approximately 225-sf remaining that is utilized as a separate office. A site plan and final plat 
were approved for the property's conversion to office use in 2007, and there are three (3) existing 
parking spaces accessed from a shared drive with the adjacent lot on 909 N. Goliad (also owned by 
the Phillips).  

 
The City's parking requirement for the proposed arrangement is four (4) spaces for the salon 

and one for the office. The owner has received approval from the City Engineer's office to expand the 
existing parking lot on the property to provide a total of five (5) parking spaces, which would satisfy 
City specifications. With the additional spaces and the smaller size of the proposed hair salon, staff 
feels the SUP warrants consideration. Staff would stipulate that the hours of operation be limited in 
the same manner as the Mirror Mirror salon, which is located in the same PD-50 area. Restricting the 
hours from 8:00 am to 8:00 pm should minimize any interruptions to remaining residential properties 
in the vicinity, and also keeps the use consistent with a typical office use that would already be 
allowed on the property. 

 
Notices were mailed to twenty-three (23) property owners within 200-ft of the site. At the time 

of this report, three (3) notices "in favor" of the request have been received.   
 

Staff recommends approval subject to the following conditions: 
1. Expansion of existing parking lot to at least five (5) parking spaces to be reviewed and 

approved by City Engineer prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy for the proposed 
hair salon. 

2. The hours of operation shall be limited to between 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. 
3. No parking will be allowed in the SH205 right of way or in front of the building. 
4. The City Council reserves the right to review the Specific Use Permit granted herein upon 

the expiration of one (1) year from the date hereof. 
 
Hunter asked for clarification on who is using which part of the house. Hampton stated that 

the hair salon will be using 850-sf for the salon use and the property owner will use the remainder of 
the building for her own use. Hampton went on to explain the parking changes that have been 
presented to the engineering department, which brings the parking into compliance. 

 
The public hearing was opened at 6:15 p.m. 
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Henry Phillips, 2008 S. Lakeshore, and property owner of 907 and 909 North Goliad, 
requested approval of the SUP. Bricker asked Mr. Phillips whether he is confident that the 
engineering department is going to approve the parking. Mr. Phillips stated he is confident that the 
engineering department is going to approve the redesigned parking. Davis inquired of Mr. Phillips, if 
the time requirement is limited to 8 p.m., can that be met with the current business hours of operation. 
The applicant stated, yes, that requirement will not be a problem. 

 
LaCroix stated it is two businesses using one parking lot. He stated that the Commission 

should put in a condition stating that it will be a single-chair salon. LaCroix stated the applicant can 
come back if they want to add more chairs to make sure the parking is adequate. After further 
discussion, the Commission agreed that the salon should be limited to two (2) chairs due to the 
parking limitation. 

 
Bricker asked Mr. Phillips if there would be a problem with limiting the salon to two (2) chairs.  

Mr. Phillips stated that that would not be an issue.   
 
With no further public comment, the public hearing was closed at 6:20 p.m. 
 

Commissioner Hunter made a motion to approve Z2009-013, a request by Renda Songer 
for approval of a Specific Use Permit (SUP) to allow for a "Hair Salon" within (PD-50) 
Planned Development No. 50 district on Lot 1, Block A, Henry Addition, being 0.17-acre 
and located at 907 N. Goliad, with staff recommendation of limiting the salon to having 
only two (2) chairs, with staff recommendations and the additional condition that the 
hair salon be limited to two (2) chairs. 
 
Commissioner Herbst seconded the motion. 
 
It was voted on and passed 7 to 0. 

 
Z2009-014  
Hold a public hearing and consider a request by David and Barbara Powell for approval of a 
Specific Use Permit (SUP) to allow for a “Utility Installation, Other Than Listed,” specifically 
the installation of solar panels on the roof of their home located at 606 Shoreview, being Lot 2, 
Block D, Stonebridge Meadows #1 Addition and zoned (SF-10) Single Family Residential 
district, and take any action necessary. 
 

Hampton stated that the applicant has submitted a request for approval of a Specific Use 
Permit (SUP) to allow for a "Utility Installation, Other Than Listed," specifically twenty-two (22) solar 
panels on the roof of their home at 606 Shoreview Drive. 

 
The applicant has submitted a letter explaining the request and additional information 

regarding the specifications for the equipment, the anticipated energy production (i.e. reduction of 
electric grid energy consumption), and several illustrations of how the panels would be affixed to the 
roof. To maximize the exposure to the sun, the applicant is proposing to install all 22 panels on the 
south-facing roof, which is also the front roof of the home facing Shoreview Drive. However, as 
discussed at the Commission's work session on June 30th and illustrated with many pictures taken by 
staff and the applicant, the front roof of the home is largely screened by the existing mature 
vegetation at the applicant's home and neighboring properties. 

 
In staff's opinion, the applicant's request is worthy of consideration given his goal of reduction 

of energy consumption and the presence of adequate screening to minimize any visibility of the 
proposed solar panels from the street and/or neighboring properties. Ultimately, we feel this type of 
request is a judgment call for P&Z and Council until such time any specific guidelines are adopted for 
solar power facilities. It should be noted that SUPs have been approved for two (2) similar requests to 
install wind turbines (one small residential application on FM 549 and one larger commercial facility 
on Sids Rd). 
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Notices were mailed to 21 property owners within 200-ft of the subject property, and thus far 

staff has received two (2) notice "in favor" and one (1) notice "in opposition."  
 
If the request is approved, staff would recommend the following conditions: 
1. A maximum of twenty-two (22) solar panels shall be attached to the roof as shown on the 

elevations attached as Exhibit "A.” 
2. All mechanical equipment (e.g. Inverter box) and batteries shall be completely screened 

from adjacent right-of-ways and properties. 
3. The solar panel equipment shall be the Schüco 180-Watt system with the physical 

specifications as submitted by the applicant. 
 
Hunter asked if these panels are damaged, would the applicant have to come back before 

the commission before they could be repaired. Hunter also inquired whether the commission is being 
asked to approve the company providing the panels or just the size and the number of panels. 
Hampton stated it is not the brand that is being approved. He stated that it is the specific wattage and 
specific size of the panels that are being asked to be approved. Hunter inquired whether the 
connector panels are going to be on top of the roof and visible or if they will be installed under the 
roof. 

 
Buchannan inquired whether there is a picture showing what the view is from directly across 

the street.  Hampton presented the requested photographs. Buchannan inquired whether there will be 
any glare from across the street when the leaves are no longer on the trees.   

 
Dave Powell, 606 Shoreview and Tom Stumpf (Standard Renewable Energy) stated they are 

all tempered glass covers. Mr. Stumpf stated that the whole purpose of the solar panels is to absorb 
the light and not reflect it. He stated that there will be no obstruction or glare that would impact the 
neighbors. Mr. Stumpf further stated that they are all going to be separate panels, but will be 
connected by wiring. Mr. Stumpf stated that if there are any wires visible, it will be minimal.  He stated 
that the panels are going to be secured with clips. Mr. Powell stated that there are no batteries. He 
stated that the panels are on a grid. 

 
Davis stated that there will be wires running across the roof to connect the panels. She stated 

that the applicant’s Bartlett Pear trees are going to lose leaves and could die and she wanted to make 
sure that there will be no glare. Mr. Stumpf stated there will not be any glare at all due to the angle of 
the applicant’s roof. Davis inquired whether there will be a humming sound associated with the 
panels. Mr. Stumpf stated that if there was any hum whatsoever, you would have to be standing 
directly next to the panels in order to hear anything. 

 
Davis inquired what maintenance will be done on the panels to keep them looking good.  Mr. 

Stumpf stated the only maintenance needed is spraying the panels off with a hose occasionally to get 
any dust or pollen off of the panels. 

 
Hunter inquired where the inverter box is going to be. Mr. Powell stated the inverter box will 

be located in the garage. Hunter inquired whether the number of panels that Mr. Powell is going to 
install is the maximum number that could be installed. Mr. Powell stated no. Buchanan asked if the 
roof would have to be supported in any way to support the panels themselves. Mr. Stumpf stated if 
the roof is strong enough to be walked on it is strong enough to hold the panels due to the distribution 
of weight in the panels themselves.   

 
Mr. Powell inquired whether we could get an ordinance for a more straightforward approach 

to install solar panels. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 6:45 p.m. 
 
With no public comment, the public hearing was closed 6:46 p.m. 
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Bricker stated he is speaking for himself and not for the entire commission and stated that he 

feels the job of the Planning and Zoning Commission is not to decide the cost effectiveness or 
payback of something. He stated that the Commission’s job is to decide whether a structure, an 
attachment, a building change or whatever is being requested is not opposed by the neighbors and 
that it does not cause any other problem. Bricker inquired whether we should put in a clause stating 
that the panels should be in good repair or they would have to be taken down. Hunter inquired who 
would be responsible, from the City’s point of view, for keeping up with the maintenance. LaCroix 
stated that there is a property maintenance code, but stated that it would be hard to regulate whether 
it is unsightly. There was further discussion regarding regulating the functionality and the appearance 
of the panels. LaCroix stated that there would have to be something written into the SUP regarding 
unsightly appearance or something to that effect. Hunter stated that he is in favor of the panels, but 
as we go forward, there has to be something specific to brands and number of panels that should be 
taken into consideration. 

 
Lowry stated that permits can be granted and can also be revoked. LaCroix stated if it was 

determined that the panels were creating a nuisance then that can be written into the SUP and then 
that can be revoked.   

 
Milner inquired whether there can be something added regarding the specific brand or that it 

should be equal or equivalent to what is installed. 
 

Commissioner Buchannan made a motion to approve Z2009-014, a request by David 
and Barbara Powell for approval of a Specific Use Permit (SUP) to allow for a “Utility 
Installation, Other Than Listed,” specifically the installation of solar panels on the roof 
of their home located at 606 Shoreview, being Lot 2, Block D, Stonebridge Meadows #1 
Addition and zoned (SF-10) Single Family Residential district, with staff 
recommendations. 
 
Davis stated that since this is being issued as an SUP, we should write in it that it is reviewed 
in one year to make sure that it is all going okay. LaCroix stated that we do not normally make 
it mandatory, but stated that Council can review any time they want to. Bricker stated that he 
understands why that is being requested, but he does not want to leave Mr. Powell open to 
possibly having to take them down in one year. 
 
Hunter clarified whether we are approving the manufacturer or the quality of the solar panels. 
Hampton stated that we are not looking for a specific manufacturer, but rather a control of the 
size, shape and power. Hunter stated that he is not in favor of applying a review in this case. 
He stated that if anyone were going to speak out against this case, they would be speaking out 
now. 
 
Commissioner Hunter seconded the motion. 
 
Bricker stated that there are two issues that need to be addressed and taken to Council. He 
stated that we do not have an engineer’s certificate to prove that this roof is going to support 
the panels. He stated that in future cases, there should be an engineer’s certificate stating that 
the roof is going to support the panels. The second thing is to deal with the wiring and how it is 
connected from panel to panel and attached to the house. 
 
It was voted on and passed 7 to 0. 

 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 

54 

56 

 
• Planning Director’s Report on the following Planning and Zoning Commission matters that have 

been recently acted on by City Council:  
a) Z2009-009: Accessory Building SUP – 3815 Pinebluff 
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LaCroix gave an update and stated that this case was approved by Council. 
 

b) Z2009-010: Zoning Change, NS to GR – 603 S. Goliad 
 

LaCroix gave an update and stated that this case was approved by Council. 
 

c) Z2009-011: Adult Daycare SUP – 3011 N. Goliad 
 

LaCroix gave an update and stated that this case was denied by Council.  He stated that 
Council did not necessarily disagree with the use but did not like the location. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 

              The meeting adjourned at 7:03 p.m. 
 

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

ROCKWALL, Texas, this _____ day of _____________, 2009. 

 
 

___________________________ 
                                                                       
                                                                      Charles W. (Bill) Bricker, Chairman  

 
ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
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