Notice of Planning & Zoning Commission Regular Meeting
AGENDA

March 05, 2024 at 6:00 PM

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a Meeting of the Montgomery Planning & Zoning Commission
Regular Meeting will be held on Tuesday, March 05, 2024 at 6:00 PM at the Montgomery Community
Building, 14420 Liberty Street Montgomery, TX 77356.

Members of the public may download the agenda packet and view the meeting live on the City’s website
under Agenda/Minutes and then select Live Stream Page (located at the top of the page).

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. The Commission may not discuss or take any action on
an 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:

1. Consideration and possible action on the Regular Meeting Minutes of February 6, 2024.

2. Consideration and possible action on a proposed 35-foot-tall flagpole installation for 504
Caroline Street located in the Historic Preservation District.

3. Consideration and possible action on temporary windscreens around the front porch at 14335

Liberty Street located in the Historic Preservation District.
Consideration and possible action on a recommendation for two variance requests related to lot
width and lot area for a proposed 56-acre single-family residential development along the
northeast corridor of Lone Star Parkway.
5. Consideration and possible action by the P&Z Commission acting as the Capital Improvements
Advisory Committee on the Land Use Assumptions map used in the city’s impact fee update.
6. Review of the draft Impact Fee Analysis by the P&Z Commission serving as the Capital
Improvements Advisory Committee.

COMMISSION INQUIRY':

Pursuant to Texas Government Code Sect. 551.042 the Planning & Zoning Commission may inquire about
a subject not specifically listed on this Agenda. Responses are limited to recitation of existing policy or a
statement of specific factual information given in response to the inquiry. Any deliberation or decision shall
be limited to a proposal to place on the agenda of a future meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

/s/Nici Browe, TRMC

Nici Browe, TRMC, City Secretary

I certify that the attached notice of meeting was posted on the bulletin board at City of Montgomery City
Hall, 101 Old Plantersville Road, Montgomery, Texas, on March 1, 2024 at 1:00 p.m. | further certify that
the following news media was notified of this meeting as stated above: The Courier

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 REGULAR MEETING
February 6, 2024
MONTGOMERY PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Simpson declared a quorum was present and called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
Present: Bill Simpson, Merriam Walker, Thomas Czulewicz, John Fox
Absent: Daniel Gazda
Also Present: Dave McCorquodale, Director of Planning & Development
Alan Petrov, City Attorney
Katherine Vu, P.E., City Engineer

VISITOR/CITIZENS FORUM:

Mr. McCorquodale said the applicants for items #2-5 are present.
Chairman Simpson asked Mr. McCorquodale to move items #4, #5 up to follow item #2.

Consideration and possible action on January 2, 2024, Reqular Meeting Minutes.

Merriam Walker moved to approve the January 2, 2024, Regular Meeting Minutes. Thomas Czulewicz
seconded the motion. Motion carried (4-0).

Consideration and possible action on a wall sign for Bar & Vines located at 401 College Street Suite
150 in the Historic Preservation District.

Mr. McCorquodale said this sign is the same size as the H-Bistrot sign and is related to a name change from
one to the other.

Merriam Walker asked if the establishment is changing in any way other than just the name and asked if
the light on the sign is from behind.

Mr. Harold Vines, the owner replied no, just changing the dba and the logo, no light.

Merriam Walker moved to approve the wall sign for Bar & Vines located at 401 College Street Suite 150
in the Historic Preservation District. Thomas Czulewicz seconded the motion. Motion carried (4-0).

Consideration and possible action on the Preliminary Plat for Hills of Town Creek Section Five.

Ms. Vu said section five is the last remaining subdivision. She said with the platting of this section, this
will complete Emma’s Way out to Lone Star Parkway. She went on to say section five consists of 73 lots
similar in size to sections one through four. They have reviewed preliminary plats. Their review was based
on the City’s Code of Ordinances as well as any previously approved variances that apply to the property.
Additionally, they were given four variances. One was for minimum lot width to allow them to go down to
3-feet lot width, lot depth to allow them to go down to 100-foot minimum lot area of 5,500 square feet and
a side-yard setback of 5-feet. Ms. Vu said these variances were previously approved on December 14, 2021,
and that is the criteria they reviewed against.

Ms. Vu stated the street widths, the entrance lane, the city right-of-way, internal streets, driveways will
remain even width and that is in accordance with the ordinances.

Merriam Walker asked if those are the ones that have the smooth curb.
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Ms. Vu responded that was correct, they will all have the roll over curb just like sections two through four.
Chairman Simpson asked if this was the last section.

Ms. Vu said yes, it is the last section.

Thomas Czulewicz asked if the streets were 28 feet and in accordance with what?

Ms. Vu responded yes, they were and in accordance with the City’s Code of Ordinances. She said these are
considered minor residential streets since each street goes through the internal and each serves less than 50
lots, so they classify as a minor residential street with a 50-foot driveway with a 28-foot pavement width.
This is the preliminary plat that is the first step before they begin reviewing construction plans. She said by
approving the preliminary plan it simply allows the next step in the planning process to continue.

Merriam Walker moved to approve the action on the preliminary plat for Hills of Town Creek Section Five.
John Fox seconded the motion. Motion carried (3-1) Thomas Czulewicz voted against.

Discussion after the motion.

John Fox said because this was a planned community, as they build each section of the community, they
then get drug into going along from one section to the next section to all those things were approved with
variances that were approved in the first section and third section. John Fox asked if this is the way he reads
this.

Ms. Vu said not with this development. With this development, each section the variance is granted
individually and with other developments it is in the beginning as part of the development agreement but
that is not the process with Hills of Town Creek. She said they did grant requests for section two and three,
a separate one for section four and section five was originally active in 2021 when the variances were
originally presented, and section one was on hold for a couple of years and has now come back.

John Fox said he is not clear on the plat approval process from start to end and he thinks it is very important
they understand where they are in that line of approval and how they are getting there. He said it looks to
him like a rush on the 50-foot lots and somewhere it has to stop.

For the preliminary they go over what kind of requirements they are proposing and anything outside of
what the code is that would require a variance request. If the variance is not granted before the preliminary
plat, she is only allowed to review against the ordinances, so the variances come first and then the
preliminary plat. The final plat is the one that is recorded with the County. It subdivides the property and
provides a legal property boundary for every plot and reserves.

Chairman Simpson asked if they asked for variances for the narrower and smaller lots that comes to the
Board first and then City Council makes the variance decision.

Mr. Petrov, City Attorney said is does not go to the Board. He said the variances go to the Board of
Adjustment which in this case is the City Council, and they make that call. The commission’s job in
approving plats or preliminary plats is what the courts call “ministerial function.” He said you do not have
a lot of discretion and your only function is to look at the plat document that is submitted and whether or
not it meets all of the code requirements for those plat documents. There is a list of codes of what they have
to have on there in terms of the scale of the plat, boundary lines, identification markers, and easements, and
if it meets all of those and meets all of your zoning code requirements then you are actually reguired to
approve the plat.

Mr. Petrov continues that in this case it does not meet the zoning code requirements as they normally are,
but they have variances ahead of time and granted through the City Council. He said it is a situation where
if they complied with those requirements then you are essentially required to.

Chairman Simpson asked if the lot sizes that are in their ordinances right now are the lot size they are stuck
with until things change.
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Thomas Czulewicz said the lot size in their ordinance is 75 feet.
Mr. McCorquodale responded yes correct.

John Fox said he thinks where that leaves them is they have other action by City Council to allow variance
and when they see it, they do not know if there is any variance involved in the approval process. They are
not seeing the variance and the only thing they see is the plat. He said there is no way for them to know
incrementally how it went through each one of those steps and how the variance got there. He said it sounds
like they start negotiations way up front. They start the initial history and study of the possibility of using
the property as a development with certain size lots and it looks like they start negotiating all of that away
right away. He said he thinks it should be a more ridged requirement.

Mr. McCorquodale said one of the things they changed in the past couple years at the staff level was the
Board of Adjustment, the small portion of the code that speaks to the genre of Board of Adjustment says
they can get the opinion of the Planning and Zoning Commission whereas with the rezoning the Planning
and Zoning Commission is required to give a recommendation. He said they started bringing those to
Planning and Zoning for a recommendation before it goes to City Council because they are going to ask
what does Planning and Zoning think about this. He said this one is a bit different as it was granted in
December 2021 so there is a lot of water under the bridge between then and now.

Thomas Czulewicz asked what the process is going forward now and are they going to have an opportunity
as the Planning and Zoning Commission to see these requests for variances before they are approved by the
Board of Adjustment.

Mr. McCorquodale said in addition to proactively coming to Planning and Zoning for a recommendation
before it goes to the Board of Adjustment, one other change they made is during the feasibility study they
had seen a very similar thing where there are a lot of conversations and a lot of work that goes on and the
Planning and Zoning gets involved and they feel like they are way involved after the fact, so one of the
things they are trying to do is bring the feasibility report to them and review it with everyone so you know
the project. Mr.

Merriam Walker said they did bring it up that it was 75 feet then 45 feet then they agreed to 55 feet when
the Hills of Town Creek was presented to them and with other neighborhoods as well. She said they did
make their recommendation, but it was approved and passed by the City Council. This already happened
in 2021 and they are now just seeing it three years later.

John Fox asked what it would take to get to change the ordinance itself. He said a 75-foot lot is just not
feasible. He asked why they don’t find middle ground if it is 60 or 65. He said when you take the size of
these houses it may look good on a lot if they are not crammed together 5-foot side yard easements apart.
He said the city should look at changing those ordinances, so they are not giving ordinances on everything
they do.

Mr. McCorquodale said the planning update that Gary had given them that they are currently working on,
they will look at every nut and bolt involved in the zoning code as well as a lot of the other development
related to subdivision ordinances. He said the second piece is are there items they can package into an
interim update to be able to say they know they are updating the zoning code and all of their government
regulations and that will take a long time but what can they put in place early on in the process so they do
not have to wait another 12 months before they have a new lot size. When you get into lot size it is
deceivingly simple but there is a whole lot that goes into it in terms of economic development and
considerations that need to be made, but certainly if it something Planning and Zoning and City Council
feel strongly about amending sooner then it is something they can put on their list and talk with the
consultants about.

Chairman Simpson asked if that is the multi-code Gary is working on now.

Mr. McCorquodale said yes.
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Consideration and possible action on a freestanding sign for 504 Caroline Street located in the

Item 1.

Historic Preservation District.

Mr. McCorquodale said the survey found on page 18 shows where they are planning to locate the sign
near the intersection of Caroline and Liberty Streets at the southeast corner of the property. Page 20
shows the graphics of what the actual sign will look like.

Merriam Walker asked when you call it freestanding are you referring to it being on a base or what
exactly does freestanding mean.

Mr. McCorquodale said freestanding means it is not attached to anything.

Merriam Walker asked several questions, if it is lit or electricity goes to it, if it matters if it has electricity
or not being right there on the corner, and if the sign stays within the perimeter of the boundaries of the
property or does it go over.

The representative responded it was not lit.
Mr. McCorquodale said he does not see how they would electrify this particular sign.
The representative said he believes it is inside the boundaries of the property.

Merriam Walker asked if they are permanent signs or do they have to be refinished and redone as the
years go by with the wear and tear of the wind and the weather.

The representative responded he is not sure, but he is sure Mr. Cox is pretty adamant about things staying
nice looking so if it shows any wear and tear, he does not think that will be an issue.

Mr. McCorquodale said there is not a technical standard that is in their ordinance that requires a certain
UV rating.

Merriam Walker moved to approve the freestanding sign for 504 Caroline Street located in the Historic
Preservation District. John Fox seconded the motion. Motion carried (4-0).

Consideration and possible action on a wall sign for 504 Caroline Street located in the Historic
Preservation District.

Mr. McCorquodale said on page 22 is the detail of the sign with the dimensions and specs of the sign. It is
a wall sign, and, in the packet, it shows where the sign will be located, it is not flat to the wall but hangs
out perpendicular so much that they call it the shingle style sign.

Merriam Walker asked the applicant how it is attached to the wall and what material it was made of.

The representative responded the bracket will stick out from the wall with screws in the wall to the bracket,
it is made out of aluminum.

Chairman Simpson asked if other tenants move into the building will it be a similar sign.
The representative said yes, he believes that will be the case.

Thomas Czulewicz moved approve a wall sign for 504 Caroline Street located in the Historic Preservation
District. Merriam Walker seconded the motion. Motion carried (4-0).

Review and discussion regarding Land Use Assumptions map to be used in the impact fee updates.

Ms. Vu stated they briefly discussed impact fees last month and what that means for the city. adding the
next step in the impact fee process is to review land use assumptions. She said the impact fees are based on
the cost of the capital projects needed to serve the City in the next 10 years and the other part is the
anticipated growth in the next ten (10) years. In order for them to calculate that they have to make some
assumptions on what is going to go on the undeveloped pieces of property.
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Ms. Vu pointed referred to the overlays shown, which outline the undeveloped areas. Anything that does
not have an overlay hash on it is either already existing, it is currently in design and so they already have a
solid idea of what is going there, or it is a flood plain and is undevelopable land, so it is not included in
their assumptions for land use. She stated the next action is to create water and sewer projections. She said
behind the map you will find their projections. We look at every development in the city single-family,
commercial, institutional as well as what is potentially coming, and what is existing then they base it on
actual usage. They have meter data and will look over the past 12 months for an average daily use, taking
the average current usage and apply it to future developments that are coming.

Ms. Vu said their buildout as they are looking to the future the speed of construction for the connections,
they are expecting per year is based off of a couple of factors. One factor is if a developer tells them they
are planning to build around 60 to 90 homes per year that gives them a very clear idea of what to expect for
the future. Otherwise, they look at trends in the city of how many connections are going in be it single-
family connections, commercial connections and make an educated prediction from there. She went on to
state that this is a time for you to give feedback on the assumptions that are made, because that will
ultimately drive the impact fees. If you see an area the is currently zoned as residential and you would like
to change the land use assumptions to something different now is the time to bring that up.

Merriam Walker asked if they only have tonight to decide.

Ms. Vu responded they can assess this again next month as well. You do not have to make a final decision.
When they are looking at usages for what a typical single-family home uses, they look at historical meter
data. The State has a scanner for what they think a typical single-family home uses and their standard is
very high. They expect a typical single-family home to use 360 gallons per day. She said what they have
typically seen in the cities is 200 to 225 gallons per day. She said to be conservative but not dangerously
S0, they use 225 gallons per day for a single-family connection especially with the smaller homes and the
smaller lots the irrigation is a lot less and sometimes those averages will dip below 200 gallons per day.

When looking at commercial usage it is hard to know what is going to go into commercial. It could be a
retail with a single bathroom and low usage or a restaurant with very high usage. To try and equalize that
they use a middle ground average. This is the industry standard they call an equivalent single-family
connection.

Tom Czulewicz asked what the significance of the yellow dots on the planned development is. He said there
are some that have yellow dots and some do not.

Ms. Vu said the ones that do not have yellow dots are known developments. The ones with the yellow dots
the City zone for planned development allows for mixed use so they do not know what that is going to be.

Tom Czulewicz asked if the section that is northeast of the intersection of Buffalo Springs and Lone Star
Parkway across from Town Creek Crossing will have yellow dots there that is mixed use.

Ms. Vu said that is mixed use and they have seen ideas for commercial to go there and they have seen ideas
for residential to go there. Right now, there is no concrete movement on that property. She said that is one
option for CIAC to say they would like to assume that corner tract is going to be residential, or we would
like to assume the one to the south is going to be residential. This is where the CIAC provides direction on
that.

John Fox asked how do they define the flood plain area on this map.

Ms. Vu said if it is within the boundaries of a tract that is partially usable, they did not necessarily
completely eliminate it as there are ways to work around it. She wanted to point out one that was specifically
removed from it is next to where the CTE building is going. There is the MISD CTE and a blank area and
some yellow dots. The yellow area was platted with Town Creek Crossing Section One as a drainage reserve
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and it is almost entirely flood plain and flood way so that area not only is it not developable by flood plain,
but it was also plated as a drainage reserve so nothing will go there.

Chairman Simpson said what they need to do by the next meeting is look at this and come up with ideas on
best use in different areas than what they are marked.

Ms. Vu said yes and if there were any changes in assumptions they would like to see, that would be a good
time to bring it up and specifically draw attention to the planned development area.

Chairman Simpson asked with regard to the future of the city are they looking at more residential or more
commercial or industrial.

Ms. Vu said yes, be cautious against making too many changes. She said with impact fees you can do
updates as often as you like. What you are deciding on while yes, it will affect this current update, you are
not locked in place for the next 10 or 20 years.

Thomas Czulewicz asked about the different areas and how do the impact fees relate to those areas like
industrial for instance. He also asked what the impact fees are used for.

Ms. Vu responded that impact fees are applied the same across the city, so they do not have an industrial
impact fee or residential impact fee. The way they are calculated is based on the size of your water meter.
Since everything is based on the standard single-family home the single-family house will pay a certain
rate. There is a multiplier in capacity of that meter as they go to larger meters that multiplier is applied to
the impact fees.

Thomas Czulewicz asked if the impact fees go in a fund for future maintenance and expansion.

Ms. Vu responded that the impact fees collected go into a separate impact fee fund. The only thing those
funds are allowed to be spent on are projects that are on the impact fee list. The only thing impact fees are
allowed to be spent on are those projects against the capital costs.

Thomas Czulewicz asked if the impact fees are the same regardless of the land use what are they looking
at as far as assumptions. It is an assumptions map, but assumption impact fees are the same wherever he
looks on the map based on meter usage.

Ms. Vu said yes, essentially the difference that makes is if they are looking at a fraction, the numerator is
the capital cost, but what you are changing is the denominator. If they are assuming that property is going
to be commercial that will have a different assumed number of connections with a different demand on the
system than if that tract becomes homes. The draw on the system the demand is different and so what that
then changes is what is the impact fee per connection. It will still be uniformly applied but what that number
is will change because the land use has changed.

Thomas Czulewicz asked if an industry moves in and at the time of construction says they need a certain
amount of water, what happens three years later when they have to double that amount. Will they have a
new impact fee?

Ms. Vu said they do not, so their impact fee is based on the size of the meter and the size of the meter is
determined by how much flow they are going to use. If all of a sudden that industry says they are going to
use 30,000 gallons and start using 100,000 gallons per day they will have a conversation with them on why
they are using so much more and what has changed. They would need to end up getting a larger meter and
pay a different impact fee or get a second meter with a second tap and pay an impact fee for that second
tap.

Thomas Czulewicz said he is trying to see if there is a way they might try to beat the system.

Ms. Vu said that is something they keep an eye on, especially with the car washes and they can tell that
with their water usage.

Thomas Czulewicz said that is covered by the monthly bill for water and sewer.
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Ms. Vu said yes.

Mr. Petrov said part of it is also that you update this periodically and in fact the statute requires it is done
every five years because we are making a best guess at this point in time for the next five year period. As
we know, with the economy and real estate the things we think will happen do not always happen. When
you come back and revisit a few years down the line you make adjustments and that is actually what this
whole process is. You are adjusting from the impact fees that were established five years ago and they are
constantly being reviewed and updated over time.

Chairman Simpson asked how far off are they from five years ago on what they should be.

Ms. Vu said they are lower. Five years ago, their daily usage was lower than what they thought it would
be. What they have changed since then is how much they assumed each home or equivalent connection
uses. Five years ago, that assumption was 360 gallons per day. Now they are basing it on actual flows and
the biggest reason is not wanting to overbuild and expand facilities prematurely and then they do not get
fully utilized. They want to expand at the right time.

Thomas Czulewicz asked what they are talking about dollar wise per meter size.

Ms. Vu said the currently the 5/8-inch meter is your base line is two parts, the water and sewer impact fee
which combined is about $3,800 per connection and increases from there.

Thomas Czulewicz asked if at the time of construction, the developer pays that, and it is wrapped into the
price of the house.

Ms. Vu responded the impact fees are assessed at the time of plating and are due at the time of connection.
Plating early, the developer can lock in their impact fees and do not have to pay until they are physically
connected to the system.

Thomas Czulewicz said all these developments that were approved years ago they got a little price impact
fee than the new developer.

Ms. Vu said this is actually the first update to the impact fees since they have been done and went into
effect. The impact fees are relatively new to the city within the last five to 10 years.

Chairman Simpson asked if the $3,800 per household is high or low to what they are looking at now.

Ms. Vu said you will see a small increase but does not know exactly what that number is yet because they
need to finish up the land use assumptions.

Chairman Simpson asked if that would be the same thing for commercial.
Ms. Vu said yes there will be an increase to all the meter sizes, but they are not expecting a large increase.

Mr. McCorquodale asked about the Capital Project List where in the process are they looking at.

Ms. Vu said after land assumptions are approved, they will bring the full packet to you to present and walk
you through what projects they are including, what is the expected cost of it so they can include construction
fees and everything that goes into it. If they want to discuss this again at their March meeting they can. At
that point after this is set in place, then the next meeting they will bring the impact fee packet to you. If you
are not seeing anything in having substantial changes, they can go ahead and bring the final draft of that to
your next meeting so they can start to walk through the project list so you can get an idea of it.

Thomas Czulewicz said he would like to look at the assumptions in more detail so they can discuss it at the
next meeting.

Ms. Vu said they will bring that to the next meeting so they can see what water and sewer projects they are
looking at and how do they get the numbers.
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Merriam Walker said she sees a lot of lists of different things that are on here but has not seen Home Depot.
She said she did not see the name on the spreadsheet.

Ms. Vu said it is titled under Buffalo Springs Shopping Phase 2. The reason it is there and not in the future
section is because that reserve was already platted back in 2016.

Mr. McCorquodale said a good example of one where they will not pay an impact fee but their cost for their
tap falls under what the old fee structure was the actual cost-plus 200 percent of the cost because of when
they platted and when the Home Depot parcel was a legal lot ready to be built on. He added that without
having a ton of experience in looking at these you do not see a big difference between the cost-plus 200
percent. Several years ago when they were dealing with that effective date and had some subdivisions that
were before and some subdivisions that were after, the cost plus 200 percent and the impact fee amount
were very close so even the impact fee the biggest difference between the cost plus 200 percent and when
the developer pays that they can use that on anything in the water sewer system that needs it. The big
difference with these impact fees is the expansion of the system in part of that specific development coming
into the city.

Thomas Czulewicz said it seems like the cost-plus 200 percent would be a better system because the impact
fee does not take into effect inflation as far as the cost. For instance, today the hourly wage for you to make
a connection is going to be far different three years from now. It seems like the cost-plus 200 percent would
be a more equitable and efficient way for the city to do business.

Ms. Vu said when they are looking at the costs of these projects, they do look at inflation and make sure
they are not losing money to inflation. When they are building those costs, they take into account what year
they think this project is going to need to happen. The timing of that can make a difference in the pricing.

Thomas Czulewicz said for instance over the last three years nobody anticipated the inflation rate going as
fast as it has so if they run into that again you are actually going to be losing your impact fee versus cost.

Ms. Vu said that is another reason to do a periodic update.
Thomas Czulewicz asked if there is a way to tie the inflation rate to periodic update.

Ms. Vu said maybe not directly but whenever they are doing an update on these costs, they are rebuilding
all of the cost estimates to get these costs and when they build the cost estimates they base them on actual
construction costs and so it does take into account inflation. In the five-year update that they have done
some of the projects have not changed and some of them are still the same projects that they thought were
going to be needed when they first did the impact fees, and they are still needed and on the list, but the cost
of them has changed over time.

Chairman Simpson asked if they pay the impact fee in real time, not when they bought the property but
when it is connected.

Ms. Vu said the only reason that would not be the case is if it was by a separate development agreement.
Thomas Czulewicz asked if you do agree to impact fees before the development agreement.

Ms. Vu gave a couple of tangible examples of this. Montgomery Bend and Redbird Meadows both
developments had capital expenses that had to be done to serve the property, so they had a development
agreement, each developer had an agreement with the city that impact fees are assessed and due at the time
of platting, so they prepay.

COMMISSION INQUIRY:
None at this time.

ADJOURNMENT
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Thomas Czulewicz moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:00 p.m. Merriam Walker seconded the motion.
Motion Carried (4-0)

Prepared by: Date approved:

Diana Titus, Deputy City Secretary

Attest:
Nici Browe, TRMC, City Secretary Bill Simpson, Vice-Chairman
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Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission
AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: 03/05/2024 Budgeted Amount: N/A
Department: Administration Prepared By: DMc

Subject
Consideration and possible action on a proposed 35-foot-tall flagpole installation for 504 Caroline Street
located in the Historic Preservation District.

Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the flagpole as presented.

The owner of the property has submitted an application for a freestanding flagpole near the front of the
building in the front yard of the property. Staff has no objections and recommends approval.

If approved, the applicant will still need to obtain a building permit for the flagpole.

1

Approved By
Director of Planning &
Development

Dave McCorquodale Date: 02/28/2024

11




Item 2.

pond street

122.00°

north

7' Cap/Trim Cedar Fence

east

180.00"

—r— el e —

a7

Artificial Turf

4' Slone Wall
wi Gate

scale: 116" = 10"

29’ 37
.np_w_m_m_m_, Black Star Drive I I Vil
1PN
_ 40 i ; [ ]
Deck
I - HHMWHMH
I ,.m.@. =y
I Il ©
I Arlificial Turf Q — \ Parking I m
| 85’ I <
I 66' I3
I Fire Pit Bed N |
3' Wide x 18" Heighl i
i =y —
" i f 4 Picket —— I
18" x 200 I i I _
i Stone Bench | I ﬁ. a 1 -~
i I | 4 Picket |
_ 50 4' Stone 4' Slone _
I /’ " ™~ J
rA. Picket 2" Stone w/ 2' Slone w/ ﬂﬁpw \ -
% /. 4 Picket 2' Picket 2' Picket mvc _.&\
~ : !
| S I i ey |
west 180.00" 50
existing
caroline street > site plan
north
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Pride. Quality. Tradition.

CONCORD
AMERICAN

FLAGPOLE
— -

Continental Series

ESR - External Single Revolving

Rope Halyard
Ground Set Installation

F Top Diameter ~, <— Truck and Ornament (Options Available)

C Total Length

A

A

A Mounting Height

e

See Specification Box

«——— Halyard, #10 (5/16" Diameler)
Braided Polyester Rope

» ———— Two (2) Solid Brass Flagsnaps and
Two (2) Neoprene Flagsnap Covers

<«——— E Wall Thickness
Alloy 6063-T6 Tapered Aluminum Tube

Cleat (Security Options Available)
/ See Specification Box

D Butt Diameter

Aluminum Collar (Options Available)
See Specification Box
Perimeter caulked by Installer

2* Cap - Cement or Waterproof Compound
and Hardwood Wedges (By Installer)

Item 2.

ESR35C52 | -| SAT

<

B
&| Set Depth

e

Ground Sleeve Assembly - 16 Gauge Galvanized Steel Tube
Tamped Dry Sand (By Installer)
3/16" Steel Plate Welded to Sleeve
3/16" Steel Support Plate

Lightning Spike -
3/4" Diameter Steel Rod

Note: Foundation désign
not included. Foundation
dimensions should be
determined by a qualified
Engineer familiar with site
s0il conditions.

TRK-9610 BAL-0512-GLD-
ES
In-Line Truck HD Gold Anodized

Single Revolving Aluminum Ball

IS ?g

o B 2

il B
CLA-9090-SAT | SAT
8' from bottom
Cleat Only Satin Finish

Specifications

A. Mounting Height: 35'

B. Set Depth: 3'-6"

C. Total Length: 38'-68"

D. Butt Diameter: 5"

E. Wall Thickness: .156"

F. Top Diameter: 3"

Flagpole Sections: 2

Customer Name: Gracepoint Homes

Shaft Weight: 128 Ibs.

Dealer: Elite Flags and Poles Inc [Qty: 1 Hardware Weight. 10 Ibs.
Project: Sales Office | Location: Montgomery, TX Ground Sleeve Weight: 33 Ibs.
Notes: * Max Flag Size: 6'x 10'

* Max Wind Speed w/Nylon Flag: 73 mph

* Max Wind Speed No Flag: 87 mph

* Wind Speed Specifications from
ANSI/NAAMM FP 1001-07

ESR35C52G-TOF-02M-SK-FSA
CAFP_010819_1pg
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20 ExternaAL Hawvarp FLaGPoLES WWW.CONCORDAMERICANFLAGPOLE.COE\

Continental Series - ESR Standard Specifications
External Single Revolving - Rope Halyard 'Eg'lcf”ted' Heavy-Duty Gold Anodized Aluminum
- Cast Aluminum Revolving Truck with Dual Stainless
Steel Bearing Assembilies, Aluminum Pulley and
Aluminum Spindle
- Complete External Halyard Assembly
- Rope Halyard - 5/16" #10 Polyester
-Two (2) Solid Brass Swivel Flagsnaps
-Two (2) Neoprene Flagsnap Covers
- 9" Cast Aluminum Cleat
«Spun Aluminum FC-11 Flash Collar

The Continental Series from Concord American
Flagpole combines heavy-duty aluminum
flagpoles in 20' to 80' mounting heights with the
highest quality hardware available to the industry
today. These flagpoles meet the most stringent
architectural standards and are certain to enhance
the landscape of any business or industrial

property T - Galvanized 16-Gauge Corrugated Steel Ground
S ; L SRS Sleeve with Steel Grounding Spike
?\ . Standard Upgrades — 10" and 12" Butt Diameters
e Gold Anodized ; :
o Elursiecrs Ball - Heavy-Duty Truck with Dual SEALED Bearing

Assemblies
« Rope Halyard - Heavy-Duty 3/8" #12 Polyester
: « Two (2) Heavy-Duty Brass Flagsnaps with Covers
B . Heavy-Duty 5/8" Ball Stem

. Heavy—Dut Cast Aluminum Collar
L ConminentaL Series - ESR Options

Double Revolving System
(Double Truck, Extra
Cleat and Complete
Double Halyard
Assembly) - Specify
EDR (External Double Revolving).
SeePage63.....coceiiinnnnns Add $67

Heavy-Duty Truck ¥ 7
with Dual SEALED k i 7 A
Bearings for 4"-8"  ® g

Butt Diameter Flagpoles)

SeePage63..........c00unt

Patent #7334535
See Page 58

External Single
Reyglving Truck

e

Two (2) Solid Brass
Swivel Flagsnaps with
Neoprene Flagsnap Covers

Cast Aluminum,
SEALED Bearings,
Gold Powder Coated
Ball Truck.
— | Replaces Standard Truck
and Ball Combination -

Mounting Height

~ Rope Halyard - 5/16"
#10 Polyester

See Page 65.
8" Diameter Ball/Truck ..... Add $164

% mi

: Cleat Cover Box (Specify 1 -
Cylinder Lock or Padlock). &
See Page77 ...... Add $158

Cleat Cover Box with

5' Halyard Cover (Specify Cylinder
Lock or Padlock) - See Page 77. i
5"-6" Flagpole Butt Diameters...Add $305
7"-12" Flagpole Butt Diameters..Add $364

9" Cast i v
‘ Aluminum
{ Cleat E t

Cast Aluminum FC-11 Collar In Lieu of
Spun Collar - See Page 81.

5"-7" Butt Diameters .........
8"-12" Butt Diameters ......

AT
£ . F £
Butt Diameter 6{ ,'

— Spun Aluminum
FC-11 Flash Collar

External Halyard Beacon -

Shoe Base Designs for Surface Heavy-Duty
G!o;n_d ﬁlgeve A;;](sembly Mount Installations are available with Rope Halyard - Revolving -
with Lighting Spike Continental Series - ESR Flagpoles. Spindle Truck
See Page 14.
4"-5" Butt Diameters ...... Add $246
6"-8" Butt Diameters ...... Add $304 o . "
CONCORD 10" Butt Diameters .. ...... Add $608 Flagpole Lighting Options are available
* AMERICAN 12" Butt Diameters ...... Add $1,209 for all Continental Series Flagpoles -
FLAGPOLE See Pages 84-91.
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Item 3.

Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission

AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: 03/05/2024 Budgeted Amount: N/A

Department: Administration Prepared By: DMc

Consideration and possible action on temporary windscreens around the front porch at 14335 Liberty
Street located in the Historic Preservation District.

Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the windscreens with an allowable timeframe for them to be in place.

Discussion

The owner of the business has erected temporary windscreens around the front porch to aid in creating
a more comfortable environment for patrons. Staff discussed the windscreens with the owner and the
need for review by the P&Z Commission. Contingent on submitting information for the March P&Z
meeting, staff gave the owner permission to leave the windscreens in place until action by P&Z.

These windscreens are not permanent and do not negatively affect any permanent structure. While
temporary, they may arguably affect the appearance and cohesiveness of the historic district and are
unquestionably an exterior element visible from a public right-of-way.

Generally, non-permanent elements have a low risk of materially altering the Historic Preservation
District. The windscreens are functional in nature and have the potential to increase business activity
by creating a more comfortable environment for patrons of the restaurant. Because of these reasons,
staff recommends approval of the windscreens that includes months of the year they would be allowed
to be in place (e.g., November — March, etc.). Staff recommends providing a wide enough timeframe
to accommodate seasonal weather without creating an undue burden on the owner or staff.

The owner has provided the statement below regarding the purpose/intent of the windscreens. A photo
has also been provided.

Approved By

Director of Planning &
Development

Dave McCorquodale Date: 02/28/2024
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Good evening members of the Planning and Zoning Commission, we are asking you to allow
us to have windscreens around the decking of our building at 14335 Liberty street for the
purpose of cutting back on the cold weather for the enjoyment of our patrons. We are asking
for this during the months of October through March only. We have chosen the best possible
screens available and ones that match the color of our building to help blend and keep within
the look of our establishment.

As you know most of our seating space is outside and without being able to cut back on the
cold weather would be at the detriment of our business so we ask for your consideration to
allow us to us these windscreens for the intended purpose and time until one day we may be
able to come to a more permanent solution that we could agree upon.

Thank you,
Krawfish Kai
Ryan Routt

Joe Dupree

Item 3.
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Item 4.

Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission

AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: 03/05/2024 Budgeted Amount: N/A

Department: Administration Prepared By: DMc

Consideration and possible action on a recommendation for two variance requests related to lot width
and lot area for a proposed 56-acre single-family residential development along the northeast corridor of
Lone Star Parkway.

Recommendation

Staff has no objections to the variance requests and supports a recommendation to City Council that the
variances be approved.

Discussion

A previously proposed development on this site was granted these variances under a now-expired
development agreement for Buffalo Springs Planned Development (PD) in the fall of 2022. The
development stalled before any site construction began.

A new developer is proposing a similar project on the property and because of the expiration of the
Buffalo Springs PD development agreement, the previously-approved variances are no longer valid.
The developer presented the updated development concept to city council on February 12, 2024 and
subsequently submitted updated variance requests to the city.

The variances requests are for:
e Minimum lot width of 55-feet instead of the required 75-feet.
e Minimum lot area of 6,000 square feet instead of the required 9,000 square feet.

You will recall that when variances are considered for lot area, the developer is required to provide
compensating open space at a ratio of 1:1 for lots less than 9,000 sqgft (Sec. 78-95). The developer will
meet this requirement based on the proposed land plan calculations. Side yard setbacks in the proposed
development are 10-feet, which meets the city’s requirements.

The engineer’s memo, variance requests, and proposed land plan are attached.

Approved By

Director of Planning &
Development

Dave McCorquodale Date: 02/29/2024
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Item 4.

February 28, 2024

The Planning and Zoning Commission
City of Montgomery

101 Old Plantersville Road
Montgomery, Texas 77316

Re: Variance Request
Taylor Morrison Development
City of Montgomery

Dear Commission:

Taylor Morrison (the “Developer”) plans to proceed with construction of approximately 56 acres of land situated along
Lone Star Parkway just east of Buffalo Springs Drive. The Developer is requesting the following variances from the City’s
Code of Ordinances:

e Section 78-88: The Code of Ordinances requires single-family residential developments to have a minimum 75’ lot
width and a minimum 9,000 SF lot size. The Developer is proposing to provide 55’ wide lots and 10’ side yard lots
with sizes ranging from 6,000 to 12,000 SF. The Developer is requesting a variance to allow a minimum 55’ lot width
and a minimum lot area of 6,000 SF.

Enclosed you will find the request for variance as submitted by the engineer for the development. It is important to note
that the Developer is proposing more than the minimum required compensating green space for the lot size variance.
We offer no objection to the variances as requested.

Approval of the requested variances does not constitute plan approval and only allows the Developer to further refine
the proposed plat and site plans, which will require the full review and approval of the City.

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Chris Roznovsky, PE
Engineer for the City

CVR/zlgt
Z:\00574 (City of Montgomery)\_900 General Consultation\Correspondence\Letters\2024\2024.02.28 MEMO to P&Z RE Taylor Morrison Variance
Request.docx

Enclosures: Variance Request

Cc (viaemail):  Mr. Dave McCorquodale— City of Montgomery, Director of Planning and Development
Mr. Gary Palmer— City of Montgomery, City Administrator
Ms. Nicola Browe — City of Montgomery, City Secretary
Mr. Alan Petrov — Johnson Petrov, LLP, City Attorney

4526 Research Forest Dr., Suite 360 | The Woodlands, Texas 77381 | 713.789.1900 | wga-llp.com
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7l L SQUARED ENGINEERING | 25z,

il MUNICIPAL COMMERCIAL RESIDENTIAL | P 9365647-0420 F: 936-647-2366

www.L2Engineering.com
February 29, 2024

City of Montgomery

C/o Taylor Morrison, Inc
101 Old Plantersville Road
Montgomery, TX 77316

RE: Variance request for Summer Wind (project name is subject to change) regarding requirements for minimum lot area
and lot width.

The subject tract is a 56-acre property located along Lonestar Loop just east of Buffalo Springs Drive and previously
located within the City of Montgomery Planned Development (PD) District according to its zoning map. This PD required
its developments to be in accordance with the City 2002 City ordinances; however, the PD expired on January 20, 2024.
Due to its expiration, this will require the development to comply with its current City ordinances, which requires a 75’
wide lot, 9,000 SF lot area and side lot setback of 10’. It is important to note these variances were applied for and
granted approval on September 13,2022. The Developer at this time proposed 45’ wide lots with 5’ side yards. Since the
PD expired and a new Developer is proposing a new product, some variances are being applied for again under the
current regulations.

A new developer is proposing development to consist of approximately 170 single-family residential lots, with lot sizes
ranging from 6,000 SF to 12,000 SF with 55’ x 120’ standard lot sizes and 10’ side yards. We feel that variance requests
are warranted for the following reasons:

e The previously approved variance was for 45’ lots with an allowed 5’ side yard setback. The proposed lot sizes
are 55’ with a 10’ side yard setback, which exceeds the previously approved variance.

e  Section 78-95 allows for compensating green space for lots that are less than the minimum. The proposed
development will have lots below the minimum and is proposing several pocket parks, amenity pond and
open space to accommodate the compensating green space requirement. A summary of the lots below the
minimum and total of the compensating green space is attached. The required compensating green space is
371,593 SF and we are proposing approximately 423,224 SF.

e The proposed development will consist of 170 homes with an average home price of approximately
$325,000, which will be able to generate almost $62,000,000 worth of tax base within theCity.

It is for the above-mentioned reasons that we feel the variance request should be considered and approved. Please feel
free to contact me at 936-647-0420 if you have any questions or concerns.

Thank you,
Jonathan White, PE
L Squared Engineering

Vice President
Jwhite@L2engineering.com

Attachments: Variance Request Application, Site Plan

Lonestar Parkway Residential 'I Variance Request
2/29/24 Page 1
|

Item 4.
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DocuSign Envelope ID: EA7F77EB-7D85-4619-9DE9-5F08F5FDD2ES
ey

Variance Request Application

City of Montgomery

Item 4.

101 Old Plantersville Road
Montgomery, Texas 77316

(936) 597-6434

Upon completion return application to dmccorquodale@ci.montgomery.tx.us

|Contact Information

Property Developer(s):_Speedy Angeles, LLC

Address: 428 Sandoval St. Suite 200 Sante Fe, New Mexico

Zip Code: 87501

Email Address: N/A

Phone: 505-984-1766

Applicants: L Squared Engineering

Address: 3307 W Davis Street, Suite 100 Conroe, TX 77304

Email Address: jwhite@]2engineering.com

Phone: 936-647-0420

PParcel Information

Property Identification Number (MCAD R#): R370277

Legal Description:_Approximately 56.7111 Acres of land situated in the John Corner Survey, A8 Montgomery County, TX

Street Address or Location: City of Montgomery

Acreage: 56.7111 Present Zoning: Planned Development

Present Land Use: Vacant

Variance Request

Applicant is requesting a variance from the following:

City of Montgomery Ordinance No.: 78-92 (c)

Ordinance wording as stated in Section ( 78-92 ):

Section(s): 78-92

(c) Minimum width is 75 feet.

Detail the variance request by comparing what the ordinance states to what the applicant is requesting:

Lot sizes will have minimum lot width of 55°.

54
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DocuSign Envelope ID: EA7F77EB-7D85-4619-9DE9-5F08F5FDD2ES

[Signatures Iter,n -
Owner(s) of record for the above described parcel:
Signature: QMS;W/V//?% Date: 2/15/2024
Signature: Date:
Signature: Date:
Note: Signatures are required for all owners of record for the property proposed for variance. Attach additional signatures on a separate sheet of paper.
*Additional Information*
The following information must also be submitted:
[ X ] Cover letter on company letterhead stating what is being asked.
[ X ]A site plan.
[ X ] All applicable fees and payments.
[ X ] The application from must be signed by the owner/applicant. If the applicant is not the owner, written authorization
fromthe owner authorizing the applicant to submit the variance request shall be submitted.
Date Received
Office Use
55
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DocuSign Envelope ID: EA7F77EB-7D85-4619-9DE9-5F08F5FDD2ES
ey

Variance Request Application City of Montgomery

Item 4.

101 Old Plantersville Road
Montgomery, Texas 77316
(936) 597-6434

Upon completion return application to dmccorquodale@ci.montgomery.tx.us
Contact Information

Property Developer(s): Speedy Angeles, LLC

Address: 428 Sandoval St Suite 200 Sante Fe, New Mexico Zip Code: 87501

Email Address: N/A Phone: 505-984-1766

Applicants: L Squared Engineering

Address: 3307 W Davis Street, Suite 100 Conroe, TX 77304

Email Address: jwhite@]2engineering.com Phone: 936-647-0420

IParcel Information

Property Identification Number (MCAD R#): R370277

Legal Description:_Approximately 56.7111 Acres of land situated in the John Corner Survey, A8 Montgomery County, TX

Street Address or Location: City of Montgomery

Acreage: 56.7111 Present Zoning: Planned Development Present Land Use:_Vacant

Variance Request

Applicant is requesting a variance from the following:

City of Montgomery Ordinance No.: 78-92 (e) Section(s): 78-92

Ordinance wording as stated in Section ( 78-92 ):

(e) Minimum area is 9,000 feet.

Detail the variance request by comparing what the ordinance states to what the applicant is requesting:

Lot sizes will range in the development with a minimum of approximately 6,000 square feet (SF) to 12,842 SF.

54
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DocuSign Envelope ID: EA7F77EB-7D85-4619-9DE9-5F08F5FDD2ES

= Item 4.
Signatures .

Owner(s) of record for the above described parcel:

DocuSigned by:

7 -
Signature: ﬁ/””%%“ Date:  2/15/2024
Signature: Date:
Signature: Date:

Note: Signatures are required for all owners of record for the property proposed for variance. Attach additional signatures on a separate sheet of paper.

* Additional Information*

The following information must also be submitted:

[ X'] Cover letter on company letterhead stating what is being asked.
[ X ]A site plan.

[ X ] All applicable fees and payments.

[ X ] The application from must be signed by the owner/applicant. If the applicant is not the owner, written authorization
fromthe owner authorizing the applicant to submit the variance request shall be submitted.

Date Received

Office Use

55
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Item 5.

Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission

AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: 03/05/2024

Budgeted Amount: N/A

Department: Administration

Prepared By: DMc

Consideration and possible action by the P&Z Commission acting as the Capital Improvements Advisory
Committee on the Land Use Assumptions map used in the city’s impact fee update.

Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the Land Use Assumptions map following any revisions deemed
appropriate.

Discussion

You will recall that this map was discussed at last month’s meeting and commissioners were asked to
continue their review following the meeting and provide any comments to city staff and engineers. The
next phase of the impact fee update process requires the map to be approved. The calculations and
projections undertaken in the next phase of the project are based on the data found in this map.

As a reminder, the land use assumptions in this map are based on current zoning districts, observable
development patterns and known active and proposed developments in the city.

Approved By
Director of Planning &
Development

Dave McCorquodale Date: 02/28/2024
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Item 6.

Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission

AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: 03/05/2024

Budgeted Amount: N/A

Department: Administration

Prepared By: DMc

Subject

Advisory Committee.

Review of the draft Impact Fee Analysis by the P&Z Commission serving as the Capital Improvements

Recommendation
Consider the information provided and discuss it with the engineers. No formal action needed.

The city engineers will provide a draft of the impact fee update at the meeting and review.

Approved By
Director of Planning &
Development

Dave McCorquodale Date: 02/28/2024
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