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 Meeting:  January 23, 2017 
 

To: Planning Commission 
 
From: Jon James, AICP 

Director of Planning and Development Services 
 

Through: Rebeca A. Guerra, AICP, LEED-AP, CPD 
Planning Manager 

 
Planner: David Stallworth, AICP 

Principal Planner  
 

Request: A request for approval of the Second Replat in Tract 213, Red 
Creek Subdivision, and requests for Variances from the following 
Sections of the Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance: 
(a) a Variance from Section 9.III.A.5 requiring the dedication of 
five feet of right-of-way to meet the requirements of a rural Local 
Road, Landers Road; (b) a Variance from Section 9.V requiring 
the installation of sidewalks along Landers Road, a roadway 
containing pavement that is less than thirty-six feet in width; (c) a 
Variance to Section 9.III.C.2, which prohibits dead-end roadways 
(Landers Road) from exceeding 750 linear feet in length; (d) a 
Variance from Section 9.III.C.2 to allow for more than forty lots 
or tracts to have exclusive frontage along a dead-end road 
(Landers Road); and (e) a Variance from Section 10.III.A.2 
requiring the improvement of Landers Road by five feet in order 
to meet minimum pavement widths for a rural Local Road 

 
Location: 2948 – 2964 Landers Road, generally located outside of the 

San Angelo municipal corporate limits and within the City’s Extra-
territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) along the north side of Landers Road, 
approximately 2,440 feet east of Swain Road 

 

   STAFF REPORT 
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Legal  
Description: The east 2.753-acre remaining portion of Tract 213, Red Creek 

Subdivision (V. 4, P. 106, OPRTGCTX) 
Size: 2.753 acres  
 
General Information 
 

Future Land Use: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ]) 
 
Current Zoning: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ])  
 
Existing Land Use: Vacant 
    

 
Surrounding Zoning / Land Use: 
 

North: N/A (Outside City Limits 
[ETJ]) 

Residential  

West: N/A (Outside City Limits 
[ETJ]) 

Residential  

South: N/A (Outside City Limits 
[ETJ]) 

Residential  

East: N/A (Outside City Limits 
[ETJ]) 

Residential  

 
District: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ])   
 
Neighborhood: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ])  

   
Thoroughfares/Streets:  
 
Landers Road is classified as a “Rural Local or Minor Road” in the City’s 
Master Thoroughfare Plan (MTP).  Local or Minor Roads are designed to 
collect traffic from a localized area and discharge it into a larger distribution 
system.  This type of roadway is used primarily for access to abutting 
properties.  Local or Minor Roads provide service to both urban and rural 
subdivisions.  Rural-type roadways generally consist of a minimum right-of-
way width of 60 feet with a minimum pavement width of 30 feet, curb and 
gutter not required. 
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Background:  
 
The 2.753-acre project area is the east remaining portion of Tract 213 of the Red Creek 
Subdivision, which was originally recorded in 1978.  Tract 213 was replatted in 2015.  The 
property is situated outside of the City’s municipal corporate limits and within its 3-mile Extra-
Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ).  The remaining portion of Tract 213 presently contains at least 
three separate residences, but the property is currently under single ownership.   
 
Chapter 12, Exhibit C of the Code of Ordinances, entitled the Land Development and 
Subdivision Ordinance governs platting in the ETJ.  The Petitioner submitted the Replat 
application on January 3, 2017 to establish four new lots from the remaining portion of a 
previously platted lot.  A request for variances from Sections 9.III.A.5 and 10.III.A.2 of the 
City’s Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance regarding minimum right-of-way and 
pavement width requirements was submitted in conjunction with the application.  The 
Development Review Committee conducted its review of the application on January 11, 2017.  
As there are no covenants, contracts or restrictions (CC&R’s) or any indications on the original 
1978 plat that the development is limited to one-family or two-family residential use, separate 
written notification to area property owners is not required. 
 
The project area is situated within the Red Creek Municipal Utility District (MUD).  State law 
requires potable water service for lots that are less than one-acre in land area, in addition to 
adequate OSSF (private septic) accommodations.  Private groundwater wells are not allowed 
for these lots, and any existing water wells on the premises will need to be deactivated and 
dismantled prior to plat recordation.  The Petitioner must satisfactorily demonstrate that 
individual water service for each new lot is in place prior to plat recordation.  Lastly, the 
Petitioner will be required to obtain a will-serve letter from the MUD affirming that water service 
will be provided to the new lots. 
 
Analysis of Variances: 

 
As Section 10.III.A requires rural local roadways to have a minimum right-of-way width of 
60 feet, the developer must dedicate at least five feet along the project area’s frontage; a 
Variance to this requirement has been submitted.  Landers Road was platted in 1978 as 
a dead-end roadway with over 8,100 feet in total length.  In light of this, Section 9.III.C.2 
prohibits more than forty tracts or lots from having exclusive frontage along Landers 
Road; no additional yield along this roadway can be permitted without Variance approval.  
If allowed, however, the proposed Replat will result in one direct frontage lot and three 
panhandle (flag) lots, each being roughly ½-acre in size and dependent upon a 30-foot-
wide unencumbered access easement.  Given that this easement is over 600 feet in 
length, the Petitioner will be required to either provide suitable turnaround facilities for 
emergency use purposes in accordance with Section 9.III.C.1 or seek Variance relief.   

 
In conjunction with the plat application, the applicant has submitted a request for a Variance 
from Sections 9.III.A.5 and 10.III.A.2 (right-of-way dedication requirements; roadway 
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improvement requirements) of the City’s Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance.    
The Petitioner also submitted a request for Variances to Section 9.III.C.2 (excessive lot 
frontage on a dead-end roadway) and Section 9.V (sidewalk requirement) on January 17, 
2017.  Relief from Section 9.III.C.2 is necessary for this application to be approved.  The 
Petitioner has not submitted a Variance to Section 9.III.C.1 (suitable vehicular turnaround 
provisions).  In accordance with Chapter 1, Section IV.A, the Planning Commission shall not 
approve a Variance unless the request meets the following findings based upon the evidence 
that is presented: 
 
1. The granting of the Variance will not be detrimental to the public safety, health or 

welfare, or be injurious to other property.   
 
RE: Sections 9.III.A.5, 9.V and 10.III.A.2 – City road standards have been established 
to ensure suitable and safe roadways and the Petitioner does not offer any information 
to support the position that current roadway conditions will safely and adequately serve 
increased development. It should be noted, however, that the length of roadway 
dedication and accompanying improvements will be no more than 150 in length and 
limited to the frontage of the project area.  Given the rural residential character of the 
proposed development, as well as the project area’s remoteness from any significant 
pedestrian hubs, sidewalks should not be necessary for this development. 
 
RE: Section 9.III.C.2 – The Petitioner does not offer any information to support the 
position that current roadway conditions will continue to be safe and adequate with an 
increase in lot yield and subsequent increase in both households and corresponding 
traffic, albeit nominal increases. The issue under consideration, however, does not 
pertain to the everyday functionality of the dead-end roadway, nor does it pertain to the 
length of the dead-end roadway, which pre-exists this development application.  Rather, 
the issue pertains to a sporadic and untimely event either requiring one of more 
emergency respondents at any one time or involving mass evacuation.  The Red Creek 
Subdivision plat (270 original lots, 55,823 linear feet of roadway) was approved by 
the Tom Green County Commissioners’ Court and recorded in 1978; of the total 
roadway created under this plat, 22,803 feet (41%) of roadway may be classified as 
dead-end roadway that has no capability for either future projection or reasonable 
connectivity to an outside roadway.  The governing plat established Landers Road 
as a dead-end roadway with over 8,100 feet in total length and 47 original lots that 
have exclusive frontage along this roadway.   Recent replat activity has led to an 
increase in the amount of exclusive frontage along Landers Road. 
 
Particular attention must be given to the adoption date of the ETJ, the period in which 
the original Red Creek Subdivision was approved and recorded, and the current 
regulatory period.  All of these matters, when considered, suggest not only changes in 
our view of acceptable development criteria and parameters, but they may also suggest 
significant changes in how we characterize rural development and how changes in 
development philosophy come into play.   It may be safe to presume that the threshold 
limiting a dead-end roadway to no more than a forty lot frontage and a maximum 
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roadway length of 750 linear feet is a justifiable and reasonable threshold to ensure the 
safety, health and welfare of the general public.  The closest comparable regulation to 
this current, local provision may be found in Appendix D, Section D-107 of the 
International Fire Code, which requires secondary access for one-family and two-family 
developments exceeding 30 dwelling units. The Petitioner’s argument lacks any 
empirical data showing that this provision is unreasonable and unfounded.  Overall, the 
Petitioner’s request for relief from Section 9.III.C.2 as it pertains to excessive dead-end 
roadway length is unnecessary as conditions on Landers Road pre-date this replat 
application.  The request for relief from Section 9.III.C.2 as it pertains to excessive lot 
frontage along a dead-end street remains unsatisfactorily justified. 
 

2. The conditions upon which the request for a Variance is based are unique to the 
property for which the Variance is sought and are not applicable generally to other 
property.   
 
RE: Sections 9.III.A.5, 9.V and 10.III.A.2 – The Petitioner is unclear as to what unique 
conditions drive the Variance request.    Again, it should be taken into consideration that 
the length of roadway dedication and accompanying improvements will be no more than 
150 in length and limited only to the frontage of the project area.  Given the rural 
residential character of the proposed development, as well as the project area’s 
remoteness from any significant pedestrian hubs, sidewalks should not be necessary for 
this development.  
 
RE: Section 9.III.C.2 – The Petitioner is unclear as to what unique conditions drive the 
Variance request.    It should be noted however, that the approval of this Replat may set 
the precedent for further deviation from the intent and desired development pattern of 
the original Red Creek Subdivision plat.  Any further replatting into smaller lots may be 
counter to the intent and desired development pattern of the original plat.  Landers Road 
already exceeds both dead-end roadway length and limits on lot frontage imposed under 
Section 9.III.C.2.  At forty seven original lots, the potential for up to 47 individual 
households (200 residents, up to 94 individual vehicles) already exists on this roadway; 
this may have been at one time a reasonable standard for a rural development consisting 
largely of 5- and 10-acre lots along almost 9,000 linear feet of dead-end roadway.  
Putting things in perspective, however, if at least twelve of the original 47 platted lots 
were allowed to replat into four lots each, the resulting yield would result in an additional 
48 lots, which is double the original yield within a much smaller footprint, thereby 
subsequently increasing the demand on a dead-end roadway and running counter to 
Section 9.III.C.2.  This would appear to be significantly divergent from the original 
development pattern of 5- and 10-acre large rural lots that was established in 1978.  It 
should be largely noted that this premise is largely consistent with recent Planning 
Commission considerations and decisions over replat applications, and approval of this 
Variance may not only contradict those decisions, it may be seen as injurious to nearby 
property owners who have an expectation of maintaining a large lot environment in the 
area.  Again, the Petitioner’s request for relief from Section 9.III.C.2 as it pertains to 
excessive dead-end roadway length is unnecessary as conditions on Landers Road pre-
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date this Replat application, while the request for relief from Section 9.III.C.2 as it pertains 
to excessive lot frontage along a dead-end street remains unjustified. 

 
3. Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical 

conditions of the specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner 
would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of 
these regulations is carried out.   
 
RE: Sections 9.III.A.5, 9.III.C.2, 9.V and 10.III.A.2 – The existing remaining portion of 
Tract 213 is rectilinear and oriented north-to-south.  The proposed Replat into four lots 
appears to follow the same orientation and layout.  No extreme topographical issues or 
site peculiarities have been identified with the subject property that would warrant the 
Variance requests.  The reference to hardships potentially endured by the property 
owner appear to be based either on inconvenience or economics, none of which qualifies 
for Variance relief.  Given the rural residential character of the proposed development, 
as well as the project area’s remoteness from any significant pedestrian hubs, sidewalks 
should not be necessary for this development, however. 

 
4. The Variance will not, in any significant way, vary the provisions of applicable 

ordinances.   
 
RE: Sections 9.III.A.5, 9.V and 10.III.A.2 – The length of roadway dedication and 
accompanying improvements will be no more than 150 in length and confined to the 
frontage of the project area.  This may appear not to have a far-reaching impact on 
surrounding properties or the overall development, given the scale of the project area.  
Given the rural residential character of the proposed development, as well as the project 
area’s remoteness from any significant pedestrian hubs, sidewalks should not be 
needed.  
 
RE: Section 9.III.C.2 – The 3½ mile Extra-Territorial Jurisdiction that surrounds the San 
Angelo municipal corporate limits, as well as the authorization granted to the City to 
review and approve land divisions and street improvements in this area, was established 
through inter-local agreement in 2004 and amended in 2014, in accordance with Chapter 
242 of the Texas Local Government Code.  The purpose of the ETJ is not only to prepare 
surrounding areas for proper, timely and supportable annexation, but to ensure that local 
taxpayers are not burdened with additional and unwarranted absorption costs in the 
aftermath of an annexation, as called for in Chapters 42 and 43, Texas Local 
Government Code.  Prior to this, land divisions outside of the San Angelo city limits were 
reviewed and approved by Tom Green County. If a justification for the Variance is based 
on the unlikelihood of any annexation of this area in the foreseeable future, if at all, then 
this argument must be quickly discounted.  Currently, there is no language in either the 
Code of Ordinances or in the Inter-Local Agreement that allows the City to administer 
the Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance in a discretionary manner, nor does 
it currently provide for “Spheres of Influence,” which may allow different standards of 
application and enforcement in relation to growth patterns and direction.  In short, there 
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is only one standard for all of the City’s Extra-territorial Jurisdiction, and that standard 
must be applied equally throughout the overall ETJ unless there is a plausible and 
compelling argument to the contrary.  Once again, the Petitioner’s request for relief from 
Section 9.III.C.2 as it pertains to excessive dead-end roadway length is unnecessary as 
conditions on Landers Road pre-date this Replat application.  The request for relief from 
Section 9.III.C.2 as it pertains to excessive lot frontage along a dead-end street remains 
unjustified and should not be approved. 

 
Staff Recommendation:    

 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE the Second Replat in Tract 
213, Red Creek Subdivision, in addition to the following actions: 
 
• DENY the request for a Variance from Section 9.III.A.5 requiring the dedication of 

five feet of right-of-way to meet the requirements of a rural Local Road, Landers Road;  
• APPROVE the request for a Variance from Section 9.V requiring the installation of 

sidewalks along Landers Road, a roadway containing pavement that is less than thirty-
six feet in width;  

• SET ASIDE the request for a Variance to Section 9.III.C.2, which prohibits dead-end 
roadways (Landers Road) from exceeding 750 linear feet in length as it is moot due to 
pre-existing conditions; 

• DENY the request for a Variance from Section 9.III.C.2 to allow for more than forty 
lots or tracts to have exclusive frontage along a dead-end road (Landers Road); and  

• DENY the request for a Variance from Section 10.III.A.2 requiring the improvement of 
Landers Road by five feet in order to meet minimum pavement widths for a rural Local 
Road 

 
Staff further recommends that the Final Plat be subject to the following seven Conditions of 
Approval: 
 
1. Per Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 7.II.A, provide the Planning Division staff with a 

copy of certification from the Tom Green County Appraisal District indicating there to 
be no delinquent taxes on the subject property of this subdivision. 
 

2. Submit a revised plat, on which is illustrated the dedication of five feet of right-of-way 
for Landers Road, meeting the requirements for a "rural" Local Road consistent with 
Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 9.III.B, & Chapter 10.III.  An 
alternative would be to obtain approval of a variance from the Planning Commission, 
per Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 1.IV. 
 

3. Prepare and submit plans for required improvements to streets (adjacent segments of 
Landers Road) by half the additional increment necessary to comprise the minimum 
paving widths consistent with Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 
10.  For Landers Road, the minimum width is 30 feet (in this case, requiring five 
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additional feet).  Alternatively, submit a financial guarantee ensuring the completion of 
these improvements within an 18-month period, per Land Development and 
Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 6.  A second alternative would be to obtain approval 
of a variance from the Planning Commission, per Land Development and Subdivision 
Ordinance, Chapter 1.IV. 
 

4. As a primary access to four residential lots is being created through a 619-foot-long by 
30-foot-wide unencumbered access easement, a suitable turnaround easement 
(either a cul-de-sac or hammerhead) shall be provided within proposed Tract 213-B, 
consistent with Section 9.III.C.1 of the Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance.   
 

5. Landers Road was platted in 1978 as a dead-end roadway with 8,127 feet in 
length.  Because this is a dead-end road, Section 9.III.C.2 prohibits more than forty lots 
or tracts from having exclusive frontage along this roadway.  There are currently more 
than forty tracts or lots that already have direct access from this roadway, and any 
additional lots will well exceed this threshold.  An alternative would be to obtain 
approval of a variance from the Planning Commission, per Land Development and 
Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 1.IV. 
 

6. In keeping with the intent of Chapter 11 of the Land Development and Subdivision 
Ordinance, the applicant shall provide to City Staff, prior to plat recordation, a 
verification letter from the Red Creek Municipal Utility District stating what water 
sources are provided to the current and proposed tracts within the subdivision and a 
will-serve letter affirming that sufficient facilities are currently in place to provide an 
adequate level of service for the proposed increase in yield. 
 

7. A ten foot public utility easement - outside of the area of traffic flow and paving - is 
needed for placement of utilities to service Tracts 213 B, 213 C, and 213 D.  The 
Frontier Communications contact is Brenda McWilliams who may be reached at 
brenda.mcwilliams@ft.com. 
 

 
Attachments:   Aerial Map 
   Major Thoroughfare Plan 
   Proposed Replat 
   Application 
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City of San Angelo, Texas - Planning 
Land Subdivision Application   

 
NOTE: Incomplete applications will not be accepted.  All required fields must be filled in adequately. The Authorized Representative (as designated in Section 1) 
will be notified of any changes in status & contacted with any questions.  Use "N/A" where an item is not applicable.   
 
Section 1: Basic Information 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Proposed Subdivision Name 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Current Legal Description (can be found on property tax statement or at www.tomgreencad.com)       
 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Tax ID Number(s) (can be found on property tax statement or at www.tomgreencad.com under Geographic ID) 
 
One Authorized Representative must be selected below.  All communications regarding this application will be conducted with this individual.   
 
Authorized Representative:    Tenant            Property Owner            Contractor           Engineer 
 
Tenant:  _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Name     Phone Number    Email Address 
 
Property Owner:  _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Name     Phone Number    Email Address 
 
Architect/Engineer/Design Professional: _________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   Name     Phone Number   Email Address 
 
Subdivision Type:      Final Plat       Replat - requiring Planning Commission approval               Plat Vacation          

     Preliminary Plat       Replat - administratively eligible*         Amended Plat       

 *If claiming eligibility for administrative approval, please note that all of the following criteria must be met; otherwise, the application will be        
                 scheduled for hearing by Planning Commission according to the adopted COSA submittal schedule. 

    includes no more than four new lots or tracts; 

    no dedication of land (including right-of-way, right-of-way expansion, corner clip dedication, etc) is required; 

    all new lots or tracts front onto an existing public street right-of-way which is fully improved to City specifications; 

    no extension of water or sewer mains are required to furnish service to the new lots or tracts; 

    there is an absence of need for a detailed drainage plan; 

    existing easement(s) for utilities are not removed or realigned without the express written permission from each utility service, or  
                      without the formalized release of said easement(s); and, 

    in the case of replats requiring notification, no written opposition is received before the close of the public hearing. 

 
 
Section 2: Utility & Easement Information 
 
Water:     City - requesting new services    Proposed size?  _________________________ 

    City - utilizing existing services  Existing size?  __________________________  

    Other    Please specify:   _________________________________________________________ 
  
 
Sewer:     City - requesting new services    Proposed  size?  _________________________ 

    City - utilizing existing services  Existing size?  __________________________  

    Other    Please specify:   _________________________________________________________ 

    Septic System   Lot size?   __________________________________   

  (NOTE: Please see Tom Green County Health Department for Septic System Permit 325-658-1024) 
 
Are any off-site drainage, access or other types of easements necessary for this subdivision?    Yes   No 
 
 If yes, briefly describe each, including the use and size: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.isouthwestdata.com/client/webindex.aspx?dbkey=tomgreencad&time=20151191442043
http://www.isouthwestdata.com/client/webindex.aspx?dbkey=tomgreencad&time=20151191442043


 
 
 
 
Section 3: Property Characteristics   
         
___________________________________________________  ___________________________________________________ 
Total Acreage of Proposed Subdivision/Resubdivision   Total Number of Lots Proposed 
 
Existing Zoning: 
 
  RS-1  RS-2  RS-3      RM-1           RM-2       PD (include case number: ___________) 
 
  R&E  CN  CO       CG            CG/CH     CBD      OW       ML       MH 
 
Has the zoning or deed restrictions for this property limited each lot to no more than two dwelling units?*      Yes           No 
*NOTE: if so, notification is required, and an additional notification fee is required.  
 
Existing Land Use (Include the number of acres devoted to this use): 
 
  Vacant  ___________   Single-Family Residential  ___________   Office  ___________ 
 
  Multi-Family Residential  ___________  Industrial/Manufacturing  ___________    Commercial/Retail  ___________ 
 
Proposed Land Use (Include the number of acres devoted to this use): 
 
  Vacant  ___________   Single-Family Residential  ___________   Office  ___________ 
 
  Multi-Family Residential  ___________  Industrial/Manufacturing  ___________    Commercial/Retail  ___________ 
 
Are there existing structures on the property?     Yes   No 
 
 If yes, how many structures exist?  ___________________  What type of structures exist currently?  ___________________________ 
 
 ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 If yes, are any of the structures planned to remain?      Yes (NOTE: requires one copy of proposed plat showing structures to remain)           
         
          No 
Are there existing deed restrictions?     Yes    No 
 
 If yes, provide deed reference information: _______________________________________________________________________________ 

Is this proposed plat within the ETJ?*     Yes    No 
*NOTE: The ETJ (Extra-Territorial Jurisdiction) is an area outside the City limits but encompassing all land within 3 ½ miles of it.. 
  

 

Section 4: Variance Requests   
         
Are any variances for this application being requested?     Yes   No 
 
 If yes, provide all of the following information: 
 

Request 1:  Section & subsection from Subdivision Ordinance from which variance is requested: ___________________________________ 
  
   Full variance requested         Partial variance requested (proposed variation from standard): ________________________________ 
 
 Check which of the following criteria apply, & include a detailed explanation of how each item applies to this request.  Attach additional sheets 

if necessary to provide more explanation, or if additional variances are requested. 
 
   The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public safety, health or welfare, or be injurious to other property. 
  
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
    The conditions upon which the request for a variance is based are unique to the property for which the variance is sought and are not 

applicable generally to other property. 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
    
(Section 4 continues on next page) 



Section 4, continued 

         
   Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the specific property involved, a particular hardship 

to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of these regulations is carried out. 
  
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
    The variance will not, in any significant way, vary the provisions of applicable ordinances. 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
    
 
The owner understands that upon approval of this submitted plat, certain site improvements may be required and that no plats will be released for recording 
or building permits issued until such improvements are installed and accepted by the City or a suitable performance guarantee is/has been accepted by 
the City.  Furthermore, the owner is aware of all fees and costs involved in applying for subdivision approval and that the subdivision processing fee is 
payable to the City regardless of the outcome of this request.  Lastly, the owner/representative agree to provide recording information of the plat in writing 
within seven calendar days, as required by Chapter 7.II of the Subdivision Ordinance. 
 

The undersigned hereby applies for subdivision plat approval in accordance with the subdivision policies and regulations of the City of San Angelo and 
certifies that the information contained on this application is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge. 
 
___________________________________________  _________________ 
Owner’s Signature  Date 
 
___________________________________________  _________________ 
Representative’s Signature  Date 
 
 
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: 
 
Submitted to front desk: ____________________ Deemed preliminary complete:  ______________________________________________________ 
   Date      Date  Time  Initials 

Received by Development Services Technician for completeness review:_____________________________________________________________ 
        Date        Time        Initials 

Completeness review passed?       Yes   _______________     No  ________________ 
                   Date                  Date 

 If yes, when was application scheduled for staff review, if applicable? _____________________________________________________ 
         Date   Initials  

         If no, when was rejection & list of deficiencies (attach copy) sent to Authorized Representative?_____________________________________ 
           Date  Initials 

 Resubmittal received by Development Services Technician for completeness review: _____________________________________________  
            Date      Initials 

 Completeness review passed? (Note: If resubmittal still incomplete after a second review, schedule appointment with Authorized 

 Representative.)   

      Yes   _______________    No  ________________  
                             Date         Date                                                                                                      
Approvals required for this application: 
        Approval Date  Case Number   Notes 

 Administrative Approval ________________ ___________________ _____________________________________ 

 Planning Commission ________________ ___________________ _____________________________________ 

 City Council (cases with appeal) ________________ ___________________ _____________________________________ 

 

Date of Approval Expiration: _________________________________________ 

Date Recorded: _____________________________________________           
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 Meeting:  January 23, 2017 
 

To: Planning Commission 
 
From: Jon James, AICP 

Director of Planning and Development Services 
 

Through: Rebeca A. Guerra, AICP, LEED-AP, CPD 
Planning Manager 

 
Planner: David Stallworth, AICP 

Principal Planner  
 

Request: A request for approval of the Final Plat of Bridlewood Estates, 
Section One and requests for Variances from the following 
Sections of the Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance: 
(a) a Variance from Section 9.III.A.5.a.3 requiring a developer 
to install an appropriate concrete gutter along the abutting length 
of both Fairview and Fairview School Roads; (b) a Variance from 
Section 9.V requiring the installation of sidewalks along any 
roadway containing pavement that is less than thirty-six feet in 
width; and (c) a Variance from Section 10.III.A requiring a 
developer to improve both Fairview and Fairview School Roads 
by half the additional increments necessary to comprise the 
minimum pavement widths. 

 
Location: An unaddressed tract generally located outside of the San 

Angelo municipal corporate limits and within the City’s Extra-
territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) at the southwest corner of Fairview 
and Fairview School Roads 

 
 
 

   STAFF REPORT 
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Legal  
Description: 26.728 acres out of the L.P. Moore Survey 169.5, Abstract 1637, 

Tom Green County, TX  
 
Size: 26.728 acres  
 
General Information 
 

Future Land Use: Rural 
 
Current Zoning: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ])  
 
Existing Land Use: Vacant 
    

 
Surrounding Zoning / Land Use: 
 

North: Ranch & Estate (R&E) 
 

Farmland 

West: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ]); 
Light Manufacturing (ML) 

Vacant 
 

South: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ]) Drainway 
 

East: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ]) 
 

Residential  

 
District: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ])   
 
Neighborhood: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ])  

   
Thoroughfares/Streets: Fairview Road is classified as a “Rural Local 

or Minor Street” in the City’s Master 
Thoroughfare Plan (MTP).  Local or Minor 
Streets are designed to collect traffic from a 
localized area and discharge it into a larger 
distribution system.  This type of roadway is 
used primarily for access to abutting properties 
and generally consist of a minimum right-of-way 
width of 60 feet with a minimum pavement 
width of 30 feet, curb and gutter not required.  
 
Fairview School Road is classified as a “Rural 
Minor Collector Street,” designed to carry 
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traffic at moderate speeds to connect arterials 
to local streets, and requiring a minimum 
right-of-way width of 60 feet and a minimum 
paving width of 30 feet, curb and gutter not 
required. 

 
Background:  
 
The vacant 27-acre project area is part of an overall 91.4-acre unplatted parcel situated 
outside of the City’s municipal corporate limits and within its 3-mile Extra-territorial Jurisdiction 
(ETJ).  Chapter 12, Exhibit C of the Code of Ordinances, entitled the Land Development and 
Subdivision Ordinance governs platting in the ETJ.  The Petitioner submitted the Final Plat 
application on January 3, 2017.  A request for variances from Sections 9.III.A.5.a.3 (curb and 
gutter installation), Section 10.III.A (pavement width requirements) and 9.V (sidewalk 
installation) of the City’s Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance was submitted in 
conjunction with the application.  The Development Review Committee conducted its review 
of the application on January 11, 2017.  The proposed final plat intends a yield of thirteen 2-
acre-minimum lots with direct frontage along existing roadways, and approximately ¾-acres 
in public street right-of-way dedication to bring both roadways up to standard right-of-way 
width. 
 
Analysis:    

 
As both rural roadways only require a minimum pavement width of 30 feet, Section 9.V 
will require the installation of sidewalk along the project area’s frontage; a Variance has 
been submitted for relief from this requirement.  As Section 10.III.A requires rural local 
roadways to have a minimum right-of-way width of 60 feet, the developer must dedicate 
sufficient additional road right-of-way along both frontages; the Petitioner indicates such 
dedications on the final plat, but the Petitioner will be required to indicate current overall 
or centerline road widths on the final plat, per the Ordinance.  The project area is in the 
Wall Independent School District; the increase in households could pose an impact on 
both school facilities and level of service.  To the north and west of the project area lies 
the San Angelo city limits. 
 
In conjunction with the plat application, the applicant has submitted a request for Variances 
from Section 9.V (sidewalk installation), Section 9.III.A.5.a.3 (curb and gutter requirements) 
and Section 10.III.A (roadway pavement requirements) of the City’s Land Development and 
Subdivision Ordinance.  In accordance with Chapter 1, Section IV.A, the Planning 
Commission shall not approve a Variance unless the request meets the following findings 
based upon the evidence that is presented: 
 
1. The granting of the Variance will not be detrimental to the public safety, health or 

welfare, or be injurious to other property.  The applicant contends that the Variance 
will not be detrimental in that it will allow widening of the existing roadway in a manner 
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that will be consistent with Tom Green County Standards and maintenance procedures.  
It should be noted, however, that development to the immediate west and north of the 
project area is inside the City limits and will therefore be subject to construction and 
design standards outlined in Chapters 9 and 10 of the Land Development and 
Subdivision Ordinance.  Variance approval may impose a disparity on surrounding 
properties and could be seen as injurious.  Given the proposed rural residential 
development, however, as well as the location of the project area in relation to area 
pedestrian hubs, sidewalks might not be necessary for this development.  It should be 
further noted that under Section 10.III.A, curb and gutter are not required for rural local 
or rural collector roadways. 
 

2. The conditions upon which the request for a Variance is based are unique to the 
property for which the Variance is sought and are not applicable generally to other 
property.  The Petitioner is unclear as to what unique conditions drive the Variance 
requests    Again, development to the immediate west and north of the project area is 
inside the City limits and will therefore be subject to construction and design standards 
outlined in Chapters 9 and 10 of the Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance.  
With this in mind, the property’s adjacency to a County roadway does not provide a 
unique situation.  Variance approval to roadway improvements may compound matters 
should this area be annexed with substandard roadways that could have been otherwise 
adequately and timely addressed at the time of development. 

 
3. Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical 

conditions of the specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner 
would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of 
these regulations is carried out.  The Petitioner cites both the physical condition of the 
existing roadway and difference in construction standards (City vs. County) as the basis 
for the Variance.  No extreme topographical issues or site peculiarities have been 
identified with the subject property, however, that would warrant a Variance for roadway 
improvements.  Given the proposed rural residential development, though, as well as 
the location of the project area in relation to area pedestrian hubs, sidewalks might not 
be necessary for this development.  

 
4. The Variance will not, in any significant way, vary the provisions of applicable 

ordinances.  Development to the immediate west and north of the project area is inside 
the City limits and is therefore subject to construction and design standards outlined in 
Chapters 9 and 10 of the Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance.  Variance 
approval may impose a disparity with roadway conditions due to an inconsistent 
application of construction and design standards.  Variance approval may also 
compound matters should this area be annexed with roadways that will eventually need 
to be brought up to standard at taxpayer expense.  As stated previously, given the 
proposed rural residential development, as well as the location of the project area in 
relation to area pedestrian hubs, sidewalks appear to be unnecessary.  It should be 
further noted that under Section 10.III.A, curb and gutter are not required for rural local 
or rural collector roadways.  
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Staff Recommendation:    

 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE the Final Plat of Bridlewood 
Estates, Section One, APPROVE a request for a Variance from Section 9.III.A.5.a.3 of the 
Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance requiring a developer to install an appropriate 
concrete gutter along the abutting length of both Fairview and Fairview School Roads, 
APPROVE a request for a Variance from Section 9.V of the Land Development and 
Subdivision Ordinance requiring the installation of sidewalks along any roadway containing 
pavement that is less than thirty-six feet in width and DENY a request for a Variance from 
Section 10.III.A of the Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance requiring a developer to 
improve both Fairview and Fairview School Roads by half the additional increments 
necessary to comprise the minimum pavement widths for these roadways, subject to the 
following Conditions of Approval: 
 
1. Per Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 7.II.A, provide the Planning Division staff with a 

copy of certification from the Tom Green County Appraisal District indicating there to be 
no delinquent taxes on the subject property of this subdivision. 
 

2. Location of the current city limits boundary shall be indicated on the plat face.  
 

3. Prepare and submit plans for required improvements to streets (adjacent segments of 
Fairview and Fairview School Roads) by half the additional increment necessary to 
comprise the minimum paving widths, consistent with Land Development and 
Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 10. 

 
o For Fairview Road, the minimum width is 30 feet (in this case, requiring four 

additional feet).  
 
o For Fairview School Road, the minimum width is 30 feet (in this case, requiring four 

additional feet). 
 

Alternatively, the Petitioner may either submit a financial guarantee ensuring the 
completion of these improvements within an 18 month period, per Land Development 
and Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 6 or obtain approval of a Variance from the 
Planning Commission, consistent with Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance, 
Chapter 1.IV. 

 
4. Pavement along both abutting roadways appears to be approximately 10-20 feet in 

width.  Per Section 9.V, Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance, sidewalks shall 
be required when lots are platted adjacent to a road or street containing a pavement 
width that is less than 36 feet.  An alternative would be to obtain approval of a Variance 
from the Planning Commission, consistent with Land Development and Subdivision 
Ordinance, Chapter 1.IV. 
 



6 

 

5. ROW widths (centerline or overall) of all existing, adjoining roadways shall be clearly 
indicated on the final plat, per Section 7.II.J, Land Development and Subdivision 
Ordinance. 

 
6. Atmos Energy has a high pressure line in the area close to the proposed plat.  Check 

the location of this line by calling 811 or contacting Earla Ahrens with Atmos Energy at 
Earla.Ahrens@atmosenergy.com and provide documentation to the City and Atmos 
whether or not the high pressure line is in the subject area. 
 

 
Attachments:   Aerial Map 
   Future Land Use Map 
   Zoning Map 
   Major Thoroughfare Plan 
   Proposed Plat 
   Application 
 

mailto:Earla.Ahrens@atmosenergy.com
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From: Herb Hooker
To: Stallworth, David; Fisher, Jeff; Pelofske, Jason
Cc: rbell1539@yahoo.com; Russell Gully
Subject: Bridlewood Estates, Section One
Date: Thursday, January 5, 2017 11:00:40 AM
Attachments: Amended Subdivision Application form.pdf

David,
I submitted the plat application for this on Tues.(01/03). We are planning on widening the roadways
so no variance was requested.
Since these roadways are existing County maintained roadways, we are requesting that we be able
to widen the roadways consistent with County roadway specifications.
Attached please find an amended application that requests variances to accomplish this.
Please contact me if you have questions.
 
Thanks
 
HERB HOOKER
SKG ENGINEERING, LLC
Firm  #F-7608 &  #10102400
706 South Abe Street
SAN ANGELO, TEXAS 76903
voice 325.655.1288
fax 325.657.8189
herbh@skge.com
 

mailto:david.stallworth@cosatx.us
mailto:jeff.fisher@cosatx.us
mailto:jason.pelofske@cosatx.us
mailto:rbell1539@yahoo.com
mailto:rg@skge.com
mailto:herbh@skge.com



City of San Angelo, Texas - Planning 


Land Subdivision Application   
 


NOTE: Incomplete applications will not be accepted.  All required fields must be filled in adequately. The Authorized Representative (as designated in Section 1) 
will be notified of any changes in status & contacted with any questions.  Use "N/A" where an item is not applicable.   
 


Section 1: Basic Information 


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Proposed Subdivision Name 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Current Legal Description (can be found on property tax statement or at www.tomgreencad.com)       
 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Tax ID Number(s) (can be found on property tax statement or at www.tomgreencad.com under Geographic ID) 
 
One Authorized Representative must be selected below.  All communications regarding this application will be conducted with this individual.   
 
Authorized Representative:    Tenant            Property Owner            Contractor           Engineer 
 
Tenant:  _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Name     Phone Number    Email Address 
 
Property Owner:  _______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Name     Phone Number    Email Address 
 
Architect/Engineer/Design Professional: _________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   Name     Phone Number   Email Address 
 
Subdivision Type:      Final Plat       Replat - requiring Planning Commission approval               Plat Vacation          


     Preliminary Plat       Replat - administratively eligible*         Amended Plat       


 *If claiming eligibility for administrative approval, please note that all of the following criteria must be met; otherwise, the application will be        
                 scheduled for hearing by Planning Commission according to the adopted COSA submittal schedule. 


    includes no more than four new lots or tracts; 


    no dedication of land (including right-of-way, right-of-way expansion, corner clip dedication, etc) is required; 


    all new lots or tracts front onto an existing public street right-of-way which is fully improved to City specifications; 


    no extension of water or sewer mains are required to furnish service to the new lots or tracts; 


    there is an absence of need for a detailed drainage plan; 


    existing easement(s) for utilities are not removed or realigned without the express written permission from each utility service, or  
                      without the formalized release of said easement(s); and, 


    in the case of replats requiring notification, no written opposition is received before the close of the public hearing. 


 


 


Section 2: Utility & Easement Information 
 
Water:     City - requesting new services    Proposed size?  _________________________ 


    City - utilizing existing services  Existing size?  __________________________  


    Other    Please specify:   _________________________________________________________ 
  
 
Sewer:     City - requesting new services    Proposed  size?  _________________________ 


    City - utilizing existing services  Existing size?  __________________________  


    Other    Please specify:   _________________________________________________________ 


    Septic System   Lot size?   __________________________________   


  (NOTE: Please see Tom Green County Health Department for Septic System Permit 325-658-1024) 
 
Are any off-site drainage, access or other types of easements necessary for this subdivision?    Yes   No 
 
 If yes, briefly describe each, including the use and size: ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 



http://www.isouthwestdata.com/client/webindex.aspx?dbkey=tomgreencad&time=20151191442043

http://www.isouthwestdata.com/client/webindex.aspx?dbkey=tomgreencad&time=20151191442043





 
 
 
 


Section 3: Property Characteristics   
         
___________________________________________________  ___________________________________________________ 
Total Acreage of Proposed Subdivision/Resubdivision   Total Number of Lots Proposed 
 
Existing Zoning: 
 
  RS-1  RS-2  RS-3      RM-1           RM-2       PD (include case number: ___________) 
 
  R&E  CN  CO       CG            CG/CH     CBD      OW       ML       MH 
 
Has the zoning or deed restrictions for this property limited each lot to no more than two dwelling units?*      Yes           No 
*NOTE: if so, notification is required, and an additional notification fee is required.  
 
Existing Land Use (Include the number of acres devoted to this use): 
 
  Vacant  ___________   Single-Family Residential  ___________   Office  ___________ 
 
  Multi-Family Residential  ___________  Industrial/Manufacturing  ___________    Commercial/Retail  ___________ 
 
Proposed Land Use (Include the number of acres devoted to this use): 
 
  Vacant  ___________   Single-Family Residential  ___________   Office  ___________ 
 
  Multi-Family Residential  ___________  Industrial/Manufacturing  ___________    Commercial/Retail  ___________ 
 
Are there existing structures on the property?     Yes   No 
 
 If yes, how many structures exist?  ___________________  What type of structures exist currently?  ___________________________ 
 
 ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 If yes, are any of the structures planned to remain?      Yes (NOTE: requires one copy of proposed plat showing structures to remain)           
         
          No 
Are there existing deed restrictions?     Yes    No 
 
 If yes, provide deed reference information: _______________________________________________________________________________ 


Is this proposed plat within the ETJ?*     Yes    No 
*NOTE: The ETJ (Extra-Territorial Jurisdiction) is an area outside the City limits but encompassing all land within 3 ½ miles of it.. 
  


 


Section 4: Variance Requests   
         
Are any variances for this application being requested?     Yes   No 
 
 If yes, provide all of the following information: 
 


Request 1:  Section & subsection from Subdivision Ordinance from which variance is requested: ___________________________________ 
  
   Full variance requested         Partial variance requested (proposed variation from standard): ________________________________ 
 
 Check which of the following criteria apply, & include a detailed explanation of how each item applies to this request.  Attach additional sheets 


if necessary to provide more explanation, or if additional variances are requested. 
 
   The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public safety, health or welfare, or be injurious to other property. 
  
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
    The conditions upon which the request for a variance is based are unique to the property for which the variance is sought and are not 


applicable generally to other property. 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
    
(Section 4 continues on next page) 







Section 4, continued 


         
   Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the specific property involved, a particular hardship 


to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of these regulations is carried out. 
  
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
    The variance will not, in any significant way, vary the provisions of applicable ordinances. 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
    


 
The owner understands that upon approval of this submitted plat, certain site improvements may be required and that no plats will be released for recording 
or building permits issued until such improvements are installed and accepted by the City or a suitable performance guarantee is/has been accepted by 
the City.  Furthermore, the owner is aware of all fees and costs involved in applying for subdivision approval and that the subdivision processing fee is 
payable to the City regardless of the outcome of this request.  Lastly, the owner/representative agree to provide recording information of the plat in writing 
within seven calendar days, as required by Chapter 7.II of the Subdivision Ordinance. 
 


The undersigned hereby applies for subdivision plat approval in accordance with the subdivision policies and regulations of the City of San Angelo and 
certifies that the information contained on this application is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge. 
 
___________________________________________  _________________ 
Owner’s Signature  Date 
 
___________________________________________  _________________ 
Representative’s Signature  Date 
 
 


FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: 
 
Submitted to front desk: ____________________ Deemed preliminary complete:  ______________________________________________________ 
   Date      Date  Time  Initials 


Received by Development Services Technician for completeness review:_____________________________________________________________ 
        Date        Time        Initials 


Completeness review passed?       Yes   _______________     No  ________________ 
                   Date                  Date 


 If yes, when was application scheduled for staff review, if applicable? _____________________________________________________ 
         Date   Initials  


         If no, when was rejection & list of deficiencies (attach copy) sent to Authorized Representative?_____________________________________ 
           Date  Initials 


 Resubmittal received by Development Services Technician for completeness review: _____________________________________________  
            Date      Initials 


 Completeness review passed? (Note: If resubmittal still incomplete after a second review, schedule appointment with Authorized 


 Representative.)   


      Yes   _______________    No  ________________  
                             Date         Date                                                                                                      
Approvals required for this application: 
        Approval Date  Case Number   Notes 


 Administrative Approval ________________ ___________________ _____________________________________ 


 Planning Commission ________________ ___________________ _____________________________________ 


 City Council (cases with appeal) ________________ ___________________ _____________________________________ 


 


Date of Approval Expiration: _________________________________________ 


Date Recorded: _____________________________________________           
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		Tax ID Numbers can be found on property tax statement or at wwwtomgreencadcom under Geographic ID: R000049176  or 66-01637-2773-400-00

		Tenant: Off

		Property Owner: Off

		Contractor: Off

		Engineer: On

		Name: 

		Phone Number: 

		Email Address: 

		Property Owner_2: Arlin Woehl

		ArchitectEngineerDesign Professional: SKG Engineering                      325-655-1288                                        herbh@skge.com

		Final Plat: On

		Replat requiring Planning Commission approval: Off

		Plat Vacation: Off

		Preliminary Plat: Off

		Replat administratively eligible: Off

		Amended Plat: Off

		City requesting new services: Off

		City utilizing existing services: Off

		Other: On

		City requesting new services_2: Off

		City utilizing existing services_2: Off

		Other_2: Off

		Septic System: On

		Proposed size: 

		Existing size: 

		Please specify: Millersview-Doole WSC

		Proposed size_2: 

		Existing size_2: 

		Please specify_2: 

		Lot size: 2.000 Ac

		Are any offsite drainage access or other types of easements necessary for this subdivision: No

		If yes briefly describe each including the use and size: 

		Total Acreage of Proposed SubdivisionResubdivision: 26.728

		Total Number of Lots Proposed: 13

		RS1: 

		RS2: 

		RS3: 

		undefined: 

		RM1: 

		RM2: 

		PD include case number: 

		RE:  

		CN:  

		CO: 

		undefined_2: 

		CG: 

		CGCH: Off

		CBD: 

		OW: 

		MH: 

		Has the zoning or deed restrictions for this property limited each lot to no more than two dwelling units: Off

		Existing Land Use Include the number of acres devoted to this use:  X

		Vacant: 26.728

		undefined_3: 

		SingleFamily Residential: 

		undefined_4: 

		Office: 

		undefined_5: 

		MultiFamily Residential: 

		undefined_6: 

		IndustrialManufacturing: 

		undefined_7: Off

		CommercialRetail: 

		Proposed Land Use Include the number of acres devoted to this use: 

		Vacant_2: 

		undefined_8: X

		SingleFamily Residential_2: 26.000

		undefined_9: 

		Office_2: 

		undefined_10: 

		MultiFamily Residential_2: 

		undefined_11: 

		IndustrialManufacturing_2: 

		undefined_12: Off

		CommercialRetail_2: 

		Are there existing structures on the property: No_3

		What type of structures exist currently: 

		If yes how many structures exist 1: 

		If yes how many structures exist 2: 

		Yes NOTE requires one copy of proposed plat showing structures to remain: Off

		No_4: On

		Are there existing deed restrictions: No_5

		If yes provide deed reference information: 

		NOTE The ETJ ExtraTerritorial Jurisdiction is an area outside the City limits but encompassing all land within 3 ½ miles of it: Yes_5

		Are any variances for this application being requested: Yes_6

		Request 1 Section  subsection from Subdivision Ordinance from which variance is requested: Ch.9 Sec. IIIA5(3) & Sec. V, Ch.10 Sec. 4

		Full variance requested: Off

		undefined_13: On

		Partial variance requested proposed variation from standard: County Spec. Roadway, No Curbing, No Sidewalk
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		3: 

		The conditions upon which the request for a variance is based are unique to the property for which the variance is sought and are not: X

		applicable generally to other property 1: The conditions are unique in that this variance is for expansion of an existing County roadway which is typically 

		applicable generally to other property 2: not applicable to other properties, which utilize City roadways.                                                                 

		applicable generally to other property 3: 

		Because of the particular physical surroundings shape or topographical conditions of the specific property involved a particular hardship: On

		to the owner would result as distinguished from a mere inconvenience if the strict letter of these regulations is carried out 1: A hardship would result because of the physical condition of the existing roadway and the difference in construction and

		to the owner would result as distinguished from a mere inconvenience if the strict letter of these regulations is carried out 2: functionality of a County roadway as opposed to a City roadway.
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		Date of Approval Expiration: 







1 

 

 

 
 Meeting:  January 23, 2017 
 

To: Planning Commission 
 
From: Jon James, AICP 

Director of Planning and Development Services 
 

Through: Rebeca A. Guerra, AICP, LEED-AP, CPD 
Planning Manager 

 
Planner: David Stallworth, AICP 

Principal Planner  
 

Request: A request for approval of the Final Plat of Stone Key Estates, 
Section One-D, and requests for Variances from the following 
Sections of the Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance: 
(a) a Variance from Section 9.III.A.5 requiring the dedication of 
five feet of public road right-of-way along Reece Road to meet 
the minimum right-of-way requirements of a rural Local Road; (b) 
a Variance from Section 9.V requiring the installation of 
sidewalks along Reece Road,  a roadway containing pavement 
that is less than thirty-six feet in width; (c) a Variance from 
Section 9.II.B to allow a residential block length in excess of 2200 
linear feet along Reece Road; (d) a Variance from Section 
9.III.C.2, which prohibits a dead-end roadway, Reece Road, from 
exceeding 750 linear feet in length; (e) a Variance from Section 
10.III.A.2 which requires the improvement of Reece Road by half 
the additional increments necessary to comprise a minimum 
pavement width of 30 feet; and (f) a Variance from Section 
9.III.C.1, which requires an appropriate vehicular turnaround 
along a dead-end roadway, Reece Road 

 
Location: An unaddressed tract generally located outside of the San 

Angelo municipal corporate limits and within the City’s Extra-
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territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) along the south side of Reece Road, 
approximately 2,127 feet west of Stone Bluff Lane 

 
Legal  
Description: 3.099 ac. out of the Heirs of H. Schumacher Survey no, 99, 

Abstract 1946, Tom Green County, TX  
 
Size: 3.099 acres  
 
General Information 
 

Future Land Use: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ]) 
 
Current Zoning: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ])  
 
Existing Land Use: Vacant 
    

 
Surrounding Zoning / Land Use: 
 

North: N/A (Outside City Limits 
[ETJ]) 

Farmland 

West: N/A (Outside City Limits 
[ETJ]) 

Vacant 
 

South: N/A (Outside City Limits 
[ETJ]) 

Vacant 
 

East: N/A (Outside City Limits 
[ETJ]) 

Residential  

 
District: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ])   
 
Neighborhood: N/A (Outside City Limits [ETJ])  

   
Thoroughfares/Streets:  
 
Reece Road is classified as a “Rural Local or Minor Street” in the City’s 
Master Thoroughfare Plan (MTP).  Local or Minor Streets are designed to 
collect traffic from a localized area and discharge it into a larger distribution 
system.  This type of roadway is used primarily for access to abutting 
properties.  Local or Minor Streets provide service to both urban and rural 
subdivisions.  Rural-type roadways generally consist of a minimum right-of-
way width of 60 feet with a minimum pavement width of 30 feet, curb and 
gutter are not required.  
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Background:  
 
The vacant 3.099-acre project area is part of an overall 45-acre unplatted parcel situated 
outside of the City’s municipal corporate limits and within its 3-mile Extra-territorial Jurisdiction 
(ETJ).  The parent parcel was part of a larger 183-acre parcel that is subject to the Stone Key 
Estates preliminary plat that was accepted by the Tom Green County Commissioners’ Court 
on February 28, 2006.   
 
Chapter 12, Exhibit C of the Code of Ordinances, entitled the “Land Development and 
Subdivision Ordinance,” governs platting in the ETJ.  The Petitioner submitted the Final Plat 
application on January 3, 2017.  A request for variances from Sections 9.III.A.5.a (roadway 
improvements), Section 10.III.A (right-of-way dedication requirements; pavement width 
requirements) and 9.V (sidewalk installation) of the City’s Land Development and Subdivision 
Ordinance was submitted in conjunction with the application.  The Development Review 
Committee conducted its review of the application on January 11, 2017. 
 
Analysis for Inconsistency With Preliminary Plat:   
 
The Stone Key Estates preliminary plat was accepted by Tom Green County in February of 
2006.  The preliminary plat called for an ultimate yield of 117 residential lots and approximately 
13,200 linear feet of new public roadway to be completed in at least six phases.  At least four 
final plats have been approved, filed and recorded in accordance with the preliminary plat, 
Section 1-A (nine lots, 2/28/2006), Section 1-C (thirteen lots, 2/28/2006), Section 1-B (thirty-
one lots and 3,500 linear feet of roadway [Stone Key, Stone Bluff and Stone Meadow Lanes]) 
and Section 2-A (two lots and approximately 800 linear feet of roadway [Capstone Road]). 
 
It appears that there were no County regulations governing the lifespan of approved 
preliminary plats at the time the Stone Key Estates preliminary plat and accompanying two 
final plats were approved in February of 2006.  It is therefore presumed that the Stone Key 
Estates preliminary plat is still in effect.  Further review indicates that the proposed final plat 
does not conform to the governing preliminary plat for the following reasons: 
 
 The final plat increases residential lot yield along Reece Road; 

 
 The final plat eliminates a proposed north-to-south residential street (Stone Hollow 

Lane); 
 

 The final plat disregards and strands existing roadway projections of Stone Meadow and 
Stone Bluff Lanes; 

 
 Any lot and block reconfigurations in light of the roadway elimination may result in 

excessive block lengths and poor internal street connectivity; and 
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 The final plat eliminates a potential secondary access for Reece Road and leaves the 
potential for overloading along Reece Road. 

 
With these observations in mind, the final plat does not conform to Section 5.III.A.3, which 
requires a final plat to be in general adherence to a governing preliminary plat.  The Petitioner 
must either: (a) submit a final plat in accordance with the approved general lot and road layout 
of the preliminary plat; (b) revise the preliminary plat; or (c) submit a request to abandon the 
preliminary plat.   
 
Analysis for Variances:    

 
The proposed final plat uses an alpha-numeric number and sequencing convention that 
is typical for replatted lots.  As the application is not a replat, however, the Petitioner will 
be required to renumber and re-sequence accordingly.  Since a rural Local Road only 
requires a minimum pavement width of 30 feet, Section 9.V will require the installation of 
sidewalk along the project area’s frontage; a Variance has been submitted for relief from 
this requirement.  As Section 10.III.A requires rural Local Roads to have a minimum right-
of-way width of 60 feet, the developer must dedicate at least five feet along the project 
area’s frontage.  To this end, a Variance to this requirement has been submitted.  The 
appending of additional residential lots westward will create a residential block that 
exceeds 2,200 feet in length, which is both counter to Section 9.II.B and inconsistent with 
the governing preliminary plat.  A Variance was submitted for relief from this requirement 
on January 18, 2017.  Reese Road was platted in 1973 as part of the Pecan Creek 
Subdivision, Revised Plat.  This public roadway is approximately 5,600 feet in total length, 
and it dead-ends at Tract 30 to the west, which is more than 700 feet away from the 
project area.  Reece Road has two points of connectivity and secondary access to US 
Highway 277 (Stone Bluff Drive, Stone Key Lane).  West of Stone Bluff Drive, however, 
Reece Road has approximately 3,300 feet of dead-end roadway.  As a result, there are 
no reasonably close turnaround provisions for emergency vehicles.  Although the present 
dead-end street conditions pre-exist this development application, the Petitioner, 
nevertheless, will be required to either provide suitable turnaround facilities for this new 
development in accordance with Section 9.III.C.1 or seek Variance relief.  
 
In conjunction with the plat application, the applicant has submitted a request for a Variance 
from Sections 9.III.A.5.a (right-of-way dedication requirements), Section 9.III.C.2 (excessive 
dead-end street length), 10.III.A.2 (pavement width requirements) and 9.V (sidewalk 
installation) of the City’s Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance.  The Petitioner also 
submitted additional requests for Variances to Sections 9.III.C.1 (suitable vehicular 
turnaround provisions) and Section 9.II.B (excessive residential block length) on January 
18, 2017, one day before the publication of this staff report.  In accordance with Chapter 
1, Section IV.A, the Planning Commission shall not approve a Variance unless the request 
meets the following findings based upon the evidence that is presented: 
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1. The granting of the Variance will not be detrimental to the public safety, health or 
welfare, or be injurious to other property.   
 
RE: Sections 9.III.A.5.a, 10.III.A.2 and 9.V – The applicant contends that the Variance 
will not be detrimental in that it will allow widening of the existing roadway in a manner 
that will be consistent with Tom Green County Standards and maintenance procedures.  
The Petitioner does not offer any empirical information to support the position that current 
roadway conditions are safe and adequate.  Reece Road was platted in the early 1970’s 
under different conditions and with different criteria.  As the Petitioner is not seeking 
protection through vesting under the governing preliminary plat, there is no justifiable 
rationale to perpetuate status quo.  It should be noted, however, that the length of 
roadway dedication and accompanying improvements will be confined to the frontage of 
the project area and is relatively small in scale.  Given the proposed rural residential 
development, as well as the project area’s remoteness from any significant pedestrian 
hubs, sidewalks should not be necessary for this development. 
 
RE: Section 9.II.B – The applicant fails to provide a reasonable justification to deviate 
from the governing preliminary plat and extend the current residential block length 
between Stone Bluff Drive and the project area by three additional lots.  Doing so will 
well exceed the 2200-foot block length threshold outlined in Section 9.II.B and laid out 
under the preliminary plat.  This will result in far-reaching impacts for any future 
development of the Stone Key Estates, to include, but not limited to: (1) the apparent 
elimination, or perhaps ill-advised relocation of a proposed north-to-south residential 
street; (2) successive lot and block reconfigurations that may result in further excessive 
block lengths and poor internal street connectivity; and (3) an unwarranted increase in 
lot yield along a dead-end street that appears to be driven out of preference rather than 
hardship. 
 
RE: Sections 9.III.C.1 and 9.III.C.2 – Reese Road was platted in 1973 as part of the 
Pecan Creek Subdivision, Revised Plat.  This public roadway is approximately 5,600 
feet in total length, and it dead-ends at Tract 30 to the west, which is more than 700 
feet away from the project area.  The Stone Key Estates preliminary plat provided at 
least three north-to-south conduits that provided secondary access to US Highway 
277 through Capstone Road.  One of those north-to-south conduits, Stone Hollow 
Lane, is being compromised to facilitate the final plat.  West of Stone Bluff Drive, 
Reece Road will have approximately 3,300 feet of existing, dead-end roadway as a 
result of this elimination.  Along this dead-end segment of Reese Road, there are 27 
lots or tracts that enjoy exclusive frontage along this roadway.  Given that present 
dead-end conditions and lot frontage pre-exist this development application, dead-
end roadway length restrictions and lot frontage restrictions should not generally 
apply.  Although the Petitioner asserts that at least two turnarounds already exist, 
no details have been provided as to their proximity to the project area, their 
legitimacy of use (public access vs. trespass/prescription), or their serviceability and 
durability. 
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2. The conditions upon which the request for a Variance is based are unique to the 
property for which the Variance is sought and are not applicable generally to other 
property.   
 
RE: All Variance Requests – The Petitioner is unclear as to what unique conditions drive 
the Variance request.    The Petitioner appears to be seeking relief from long-block 
restrictions due to preference in lot layout over situational uniqueness and in disregard 
of the adopted preliminary plat.  Lastly, the Petitioner does not satisfactorily explain why 
suitable turnarounds cannot be provided to service the additional lot yield along a dead-
end roadway.  Conversely, the amount of roadway dedication and accompanying 
improvements will be confined to the frontage of the project area and is small in scale.  
Given the proposed rural residential development, however, as well as the project area’s 
remoteness from any significant pedestrian hubs, sidewalks should not be needed. 

 
3. Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical 

conditions of the specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner 
would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of 
these regulations is carried out.   
 
RE: All Variance Requests – No extreme topographical issues or site peculiarities have 
been identified with the subject property that would warrant the Variance requests.  The 
reference to hardships potentially endured by the property owner appear to be based 
either on inconvenience or economics, none of which qualifies for Variance relief.  

 
4. The Variance will not, in any significant way, vary the provisions of applicable 

ordinances.   
 
RE: All Variance Requests – The length of roadway dedication and accompanying 
improvements will be limited to the frontage of the project area and are proportionally 
small.  This may appear not to have a far-reaching impact on surrounding properties or 
the overall development, given the scale of the project area.  Given the proposed rural 
residential development, however, as well as the project area’s remoteness from any 
significant pedestrian hubs, sidewalks should not be necessary for this development. 
 
Conversely, the 3-1/2 mile Extra-territorial Jurisdiction that surrounds the San Angelo 
municipal corporate limits, as well as the authorization granted to the City to review and 
approve land divisions and street improvements in this area, was established through 
inter-local agreement in 2004 and amended in 2014, in accordance with Chapter 242 of 
the Texas Local Government Code.  The purpose of the ETJ is not only to prepare 
surrounding areas for proper, timely and supportable annexation, but to ensure that local 
taxpayers are not burdened with additional and unwarranted absorption costs in the 
aftermath of an annexation, as called for in Chapters 42 and 43, Texas Local 
Government Code.  Prior to this, land divisions outside of the San Angelo city limits were 
reviewed and approved by Tom Green County. If a justification for the Variance is based 
on the unlikelihood of any annexation of this area in the foreseeable future, if at all, then 
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this argument must be quickly discounted.  Currently, there is no language in either the 
Code of Ordinances or in the Inter-local Agreement that allows the City to administer the 
Land Development and Subdivision Ordinance in a discretionary manner, nor does it 
currently provide for “Spheres of Influence,” which may allow different standards of 
application and enforcement in relation to growth patterns and direction.  In short, there 
is only one standard for all of the City’s Extra-territorial Jurisdiction, and that standard 
must be applied equally throughout the overall ETJ, unless there is a plausible and 
compelling argument to the contrary. 

 
Staff Recommendation:    

 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission DENY the Final Plat of Stone Key 
Estates, Section One-D as it does not conform to the governing Stone Key Estates Preliminary 
Plat, as required by Section 5.III.A.3 of the San Angelo Land Development and Subdivision 
Ordinance. 
 
 
Attachments:   Aerial Map 
   Major Thoroughfare Plan Map  
   Proposed Plat 
   Application 
   Previous Development History  
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 Meeting:  January 23, 2017 
 

To: Planning Commission 
 
From: Jon James, AICP 

Director of Planning and Development Services 
 

Through: Rebeca A. Guerra, AICP, LEED-AP, CPD 
Planning Manager 

 
Planner: Jeff Fisher 

Planner I  
 
Case: Amendment to PD15-04 

 
Request: A request for an Amendment to a Planned Development (PD15-

04) Zoning District to expand the PD boundary for four additional 
properties changing their zone category from General 
Commercial/Heavy Commercial (CG/CH) to Planned 
Development (PD15-04) and to allow for a Master Sign Plan 

 
Location: Several addressed & unaddressed parcels (see attached 

location map), generally located North of Twohig Avenue, West 
of Main Street, South of 2nd Street, and East of Chadbourne 
Street 

 
Legal  
Description: Being a part of Miles Acre lot A7 to A9, A19, all of Miles Acre lots 

A31, A32; part of lots 18 & 19, lots 20 to 24 J.N. Uptons 
Subdivision; lots 1 to 4, block 2 Frary Addition; lots 16 to 18, block 
5; the west 55' of lot 2, the east 80' of lot 3, all of lot 4, the west 
100' of lot 6, all of lots 7 to 13, all of lots 18 to 20 save & except 
the east 15' of the west 30' of lot 20, block 6; lots A and 1 to 10, 
block 14A; lot A & B, block 15A; lots 9 to 12, block 21; lot 1, block 
21.5; lot A, block 22A; lots 1 to 9, 12, lots 10 & 11 save & except 
the west 110', block 22.5, San Angelo Main Town Addition; lot A, 
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block 1, Shannon Medical Center Downtown Campus, Section 
Two, lot 2, block 21A, Shannon Medical Center Downtown 
Campus, Section Three; San Angelo Addition, Block 15, Lots 13 
and 14, City of San Angelo, Tom Green County, Texas 

 
Size: 48.2 acres 

 
 

General Information 
 
Future Land Use:  Downtown 
 
Current Zoning: Existing Shannon Downtown Medical 

Campus:   
PD15-04   

 
Four additional lots (1 N Main St. and 
227 E. Harris Ave):   
General Commercial/Heavy 
Commercial (CG/CH) 

 
Existing Land Use: PD15-04 area:  Shannon Downtown 

Medical Campus and parking 
 CG/CH area:  New parking 

 
 
Surrounding Zoning / Land Use: 

 
North: Low Rise Multifamily 

Residential (RM-1) 
Central Freshman Campus, 
Multi-family apartments       

West: Central Business District 
(CBD) 
 

Retail commercial buildings    

South: Central Business District 
(CBD) 
 

Retail commercial and 
residential uses     

East: General 
Commercial/Heavy 
Commercial (CG/CH) 

Retail commercial buildings    

 
 
 

District: SMD #3 – Harry Thomas 
 
Neighborhood: Downtown  
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Thoroughfares/Streets:  
 
 
Beauregard Avenue is classified as an “Arterial Street” and is 
designed to carry heavy traffic throughout the downtown area. 
 
Main Street is classified as an “Arterial Street” and is designed to 
carry heavy traffic throughout the City. 
 
Harris Avenue is classified as an Arterial Street” and is designed to 
carry heavy traffic throughout the City. 
 
Oakes Street is classified as a “Local Street.”  A Local Street carries 
a fair amount of traffic like a Collector Street, but at the slower 
speed. 
 
Magdalen Street is classified as a “Local Street” and is designed to 
carry light traffic and slower speeds. 
 
College Avenue is classified as a “Local Street” and is designed to 
carry light traffic and slower speeds. 
 
Koberlin Street is classified as a “Local Street” and is designed to 
carry light traffic and slower speeds. 
 
Woodrow Street is classified as a “Local Street” and is designed to 
carry light traffic and slower speeds. 

 
History and Background:  

 
On December 21, 2016, the applicant submitted a request to amend their Planned 
Development PD15-04 to include an additional four properties recently acquired and 
to include a Master Sign Plan to facilitate the erection of new monument signs, building 
and parking identification signs, and wayfinding (directional) signs at the Downtown 
Shannon Medical Campus.  The four new properties will be used as additional parking 
for the Shannon Medical Campus and an Urban Design Review will be required prior 
to installation of any new signage, landscaping, or other construction on the properties.  
In addition, some of the proposed signs will be located in the River Corridor and will 
also require River Corridor approvals.  Unlit signs, 50 square feet of less, may be 
approved administratively at the discretion of the Planning Director. 
 
The applicant has provided a new draft PD Ordinance, as well as a new PD Boundary 
Map.  The new Boundary Map includes the four new properties, two properties at the 
northwest corner of North Main Street and East Harris Avenue (1 N. Main Street), and 
two properties at the southwest corner of that intersection (227 E. Harris Avenue).  The 
applicant has also provided a Master Sign Plan that depicts the locations of the 
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proposed signs, as well as renderings for each sign type.  At this time, the applicant is 
proposing up to 60 new signs, as well as recognizing two existing signs along the north 
side of East Harris Avenue, between Oakes Street and Magdalen Street, that encroach 
into the public right-of-way (see attached).  The two existing signs will need an 
encroachment approval from City Council prior to obtaining a Sign Permit.     
 
Monument Signage  
 
The three large monument signs will be constructed of aluminum and brick facades 
with an aluminum base and arch.  The signs will have the potential for internal 
illumination with white LED light behind the signage and logo.  They will be used to 
attract customers to the Shannon Campus buildings and parking areas of prominence.   
Two of the signs will be located at the southwest and northwest corners, respectively, 
of North Main Street and East Harris Avenue close to the new Shannon Medical Office 
Building.  The third sign will be located at the northeast corner of South Oakes Street 
and East Beauregard Avenue near the parking area for the downtown Shannon 
Medical Clinic.  The typical sign shown will have a sign area of 171 square feet, with a 
maximize sign height of 30 feet and a maximum sign area of 220 square feet for all 
freestanding signs in the new proposed PD Ordinance.  It is noted that “sign area” in 
this case refers to the total façade area of the sign, including the aluminum and brick 
area.  The “advertising display area” which encompasses only the words and logos 
that are part of the sign’s message, is much smaller at 53 square feet.  Signs in the 
River Corridor are normally limited to a maximum advertising display area of 75 square 
feet.  The applicant has not proposed any signage exceeding this maximum 
advertising display area.   
 
Building, Parking Identification and Wayfinding (Directional) Signage  
 
The remaining signage includes building identification signs with a typical maximum 
square footage of 60 square feet and parking and wayfinding (directional) signs with a 
typical maximum square footage of 44 feet, respectively.  These signs will be 
constructed of aluminum facades, with similar colors to other Shannon Medical 
Campus Signs.  As indicated above, they will also have a maximum height of 30 feet 
and a maximum sign area of 220 square feet. 
 
Ordinance Changes Proposed by Applicant  
 
The applicant has proposed an increase in the maximum sign area for monument 
signs from 1.5 square feet per one foot of linear street frontage to 2.0 square feet per 
one linear foot of street frontage per lot.  This will allow the applicant to install new 
monument signage of sufficient size on smaller lots, including on the newly-acquired 
lots which are contiguous to the adjacent Shannon properties.   The applicant is also 
proposing that all other signs be exempt from this overall sign area.  Staff recognizes 
the need for flexibility given the large expanse of Shannon Medical buildings in the 
downtown area and accepts the increase in the overall sign area for monument signs.  
However, Staff believes this maximum should also apply to all other signs, given the 
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potential for visual clutter, vehicular accidents, and pedestrian casualties of having too 
many signs.  Staff will recommend the final draft of the Ordinance include language 
also limiting building, parking and wayfinding signs to 2.0 square feet for every one foot 
of linear frontage, consistent with this provision for monument signs. 

 
The other significant change proposed is to increase the height of signs at the property 
line from 3 feet to up to 20 feet and from 3 feet to 20 feet within a 10-foot sight triangle 
at the intersection of two property lines.  The intent of the 30-foot by 30-foot site triangle 
provision in the original Ordinance was to reduce potential vehicular collisions and 
enhance pedestrian safety by maintaining appropriate setbacks for taller signs.  Staff 
conducted a site visit on Thursday, January 12, 2017, and noted that many of the 
downtown Shannon properties have greater setbacks to the street curb than suburban 
locations, given existing sidewalks and landscaped boulevards separating the 
properties from the street.  Therefore, Staff supports the first revision – that new signs 
can be a maximum of 20 feet at the property line, but recommends that no sign taller 
than 3 feet be located within a 15-foot by 15-foot site triangle measured from back of 
curb.  This change allows the applicant to erect signs closer to their property lines and 
be more visible from the street, but ensures public safety by maintaining an appropriate 
site triangle from the street curb. 
 
The new draft ordinance maintains the current provision of prohibiting freestanding 
“pole” signs downtown.  This will ensure the prohibition of these often taller signs, which 
would normally be allowed up to 40-50 feet in height in this location. 
 
It is noted that the City has future plans to realign the intersection at Harris Avenue and 
Main Street, which will include acquiring right-of-way at the southwest corner of the 
intersection now occupied by Shannon Medical.  As a Condition of Approval, no 
signage shall be located within any future City right-of-way as shown on “Exhibit D,” at 
the southwest corner of North Main Street and East Harris Avenue. 
 

 
 Analysis: 

 
Section 212(G) of the Zoning Ordinance requires that the Planning Commission and 
City Council consider, at minimum, seven (7) factors in determining the 
appropriateness of any Rezoning request. 
 
1. Compatible with Plans and Policies.  Whether the proposed amendment is 

compatible with the Comprehensive Plan and any other land use policies adopted 
by the Planning Commission or City Council. 
 
Staff believe the proposed amendment, with the modifications proposed above, will 
be compatible with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the Sign Ordinance.  The 
“Downtown” policies in the Comprehensive Plan call to “eliminate CG/CH zoning 
inappropriate and incompatible within downtown, encouraging many of the more 
intensive business-to-business uses allowed therein to relocate into commercial 
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and industrial areas as designated on the Vision Map.”  The four properties which 
are currently zoned CG/CH were formerly used for a gas station and vehicle repair 
facility respectively.  Shannon now plans to utilize these properties for their existing 
medical campus and the PD Amendment to expand the medical campus, and this 
would be consistent with the above policies.  The Purpose Statements in Section 
12.04.001 of the Sign Ordinance indicate that “City Council finds that visual clutter 
and confusion of unregulated signs contribute to traffic safety problems, is 
detrimental to the economic and commercial welfare of the community and detracts 
from the quality of life in the city” and that “signs located in, or close to, the right-of-
way and on corners create visual obstructions which contribute to and cause 
accidents involving automobiles and pedestrians.”  Staff believes that maintaining 
a 15-foot by 15-foot site triangle from the back of curb will help to ensure that 
potential accidents will be mitigated.  Maintaining a maximum sign area of 2.0 per 
one foot of linear frontage for all signage will also reduce the potential for visual 
clutter, consistent with the above Sign Ordinance policies.  The applicant will still 
have the option in future of submitting a new PD amendment with a revised Master 
Sign Plan, subject to final review by the Planning Director and/or Planning 
Commission. 

 
2. Consistent with Zoning Ordinance.  Whether and the extent to which the 

proposed amendment would conflict with any portion of this Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The proposed PD Amendment will comply with all of the provisions of the Zoning 
Ordinance.  The Revised Parking Analysis prepared on September 2, 2016, by 
O’Connell Robertson confirms that after expansion, the applicant will have a net 
surplus of 455 parking spaces, in compliance with the PD Ordinance for a medical 
facilities campus. 
 

3. Compatible with Surrounding Area.  Whether and the extent to which the 
proposed amendment is compatible with existing and proposed uses surrounding 
the subject land and is the appropriate zoning district for the land. 

 
Planning Staff believe the proposed development is compatible with the 
surrounding downtown area, which comprises similar commercial uses.  As stated 
previously, the new properties will be used as parking areas for Shannon’s medical 
campus, expanding Shannon’s property holdings in the downtown area.  The 
applicant has agreed to install new sidewalks along the public right-of-ways in front 
of this intersection which will ensure greater pedestrian connectivity and will 
connect to existing sidewalks on the campus. 

 
4. Changed Conditions.  Whether and the extent to which there are changed 

conditions that require an amendment. 
 

Shannon is in process of constructing a new medical office building at 220 East 
College Avenue, as well as an addition on their main building downtown and new 
parking areas on the newly required properties.  These changes require an 
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amendment to the existing PD Ordinance to allow greater flexibility for increase 
signage, reduced sign setbacks, and expansion of the PD boundary to include the 
new properties.  

 
5. Effect on Natural Environment.  Whether and the extent to which the proposed 

amendment would result in significant adverse impacts on the natural environment, 
including but not limited to water and air quality, noise, storm water management, 
wildlife, vegetation, wetlands and the practical functioning of the natural 
environment. 

 
While the impervious area on the site will be slightly increased with the 
construction of the parking areas, Staff does not anticipate any significant 
impacts on the natural environment.   A review of grading, drainage, and 
stormwater runoff will be conducted as part of the building permit review to ensure 
there are no negative environmental impacts. 

 
6. Community Need.  Whether and the extent to which the proposed amendment 

addresses a demonstrated community need. 
 

Planning Staff believes the proposed new signage and expanded PD boundary 
demonstrates a community need.  Shannon Medical employs over 3,000 
individuals in their San Angelo facilities and over 52,000 patients visited their 
hospital emergency room in 2016, according to usnews.com.  Expanding the 
PD boundary to include the new properties and allow additional signage will 
allow Shannon Medical to better serve the residents of San Angelo and 
surrounding areas.        

 
7. Development Patterns.  Whether and the extent to which the proposed 

amendment would result in a logical and orderly pattern of urban development in 
the community. 

 
Planning Staff believe that the proposed PD boundary expansion will be 
consistent with surrounding development patterns.  Both properties have dual 
frontage onto East Harris Avenue and North Main Street, both Arterial Streets 
which can accommodate large traffic volumes.  These properties were already 
platted and had already been used for commercial uses.   

 
 

Notification: 
 
On January 12, 2017, 68 notifications were mailed out within a 200-foot radius of 
the properties.  As of January 17, 2017, there was one response in favor and zero 
in opposition of the request. 
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Staff’s Recommendation:    
 
Staff’s recommendation is for the Planning Commission to recommend 
APPROVAL of the proposed Amendment to a Planned Development (PD15-04) 
Zoning District to expand the PD boundary for four additional properties changing their 
zone category from General Commercial/Heavy Commercial (CG/CH) to Planned 
Development (PD15-04), and to allow for a Master Sign Plan, subject to the following 
five Conditions:  
 
 
 

 Proposed Conditions: 
 

1. The type, location, and number of signs shall be consistent with the approved 
Master Sign Plan.  Building, parking, and wayfinding signs shall not exceed the 
maximum sign area provisions for monument signs, including number of signs per 
linear street frontage and maximum sign area per sign, as delineated in the Master 
Sign Plan and to be reflected in the final wording of the Ordinance text.  Signage 
exceeding three feet in height shall be prohibited within any 15-foot by 15-foot sight 
triangle at the intersection of two street lines measured from back of curb. Any 
changes in the proposed type, location, and/or number of signs shall require a new 
Planned Development (PD) Amendment application and revised Master Sign Plan. 
 

2. No signage shall be located within the future City right-of-way as depicted on 
“Exhibit D,” at the southwest corner of North Main Street and East Harris Avenue. 

 
3. The applicant will require an Urban Design Review (UDR) for all proposed signage, 

landscaping, and any new construction on the subject properties.  As part of the 
UDR, the applicant will require a site plan showing the construction of new 
sidewalks within the public right-of-ways abutting the new properties at East Harris 
Avenue and North Main Street. 

 
4. An encroachment approval from City Council shall be required to allow for the 

two existing wayfinding “entrance” and “exit” signs on the north side of Harris 
Avenue between Oakes Street and Magdalen Street. 

 
5. The applicant will require River Corridor approval for any proposed signage 

located within the City’s River Corridor. 
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  Zoning Map 
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  Draft Ordinance    
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Photos of Shannon Downtown Campus  

 
 

              Main Hospital (120 E. Harris Ave.)    Main Entrance Sign (120 E. Harris Ave- 
      Requires Encroachment Approval) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
             Exit Sign (120 E. Harris Ave -                           New Medical Office Building 
             Requires Encroachment Approval)                 (220 E. College Ave) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Proposed monument sign location                 Proposed monument sign location                              
(NW corner Main St./Harris Ave.)                     (SW corner Main St./Harris Ave.) 
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              Proposed monument sign location              Shannon Clinic 
              (NE corner Oakes St/Beauregard Ave)   (225 E. Beauregard Ave.)   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
             Shannon Medical Center                                  Shannon Clinic 
              (201 E. Harris Ave)                                           (120 E. Harris Ave) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Shannon Storage Facility  
(115 Woodrow St.) 
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New PD Boundary Map (Exhibit “A” of Ordinance) 
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Master Sign Plan (Exhibit “B” of Ordinance) 
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Sign Details (Exhibit “C” of Ordinance) 
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Sign Details (Exhibit “C” of Ordinance) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Illumination Sample  
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Future Right-Of-Way Detail (Exhibit “D” of Ordinance) 
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Draft Amendment Ordinance  
(proposed changes are highlighted) 

 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 12, EXHIBIT “A” OF THE CODE 
OF ORDINANCES, CITY OF SAN ANGELO, TEXAS, WHICH SAID 
EXHIBIT “A” OF CHAPTER 12 ADOPTS ZONING REGULATIONS, USE 
DISTRICTS AND A ZONING MAP, IN ACCORDANCE WITH A 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, BY CHANGING THE ZONING AND 
CLASSIFICATION OF THE FOLLOWING PROPERTY, TO WIT: Several 
addressed & unaddressed parcels, generally located North of Twohig 
Avenue, West of Main Street, South of 2nd Street, and East of 
Chadbourne Street; more specifically being a part of Miles Acre lot A7 
to A9, A19, all of Miles Acre lots A31, A32; part of lots 18 & 19, lots 20 
to 24 J.N. Uptons Subdivision; lots 1 to 4, block 2 Frary Addition; lots 
16 to 18, block 5; the west 55' of lot 2, the east 80' of lot 3, all of lot 4, the 
west 100' of lot 6, all of lots 7 to 13, all of lots 18 to 20 save & except the 
east 15' of the west 30' of lot 20, block 6; lots A and 1 to 10, block 14A; 
lot A & B, block 15A; lots 9 to 12, block 21; lot 1, block 21.5; lot A, block 
22A; lots 1 to 9, 12, lots 10 & 11 save & except the west 110', block 22.5, 
San Angelo Main Town Addition; lot A, block 1, Shannon Medical 
Center Downtown Campus, Section Two, lot 2, block 21A, Shannon 
Medical Center Downtown Campus, Section Three; San Angelo 
Addition, Block 15, Lots 13 and 14, City of San Angelo, Tom Green 
County, Texas; City of San Angelo, Tom Green County, Texas; a zone 
change from a combination of General Commercial (CG)/Heavy 
Commercial (CH), and Planned Development (PD) Districts  to a 
Planned Development (PD) District; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY 
AND PROVIDING A PENALTY 

 
RE: PD15-04: Shannon Medical Center 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission for the City of San Angelo and the governing 

body for the City of San Angelo, in compliance with the charter and the state law with reference 
to zoning regulations and a zoning map, have given requisite notice by publication and 
otherwise, and after holding hearings and affording a full and fair hearing to all property owners 
and persons interested, generally, and to persons situated in the affected area and in the 
vicinity thereof, is of the opinion that zoning changes should be made as set out herein; NOW 
THEREFORE, 

 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SAN ANGELO: 

 
SECTION 1:  That the basic zoning ordinance for the City of San Angelo, as enacted 
by the governing body for the City of San Angelo on January 4, 2000, and included 
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within Chapter 12 of the Code of Ordinances for the City of San Angelo, be and the 
same is hereby amended insofar as the property hereinafter set forth, and said 
ordinance generally and the zoning map shall be amended insofar as the property 
hereinafter described: Several addressed & unaddressed parcels, generally 
located North of Twohig Avenue, West of Main Street, South of 2nd Street, and 
East of Chadbourne Street; more specifically being a part of Miles Acre lot a7 to 
a9, a19, all of Miles Acre lots A31, A32; part of lots 18 & 19, lots 20 to 24 J.N. 
Uptons Subdivision; lots 1 to 4, block 2 Frary Addition; lots 16 to 18, block 5; the 
west 55' of lot 2, the east 80' of lot 3, all of lot 4, the west 100' of lot 6, all of lots 
7 to 13, all of lots 18 to 20 save & except the east 15' of the west 30' of lot 20, 
block 6; lots A and 1 to 10, block 14A; lot A & B, block 15A; lots 9-12, block 21; 
lot 1, block 21.5; lot A, block 22A; lots 1 to 9, 12, lots 10 & 11 save & except the 
west 110', block 22.5, San Angelo Main Town Addition; lot A, block 1, Shannon 
Medical Center Downtown Campus, Section Two, lot 2, block 21A, Shannon 
Medical Campus, Section Three; San Angelo Addition, Block 15, Lots 13 and 14, 
City of San Angelo, Tom Green County, Texas; shall henceforth be permanently 
zoned as follows: Planned Development (PD) District for a medical facilities 
campus. 
 
The Director of the Planning & Development Department, or his/her designee, is 
hereby directed to correct zoning district maps in the office of the Planning & 
Development Department, to reflect the herein described changes in zoning, as 
further depicted on Exhibit A of this Ordinance (PD Boundary Map).  
 

SECTION 2: That in all other respects, the use of the herein above described property 
shall be subject to all applicable regulations contained in Chapter 12 of the Code of 
Ordinances for the City of San Angelo, as amended. 

 
SECTION 3: That the following severability clause is adopted with this amendment: 
 

 SEVERABILITY: 
 The terms and provisions of this Ordinance shall be deemed to be severable in that, if 

any portion of this Ordinance shall be declared to be invalid, the same shall not affect 
the validity of the other provisions of this Ordinance. 

 
SECTION 4: That the following penalty clause is adopted with this amendment: 

 
PENALTY: 
Any person who violates any provisions of this article shall be guilty of a misdemeanor 
and, upon conviction, shall be subject to a fine as provided for in Section 1.106 of the 
Code of Ordinances for the City of San Angelo.  Each day of such violation shall 
constitute a separate offense. 
 
SECTION 5: That the following are approved as allowed uses for the property 
previously described: 
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A. Hospitals.  Such use provides medical and/or surgical care to patients and 
offers overnight care for said patients. 
 

B. Medical office buildings.  Such use provides medical and/or surgical care to 
patients with no overnight care provided for said patients. 

 
C. Parking garages.  Such use provides for a multi-story structure for parking for 

the exclusive use of staff, trainees, patients, and their visitors. 
 
D. Housing facilities for staff or trainees.  Such use shall provide living quarters for 

the exclusive use of staff and/or trainees. 
 
E. Housing facilities for visiting family of patients.  Such use provides short-term 

(less than 30 days) living quarters for the visiting family of patients in care. 
 
F. Accessory uses.  Such uses shall be functionally connected with the operation 

of a medical facilities campus and therefore are approved for the property 
previously described, so long as they  remain “accessory” as defined in 
SECTION 8 below: 

 
I. parking for emergency vehicles that service the medical facilities; 
 
II. offices to serve the allowed uses of the medical campus for the exclusive 

use of staff and/or trainees; 
 
III. laboratories for the exclusive use of staff and/or trainees; 
 
IV. teaching facilities for the exclusive use of staff and/or trainees; 
 
V. maintenance facilities to service the medical campus for the exclusive 

use of staff and/or trainees; 
 
VI. food and beverage sales to exclusively service staff, trainees, patients, 

and their visitors; 
 
VII. retail goods sales to exclusively service staff, trainees, patients, and their 

visitors; 
 
VIII. religious institutions and services to service staff, trainees, patients, and 

their visitors; 
 
IX. day care to provide care, protection, and supervision for children and/or 

adults to exclusively service staff, trainees, patients, and their visitors; 
and; 

 
X. meeting areas for medical-related discussion. 
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SECTION 6: Building façade standards for the Shannon Medical Center-
Downtown shall include the following: 
 
A. Building facades shall be consistent and unified in architectural style, 

color palette, materials, and detailed ornamental features as detailed 
in Exhibit A. 
 

B. Building entrances shall be clearly defined through architectural details, 
materials, and/or ornamental features, and highly visible. 

 
C. Exterior materials shall be limited to the following: 

1. Brick; 
2. Stucco (cementitous finish only); 
3. Architectural concrete masonry; 
4. Hardiplank or similar cementitious siding; 
5. Field stone, ledge stone, or other native veneer; 
6. Cast stone (for lintels, trim elements, and ornamentation); and 
7. Metal (for beams, lintels, trim elements, siding, and ornamentation). 

 
D. Additional building façade material types may be approved at the 

discretion of the Director of the Planning & Development Department, 
or his/her designee. 

 
SECTION 7: Development standards for the Shannon Medical Center-Downtown 
shall include the following: 
 
A. Maximum floor area ratio for each lot shall not exceed 4.0. 
 
B. Setbacks (front, side, and rear) for all structures shall be 0 feet, or 10’ if abutting 

a residential district or use. 
 
C. Outdoor storage shall not exceed 5 percent of the total area of each lot. 
 
D. The following features shall be reasonably screened from street right-of-way: 

1. Outdoor storage; and 
2. Mechanical equipment greater than 10 square feet in size. 

 
E. The following features shall be at least partially screened from street view by 

landscaping (as detailed in SECTION 11), by benches and other street 
furniture, or by the use of landscaping along with berms, walls, or decorative 
fences, as approved by the Planning Director: 

1. Water quality control facilities; 
2. Stormwater drainage facilities;  
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3. Metal buildings less than 1200 square feet; and 
4. Areas where vehicles are moved, loaded, or stored. 

 
F. Screening shall be of a natural material coordinating with building 

facadesshown in Exhibit A and listed in Section 6.C. of this ordinance or 
landscaping as detailed in SECTION 11 of this ordinance. 

 
G. Metal buildings less than 1200 square feet shall be allowed. 
 
H. Opaque metal fences shall not be allowed. 
 
I. Decorative metal fencing shall be allowed. 
 
SECTION 8: Off-street parking standards for the Shannon Medical Center-Downtown 
shall be consistent with these standards as outlined in Chapter 9 of the Zoning 
Ordinance: 
 
A. Hospitals: 1 parking space per 4 patient beds, and 1 parking space per staff 

doctor, and 1 parking space per 4 employees. 
 
B. Medical office buildings: 1 parking space per 300 square feet. 
 
C. Housing facilities for staff or trainees:  1 parking space per residential unit. 
 
D. Housing facilities for visiting families of patients: 1 parking space per residential 

unit. 
 
E. Accessory uses shall not require off-street parking. 
 
SECTION 9: Loading space standards for the Shannon Medical Center Downtown 
shall be as follows: 
 
A. Every nonresidential building having at least 20,000 square feet of gross floor 

area shall have a minimum of one off-street loading space, with one additional 
off-street loading space for each additional 60,000 square feet of gross floor 
area or major fraction thereof. 
 

B. Each required off-street loading space shall be not less than 10’ in width, 45’ in 
length, and 14’ in height. 

 
C. Each required off-street loading space shall be located entirely outside of public 

rights-of-way for streets and alleys and on the same block as the building to 
which it is accessory. 

 
D. No open area in a required off-street loading area shall be consistently 

encroached upon by another use. 
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E. In no case shall off-street parking spaces be used to satisfy off-street loading 

space requirements. 
 
F. Off-street loading space off of an alley shall not requiring screening as detailed 

in Section 7.E. 
 
SECTION 10:   All signage for the Shannon Medical Center Downtown shall conform 
to the following, as shown on Exhibit B (Master Sign Plan) and Exhibit C (Sign 
Details): 
 

I. Freestanding pole signs shall not be permitted. 
 

II. Freestanding signs shall not exceed 30 feet in height or 220 square feet in area. 
 

III. All signage shall be of materials and colors as shown in Exhibit C or of a natural 
material and color coordinating with building facades and listed in Section 6.C. 
of this ordinance. 

 
IV. All signage may be internally illuminated. 

 
V. No signage shall be located within the future City right-of-way as depicted on 

Exhibit D (Future Right-Of-Way), at the southwest corner of North Main Street 
and East Harris Avenue. 

 
VI. Freestanding signs (including Monument, Wayfinding, Building ID, and Parking 

Lot ID Signs) 
 
I. maximum signage area shall not exceed 2.0 square feet per 1 linear foot 

of street frontage per lot; 
 

II. may be placed at any angle relative to the property line; 
 

III. must be set back at least 5 feet from an internal side lot line; 
 

IV. may set adjacent to any right-of-way edge; 
 

V. shall not exceed 20 feet in height if placed within 10 feet of any right-of-
way pavement edge; 

 
VI. signage exceeding three feet in height shall be prohibited within any 15-

foot by 15-foot sight triangle at the intersection of two street lines 
measured from back of curb.  
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VII. Attached signs (canopy, awning, fascia, projecting, sloping roof signs): 
 

I. maximum signage area may be up to 25 percent of the area of the wall 
to which the sign(s) is(are) attached; 
 

II. shall not extend more than 5 feet above the roofline of the building to 
which it is attached; 

 
III. shall not extend more than 5 feet above the top of the wall to which it is 

attached; 
 

IV. signs projecting over any public rights-of-way that are larger than 16 
square feet must be approved by the City Council after notice and public 
hearing to consider any potentially detrimental effects; 

 
V. signs projecting over the public rights-of-way that are less than 16 

square feet shall maintain a distance of at least 18 inches from the curb 
line or street edge, if no curb exists; 

 
VI. signs projecting over the public rights-of-way that are less than 16 

square feet shall maintain a minimum height of 9 feet from the grade 
level to the bottom of the sign.  

 
VIII. Any changes in the proposed type, location, and/or number of signs shall 

require a new Planned Development (PD) Amendment application and revised 
Master Sign Plan. 

 
 

SECTION 11:  Landscaping standards for the Shannon Medical Center 
Downtown shall be as follows: 
 
A. Xeriscaping and water use reduction strategies shall be incorporated 

into overall landscape design through the use of drought tolerant plant 
species native and well suited to West Texas. 
 

B. Landscaped areas may include planters, brick, stone, natural forms, or 
other landscape features that provide a park-like setting. 
 

C. Landscaped areas, or plants, adjacent to pavement must be protected 
with a concrete curb or equivalent barrier such as: 

1. Asphalt curbs; 
2. Railroad ties (anchored); 
3. Rock or stone curbs (anchored); or 
4. Wheelstops (anchored). 
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D. Landscaping plant material shall be of healthy stock, be native or 
naturalized, and have low water requirements. 
 

E. Dying or diseased landscaping plant material shall be replaced with a 
healthy plant material. 

 
F. Adequate soil depth and width to encourage healthy growth shall be 

provided. 
 
G. Shannon Medical Center Downtown shall be responsible for the 

irrigation of required landscape areas and plant materials, utilizing one 
or a combination of the following methods: 

1. An automatic or manual underground irrigation system; 
2. A drip irrigation system; 
3. A rainwater capture system or equivalent; or 
4. Any other comparable method. 

 
H. Landscaped areas planted with native grasses and wildflowers may 

use a temporary and above ground irrigation system and shall be 
required to provide irrigation only for the first growing season. 
 

I. Irrigation methods used shall: 
1. Provide a moisture level in an amount and frequency adequate 

to sustain growth of the plant material on a permanent basis; 
and 

2. Be maintained and kept operational at all times to provide for 
efficient water distribution. 

 
J. No irrigation shall be required for undisturbed natural areas or 

undisturbed existing trees. 
 

K. On-ground parking lots shall have no less than 5 percent of the square 
footage landscaped. 

 
L. Parking lot landscaping shall be located within the boundaries of the 

parking lot area as follows: 
1. Landscaping boundaries; 
2. Landscaping medians; 
3. Landscaping islands; or 
4. Landscaping peninsulas. 

 
M. All landscaping plants located in or immediately adjacent to vehicular 

use areas shall, at maturity, be as follows: 
1. Shrubs and other plant material shall be a maximum of 36 

inches in height. 
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2. Trees shall have a minimum 72 inch clearance from grade to 
the lowest branches. 

 
SECTION 12:  Except as otherwise specified or limited elsewhere in this ordinance, 
the use and development of the Shannon Medical Center Downtown shall generally 
conform to Central Business (CBD) District zoning standards.  All activities shall be 
limited to those associated with the operation of a medical facilities campus as 
determined by the Director of the Planning & Development Department, or his/her 
designee, for the City of San Angelo. 
 

INTRODUCED on the 21st day of February, 2017 and finally PASSED, APPROVED AND 
ADOPTED on this the 7th day of March, 2017. 

 
 
     THE CITY OF SAN ANGELO 
 
 
 

           
    by:____________________________________ 

                                                    Dwain Morrison, Mayor  
 
 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 

by:________________________________   
 Bryan Kendrick, City Clerk 
 
 
 
Approved As To Form: 
 
 
 
 
by: ________________________ 
Theresa James, City Attorney 
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 Meeting:  January 23, 2017 
 

To: Planning Commission 
 
From: Rebeca A. Guerra, AICP, LEED-AP, CPD 

Planning Manager 
 
Staff Planner: David Stallworth, AICP 

Principal Planner 
 
Case: CU16-10: Torres 

 
Request: A request for approval of a Conditional Use to allow for an 

Industrial Service use (Lawn and Landscape Care and 
Maintenance), as outlined in Sections 316 and 415 of the Zoning 
Ordinance, on a property located in the General Commercial 
(CG) Zoning District 
 

Location: 122-134 East 19th Street, generally located along the northwest 
side of East 19th Street, between North Oakes and Pecan Streets       

 
Legal  
Description: Lots 4 and 5, Block 1 of the Replat of Lot 3, Block 1, Moser 

Addition      
 
Size:   0.723 acres 
 

  
General Information 
 
 

Future Land Use: Commercial 
 

STAFF REPORT 
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Zoning: General Commercial (CG) Zoning District 
 
Existing Land Use: Landscaping Business 

 
Surrounding Zoning/Land Use: 
 

North: Single-family Residential 
(RS-1) 

Residential   

West: General Commercial (CG) 
  

Residential    

South: General Commercial & 
Heavy Commercial (CG/CH)  

Vacant Lot; Commercial 

East: Single-family Residential 
(RS-1) 

Vacant Residence  

 
District: SMD#3 – Harry Thomas 
 
Neighborhood: Reagan 
District:  

 
Thoroughfares/Streets: Per the Master Thoroughfare Plan (MTP), East 

19th Street is classified as a “Major Collector.”  
This type of roadway is designed to collect Local 
Street traffic to Arterial Streets at a moderate 
speed.   This portion of East 19th Street is owned 
by TX-DOT and has a paving width of 64 feet 
and a right-of-way of 100 feet.  It is not a City-
owned and maintained facility (State Road 208).                                  

 
History and Background:  
 
On December 9, 2016, the Petitioner submitted an application for a Conditional Use to 
allow for an Industrial Service use (Lawn and Landscape Care and Maintenance), as 
outlined in Sections 316 and 415 of the Zoning Ordinance on a property located in the 
General Commercial (CG) Zoning District. The Petitioner maintains that the present 
landscaping business has been on the premises since 2008.  The Petitioner seeks to 
bring the business into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance in order to facilitate an 
expansion.  The property currently has a 700-square-foot building, an intermodal 
container used for equipment storage, and visible outdoor storage, as well as gated 
accesses along both East 19th and East 19-1/2 Streets.  Although there is single-family 
residential development along East 19-1/2 Street to the north, the front yards for these 
lots are oriented along East 20th Street/ 
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The property was originally platted with double frontage along its south (East 19th 
Street) and north (East 19-1/2 Street) property lines in 2000 and subsequently 
replatted in 2001.  The property was rezoned from Single-family Residential (RS-1) 
and General-to-Heavy Commercial (CG/CH) in the early 2000’s (RE: Z01-03), and 
Variances allowing 6-foot-high fencing along the property’s north street frontage and 
non-opaque, chain-link fencing along the east property line abutting a residential zone 
were approved, also in the early 2000’s (RE: ZBA01-12). 
 

 Analysis: 
 
Section 208(F) of the Zoning Ordinance requires that the Planning Commission and 
City Council consider, at minimum, six (6) factors in determining the appropriateness 
of any Conditional Use request. 
 
1. Impacts Minimized. Whether and the extent to which the proposed conditional 

use creates adverse effects, including adverse visual impacts, on adjacent 
properties. 

 
Lawn and Landscaping Maintenance Yards are considered in the Zoning 
Ordinance to be Industrial Service uses due to their visual clutter, propensity for 
dust and particulate generation, and their level of overall outdoor activity in contrast 
to other General Commercial land uses.  It should be noted that residential uses 
are in close proximity to the subject area, a fact that merits much consideration.  
Industrial Service uses are, however, considered acceptable in this zoning district 
under the auspices of an approved Conditional Use through which potentially 
adverse impacts between a somewhat intensive land use and nearby residential 
uses may be mitigated.   
 

2. Consistent with the Zoning Ordinance. Whether and the extent to which the 
proposed conditional use would conflict with any portion of this Zoning Ordinance. 
 
According to business records, Clientele Lawn and Landscape has occupied the 
subject property since 2008.  This type of business is considered by the Zoning 
Ordinance as an “Industrial Service.”  Prior to 2010, this type of business was not 
allowed in the CG Zoning District under any circumstances.  After June of 2010, 
however, such uses were allowed under the auspices of an approved Conditional 
Use.  Although it unclear how the Petitioner managed to both start and maintain 
the business on the premises without proper authorization, the Petitioner now 
seeks to bring the business into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance through 
Conditional Use approval.  These types of operations are generally seen as 
magnets for visual clutter, dust and particulate generation, and overall outdoor 
activity in proportion to other General Commercial land uses, and they may also be 
seen as an underutilization of commercial property, particularly in a transitional, 
underperforming or disenfranchised area of town where taxable revenue 
generation would be highly beneficial.  Conditions imposed under this petition will 
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help to ensure that the Lawn and Landscaping Maintenance Yard meets the spirit, 
if not the intent, of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 

3. Compatible with Surrounding Area. Whether and the extent to which the 
proposed conditional use is compatible with existing and anticipated uses 
surrounding the subject property. 
 
This segment of East 19th Street from North Oakes Street eastward is categorized 
as “Commercial” under the Future Land Use Plan Component of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  This segment appears to be in transition to non-residential, 
with most of the zoning being either CG/CH, CG or CN strip zoning, in conjunction 
with scattered pockets of RS-1.    Behind this strip, however, mostly lies residential 
(RS-1) zoning.  In the absence of a “Transitional” Future Land Use designation, the 
Conditional Use mechanism now becomes the means through which some form 
of compatibility between a visible and somewhat intense land use and nearby 
residential uses may be maintained. 
 

4. Effect on Natural Environment.  Whether and the extent to which the proposed 
conditional use would result in significant adverse impacts on the natural 
environment, including but not limited to water and air quality, noise, storm water 
management, wildlife, vegetation, wetlands and the practical functioning of the 
natural environment. 

 
There are no areas of special environmental concern either on the premises or in 
the immediate area that would be adversely impacted by approval of the 
Conditional Use.  Conditions may be necessary, however, to provide adequate 
mitigation from dust and noise pollution generated by the business. 
 

5. Community Need. Whether and the extent to which the proposed conditional use 
addresses a demonstrated community need. 

 
There is no empirical data to suggest a community need specifically for Lawn and 
Landscaping Maintenance Businesses.  Employment generation or taxable 
revenue in relation to the extent of the business appear to be less quantifiable.  
Lastly, contractor yards may seem to be a noted underutilization of a property.   
Business retention, nevertheless, may be viewed as a qualified community need, 
and the Petitioner has expressed the need for Conditional Use approval to 
perpetuate the business at this location.  Approval of the Conditional Use may 
facilitate such retention. 

 
6. Development Patterns. Whether and the extent to which the proposed conditional 

use would result in a logical and orderly pattern of urban development in the 
community. 
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The landscape business has been on the premises since 2008 and has already 
developed a rapport with the neighborhood.  Again, this segment of East 19th Street 
from North Oakes Street eastward is categorized as “Commercial” under the 
Future Land Use Plan Component of the Comprehensive Plan.  This segment 
appears to be in transition to non-residential, with most of the zoning being either 
CG/CH, CG or CN strip zoning, in conjunction with scattered pockets of RS-1.  
Even though the abutting property is flanked on both east and west sides by 
residential uses, it should be noted that only the abutting property to the east has 
residential zoning; it should be further noted that the residence is dilapidated and 
unusable.  Moreover, the likelihood of a residential use returning to the abutting 
east property appears doubtful. 

 
Notification: 
 
On January 5, 2017, 19 notices were mailed out within a 200-foot radius of the 
subject site.  As of the publication of this staff report, there were zero (0) responses 
either in favor of, or in opposition to the request. 
 
Recommendation:  
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE a Conditional Use to 
allow for an Industrial Service use (Lawn and Landscape Care and Maintenance), as 
outlined in Sections 316 and 415 of the Zoning Ordinance, on a property located in the 
General Commercial (CG) Zoning District, subject to the following five 
Conditions of Approval: 
 
1. No outdoor storage or business activity shall be conducted within ten feet of 

the east property line until such a time as when the adjacent property becomes 
non-residential in zoning. 
 

2. Outdoor storage shall not exceed ten percent of the land area of the premises 
(3,200 square feet), as outlined under Section 504 of the Zoning Ordinance 
governing “Outdoor Storage and Display in Non-residential Districts.”  Outdoor 
storage shall also not exceed the height profile of any intermodal storage 
container on the premises. 

 
3. No debris, solid or liquid waste, or junk items may be stored on the premises. 

 
4. The Petitioner shall provide the minimum amount of paved parking on the 

premises in accordance with Section 511 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
5. The Petitioner shall maintain any permanent intermodal container(s) on the 

premises in accordance with Section 416 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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Attachments: Aerial Map 
   Future Land Use Map 

  Zoning Map 
  Major Thoroughfare Map 
  Notification Details  
  Site Plan / Building Elevations 
  Application 
  Site Photos 
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 Meeting:  January 23, 2017 
 

To: Planning Commission 
 

From: Jon James, AICP 
Director of Planning and Development Services 

 
Through: Rebeca A. Guerra, AICP, LEED-AP, CPD 

Planning Manager 
 

Planner: Jeff Fisher 
Planner I 

 
Case: CU16-11: Concho Valley Turning Point 

 
Request: A request for the renewal of an expired Conditional Use to allow 

“Community Services,” as defined in Section 314.B of the Zoning 
Ordinance, for property within the Low Rise Multifamily 
Residence District (RM-1) to expand into an existing 1,200-
square foot building 

 
Location: 528 East Highland Boulevard; generally located approximately 

100 feet west of the intersection of East Highland Boulevard and 
Powell Street 

 
Legal  
Description: Fort Concho Addition, Block 85, being the south 156.72 feet of 

Lot 12 and the south 156 feet of Lot 13 
 

Size: 0.361 acres 
 

  
 
 

STAFF REPORT 



2 

 

General Information 
 

Future Land Use: Neighborhood  
 
Zoning: Low Rise Multifamily Residence (RM-1) 

 
Existing Land Use: Community Services Office and Counseling 

Center (Concho Valley Turning Point) inside 
existing Single Detached Dwelling   

 
Existing Buildings: Single detached dwelling (1930): 1,128 s.f.  
 Large storage building (2008): 1,200 s.f.  
 Small storage building (2008): 150 s.f.     

 
Surrounding Zoning/Land Use:  
 

North: Two-Family Residence 
(RS-2) 

Single detached dwellings  

West: Low Rise Multifamily 
Residence (RM-1) 

Concho Valley Turning Point 
Apartments 

South: Light Manufacturing 
(ML) 

AEP Rusthill Substation  

East: Two-Family Residence 
(RS-2) 

Single detached dwellings 

 
District: SMD#3 – Harry Thomas  
 
Neighborhood: Fort Concho Neighborhood 
District:  

 
Thoroughfares/Streets:  

 
East Highland Avenue is classified as a “Local Street” in the Master 
Thoroughfare Plan (MTP). A Local Street carries light neighborhood 
traffic at low speeds, and requires a right-of-way width of 50 feet 
and a paving width of 40 feet.  The existing right-of-way width of 
East Highland Avenue is 100 feet and the existing paving width is 
40 feet, in compliance with the MTP.   

 
 

History and Background:  
 

On May 19, 2014, the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use of 
Community Services on the subject property (CU14-04) with a condition that the 
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associated Rezoning request (Z14-09) also be approved, rezoning the property from 
Two-Family Residential (RS-2) to a Low Rise Multifamily Residence (RM-1) District. 
The purpose of the Conditional Use was to allow Concho Valley Turning Point (CVTP), 
a non-profit organization, to provide faith-based services, education, and counseling 
from the existing 1,128-square foot single detached dwelling on the property.  On June 
17, 2014, the associated Rezoning was approved by City Council.   
 
On November 16, 2015, the Planning Commission approved an Amendment to 
CVTP’s Conditional Use Approval (CU14-04) for an expansion into the existing 1,200-
square foot metal storage building at the rear of the property.  The approval allowed 
CVTP to expand into the large metal storage building at the rear of the property for 
counseling meetings, leaving the dwelling exclusively for office administration.   
 
The applicant had fulfilled all the conditions of approval within the required 12 months 
of date of approval, except for obtaining a Change of Occupancy permit to convert the 
storage building into an office for the new counseling area.  The applicant had cited 
financial factors at the time as the reason for not obtaining the required permit.   
 
On December 9, 2016, CVTP submitted this new Conditional Use application to allow 
additional time to acquire a change of occupancy permit.  CVTP explained to Planning 
Staff that they recently obtained a funding grant from the San Angelo Area Foundation 
which allowed them to proceed with their change of occupancy.  On December 29, 
2016, the applicant submitted their Change of Occupancy Permit which is now under 
review for completeness by the Permits and Inspections Division.  
 
There are no anticipated changes in CVTP’s operations since the previous approval.  
According to CVTP, counseling meetings will continue to be four evenings per week 
from 7:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m., with the administrative office open weekly from 8:00 a.m. 
to 12:00 noon.  A typical counseling meeting would range from 10-20 adult male and 
female attendees.  Approximately 90% of them do not drive vehicles and reside in the 
adjacent apartment complex owned by CTVP to the west.  CVTP indicates that in 
addition to the four parking spaces on the property, an additional ten parking spaces 
are available for surplus parking at the apartment complex. 

 
Analysis: 
 
Section 208(F) of the Zoning Ordinance requires that the Planning Commission and 
City Council consider, at minimum, six (6) factors in determining the appropriateness 
of any Conditional Use request. 
 
1. Impacts Minimized. Whether and the extent to which the proposed conditional 

use creates adverse effects, including adverse visual impacts, on adjacent 
properties. 
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Planning Staff have not received any complaints about this property since CVTP 
opened its operations in May of 2014.  A site visit on Wednesday, January 11, 
2016, confirms CVTP has completed all required conditions of previous approvals, 
except for acquiring a change of occupancy permit which is still under review.  The 
6-foot high wooden privacy fence around the west, north, and east property lines 
has been installed, providing a buffer from the adjacent residential developments.  
The existing community service is a low traffic generator because most of the 
counseling attendees do not drive and because the administrative office and 
counseling service operate at different times.  With the recent extension of on-site 
paving for the four required parking spaces, Staff does not anticipate any adverse 
effects on the surrounding residential area.  The applicant will be required to stripe 
the additional five feet of landing area to the west of the existing disabled parking 
space in accordance with State requirements for Americans with Disabilities (ADA). 

 
2. Consistent with Zoning Ordinance. Whether and the extent to which the 

proposed conditional use would conflict with any portion of this Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The proposed addition of a community service (counseling) building would be 
consistent with the definition of Community Services in the Zoning Ordinance.  
Community Services “are uses of a public, non-governmental but not-for-profit, 
social service, or charitable nature generally providing a local service to people of 
the community. Generally, they provide the service on-site and may have 
employees at the site on a regular basis. The service is ongoing and not just for 
special events. Community centers or facilities that have membership provisions 
should be open to the general public to join at any time (for instance, any senior 
citizen could join a senior center).  The use may provide special counseling, 
education, or training of a public, nonprofit or charitable nature.”  The buildings on 
the property comply with the Low Rise Multifamily Residential (RM-1) Zoning 
District standards for minimum lot area, minimum lot frontage, and all setbacks.  
As indicated above, the applicant has paved the four required parking spaces.  
Both the counselling and administrative office buildings each require four 
parking spaces (1 parking space per 300 square feet), but Section 511.E of the 
Zoning Ordinance allows shared parking where uses have different operating 
hours.  In this case, the counseling and administrative components operate at 
different times as described above, and therefore, the current parking layout 
satisfies the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

3. Compatible with Surrounding Area. Whether and the extent to which the 
proposed conditional use is compatible with existing and anticipated uses 
surrounding the subject property. 

 
The proposed expansion into the existing storage building at the rear of the 
property would maintain compatibility with the surrounding area.  The 
administrative office at the front of the property maintains its residential 
character, formerly being a residential dwelling that was erected in 1930.  Both 
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uses would be conducted entirely within existing buildings. The change of 
occupancy requirement would not change the physical look of the existing 
residential storage building from the outside, thereby maintaining compatibility 
with the surrounding area.   

 
4. Effect on Natural Environment.  Whether and the extent to which the proposed 

conditional use would result in significant adverse impacts on the natural 
environment, including but not limited to water and air quality, noise, storm water 
management, wildlife, vegetation, wetlands and the practical functioning of the 
natural environment. 

 
Staff does not foresee any adverse impacts on the natural environment given that 
both uses will operate fully within existing buildings on the property.  The parking 
area has already been paved as required. 

 
5. Community Need. Whether and the extent to which the proposed conditional use 

addresses a demonstrated community need. 
 

There is a community need for this type of use. The CVTP program offers faith-
based counseling and education services to at-risk individuals and families in 
the community, including to the tenants at their apartment complex immediately 
west.  Counselling services include 12-step programs for those recovering from 
addictions.  CVTP has been providing this service to at-risk members of the 
community since 1994.   The additional floor space in the storage building 
would allow the counseling clients to have an exclusive area separate from the 
office building. 

 
6. Development Patterns. Whether and the extent to which the proposed conditional 

use would result in a logical and orderly pattern of urban development in the 
community. 
 
The proposed development will result in a logical and orderly pattern of 
development, as the property is immediately east of the existing apartment 
complex also operated by CVTP.  As stated earlier, many of the residents of the 
apartment complex will use the counseling center.  In addition, there are other 
community and institutional uses in the area, including the donations center at 801 
Rust Street used by both CVTP and Rust Street Ministries, and Fort Concho 
Elementary School.   As indicated above, most of the attendees of the counseling 
service do not have vehicles and live in the adjacent apartment building.  Staff does 
not anticipate much if any spillover parking and as mentioned, the applicant has 
approximately ten vacant spaces at the apartment complex to the west which can 
be utilized.  In addition, the counseling service only operates for one hour, four days 
per week.  There is no residential component to the use, and attendees would not 
stay for long durations or overnight. 
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Notification: 
 
On November 12, 2017, sixteen (16) notifications were mailed out within a 200-
foot radius of the subject site.  As of November 13, 2017, there were zero (0) 
responses in favor and in opposition of the request. 
 

 

Staff’s Recommendation:  
 
Staff’s recommendation is for the Planning Commission to APPROVE Case CU16-
11 to renew an expired Conditional Use to allow “Community Services,” as defined 
in Section 314.B of the Zoning Ordinance, in the Low Rise Multifamily Residence (RM-
1) District to expand into an existing 1,200-square foot building, subject to the 
following five Conditions of Approval: 

 
1. Any future development shall be subject to the Low Rise Multifamily 

Residential (RM-1) development standards for a single-family dwelling, as 
per Section 501.A. of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

2. The applicant shall acquire a building permit approval from the Permits and 
Inspections Division for a Change of Occupancy for the existing storage 
building in order to allow for a counselling office. 

 
3. All lighting should point internally to prevent unnecessary light pollution on 

neighboring properties. 
 

4. Outside storage shall be limited as per Section 313.B.2. for Household 
Living in that only the storage of household goods, storage of supplies, and 
equipment for maintaining the dwelling and associated yard shall be 
allowed. 

 
5. The applicant will be required to stripe the additional five feet of landing area to 

the west of the existing disabled parking space in accordance with Texas 
Accessibility Standards (TAS). 

 
Attachments: Aerial Map 

   Future Land Use Map 
  Zoning Map 
  Major Thoroughfare Map 
  Notification Map 
  New Site Plan 
  Site Photos 
  Shared Parking Letter 
  Applicant’s Mission Statement 
  Application 
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New Site Plan 
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Site Photos 
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Site Photos 
 

Paved disabled parking space                    Privacy fence installed as required 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Storage building (future counselling office)           Inside existing storage building 
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 Meeting:  January 23, 2017 
 

To: Planning Commission 
 
From: Rebeca A. Guerra, AICP, LEED-AP, CPD 

Planning Manager 
 
Staff Planner: David Stallworth, AICP 

Principal Planner 
 
Case: CU16-12: Star Towers, LLC 

 
Request: A request for approval of a Conditional Use to allow for a 

Telecommunication Facility, as outlined in Section 310 of the 
Zoning Ordinance, on a property located in the General 
Commercial & Heavy Commercial (CG/CH) Zoning District 
 

Location: An unaddressed tract, generally located along the south side of 
Macann Street, between South Bell and Fulton Streets       

 
Legal  
Description: 0.7439 acres out of the H. Oelkers Survey, no. 165, Abstract 

1757, Tom Green County, TX      
 
Size:   0.7439 acres  
 

  
General Information 
 
 

Future Land Use: Neighborhood Center 
 

STAFF REPORT 
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Zoning: General Commercial / Heavy Commercial 
(CG/CH) Zoning District 

 
Existing Land Use: Vacant lot 

 
Surrounding Zoning/Land Use: 
 

North: General Commercial & 
Heavy Commercial (CG/CH)  

Commercial Building   

West: General Commercial & 
Heavy Commercial (CG/CH)  

Commercial Building   

South: General Commercial & 
Heavy Commercial (CG/CH)  

Commercial Building 

East: General Commercial & 
Heavy Commercial (CG/CH)  

Vacant 

 
District: SMD#3 – Harry Thomas 
 
Neighborhood: Belaire 
District:  

 
Thoroughfares/Streets: Per the Master Thoroughfare Plan (MTP), 

Macann Street is classified as a “Local Street” 
in the MTP.  A Local Street carries light 
neighborhood traffic at low speeds, and requires 
50 feet of right-of-way, 36 feet (minimum) of 
pavement width with a 4-foot-wide sidewalk 
installed on one side of the street right of way or 
40 feet (minimum) with no such sidewalk 
installed within the street right of way.                                  

 
History and Background:  
 
On December 22, 2016, the Petitioner submitted an application for a Conditional Use 
to allow for an unmanned 100-foot-high telecommunications tower. The lease site is 
located at the southwest part of a vacant lot along the south side of Macann Street, 
between South Bell and Fulton Streets in the CG/CH Zoning District.  The lease site 
will be 50 feet by 50 feet and surrounded by a chain link fence to enclose the 100-foot-
tall monopole tower.  Access to the site will be derived from Macann Street.  Section 
310 of the Zoning Ordinance allows telecommunication towers in the General 
Commercial & Heavy Commercial (CG/CH) only with Conditional Use approval.  
Section 424 sets development standards for this type of facility, mainly a 20-foot 
tower setback from a property line a 50-foot setback from a public street right-of-
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way, and a 100-foot setback form the nearest residential zone.  The site must be 
secured by a minimum 7-foot-high or wall. 
   

 Analysis: 
 
Section 208(F) of the Zoning Ordinance requires that the Planning Commission and 
City Council consider, at minimum, six (6) factors in determining the appropriateness 
of any Conditional Use request. 
 
1. Impacts Minimized. Whether and the extent to which the proposed conditional 

use creates adverse effects, including adverse visual impacts, on adjacent 
properties. 

 
According to the submitted site plan, the 100-foot-high telecommunications tower 
will be situated in accordance with minimum guidelines set forth in Section 424 of 
the Zoning Ordinance.  Although the subject property is dual-zoned both residential 
and commercial, the likelihood of residential development in the eastern half of this 
tract appears unlikely, given the amount of existing commercial development to the 
north, west and south. 
 

2. Consistent with the Zoning Ordinance. Whether and the extent to which the 
proposed conditional use would conflict with any portion of this Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The nature of the request appears to be consistent with relevant aspects of the 
Zoning Ordinance. The proposed telecommunications tower is allowed in the 
CG/CH Zoning District with a Conditional Use, and the Petitioner is not proposing 
to construct any additional structures on the subject lot.  As there are no principal 
buildings proposed with this development, minimum off-street parking will not be 
required (RE: 511.C.7, Zoning Ordinance). 
 

3. Compatible with Surrounding Area. Whether and the extent to which the 
proposed conditional use is compatible with existing and anticipated uses 
surrounding the subject property. 
 
The subject property is zoned General Commercial & Heavy Commercial (CG/CH) 
and is surrounded by CG/CH zoning.  Typically, cell towers are commonly placed 
in commercial and/or industrial zoning districts because of the heavy commercial 
and industrial uses that are developed as a result. Therefore, the cell tower appears 
to be compatible with the existing and future commercial uses surrounding the 
subject property. 
 

4. Effect on Natural Environment.  Whether and the extent to which the proposed 
conditional use would result in significant adverse impacts on the natural 
environment, including but not limited to water and air quality, noise, storm water 
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management, wildlife, vegetation, wetlands and the practical functioning of the 
natural environment. 

 
The size of impervious surface necessary for this project will be negligible as it will 
only cover the access approach and internal site area.  The cell tower base and 
equipment shed are built for a vertical structure so the actual paved area is smaller 
than most homes.  At most, a cell tower may be perceived by the general 
community as “unattractive,” but it appears that there would not be any significant 
adverse impacts on the natural environment, including water, air quality, noise, 
wildlife, or wetlands. 

 
5. Community Need. Whether and the extent to which the proposed conditional use 

addresses a demonstrated community need. 
 

Cell towers are needed to provide telecommunication services for a growing 
population and demand, therefore, there may be a demonstrated community need 
for addition cell towers.  This installation will allow for expanded and improved 
wireless coverage for area customers 

 
6. Development Patterns. Whether and the extent to which the proposed conditional 

use would result in a logical and orderly pattern of urban development in the 
community. 

 
It appears that the proposed Conditional Use would result in a logical and orderly 
pattern of urban development.  The subject property is zoned General Commercial 
& Heavy Commercial (CG/CH) and is surrounded by CG/CH zoning.  Typically, cell 
towers are commonly placed in commercial and/or industrial zoning districts 
because of the heavy commercial and industrial uses that are developed as a 
result. Therefore, the placement of a cell tower may be appropriate with the pattern 
of development for this area. 

 
 

Notification: 
 
On January 5, 2017, 18 notices were mailed out within a 200-foot radius of the 
subject site.  One of the property owners is a decedent, therefore address 
information could not be ascertained from the County Assessor’s Office.   As of the 
publication of this staff report, there were zero (0) responses either in favor, or in 
opposition to the request. 
 
Recommendation:  
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE a Conditional Use to 
allow for a Telecommunication Facility, as outlined in Section 310 of the Zoning 
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Ordinance, on a property located in the General Commercial / Heavy Commercial 
(CG/CH) Zoning District, subject to the following three Conditions of Approval: 
 
1. No more than one (1) telecommunication transmission tower shall be permitted 

on this subject property.  The tower shall not exceed a height of 100 feet, 
including any apparatus attached to the tower itself. 

 
2. The proposed telecommunication facility shall comply with all applicable 

standards set forth in Section 424 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
3. The Petitioner shall indicate the final latitudinal and longitudinal coordinates 

related to the set placement of the telecommunication tower on the Building 
Permit for GIS tracking purposes. 

 
 

Attachments: Aerial Map 
   Future Land Use Map 

  Zoning Map 
  Major Thoroughfare Map 
  Notification Map 
  Site Plan 
  Elevation 
  Site Photos 
  Application 
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