PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
PLANO MUNICIPAL CENTER
1520 K AVENUE
December 7, 2009

ITEM
NO.

EXPLANATION

ACTION
TAKEN

Ba
KP

6:30 p.m. - Dinner - Planning Conference Room 2E

7:00 p.m. - Regular Meeting - Council Chambers

The Planning & Zoning Commission may convene into Executive
Session pursuant to Section 551.071 of the Texas Government
Code to Consult with its attorney regarding posted items in the
regular meeting.

Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance
Approval of Agenda as Presented

Approval of Minutes for the November 16, 2009, Planning & Zoning
Commission meeting

General Discussion: The Planning & Zoning Commission will hear
comments of public interest. Time restraints may be directed by the
Chair of the Planning & Zoning Commission.  Specific factual
information, explanation of current policy, or clarification of Planning &
Zoning Commission authority may be made in response to an inquiry.
Any other discussion or decision must be limited to a proposal to place
the item on a future agenda.

CONSENT AGENDA

Preliminary Plat: Deerfield North, Phase V - 27 Single-Family
Residence-7 lots on 7.6t acres located at the southwest corner of
Hedgcoxe Road and Preston Meadow Drive. Zoned Planned
Development-439-Single-Family Residence-7. Neighborhood #9.
Applicant: Meritage Homes of Texas L.L.C.

END OF CONSENT AGENDA
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

Public Hearing: Zoning Case 2009-20 - Request to amend Section
3.300 (Exterior Wall Construction Standards for Structures) and Section
3.1200 (Landscaping Requirements) of Article 3 (Supplementary
Regulations) and related sections of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to
above ground and/or at-grade parking structures. Applicant: City of
Plano

Public Hearing - Revised Preliminary Replat & Revised Site Plan:
Plano East Senior High School Addition, Block 1, Lot 1R - Public high
school on one lot on 67.1+ acres located at the northeast corner of
Merriman Drive and Los Rios Boulevard. Zoned Estate Development.
Neighborhood #50. Applicant: Plano Independent School District

Public Hearing - Replat: The Trails of Glenwood, Phase 1, Block L,
Lot 9R - One Single-Family Residence-7 lot on 0.7+ acre located on the
west side of Acme Circle, 93.0t feet south of Sparkling Drive. Zoned
Single-Family Residence-7. Neighborhood #24. Applicant: Nirav
Desai

END OF PUBLIC HEARINGS

Discussion & Direction: Church and Rectory Uses - This item is a
request for discussion and direction regarding church and rectory uses.
Applicant: City of Plano

Discussion & Direction: Comprehensive Planning - Discussion and
direction regarding comprehensive planning and the proposed
comprehensive plan update.

Election of 1st and 2nd Vice Chair - Election of the 1st and 2nd Vice
Chair. Applicant: City of Plano

Items for Future Discussion - The Planning & Zoning Commission
may identify issues or topics that they wish to schedule for discussion at
a future meeting.

Council Liaisons: Mayor Pro Tem Harry LaRosiliere and Council
Member Pat Miner
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ACCESSIBILITY STATEMENT

Plano Municipal Center is wheelchair accessible. A sloped curb entry is
available at the main entrance facing Municipal Avenue, with specially
marked parking spaces nearby. Access and special parking are also
available on the north side of the building. Requests for sign
interpreters or special services must be received forty-eight (48) hours
prior to the meeting time by calling the Planning Department at (972)
941-7151.




CITY OF PLANO
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURES

The Planning & Zoning Commission welcomes your thoughts and comments on
these agenda items. The commission does ask, however, that if you wish to
speak on an item you:

1.

Fill out a speaker card. This helps the commission know how many people wish
to speak for or against an item, and helps in recording the minutes of the meeting.
However, even if you do not fill out a card, you may still speak. Please give
the card to the secretary at the right-hand side of the podium before the meeting
begins.

Limit your comments to new issues dealing directly with the case or item.
Please try not to repeat the comments of other speakers.

Limit your speaking time so that others may also have a turn. If you are part
of a group or homeowners association, it is best to choose one representative to
present the views of your group. The commission’s adopted rules on speaker
times are as follows:

o 15 rminutes for the applicant - After the public hearing is opened, the Chair of
the Planning & Zoning Commission will ask the applicant to speak first.

o 3 minutes each for all other speakers, up to a maximum of 30 minutes.
Individual speakers may yield their time to a homeowner association or other
group representative, up to a maximum of 15 minutes of speaking time.

If you are a group representative and other speakers have yielded their 3
minutes to you, please present their speaker cards along with yours to the
secretary.

o 5 minutes for applicant rebuttal.

e Other time limits may be set by the Chairman.

The commission values your testimony and appreciates your compliance with
these guidelines.

For more information on the items on this agenda, or any other planning, zoning, or
transportation issue, please contact the Planning Department at (972) 941-7151.



CITY OF PLANO
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS

December 7, 2009

Agenda Item No. 5a
Preliminary Plat: Deerfield North, Phase V
Applicant: Meritage Homes of Texas L.L.C.

27 Single-Family Residence-7 lots on 7.6+ acres located at the southwest corner of
Hedgcoxe Road and Preston Meadow Drive. Zoned Planned Development-439-Single-
Family Residence-7. Neighborhood #9.

Recommended for approval subject to additions and/or alterations to the engineering
plans as required by the Engineering Department.
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CITY OF PLANO
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

December 7, 2009

Agenda Item No. 6
Public Hearing: Zoning Case 2009-20

Applicant: City of Plano

DESCRIPTION:

Request to amend Section 3.300 (Exterior Wall Construction Standards for Structures)
and Section 3.1200 (Landscaping Requirements) of Article 3 (Supplementary
Regulations) and related sections of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to above ground
and/or at-grade parking structures.

REMARKS:

This zoning case is a continuation of a November 2002 work program item per City
Council's request to review the aesthetic standards for parking structures and
landscape requirements. The project was resumed earlier this year at the Planning &
Zoning Commission’s meeting on January 20, 2009, when staff gave a presentation that
illustrated many different aspects of the structural and functional considerations that
influence parking structure design. Discussions on how function and design influence
parking structure aesthetics, the costs of structured parking versus surface parking, and
the impact of various aesthetic techniques and enhancements to the cost of structured
parking were held.

The Commission also discussed the appropriateness of establishing architectural
standards for parking structures when many zoning districts and/or overlay districts do
not have or have minimal architectural standards for buildings. After some
deliberations, the Commission requested staff to come up with recommendations
requiring consistency between facade materials of the main building and parking
structure and requiring landscaping around the base of parking structures.

On October 19, 2009, the Commission considered staff's proposal to add language to
the Zoning Ordinance that would call for consistent materials and design elements
between facades of the main building and parking structure, and landscaping around
the parking structures. In view of staff’s proposal, the Commission noted several items:

» Concern regarding the potential increase in development costs given staff's
recommendation to require consistency between architectural design elements



and facade materials of the main building and the parking structure as well as
increased landscaping costs;

* The subjective element of architectural review and the potential for differences in
interpretation regarding aesthetic requirements;

e Sameness of materials can become monotonous; and

e Requiring consistent design elements and materials between the primary building
and parking structure on the site, even if the parking structure is located towards
the rear of the site particularly when adjacent to residential uses.

After much discussion, the Commission called a public hearing to consider amending
the Exterior Wall Construction Standards for Structures and Landscaping Requirements
sections and related sections of the Zoning Ordinance regarding above ground and/or
at-grade parking structures.

Architectural Standards

Currently many nonresidential zoning districts and overlay districts do not have or have
minimal architectural standards for buildings. The Regional Employment and Regional
Commercial zoning districts require specific materials be used for a minimum of 75% of
each exterior elevation. For retail corner developments, the Retail Corner Design
Guidelines specify that shopping centers shall have attractive and uniform architectural
treatment including consistency of design between structures, materials, and rear
facade treatment. However, these guidelines do not stipulate specific materials nor do
they require a certain percentage of materials. The Retail Corner Design Guidelines
document is also not an ordinance.

Staff recommends that Section 3.300 (Exterior Wall Construction Standards for
Structures) of Article 3 (Supplementary Regulations) be amended as stated in the
recommendation section of this report to include provisions that require exterior walls of
parking structures be integrated with the primary building on the site including
architectural design elements and building materials between structures. This would
still allow the developer flexibility in designing the structures on the site while providing
for some common elements. Additionally, as part of staff's review of this section of the
Zoning Ordinance, we are proposing some housekeeping cleanup related to formatting
to better delineate those provisions applicable to residential structures versus
nonresidential uses.

Landscaping

Currently, the Zoning Ordinance has landscaping requirements for below-grade open
parking structures within the front yard of nonresidential zoned properties.
Requirements include an 18-foot landscape edge between the structure and the street
right-of-way, with berming and trees within the landscape edge. There are currently no
perimeter landscaping requirements in the Zoning Ordinance for above ground and/or
at-grade parking structures.

AGENDA ITEM NO. 6 {12/07/09) Page20f7



Staff recommends that structures located closer to the street right-of-way have more
landscaping materials around the perimeter of the structure, compared to parking
structures located farther away from the street right-of-way. As parking structures are
located farther away from the street, certain landscaping elements, such as shrubbery
and groundcover foundation plantings, have less visual impact compared to trees.
Landscaping provisions for parking structures would be in addition to site landscaping
requirements that apply today.

At the October 19, 2009 meeting, the Commission expressed an interest in requiring
larger plant materials within the landscape edge proposed around parking structures.
The Commission felt that larger plant materials would make a greater visual impact
when taking into consideration the plant material size in relation to the parking structure
size. The Commission requested additional information pertaining to landscaping
materials including differences between planting smaller versus larger materials (such
as three-inch caliper versus six-inch caliper trees; five-gallon container shrubs versus
15-gallon), as well as susceptibility to disease and increased mortality, overall growth
rates, and cost.

In short, when considering what minimum size of materials to plant, while planting larger
materials such as six-inch caliper trees and 15-gallon shrubs may have a greater visual
impact initially, overtime this becomes negated particularly with respect to trees.
Growth is much slower initially for larger trees due to their shock recovery time needed,
and the longer the recovery rate, the higher the mortality rate. More importantly though,
installing smaller plant materials initially and at greater quantities (not size), results in a
greater visual impact and benefit within a few years than if the same financial resources
were spent on larger plant materials at lesser quantities within that same time frame.
Attached to this staff write-up is a memo from Russell Haas, Landscape Architect, City
of Plano, which explains in detail the various factors that affect plant material size,
growth patterns, and cost.

Exempt Downtown Business Government (BG) and Central Business-1(CB-1) Zoning
Districts

Staff recommends that BG and CB-1 zoning districts be exempted from the proposed
parking structure architectural standards and additional landscaping requirements for
above ground and/or at grade parking structures. The BG district is designed to ensure
that development and redevelopment within the district are consistent with the historical
character of Plano’s original business district and the surrounding area, and the district
facilitates an urban form of development. As such, the BG district already includes
regulations that parking structures be obscured from street views or have special
architectural and/or landscaping treatments approved in conjunction with a preliminary
site plan or site plan. The CB-1 district is intended to permit a concentrated business
center similar to traditional downtown areas. Properties zoned CB-1 are located along
the Dallas North Tollway and include Legacy Town Center, which is zoned Planned
Development-65-Central Business-1 (PD-65-CB-1). PD-65-CB-1 currently regulates
parking structures and requires that they be designed to minimize the ground level view
of automobiles below hood lines and that parking structure facades have strong
horizontal architectural elements. The planned development district also has
landscaping regulations that promote an urban form of development. in addition, the
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proposed landscaping standards for parking structures are consistent with the other
landscaping requirements in the Zoning Ordinance that facilitate a non-urban form of
development (suburban development).

RECOMMENDATION:

Recommended for approval as follows: (Additions are shown as underlined text;
deletions are shown as strike-through text.)

Amend Section 3.300 (Exterior Wall Construction Standards for Structures) of Article 3
(Supplementary Regulations) to read as follows:

3.300 Exterior Wall Construction Standards for Structures

Exterior wall construction for structures shall be in accordance with the standards in the
following subsections. For the purposes of this section, exterior wall construction refers
to the exterior material or finish of a wall assembly.

3.301 Residential Structures

(1) Exterior wall construction for residential structures of three stories or less
shall consist of a minimum of 75% masonry with no single wall face of any
residence containing less than 50% of its exposed surface of masonry
construction as herein specified. The construction standard applies only to
the first floor of a building in the following zoning districts:

Abbreviated Des}gnation Zoning District Name
| A | Agricultural
BG Downtown Business/Government
CB-1 Central Business-1
CE Commercial Employment
ED Estate Development
MF-1 Multifamily Residence-1 i
MF-2 Multifamily Residence-2
MF-3 Multifamily Residence-3
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PH Patio Ho;ne
R | Retail
SF-A Single-;amily Residence Attached
SF-6 Single-Family Residence-6
SF-7 Single-Family Residence-7
SF-9 ‘“' Single-Family Residence-9
SF-20 § Single-Family Residence-20
2F | Two-Family Residence

Exterior wall construction for all residential uses in districts where permitted
other than those listed above shall meet the requirements of the City of Plano
~ Building Code.

3-302(2) Where more than 40% of existing residential structures along both
sides of a street and lying between the two nearest intersecting streets, do not
meet the above minimum structure standards, then such standards shall not

apply.

3-303(3) Standards for masonry construction in all districts shall be defined as
that form of construction composed of stone, brick, concrete, hollow clay tile,
concrete block or tile, or other similar building unit or materials or combination of
these materials laid up unit by unit and set in mortar. Brick veneer construction is
included in the definition of masonry. Exterior plasters as defined in the City of
Plano Building Code and cementitious lap siding shall be acceptable masonry
construction alternatives. (ZC 2000-01; Ordinance No. 2000-3-28)

3-305(4) Unless specified as part of a planned development district, the above
masonry requirements shall not apply to UR districts. In addition, exterior
plasters, as noted above, are not permitted in UR districts unless specified as
part of a planned development. (ZC 97-52; Ordinance No. 98-2-15)

3.302 Nonresidential Uses

(1) Except as otherwise regulated by this ordinance, exterior wall construction in
districts permitting nonresidential uses shall be of such material that conforms
to the International Building Code unless an alternative has been approved by
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the Building Official. However, metal and membrane exterior walls are
prohibited in all zoning districts with the following exception:

Metal and membrane exterior wall construction is permitted in the Light
Industrial-1 and Light Industrial-2 districts with approval of a facade plan as
part of the site plan review process by the Planning & Zoning Commission
only under the following conditions:

5 (a) The metal or membrane exterior wall construction is not visible
from a public thoroughfare or residential zoning district.

(2)(b) The lot containing the building is located at least 1,000 feet from
any residential zoning district boundary line unless separated by a
Type C or larger thoroughfare.

(2) Special Requirements for Parking Structures.

Except in BG and CB-1 zoning districts, all exterior walls of parking structures

shall be architecturally designed to be integrated with the primary building on

the site, including consistent architectural design elements and building

materials between structures.

Amend Section 3.1200 (Landscaping Requirements) of Article 3 (Supplementary
Regulations) to include the following:

3.1200 Landscaping Requirements

(1) Nonresidential Landscaping Requirements

(f) Landscaping for Above Ground and/or At-Grade Parking Structures

These standards shall apply to all nonresidential districts, except BG and

CB-1, and shall be in addition to other landscaping requirements as

required in Section 3.1200 and within the overlay districts.

(i) Where an above ground and/or at-grade parking structure is

located 100 feet or less from the adjacent street right-of-way, the

required landscaping shall comply with the following requlations:

1.

2.

AGENDA [TEM NO. 6 (12/07/09)

A minimum ten-foot landscape edge shall be provided
adjacent to the exterior perimeter of the parking structure.

Within the required landscape edge, one shade tree (three-
inch_caliper minimum) shall be provided for every 50 lineal
feet of parking structure frontage, exclusive of entry drives
and pedestrian _access points. Ornamental trees (eight to
ten feet height minimum) can be substituted for shade trees
at a ratio of 2:1.
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4.

Additionally, ten shrubs (five gallon minimum) per required
shade tree shall be provided within the required landscape
edge. If a decorative trellis is used as part of the facade
structure, vines may count as part of the minimum shrub

requirement.

A maximum of 60% of any one species is allowed for any
required plantings stated above.

(i) Where an_above ground and/or at-grade parking structure is

located greater than 100 feet from the adiacent street right-of-way,

the required landscaping shall comply with the following

requlations:

1. Within a maximum of ten feet from the exterior perimeter of
the parking structure, one shade tree (three inch caliper
minimum)_shall be provided for every 50 lineal feet of
parking structure frontage, exclusive of entry drives and
pedestrian _access points. Ornamental trees (eight to ten
feet height minimum) can be substituted for shade trees at a
ratio of 2:1.

2. A maximum of 60% of any one species is allowed for any

AGENDA ITEM NO. 6 (12/07/09)

required plantings stated above.
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MEMO

DATE: December 3, 2009

TO: Planning & Zoning Commissioners ‘

FROM: Russell Haas, Landscape Architect Q}Y

SUBJECT: Agenda ltem No. 6 — Zoning Case 2009-20
Supplemental Landscape Materials Information

The following information is provided for consideration in response to the Commission’s
questions regarding landscape materials and the various factors that affect plant
material size, growth patterns, and cost.

Plant Material Survival/Recovery

Shade trees, evergreen and deciduous, are specified either container grown or ball and
burlaped (B&B). The specification is by either caliper inch for B&B, or container size
with the container specification often stating an appropriate caliper inch. Above ground
they are otherwise essentially the same tree.

The biggest difference between the B&B and container grown tree is the size and
completeness of the root mass. This affects survival and recovery from transplant
shock. Because the container grown tree, which is grown in every increasingly larger
containers, has a complete root system as compared to a B&B tree, which has left
much of its root mass in the ground when harvested, the container grown tree has a
higher survival rate and a quicker recovery rate. For container grown, the size of a root
mass and the associated weight and time involved in its growing and maintenance
tends to limit the maximum size of tree available. It is rare to find a container grown tree
over 6-inch caliper.

When a B&B tree is harvested, the digging process requires an increasingly larger root
ball, usually nine to 12 inches of ball per one inch caliper of tree. An increasingly
percentage of roots will be lost as the tree size increases since it is difficult to dig up all
the roots associated with larger trees. Typically, the smaller the B&B tree, the higher
the percentage of root mass preserved. The more root mass preserved, the greater the
survivability and quicker the recovery time.

A rule of thumb is for every caliper inch of a given size tree above three inches, the

recovery time is at least one year. If a 3-inch caliper tree recovers in one year, you can
anticipate an additional year for a 4-inch caliper tree, planted at the same time to
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recover enough root mass to begin producing top growth. As a result, after one year
the 3-inch caliper tree will be very near the same size as the 4-inch caliper tree. A 5-
inch caliper tree typically requires two years to recover.

Additionally, trees are usually purchased for immediate installation or speculation for
future use and allowed to continue to grow. While sitting in the nursery yard, the tree
has to be maintained and this increases costs due to labor, pruning, etc. The larger and
longer the tree sits, the more likely problems and costs can occur.

Shrubbery performs similar to container grown trees, as well as size availability.
Shrubbery is typically container grown so its size is listed by gallons and its root system
is fairly complete. As the plant grows, it then must be transplanted to larger galion
containers thus increasing labor and maintenance costs. From a recovery standpoint,
shrubs will recover well since their root system is intact. Typical shrubbery size at
planting is 5-gallon yet 7-gallon shrubs seem to be increasingly popular. However,
within a year, the 5-gallon shrub will achieve the size of the 7-gallon shrub. Additionally,
the challenge with larger containers sizes is that there is less availability and increased
costs. Larger container grown shrubs are those that likely will grow to tree form (such
as yaupon holly and ligustrum).

Cost

The initial cost of container trees is usually higher than a comparable B&B due to higher
overhead and wholesale cost, but once other factors are involved (i.e. maintenance,
labor, etc.) the final installation unit cost is competitive.

In addition to the cost of maintaining the tree, another factor affecting cost and size is
the tree installation process. A 3-inch caliper tree can still be “man handled” by a
couple of workers. However, once a tree exceeds this size, there is a need for the more
expensive use of mechanical devices such as hoist and cranes to extract and move the
tree. As a result, beyond a 3-inch caliper size, the unit cost rises at an increasing rate.
As a rule of thumb, “designer costs” are listed below which shows a significant cost
difference between a 3-inch caliper tree versus a 6-inch caliper tree.

3-inch caliper tree  $325
4-inch caliper tree  $475
5-inch caliper tree  $800
6-inch caliper tree  $1400

Since a majority trees installed in this area are B&B, the unit cost of the two (i.e.
container grown versus B&B) is less important. What is important is the desired visual

impact of the landscape plantings over time and how it fits in the project budget using
B&B trees.

For example, if a developer has an initial budget of $3,000 for landscaping associated
with a parking structure, he can plant three 6-inch caliper trees or eight 3-inch caliper
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trees. Assuming a 100% survival rate, the two larger trees might have the greater visual
impact initally, but after two years, it can be expected that the 3-inch caliper trees will
have recovered and can range from 4-inch to 5-inch caliper and have an increased and
healthier top growth, while the two 6-inch caliper trees will probably just be recovering
and still be 6-inch caliper. In four years they could all be pretty much the same size.

In summary, when considering what minimum size of materials to plant, while planting
larger materials such as 6-inch caliper trees and 15-gallon shrubs may have a greater
visual impact initially, overtime this becomes negated particularly with respect to trees.
Growth is much slower initially for larger trees due to their shock recovery time needed,
and the longer the recovery rate, the higher the mortality rate. More importantly though,
installing smaller plant materials initially and at greater quantities (not size), results a
greater visual impact and benefit within a few years than if the same financial resources
were spent on larger plant materials at lesser quantities within that same time frame.
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CITY OF PLANO
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

December 7, 2009

Agenda Item No. 7

Public Hearing - Revised Preliminary Replat & Revised Site Plan: Plano East
Senior High School Addition, Block 1, Lot 1R

Applicant: Plano Independent School District

DESCRIPTION:

Public high school on one lot on 67.1% acres located at the northeast corner of
Merriman Drive and Los Rios Boulevard. Zoned Estate Development. Neighborhood
#50.

REMARKS:

The purpose of the revised preliminary replat is to abandon and dedicate easements to
accommodate the proposed site improvements.

The purpose of the revised site plan is to show the proposed chiller and kitchen
expansion and paving improvements.

RECOMMENDATION:

Revised Preliminary Replat: Recommended for approval subject to additions
and/or alterations to the engineering plans as required
by the Engineering Department.

Revised Site Plan: Recommended for approval as submitted.
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CITY OF PLANO
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

December 7, 2009

Agenda item No. 8
Public Hearing - Replat: The Trails of Glenwood, Phase 1, Block L, Lot 9R

Applicant: Nirav Desai

DESCRIPTION:

One Single-Family Residence-7 lot on 0.7+ acre located on the west side of Acme
Circle, 93.0+ feet south of Sparkling Drive. Zoned Single-Family Residence-7.
Neighborhood #24.

REMARKS:

The purpose of this replat is to combine two lots into one lot.

RECOMMENDATION:

Recommended for approval as submitted.



J AREA OF REQUEST

-
i

LiQ3dx3
AdX3,

GaweRthy

plano
gis

REPLAT

tted

.

Item Subm

PHASE 1

THE TRAILS OF GLENWOOD

tle:

T

LOT 9R

b

BLOCK L

7

FAMILY RESIDENCE-

-

SINGLE

ing:

Zon

(O 200" Notification Buffer



\ . AM. HETFIELD SURVEY '

wraras387E

=

B

3
2z

THd
s i3

¥

Block L

:
. dgo{aN?’fi #

L T

SANDS SURVEYING OF TEXAS, LLE

0.670 Acres

ABSTRACT NO. 432

g as

i ox T rrants

2r T vd

RENTESS g

seer ey, o

et anis e,

¢t et it
ennd Fa

L 305 e SR Ry e
rgws G ma 0T de e

e oy

Eeraton theres!

ot -
/[4,.1 to on trmg
v the euos,

oo

The Purpose of this Rapiot is
e combine fwx Jofs In/o one jol

BTV el

REPLAT
THE TRAILS OF GLENWOOD
PHASE 1, Lot 9R, Block L
being a replat of
LOT 9 AND 10, BLOCK L
2007, PAGE 51

1 SINGLE FAMILY LOT DEVELOPED AT SF-6 STANDARDS
¥ ; ” - T OF THE
50 Socek Apoen Civie sCazn oor e o - eons o g s e sale Sewtry wed _—
S G e S S T A M HETFIELD SURVEY, ABSTRACT N0, 32
B rmacaune Hn te i ';;v g b s it e e IN THE
et e e e
OO0/t S 3 P a8 (e 95 €0 Jer ey CITY OF PLANO, COLLIN COUNTY, TEXAS
COPYRIGHT B4 SANE i o e 1 £ i Kb e son y wan v cuni o Pee, o s ot ﬁaw@ - 0670 ACRES
» ROVEMBER 2008
e
Ny o iss Kagan i -
e L
D




RECEIVED

BEe 249
REPLY FORM Uil B 2008
PLANNING DEPT

Planning & Zoning Commission
P.O. Box 860358
Plano, TX 75086-0358

Exfrrd

Dear Commissioners: A Arerica City
This letter is regarding The Trails of Glenwood, Phase 1, Block L R.
Neighborhood #24. This is one Single-Family Residence-7 lot on 0.7+ acre on

the west side of Acme Circle, 93.0+ feet south of Sparkling Drive. The purpose of the
plat is to replat two lots into one lot.

++p EASE TYPE OR USE BLACK INK***

I am FOR the replat as explamed above for The Tra;ls of Glenwood Phase 1,
Block L, Lot 9R. ; P

1 am AGAINST the replat. as explamed above for The Trails of Glenwood Phase
1, Block L, Lot 9R. \

This item will be heard on December 7, 2009, 7:00 p.m. at the Plano Mumc;pai Center,
1520 K Avenue. Please prowde your written comments below regardmg the proposed
replat. If additional space'is requxred you may continue wrmng ona separate sheet,
one-sided for printing purposes.

az hovsc }Lc/oma“& m-/ acent fo Tl ﬂwﬁgdf rC,p/aff’*’@L
ot T am au;mxotl @ Ale mpu wlwoévaW
lwgoo-é forr erV w/ -1—<,5-th and @M%\L‘ umlbes,
Please «f,mve/ 'f’l»e/ mfvomé/ rﬁplav?’“

By signing this letter, | declare l am the owner or authorized agent of the property at the
address written below. ‘

D wf@é | )o—ﬁr%,,/

Name (Please Print) . Signature

610/ femi cio \\/5%‘7
Address gL Ao, =X T30 74 - Date
BM

| Z:PH/12-07-RP4



RECEIVED

REPLY FORM NOV 2 & 2008
PLANNING DEP1

Planning & Zoning Commission
P.O. Box 860358
Plano, TX 75086-0358

extfred

Dear Commissioners: AlbAmerica City
This letter is regarding The Trails of Glenwood, Phase 1, Block L R.
Neighborhood #24. This is one Single-Family Residence-7 lot on 0.7+ acre on

the west side of Acme Circle, 93.0+ feet south of Sparkling Drive. The purpose of the
plat is to replat two lots into one lot.

***PLEASE TYPE OR USE BLACK INK***

% | am FOR the replat as expla ned above for The Tralls of Glenwood, Phase 1,
Block L, Lot 9R. o .

l am AGAINST the replat as explamed above for The. Tralls of Glenwood Phase
1, Block L, Lot 9R. \

This item will be heard on December 7, 2009, 7:00 p.m. at the Plano Mummpal Center,
1520 K Avenue. Please provide your wrltten comments below regardmg the proposed

replat. |f additional space.is. reqUIred you may continue wntlng on a: separate sheet,
one-SIded for printing purposes -

I +thinK ‘ﬂ’m‘ —f/uJ :f g a q/‘mf Jd<a amd cm
00Y  for %Ac /‘ca/wf &"hm%:ét/«fiof?s #m
Ypur nemhéw o

By signing this Ietter I declare | am the owner or authorized agent of the property at the
address written below :

Jess< %\dﬁ NN Le

‘ Name (Please Print) , Signature
Moo Aeme Cirde | 11/21 /‘woc;
Address Date
BM

Z:PH/M2-07-RP4



CITY OF PLANO
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

December 7, 2009

Agenda No. 9
Discussion and Direction: Church and Rectory Uses

Applicant: City of Plano

DESCRIPTION:
This item is a request for discussion and direction regarding church and rectory uses.

REMARKS:

Recently, staff has been tasked to examine the city's definition and related ordinances
associated with religious uses. The Zoning Ordinance defines church and rectory as “a
building for regular assembly for religious worship which is used primarily for such
purpose and those accessory activities which are customarily associated therewith, and
the place of residence for ministers, priests, nuns, or rabbis on the premises.” After
examining the ordinances, staff believes it is necessary to update them to ensure they
are more aligned with state and federal laws and to address today's wide range of
religious land uses.

Legal Considerations

Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA)

The federal RLUIPA was enacted in 2000 in order to prevent zoning and development
discrimination against religious institutions. This legislation has caused municipalities to
rethink their ordinances for religious institutions to ensure that the ordinances are
consistent with RLUIPA. There are two basic provisions to RLUIPA:

1. The “substantial burden” provision prohibits a municipality from imposing or
implementing a landuse regulation in a manner that imposes a “substantial
burden” on “religious exercise” unless such a burden is justified by a “compelling
governmental interest” and unless it is the least restrictive means of furthering
that interest. Religious exercise is defined to include “the use, building, or
conversion of real property for the purpose of religious exercise.” For a burden
on religion to be “substantial,” the government regulation must be significantly
oppressive and place more than an inconvenience on religious exercise. For
example, requiring a permit to erect, expand, or operate a place of worship is



probably not a substantial burden; however, failing to consider an application for
a permit from a religious group might be.

2. The “equal terms” provision requires that a municipality may not treat “a religious
assembly or institution on less than equal terms than another religious assembly
or a nonreligious assembly or institution.” In other words, cities should not create
ordinances which in practice treat religious institutions, regardless of
denomination, differently than nonreligious uses, or that treat religious uses
differently than comparable assembly or institutional uses.

Texas Religious Freedom Restoration Act (RFRA)

Enacted in 1999, the Texas RFRA prohibits a government from substantially burdening
the exercise of religion unless that government can show that there is a compelling
governmental interest and that regulation is the least restrictive means of furthering that
interest.

Legal Assessment of Plano’s Zoning and Development Requlations

In July 2008, Duncan Associates completed a legal assessment of the city’'s Zoning
Ordinance. In their examination of religious institutions, Duncan found that "there is
nothing in [Plano’s] Zoning Ordinance that appears to even come close to a substantive
violation of the letter or spirit of RLUIPA as it has been construed in the courts.”
However, Duncan made two recommendations that the city may want to consider. The
first is to change the term “church.” Duncan suggested that a more common, inclusive
term/phrase such as “religious facility” might be more appropriate. The second is to
classify churches according to their size. The purpose of this second recommendation
would be to allow only smaller churches within single-family residence zoning districts.
Plano has not distinguished churches based upon size and this has allowed many
worship facilities to locate within the city. While some cities regulate churches based
upon size, the courts appear to be ruling more favorably towards churches since the
time the Duncan assessment was completed. Should Plano continue to not regulate
churches based upon size, Duncan recommends that the city may wish to consider
addressing the regulation of various accessory uses that are related to religious

institutions.
ISSUES:

The following are issues for the Planning & Zoning Commission to consider pertaining
to church and rectory uses.

Term
The term “church and rectory” is outdated and in many cases inaccurate. In order to
include all religious activities regardless of religious preference in a single term, staff

suggests changing the term to more common, inclusive wording such as “religious
facility,” “place of worship,” “religious institution,” or “house of worship.”

AGENDA ITEM NO. 9 (12/07/09} Page Zof 5



Definition of “Church and Rectory” and Accessory Uses

The city's current definition is “a building for regular assembly for religious worship
which is used primarily for such purpose and those accessory activities which are
customarily associated therewith, and the place of residence for ministers, priests, nuns,
or rabbis on the premises.” This definition, although functional, is outdated as well. The
definition should address all religious uses and not single out a particular religion.

Also, the Commission needs to consider the inclusion of accessory uses in the
definition. As it exists today, the phrase “activities which are customarily associated
therewith” is broad and may need further refining. Should accessory uses such as
housing for church staff or students of religion, day care centers, gymnasiums,
education, homeless shelters, etc. be included in the definition?

Many churches operate uses in addition to worship services on their campuses such as
health/fitness centers, day cares and schools. Currently, these uses are allowed as
accessory uses to the primary church use. As we evaluate the definition of religious
institutions, consideration may need to be given to whether or not this is the best way to
address accessory uses, or if these uses should be classified as additional primary
uses, and be subject to the allowances within each specific zoning district. For
example, a health/fitness center is allowed in many nonresidential zoning districts, but
the use is not allowed in any residential zoning district. Day care center uses are
similar. In the past, the City has allowed day care centers by right within a church, if the
. day care was operated by the church. With recent changes in the city’s day care
ordinances though, this allowance has been removed, and the use is now treated as
accessory to the primary church use. How should accessory uses be defined and
regulated within church developments?

Minimum Lot Size

Subsection 3.401 of the Zoning Ordinance requires churches to have a minimum of two
acres when developing within a residential zoning district. The reason for this is to allow
for future building and parking needs due to increased attendance and typical church
expansion. This provision is not solely applied to churches but is also applied to
independent living facilities, assisted living facilities, long-term care facilities, continuing
care facilities, community centers, hospitals, colleges, universities, trade and
commercial schools, and public, private, and parochial schools.

There have been several variance requests to this minimum site acreage provision.
Though the requirement is also applied to uses other than churches, and it is not a clear
violation of state or federal law, staff believes that the city may continue to be
challenged on this provision in the future. The city may want to consider removing this
requirement for church uses provided that other regulations are maintained to protect
surrounding residential neighborhoods.

AGENDA ITEM NO. 9 (12/07/09}) Page 3 of 5



Access to a Street with a Minimum Pavement Width

Subsection 3.401 of the Zoning Ordinance also requires churches to have access to a
street with a minimum pavement width of 36 feet when the church is located within a
residential zoning district. This provision is also applied to independent living facilities,
assisted living facilities, long-term care facilities, continuing care facilities, community
centers, hospitals, colleges, universities, trade and commercial schools, and public,
private, and parochial schools. Religious facilities may create heavy traffic flows
concentrated within a few hours during their normal worship times. The purpose of this
requirement is to ensure that there is access to a street with adequate pavement width
to handle excessive traffic flows during these times. Staff recommends that this
provision remain.

Parking

Currently, the Zoning Ordinance requires churches to park their facilities at “one space
per every five seats in the main sanctuary.” Typically, this requirement has been
exceeded, as most churches in Plano have found it necessary to provide parking in
excess of zoning requirements. In some instances, churches have discovered that they
still do not have enough parking as attendance grows. To provide some relief, the
Zoning Ordinance allows excess parking for churches to be on gravel instead of asphalt
or concrete surface. However, if the required parking calculation was increased,
churches would have to build more parking initially. Is Plano’s current requirement
appropriate, or should the requirement be increased in order to provide for the parking
associated with typical church needs?

The language in this requirement is also somewhat outdated. Many religious facilities
do not have sanctuaries. Staff recommends that the language be changed to “one
space per x persons accommodated within the main worship area,” or a similar, more
universal statement that more clearly defines the method of parking calculation.

Permitted Zoning Districts

At this time, church and rectory uses are permitted by right in all of Plano’s zoning
districts.  Staff's recommendation is that this not be changed. However, the
Commission needs to consider the issues associated with a church locating within a
single-family zoning district and determine if the city’s current regulations are sufficient.

Special Exception

The city may want to consider creating a process for reasonable accommodation in
order to allow for development requests that do not comply with existing regulations. A
special exception process, which is authorized by state law, may be the best process for
a request for reasonable accommodation for religious uses. However, currently our
ordinance does not allow for that. Presently, the Board of Adjustment has the authority
to hear and grant variances if certain criteria are met; however, property hardship is one
of the criteria that may be most difficult to achieve and justify. If a special exception
process is desired, then consideration needs to be given to developing specific criteria

AGENDA ITEM NO. 9 (12/07/09) Page 4 of 5



for which relief may be sought.

Criteria might include off-street parking, building
modifications, etc.

RECOMMENDATION:

Recommended that the Planning & Zoning Commission provide direction 6n potential
Zoning Ordinance amendments regarding church and rectory uses.

AGENDA ITEM NO. 9 (12/07/09) Page 5of 5



CITY OF PLANO
Planning & Zoning Commission

December 7, 2009

Agenda ltem No. 10

Discussion & Direction: Comprehensive Planning

DESCRIPTION:

Discussion and direction regarding comprehensive planning and the proposed
comprehensive plan update.

REMARKS:

Comprehensive planning is an important process in making decisions regarding the
future of a city. The City of Plano has a long history of comprehensive planning that has
shaped current development of the city over the past 50 years. The Comprehensive
Plan is a document that provides direction and guidance for development and growth
and is the basis for deciding development requests, particularly zoning.

Staff will be making a presentation to the Planning & Zoning Commission regarding
comprehensive planning, why a plan is necessary, and how it has been used in Plano.
The time for updating the Land Use and Transportation Elements is drawing near, and
this will provide us an opportunity to consider a new design of the citys plan consistent
with Planos stage of development.  Staffs presentation will include possible
considerations on the new format of the plan. A document entitled Comprehensive
Planning Training Guide is attached to this staff report to provide more information on
the subject.

The Comprehensive Plan update is on the City Councils Strategic Plan work program
for 2009-2010.

RECOMMENDATION:

Recommended the Planning & Zoning Commission provide comments and direction to
staff pertaining to the future Comprehensive Plan update.



CITY OF PLANO

Comprehensive Planning
Training Guide

Planning & Zoning Commission

Stephen M. Sims, AICP
12/7/2009
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Comprehensive Planning Training Guide

The following document is a brief guide to introduce the concept of
-comprehensive planning, why it is important, and how planning has been used to
guide development decisions in Plano. The guide concludes with the
introduction of a new design concept for the plan under consideration for the
update process scheduled to begin in 2010.

INTRODUCTION

What is a Comprehensive Plan? :

A comprehensive plan is a document which provides guidance for development
and growth. The plan is not a zoning ordinance or a map. . Instead, the
Comprehensive Plan provides recommendations for land use, transportation, and
infrastructure planning.

Why is a Comprehensive Plan Important?

Comprehensive plans are important as they state the desired future for a
community.  This future is derived by gathering feedback from various
stakeholders through public meetings, discussion with community leaders and
local government staff. The Comprehensive Plan states the future vision of the
community and the actions necessary to achieve the vision.

Planning Timeline

Most comprehensive plans state a desired vision of a community within a 20 to
30 year window. Despite the long range time frame for plans, a community
should update the plan on a regular basis as the future vision of the community
will change due to economic issues, new stakeholders, and growth. The update
should include public input and address the change in future vision and
challenges faced by the community. Most updates are considered every five
years and if the community is in a high growth mode or undergoing rapid
changes due to internal and external forces, plan updates should occur every two
to three years.

How are Comprehensive Plans Implemented?

Comprehensive plans are implemented through a zoning ordinance, subdivision
regulations, and a capital improvements program. In theory, a zoning ordinance
is what helps make the recommendations of a comprehensive plan a reality
through the designation of zoning districts with a list of development regulations
and desired uses. The subdivision regulations take development a step further
by describing how land should be subdivided, the placement of utility and access
easements, and infrastructure improvements. The plan recommendations for
transportation facilities and urban infrastructure are implemented through a
capital improvements program (CIP). This program prioritizes improvements and
expenditures of local tax dollars needed to construct improvements. The CIP
can be used to organize a bond election for a community to take on debt to



secure financing on the construction of required infrastructure improvements to
provide municipal services.

PLANNING IN PLANO

Comprehensive Planning in Plano

The City of Plano has a long history in comprehensive planning. The first plans
for the city were created in the 1960s by visionary city leaders. They realized
Plano was in the path of the northward expansion of the Dallas area and a future
vision desirable for the city needed to be established. The general street network
and utility infrastructure was planned at that time while land use decisions were
introduced during the 1970s and 1980s. Through continued support of city
leaders, the Comprehensive Plan shaped the growth and development of Plano
as it appears today.

Current Plan

Plano’s Comprehensive Plan served as a blueprint on how to build a city. The
document includes ten elements: Land Use, Transportation, Urban Design,
Housing, Economic Development, Public Services and Facilities, Education,
Parks and Recreation, Utilities, and Technology. The Land Use and
Transportation Elements are updated every two to three years while the other
eight elements are updated every five years or on an as needed basis.

The Comprehensive Plan also provides maps showing the ultimate urban design
of Plano through the distribution of land use recommendations, transportation
facilities, parks, and city facilities. The plan also has policy statements. These
documents delve into the specific details and provide more background
information and direction on planning issues beyond the scope appropriate for
the Comprehensive Plan.

The blueprint served Plano well through the year 2000. By this time, almost all
land recommended and zoned for residential development was built, and most of
the remaining undeveloped land was zoned for nonresidential uses. Plano
began the transition from a city of growth to a maturing city while its role in the
Dallas region began to change from a growth community on the edge to an inner
ring suburban city. These changes brought about the first attempt to reorganize
the document in 2004 and 2008 from guiding growth to considering sustainability
with the introduction of three themes for each element:

o Livable City - What attributes of the element contribute to making Plano a
place people want to live and work?

e City of Organized Development - How is the infrastructure in Plano
organized? How are municipal services provided?



¢ City in Transition - As Plano changes from a growing to a maturing city,
what are the impacts on infrastructure and the provision of municipal
services?

2010 UPDATE

New Design

2010 is the year scheduled to begin the process of updating the Land Use and
Transportation Elements of the Comprehensive Plan. This update will provide
the opportunity for the Planning & Zoning Commission to consider another plan
revision. The new concept is to present a document that explains the planning
process, Plano’s development history, describe current and future challenges
and opportunities, and how Plano will address these issues through plan
implementation and action. The detailed information, such as demographics and
supporting statistics, maps, and policy statements will be included in the
appendix of the plan.

Links to websites containing more detailed information about planning topics will
be located throughout the text of the proposed document residing online. There
will be a video component which will provide a brief summary of the plan so that
in 15 minutes, people should have a general understanding of Plano and issues
facing the city and will be intrigued to want to read the document and learn more
about the city’s future vision. This is just a glimpse into ideas for a new design of
Plano’'s Comprehensive Plan. The Commission will work out the details and
recommend final design changes in 2010.



CITY OF PLANO
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

December 7, 2009

Agenda No. 11
Election of 1st and 2nd Vice Chair

Applicant: City of Plano

DESCRIPTION:
Election of the 1st and 2nd Vice Chair.
REMARKS:

At the November 16, 2009, Planning & Zoning Commission meeting, nominations
were made for the positions of 1st and 2nd Vice Chair. Commissioner Perry was
nominated for the 1st Vice Chair position and Commissioner Caso was
nominated for the 2nd Vice Chair position.

At this meeting, the Comrnission must vote to elect a commissioner to each of
these positions. Each respective position must be voted on individually. The
election may be by “a show of hands’ or by paper ballot.



