Notice of Planning and Zoning Commission Regular Meeting
AGENDA

November 05, 2024 at 6:00 PM

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

The agenda packet can be found on the City’s website under Agenda/Minutes. Due to the change in
meeting location, no livestream or video recording of the meeting will be available.

CALL TO ORDER

PUBLIC FORUM:

The Planning and Zoning Commission will receive comments from the public on any matters within the
jurisdiction of the Commission. Speakers will be limited to three (3) minutes each. Persons wishing to speak
during the Public Forum portion of the meeting must sign-in before the meeting is called to order. Please
note that discussion, if any, on subjects for which public notice has not been given, are limited to statements
of specific factual responses and recitation of existing policy.

REGULAR AGENDA
1. Approval of the October 1, 2024 Regular Meeting Minutes.
2. Consideration and possible action on a proposed sign for H-Wines located at 14351 Liberty

Street in the Historic Preservation District.

Consideration and possible action on proposed exterior building renovations at 905 College
Street located in the Historic Preservation District.

Presentation and discussion on a proposed new home at the west end of Caroline Street in the
Historic Preservation District.

[«

COMMISSION INQUIRY

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

ADJOURNMENT

I certify this notice of meeting was posted on the website and bulletin board at City Hall of the City of
Montgomery, Texas, a place convenient and readily accessible to the general public at all times. This notice
was posted at said locations by October 28, 2024 at 5:00 pm and remained posted for at least 72 hours
continuously preceding the scheduled meeting.

/s/ Dave McCorquodale

Assistant City Administrator

This facility is wheelchair accessible and accessible parking spaces are available. Please contact the City
Secretary’s office at 936-597-6434 for further information or for special accommodations.




MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING
October 1, 2024

MONTGOMERY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Simpson called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m.

Present: John Fox, Daniel Gazda, Bill Simpson, Merriam Walker

Absent: Tom Czulewicz

Also Present: Dave McCorquodale, Director of Planning & Development

Chris Roznovsky, WGA, City Engineer

PUBLIC FORUM:

None at this time.

REGULAR AGENDA

1.
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Consideration and possible action on two signs — one freestanding and one wall sign — for Lola
& Viv Designs located at 305 Prairie Street in the Historic Preservation District (tabled on

9/3/24).

Mr. McCorquodale said this item from the last meeting was tabled. The applicant planned to be
here he is not sure of what happened but he spoke with the sign company and they had affirmed
the applicant was going to be here so he is not sure where the miscommunication was.

Mr. McCorquodale said the change here is last month the sign that you see on page five of your
packet shows the roof of the front porch. He said that sign was up in the middle of those beams
and they have moved it down.

Merriam Walker said she would like to recommend the sign that has the post on it be moved to
the building instead of being on the beams. Daniel Gazda asked if that was for signs two and
three. Merriam Walker said yes. Mr. McCorquodale said they talked about that earlier and he
sees now there is a window on that side of the building although there could be space to the left
of that. Bill Simpson said prior to this shop there was a hair salon there and they had their sign
on the post because they did approve that for them to have their sign on the two cross posts as
long as it was a hard mounted sign and not a fabric or vinyl sign. Bill Simpson said on that side
of the building there are two windows, one in the front and one in the back just like the jewelry
shop or with someone they approved a sign in between the windows along the side of the
building, but then again you really cannot see the sign at that point. Daniel Gazda said if it was
further back past that window he does not know how many people would be able to see it. Daniel
Gazda asked for sign one what was your request last time. Merriam Walker said to lower it. She
said this is what it looked like before and it just took away from the design of the building so
they asked them to drop it. All they did was just move it down and she said she thinks it looks
a little smaller. She needs to look to see the measurements. Daniel Gazda asked if this is more
in line with the request. Merriam Walker said yes. She said they really did not have anything to
say about the ones on the post. It was just when you walked or drove by it just took away from
the gables.
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Motion to approve the application as submitted was made by Daniel Gazda and seconded by
John Fox. All in favor. (4-0)

Convene into a Public Hearing to receive comments on the draft Preliminary Report for a
rezoning request of 15.46 acres along Lone Star Parkway west of Liberty Street from ID-
Industrial to B-Commercial and R2-Multi-family Residential.

Mr. McCorquodale said the letter in front of you was received from a resident and property
owner at the end of Lawson Street that he spoke with who is currently on active duty in the
military. He asked her to put in writing her concerns and then he would give the letter to you as
well as include in the minutes under the public hearing item. He said what the meat of her request
was to ask the Commission to consider possibly swapping the commercial and the multi-family
zoning portions such that the residential use backed up to an existing residential use and the
commercial use was to the west along where the community center is.

Mr. Dennis Hatchett, 514 Lawson Street had questions concerning the proposed development’s
connection to Lawson and Simonton Streets. He asked if they are trying to incorporate Lawson
and Simonton Streets into the development. He said what they would love to happen is that
Lawson and Simonton would remain as they are.

Mr. McCorquodale said because a rezoning action is not a good forum to talk about the details
of a proposed design he would suggest that when the Commission is looking at the rezoning to
not let the decision hinge on a site plan because site plans can change. Do not make your decision
solely based off that. They can ask the engineers to provide some comments on the connectivity
of the development in the streets. He said the applicant is here and is sure that can be answered.

Bill Simpson said this item goes back to the August meeting where they had a site plan that was
issued. He said he thinks they discussed the tract of land and what they had proposed and then
they received this package. He asked if the whole package or just the letter was mailed out to
the homeowners. Mr. McCorquodale said it had a letter and a map and then the breakdown of
the two districts. He said you do not want to make a zoning decision off a proposed site plan.
This is what the Commission needs to base the decision off of, not off of proposed plans. Bill
Simpson said the problem is once this leaves they have no say so after that point. Mr.
McCorquodale said it is fine to bring it up and talk about those specific points. He said the
reason it is not in the packet and not in the mailer is it does not have a legal basis that anyone is
going to use to make a decision. Bill Simpson said his point is when they saw this it was a big
concern at the August meeting. Mr. McCorquodale said he was not here for the August meeting.
Bill Simpson said it was his concern especially on the multi-family. He said it looks like a twin
single and they have just a drive-in driveway or a drive-in parking lot in front of each one that
maybe holds four cars, 28-foot roads one way in and one way out, and on the August 6™ packet
he thinks it is like 97 of these things are going to be in that area. He said one way in and one
way out, no parking on the streets and if you get a guy in there that has a pickup truck, a pickup
trailer that lives in there he is going to restrict that. He said he sees they are private streets and
asked if that is correct. Mr. McCorquodale said he does not recall those details. Bill Simpson
said if you blow that up it is called for private streets. He said the City is not going to have any
control of what goes on in there. Daniel Gazda asked if they would see it, it would come back
if any development was to take place on residential or commercial for the replatting of any
development on there.
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Mr. Roznovsky said the rezoning is independent of whatever land plan is in front of you. He
said if you approve or disapprove the rezoning the land plan can still change. You cannot tie the
land plan you saw in August to the rezoning decision he thinks is Mr. McCorquodale’s point.
Right now they have multi-family which that is a zone which would allow it but the commercial
could change to be anything. Right now it is kind of office and then storage and that could
change anything that is allowed in the commercial zone without having to come back for
approval. To answer your question on the platting yes, the platting will depending on how they
break this up because they are looking at extensions of public streets and utilities so it would go
through the full plat process and you would see that but again, that is going to be for compliance
with platting ordinances and setbacks and not necessarily use. The other thing to come with this
development is they will need a development agreement because there are proposed variances
they are looking at likely with some of the items in a development agreement to memorialize
what happens to Lawson and Simonton and what happens to the public utilities that need
extended across the road. Daniel Gazda said he understands that is independent of this
discussion but from their point of view are they going to see it again or not before it impacts
other residents or is this their only chance to assist how their only recommendation to provide
any sort of input to assist with residents. Mr. McCorquodale said he thinks this rezoning is their
best tool to affect that outcome. Mr. Roznovsky said because if there are no variances asked for
the next step you would see is the platting. Bill Simpson said he knows they cannot make the
judgement on what may be there or may not be there but not only the small residential but also
the storage that is going to affect however many people. He said he knows at one time it was
discussed on FM 1097 the store where the warehouses are that the next units that were built
would have a backload so you would not drive down the road and see inside the businesses with
the garage door on the front side. Mr. McCorquodale said that is more of an office warehouse.
He said there is a storage component over there, an Uncle Bob’s storage or maybe it is now
another name. Bill Simpson said he thought that was also for the warehouses. Mr.
McCorquodale said they have a warehouse but the front side of that is a commercial frontage
where they have a little office on the front side. Bill Simpson said that is what he is concerned
about. Mr. McCorquodale said he does need to verify but thinks that storage units are a buy
right, conditional use, or special use. Bill Simpson asked if the storage units are going to be 24-
hour access to where there is going to be noise for the residents along the back road. He said
they do not want to handcuff anything but here we have a chance to keep a quality product
without hampering the citizens that live back there. His concern is moving a commercial zoning
next to an existing residential. He said if someone wants to bring a residential into an already
commercial area that is up to the people that want to buy that house that backs up against that.
To zone a commercial against an existing residential is one thing he would hate to see happen.
Mr. McCorquodale said he can understand that sentiment for sure but he does want to remind
the Commission the land is zoned industrial right now. In terms of impacts a planner would look
at, industrial would be the most intrusive to the zone next door. He said that is not a rationale
for doing anything but just wants to say it is not that the land is already zoned single family and
they are asking for a use to a commercial from single family. Typically one of the things that
the unified development code is going to have are these buffer zones between a purely
commercial whether it is a multi-family or a single family development there will be a buffer
zone or some type of a transition that happens in between the two.

Merriam Walker said her question is to the residents on Lawson Street and Simonton Street.
She asked if they were aware of that property being industrial. A few unidentified residents said
no. Merriam Walker asked so no one knew it was industrial, you just knew it was a piece of
property. An unidentified resident said yes because there used to be homes there and Lawson
High School was there. She said never to their knowledge has it been industrial. Merriam Walker
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asked is a high school industrial. Mr. McCorquodale said he is not aware or familiar with
Lawson High School. Merriam Walker asked what is a high school deemed. Mr. McCorquodale
said it would be institutional. He said the City adopted zoning in 1995 and his understanding is
that has been zoned industrial along that area for at least since he has been with the City since
2005. He said the Lone Star Parkway areas have always been that orange color on the zoning
map which is industrial. Merriam Walker asked who can verify that. Mr. McCorquodale said he
can and can also verify that if there were homes it was pre-zoning and pre-modern development
patterns. He said he can look at historic aerial photography to find out when that was but does
not know how long the current owner has owned it. He said Superior Properties is the current
owner and before that he believes it was owned by Larry Jacobs and Michael Wise since at least
the early 2000’s.

Merriam Walker asked if anyone that lives in the neighborhood wants to say anything. She said
they are being asked to rezone the property and that is what they are here to do tonight. They
need to know why not to rezone it or to rezone it or if there is a different rezoning. She said your
suggestions per this letter from Annie Butler is asking for a compromise and she is just wanting
to switch the zones where the multi-family would be where the commercial is and the
commercial would be on the other side. This is an example of what the public hearing is about
if the public wants to speak to them to help them make a decision. An unidentified resident said
she would not want it industrial and would rather just leave it residential. She said prior to Mr.
Jacobs owning that piece of property Lawson High School was there and it was residential and
has always been residential as far as she knows. When she bought that piece of property on
Lawson Street it was residential. It is Mount Pleasant Heights subdivision. Another unidentified
resident asked what exactly are they planning to put in there. Bill Simpson said that is what they
do not know. Merriam Walker said if they say yes and move forward, commercial means
commercial, residential means residential and they would have to bring forth the plats and
feasibility and how they are going to put stuff in there. Then we go from that point saying no
we do not want the driveways that deep, wide, or short. Now they are asking to move it from
industrial, split it and make it commercial and multi-family residential. What you are here for
tonight is to give us your input as residents of Montgomery of exactly what it is that you really
do not want in your backyard. Commercial could be several cars coming in and out and going
all hours of the night, opening a climate controlled storage unit or whatever commercial they
want it to be. The way they have it set up now what they are talking about is further away from
you would be residential. Right beside the properties looks to be a proposed restricted
commercial. There will be concrete and moving cars and may or may not have anyone sitting
there Saturday through Sunday 8am to 5pm. It may only be when people come in to do
commercial business or storage or whatever. We do not know what they want to do. An
unidentified resident said that is private property at the end of Lawson Street. Would they be
able to put a road to connect to Lawson through that private property. Mr. Roznovsky said if
they do not have frontage they would have to acquire the right to connect. Mr. Roznovsky
explained the proposed zoning areas on the map. One resident said if they have to do commercial
she would like it on the back side. She said personally she would love to make it all residential
instead of the commercial as it is it is bad enough where she is right now on Lawson to hear all
the traffic on Lone Star. Bill Simpson said the amount of traffic that is going to be added on
Lone Star is another issue. Discussion continued among the residents and the Commission
regarding potential issues. Mr. Roznovsky said one thing mentioned during the feasibility study
is that prior to any plan approval they have to do an impact analysis based on their final land
plan because is the access to storage off of Lawson or is the access to storage off of Lone Star
Parkway it makes a big difference on the impacts on Lawson and that was one of the
requirements of once they get through that development stage they have to do an impact analysis
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and if that is going to require improvements to Lawson, improvements to turn lanes on FM 149
and Lone Star Parkway and that will be dictated by that study. He said it does not help you now
with the rezoning but those are the pieces to come. From the developers standpoint they are not
going to do those steps before the rezoning.

Merriam Walker asked who maintains Lawson Street. Mr. McCorquodale said the City does.
She asked if it is a one car or two car. An unidentified resident said one car. Merriam Walker
said let us just say we rezone it; it would come afterwards that they would say by the way we
want to come in Lawson. If they rezone it and say yes to it they come in later and say we want
to travel down Lawson and try to travel down Simonton to get to this property instead of coming
off of Lone Star Parkway. They can ask for that and we would not know about it until after we
make this change. Mr. Roznovsky said they can completely change their land plan from today.
He said the rezoning does not commit them to the land plan nor does it commit them to
developing the property. They could rezone it and then move on. He is not saying that is their
intent but what their preliminary land plan is today does not lock them in by rezoning or not this
property, just what type of business can they put on it. Right now it is zoned industrial which
allows for manufacturing facilities and things like that. He said without a rezoning it does not
change the requirements for plan reviews and impact analysis. What they are asking for is to be
able to put commercial instead of industrial on this piece which includes the mini storage and
then multi-family which is not allowed in the industrial zone.

John Fox said preliminarily to put the residents in the best place would be to rezone it now to
get it out of the industrial because you obviously do not want industrial there but then you are
going to have to keep up with the changes and land use that develops after it is rezoned.

One resident asked if Lone Star Parkway is residential or business. He said he owns property at
the corner of Lone Star Parkway and does not really want any businesses right there because he
has been keeping his land clear all these years and that is going to make their taxes go up too.
Bill Simpson said no the designation does not raise your property taxes. He said it will not raise
your property taxes unless you do improvements on your property.

Daniel Gazda asked if it is all industrial for now. Mr. McCorquodale said yes everything to the
west of Liberty Street along Lone Star Parkway. He said the Lone Star Community Center is
industrial. Bill Simpson asked if Lone Star Parkway is County. Mr. McCorguodale said it is
County. He said their connection to Lone Star Parkway would ultimately be approved by the
County.

A resident asked since it is already zoned industrial and they are wanting to have it zoned for
commercial and residential why can’t they just flip it and give you something saying this is what
we will do. He said his mother-in-law lives at the end of the street and like you mentioned it
will increase noise with businesses coming in and out and we do not want that. They could
accommodate maybe but if you turn it over and say we zone it for this and then they still can
turn around and do want they want. There is no way to get anything from them saying why don’t
we do it like this, commercial on the far end and residential, at least try to appease them.
Merriam Walker said once we change it then when they go to develop it they have to go through
the other steps and if it is something they have to approve like lights or you need to put up a
fence or noise barrier, they can do what they want to right now because it is industrial. Bill
Simpson said it is the worst of two evils. Merriam Walker asked if they can come back if we
change it and come back as residents and say can you flop it and put commercial further down
and have the residential back up to our residential. She asked if that is an option or is it going to
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come to a point where someone has a say. Like this resident who wrote the letter wants to
compromise and rezone it and switch multi-family and the commercial. Mr. McCorquodale said
he is not 100 percent sure he follows but he would recommend that the recommendation that
the Commission makes is a clear one that is going to move in a certain direction but in terms of
someone being able to come back to the Commission to say would you now change that, is that
what you are saying. Merriam Walker said no what she is saying is if they say yes to rezone this
commercial and multi-family. Mr. McCorquodale said your recommendation to Council would
be to go ahead and rezone what the request is. Merriam Walker said yes. She asked is there a
point where the residents can come back and say we do not mind it being commercial and multi-
family but we would like the multi-family to be over by the residents and make the commercial
away from them or is this set in stone. Mr. Roznovsky said that would be another rezoning. He
said if you recommended approval of the rezoning it would set part commercial part multi-
family. In the future if they wanted to switch that to any other use it would be another rezoning
to change it to whatever zoning. Merriam Walker asked if they can make a recommendation that
they would like to see a rezoning but would like rezoning “A” be switched over and rezoning
“B” to something else. Mr. McCorquodale said your recommendation can be whatever the
Commission decides. He asked if she would like to affirm what the resident had suggested in
switching them. Merriam Walker said yes. Daniel Gazda said it is basically like a
recommendation to not approve with the request to revise to swap reserve “A” and “B.” Bill
Simpson said so you would like to see the 7.68 as being commercial and then 7.77 being multi-
family. Daniel Gazda asked if the sizes can change and if the line can move. Mr. Roznovsky
said the zoning is whatever area it is. The zoning does not necessarily follow property
boundaries. If they decide multi-family is going to get divided into two properties it would still
all be zoned that way. It does not follow property lines it follows whatever the boundary is when
adopted. Daniel Gazda asked prior to that being adopted right now, if they were to revise it
could they move that line right now before we say let us zone it to be commercial. When they
swap them do they keep the same amount of size commercial but just over on the other side.
Mr. Roznovsky said they are very close in size. He said his assumption is going to be they would
likely want some commercial at the corner of Lone Star Parkway and FM 149. This is what they
requested so he recommends action on what they requested with the suggestions to note in your
report of these changes you would reconsider. He said at that time he believes it will go to
Council; Council will then take action. The developer can revise his application after that time.
Mr. McCorquodale said if it is a discreet enough change, unless one of the districts has changed
in size and it is going to change the layout of the land plan. He said your recommendation is
what is coming out of this meeting and next Tuesday night City Council is having their public
hearing. City Council is going to receive your report and their hearing is going to be just like
this one where you can give the same comments. They will have not heard these comments so
you can give these same comments to the City Council. The difference is the City Council’s
next item after the public hearing is going to be action on an ordinance in some fashion. They
are either going to deny the request in which case no action is needed other than to deny it or
they can approve a rezoning based on a change that is agreeable in the meeting between the
developer and Council. He said they have a lot more latitude of not needing to see a fully revised
request if it is essentially a swap.

An unidentified resident said he has a property on the corner of Lone Star Parkway. He said at
the time when he got that property they told him he could use it for business or residential. He
has not done anything with that property all these years. He would like to know if that is going
to change his option. Mr. McCorquodale said that property right now is zoned industrial. Bill
Simpson asked the resident if his property was across the street from the car place with the
firewood. The resident said it was the opposite side of that. Mr. Roznovsky said if it is within
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the red boundary it would get rezoned. His understanding is that they have closed on the property
so according to what they purchased from Larry Jacobs it was everything within this red box.
The resident said he is tax exempt on the property because of the trees and that is why he never
did anything with it. Another unidentified resident said he wants the trees to remain in the
existing neighborhood.

Bill Simpson closed the public hearing at 6:43 p.m. for the rezoning of the 15.46 acres along
Lone Star Parkway west of Liberty Street from ID-Industrial to B-Commercial and R2-Multi-
family Residential.

Consideration and possible action on a Final Report and Recommendation for a rezoning request
of 15.46 acres along Lone Star Parkway west of Liberty Street from ID-Industrial to B-
Commercial and R2-Multi-family Residential.

Mr. McCorquodale said the Commission has now held the public hearing on this and the next
step is for the Commission to draft a recommendation to the City Council in which they can
consider any of the comments they received. He said members will find at their desk the City
Engineer’s memo on rezoning and has left the draft of the report.

Daniel Gazda asked the developer if he had any response to their requests. Mr. Greg Phipps
with J.A. Costanza & Associates Engineering said they developed the land plan for the owners
SPT Montgomery. He said speaking specifically to the streets it is not the developer’s desire to
impact those streets at all. In fact, it is the developer’s desire to leave those streets as they are,
not tie into them or have any access to or from the ends of those two streets into the property.
He said generally when there is a street that dead ends like that by planning, engineering
typically would put a cul-de-sac on the end of it, some sort of a turnaround. Their original land
plan that goes into the commercial on Lawson they show a cul-de-sac on the end of that
turnaround. He said they do not need it and do not necessarily want it. They do not need access
to Lawson to come and go from the development that they are planning. In fact, they felt like if
the City required them to access or put a cul-de-sac on the end of Lawson they would have to
go in and rebuild Lawson to city street criteria. Right now it is about a 14-foot asphalt paved
road. They would just assume not spend several hundred thousand dollars and go in and rebuild
a road and a cul-de-sac that they do not necessarily need. He said to the residents they are
looking at this with as little to no impact to the residents as they possibly can. The codes require
them that anytime commercial backs up to residential there is a 25-foot vegetation buffer. That
is shown in their plans and they intend to honor that. He said it will stay either natural vegetation
or enhanced vegetation. They have not done a tree survey so they do not know what is out there.
The last thing they want to do is go in on that 25-foot area and take out a 150 year old oak tree
so they will work around that. He said the only thing when they look at this their concern is if
they had to use Lawson it would be for fire access only. They show two driveways that access
Lawson. Off the backside of the main driveway there is a culvert in a driveway that comes in
off of Lone Star that is generally where that single driveway comes in. He said if the Fire
Marshal required them to put those driveways in they would and if need be they would gate
them. They do not need people coming down Liberty FM 149 cutting down Lawson and
dropping into their development, making a cut through. They do not need that anymore than the
residents need cars cutting through on their property. The first driveway they have is generally
about the corner where the church is across the street. It is the least impact to several of the
homes that are between the church. He said they are looking at the frontage which is a piece of
property that would have been helpful if Lone Star had dropped down about another 100 feet.
To the south it is very narrow and there is not a whole lot you can do in there. They cannot get
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a driveway off of Lone Star any closer than that existing driveway is with the culvert because
of the left turn lanes that go in there. It is not their advantage and long term they hope the County
will finish out Lone Star.

Mr. Phipps said the land plan they have right now has 30 buildings with 60 units which are two
and three bedroom units. He said typically the criteria is for ingress and egress into any
subdivision is any subdivision that has 250 and fewer lots that allows for a single access. Once
you get over 250 generally it would require a second access. He said it is seven and a half acres
generally and 60 residential doors on it. It is not what you would typically attribute to a multi-
family three story, 45 maximum roof heights. If you were to drive through the neighborhoods
that this developer has for duplexes these just look like a normal home. He said it is a very nice
home that serves a specific group of people that cannot afford the single family home but yet do
not want to live in a multi-family unit development. It is a niche type development. Originally
when they looked at it they looked at this whole piece going to residential and this unit but there
was some concern about the overall density of putting 140 doors on it at 70 to 80 units. The
long piece there that comes out does not work for any type of residential. It is not deep enough
to put a street in with your building lines and putting two rows of those in. They looked at if
they could flip these and they do not like it more than anyone to go from residential to a
commercial to a residential but the land plan is a difficult land plan in this L shape and lends
itself more to commercial. He said this developer here is that backside to the north where the
self-storage is. They are putting that self-storage in so that there is not a lot of traffic in and out
of there. They would typically close the gates and do the lockdown for certain hours you can
come and go into it. If the City allowed Lawson to stay the way it is we did not access off of it.
All of the access would come off of that one point off of Lone Star which would eliminate he
hopes most of the concerns. He said it is not if they had to put Lawson in, if they had to put a
cul-de-sac in there it does them no good. It is access off Lawson off of FM 149 where you sit
and wait to turn left into it to get home. He drove down Simonton tonight and sat there waiting
for quite a few minutes for traffic to clear.

Mr. Phipps said they do not want to impact the residents and if they have to go to the street and
cul-de-sac and come back to it again it is money they are spending that they just do not need to.
He said they do not need it and it does not help them at all. In fact, it may hinder them to put
that street through but that will be a call the City Engineer and the City makes as to what their
requirements are going to be.

Daniel Gazda said he does not know the sizes of what is required but his only question would
be is if they asked to swap the two is the short skinny part enough for green space that is required
or does it exceed that amount that is required to where it is not feasible to put the green space
there and have the development along the fatter portion. Mr. Phipps said he is sure it could go
in the green space. He said it is a very expensive piece of green space. If they are going to put
green space they are going to build the green space into it that could be used. They could say
they will take that green space and make a park if you want traffic on Saturday they will put a
park there. It would impact the residents a whole lot more than what anything that they would
put there.

Mr. Phipps said with any type of purchase and this is one that was a substantial purchase, they
have title insurance on it so push comes to shove that is why they buy title insurance. He said
he is sure the previous owner has title insurance when he bought it so somewhere down the
chain either they are correct and there is an issue in title or there is not. He cannot say. He has
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the title report that says it is a clear title. It needs to be resolved. He would recommend to the
ownership that they get with the title company and this be investigated.

Merriam Walker asked the residents if they do move to make it commercial and multi-family
residential you still do not want it industrial. You would like commercial and multi-family
residential and definitely do not want it industrial. The residents said no they do not want it
industrial. Bill Simpson said they have a form they can write recommendations to the City
Council for them to review and help them make a decision. He said the residents need to show
up also to help them.

Daniel Gazda said the main thing is Simonton and Lawson Streets both stay dead ends
preferably without the cul-de-sac or access to the property off of that, maintain the 25-foot
vegetation, and lighting to be facing Lone Star Parkway and not back towards Lawson Street or
Simonton.

Motion to approve the application as a recommendation with the conditions of 1) the property
is currently undeveloped and ID-industrial, 2) Simonton and Lawson Street both stay dead ends
and are not tied into by any commercial properties, 3) We would maintain the 25-foot vegetation
per code, 4) Any lighting in commercial areas would be facing Lone Star Parkway and mainly
away from Simonton and/or Lawson Street was made by Daniel Gazda.

Discussion:

Mr. McCorquodale asked if the Commission is okay if it were a Fire Marshal recommendation
for limited fire safety access. Bill Simpson said if the Fire Marshal says they have to have that
as access but being locked, closed, and only their access. Mr. McCorquodale said right because
these guys are able from a development standpoint to do that because it is not a public
throughway. It is their property so they keep control of that access and make sure it does not
become a cut through. He said just capturing the literally no connection at all versus a Fire
Marshal says we need a connection here and does not want that to be in conflict. Merriam
Walker said after this goes through to City Council then the next step as they start developing
is when the Fire Marshal, the feasibility, and the water begins. Mr. McCorquodale said when
the study is done the next steps would be the site specific design work kind of the refinement of
the land plans that they have so far. Once that is finished and they really start to submit and say
this is what we are asking to build, they are going to be submitting to the Fire Marshal at the
same time and getting those comments. Daniel Gazda said the only way he would care is if the
Fire Marshal said that is the only way. He said his preference would be to have two access points
for the commercial zone off of Lone Star Parkway in lieu of one rather than impact the residents
on Lawson Street. Mr. McCorquodale said just to affirm he is clear it is not a public access but
if it were required by the Fire Marshal they still want to make sure they are in line with what
you are thinking and what you are okay with. Bill Simpson asked if they need to amend number
one. Mr. McCorquodale said he is fine if the Commission is good with it.

Motion seconded by Merriam Walker. All in favor. (4-0)

Mr. McCorquodale said just to remind all the public who are here the next public hearing on
this request is next Tuesday night at 6 p.m. in front of City Council. Merriam Walker addressed
the public also saying they will need to continue coming to the meetings because they will
present to Planning & Zoning what they are going to do regarding sizes, feasibility, if it floods,
how many lights, how much cement, when they will begin construction, if there is a special tree
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that needs a ribbon around it. You need to come and say what you need to say because you are
the residents and we welcome you back to see what they are doing to our town.

Presentation and discussion of the Feasibility Study for the proposed Mia Lago Reserve (Dev.

No. 2411).

Mr. Roznovsky said they have two separate feasibility studies that were presented to Council at
their last meeting for two different developments in the City. He said there are a lot of
similarities obviously when it comes to capacities and things like that but there are a couple of
big distinct differences between the projects to point out. The developers are reviewing their
options but have not moved forward with a development agreement at this time.

Mr. Roznovsky said the first development called the Mia Lago Reserve is over at the end of the
Estates of Mia Lago where it dead ends currently there is a 75-acre tract back there that is what
this property was based off of. He said a couple big things to note is the majority of the tract is
in the City of Conroe ETJ therefore before anything can get started the developer has to request
to be removed from the EJT. A couple of legislative sessions ago the legislature made that kind
of a fast track process so the developer can request and within 45 days it is automatically
approved to go through that process. The City cannot annex, provide service or do anything
until they are out of the Conroe ETJ and then they formally request to be brought into
Montgomery’s city limits. Daniel Gazda asked in that limbo what is the property at. Mr.
Roznovsky said it is unincorporated Montgomery. He said his understanding to the reason
behind it is cities like Conroe have large ETJ’s that extend well beyond were holding people
that they will never provide service to because of proximity hostage. Conroe’s limits also wrap
around to the north side of Montgomery where it is a long way around with the lake in between.
His understanding is they are going through that process to get out of the ETJ. Bill Simpson
asked if that goes into our EJT or are we automatically annexed. Mr. Roznovsky said there is a
multi-step process. Once they are released from that ETJ that little chunk will be an
unincorporated Montgomery County not within anyone’s ETJ minus the little sliver that actually
is in the City of Montgomery’s EJT. They will then petition the City for annexation into the city
limits and once that petition is approved they will then be brought into Montgomery’s ETJ.
Montgomery’s ETJ will then extend that half mile outside the new boundary or to where it hits
Conroe. Bill Simpson asked if this is where they are clearing everything right now. Mr.
Roznovsky said no it is closer to Bois D Arc Bend. He Said from Bois D Arc to Walden Road
that 96 acres is a different development. Bill Simpson asked then this property we are talking
about is west. Mr. Roznovsky said correct. It is behind the large lots along Bois D Arc at the
end of Mia Lago Drive. He said the access point would be off of Lone Star Bend. Daniel Gazda
asked if it actually touches Lone Star Bend or does it have to get an easement. Mr. Roznovsky
said it is really close. When you look at the high level land plans there looks to be a strip of land
they need. He said ultimately they are going to have to acquire because they are going to have
to have public right-of-way.

Mr. Roznovsky said what they are looking to do on this property is about 59 % acre lots. They
have initially requested to do septic system so to have public water and septic which is the same
as what is currently in the Estates of Mia Lago. John Fox asked if they have an ordinance against
septic tanks. Mr. Roznovsky said you do. He said he will go through the feasibility. They put
together the cost for sewer service and noted the developer requested it. Your ordinance says
that septic systems are not allowed to have to connect to the public system available unless you
get clearance. John Fox asked why would anyone want to allow them to have septic tanks. Mr.
Roznovsky said he does not disagree with him. He said he has a lot of concerns with the septic.
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As you know the back of that property is an existing canal body of water. For the original land
plan they were chalking it up to be parts of the lot so the land owners would own that canal/pond.
However, based on history and where they have other areas where the property owners own
parts of the creek, their recommendation is a separate drainage reserve so it is a homeowners
association responsibility not individual property owners responsibility. That was going to
reduce those lot size but regardless with those lots 59, 58, 57 on that southernmost portion when
you take out the distance from the water, the building pad there is not a whole lot of yard left
when you put in the spray field for a septic system. He said those are their initial concerns with
septic. John Fox asked in the pink shaded area are you indicating that to be a floodplain. Mr.
Roznovsky said that is correct. He said green is flood way and that is Stuart Creek, the light blue
is the 100-year floodplain, and the pink is the 500-year floodplain. John Fox asked when you
talk about floodplains what is the flood of record in comparison of those elevations. Mr.
Roznovsky said he does not have that information. He said they would have to do a drainage
analysis for this and part of what they are saying in the initial is that the River Authority
considers this canal is part of the lake and therefore they would be allowed to discharge in there
without detention. Part of our report is we still have to prove there are no downstream impacts
and provide written approval from the River Authority stating that you are allowed to discharge,
this is a portion of Lake Conroe and you are allowed to discharge undetained into Lake Conroe.

Mr. Roznovsky said when Water Plant No. 2 is back up and running they are still looking at
additional water plant needs with all the developments and all the potential developments. The
first phase of that is a booster pump addition at Water Plant No. 3. It is a relatively small project
and that is our limiting factor right now, our booster pump capacity. The second phase of that
is the City is currently out for request for qualifications for the design of Water Plant No. 4
which includes the elevated storage tank that would be on the west side of town. Those
combined will give us the water capacity we need. He said they talked about sewer capacity, the
private septic. However, in lieu of private septic they will go with the public sewer system and
they would be looking at a public lift station on this site force main and also it has the sewer
plant capacity which they have a proposal for that design.

Mr. Roznovsky said looking at the home values and the potential assess value for the property
based on the developers estimates they are estimating $650,000 per home on those three-quarter
acre lots. Based on the current tax rate let us look at about $175,000 a year assuming that 95
percent of those homes take the 20 percent homestead exemption the City offers.

Mr. Roznovsky said when it comes to drainage this is on Stewart Creek, it does not affect Town
Creek, it does not affect the rest of the City, however, the River Authority is stating they do not
have to provide detention but they need that in writing and a study showing no down impacts.
He said to reiterate again, their recommendation is that the entire pond, canal, or lake, whatever
you want to call it is in its own separate reserve and not the responsibility of the individual
property owners because that has potential to cause a bunch of issues in the future. Bill Simpson
asked who would maintain that. Mr. Roznovsky said they would need an HOA to be responsible
for maintaining the banks and the shoreline of that waterway. Daniel Gazda said if they do
provide the letter of no future or downstream impacts is that only for the development of
infrastructure or if they start to develop homes along the 59 or so and that starts to have potential
impacts on downstream, he is thinking additional erosion or anything like that from homes or
additional waste. Mr. Roznovsky said if the River Authority is granting them access and saying
that is part of the lake they would take that over as far as the impacts of that full built out
development downstream. He said the confluence of the canal in Stuart Creek is further
downstream so this point where the confluence actually occurs which is by the build to rent
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community, they are not necessarily discharging into the channel, they are discharging into the
lake. The River Authority has historically allowed to not have detention requirements if
discharging directly into the lake. Mr. Roznovsky said what they do not want is the same
situation like we have at Town Creek in Waterstone. In Town Creek Waterstone you have the
canal and you have homes that own half of the canal and the other side owns the other half of
the canal. He said they are not going to do that again. It needs to be one entity and not individual
property owners to maintain that but one HOA or other entity that has that power to do so.

Mr. Roznovsky said regarding traffic, as Mia Lago is a private street that is gated, they are
proposing public streets to not be gated so they only have one point of connection which is at
Lone Star Bend. He said that is a County road that was constructed by the County or the Lone
Star Bend project so they would need to submit a TIA and get approval from Montgomery
County for that tie-in and any type mitigation measures for the impacts of that development. He
said their big concern is 59 more homes that go in Lone Star Bend that ultimately go out to Lone
Star Parkway because that is already a bad intersection as it is today so they would make a
special note of that to the County voicing the concerns of the City of these additional homes and
where that County intersection of those two streets are that they mitigate it appropriately.

Mr. Roznovsky said studies have been provided to the developer which the developers are
reviewing. He has not heard anything additional from them. There are a lot of changes he thinks
that need to be seen. Their next steps when they come back to request the development
agreement with the City to memorialize the development plan who is paying for extensions, the
water versus septic because they are going to have to get a variance on that. They were not
looking at any variances regarding lot size however, they would be looking at a variance for
septic systems as well as when they redo the land plan. Mr. McCorquodale said the ETJ question
is likely going to put this one on the shelf for a while, at least for the next few months as some
of these legal challenges to this have started to work themselves out through the courts. Daniel
Gazda asked if they have already submitted to be withdrawn from Conroe’s ETJ. Mr.
Roznovsky said he does not know if this tract specifically has, however they have other
developments that have not in the City. He said the City of Conroe has taken the stance of no
response. The Attorney General has taken the stance of you have to have a response even though
the statute says it is just 45 days that it is automatic so there is ongoing litigation regarding is no
response automatic approval or is no response disapproval. Mr. McCorquodale said there are
some questions that have to be answered and this is probably not going to be the piece of
property that answers those questions.

Presentation and discussion of the Feasibility Study for the proposed Villages of Montgomery
(Dev. No. 2412).

Mr. Roznovsky said this development is right across the street so it extends around Solomon
Electric all the way from Shepperd Street to essentially Town Creek. Mr. McCorquodale
mentioned that the Planning and Zoning Commission saw a short presentation from the
developers a couple of months ago in advance of that. They then did not get to go to the Council
but the Commission has seen this at least once before. He said this is the piece where they have
looked at their end and have made their recommendations. Mr. Roznovsky continued saying
they are looking at a mixed use development. They have a mixture of 45-foot and 50-foot lots,
commercial pad sites, and mixed use pad sites. He said some are alley loaded developments
which he thinks is what they presented to the Commission. Regarding the valuation they are
looking at about a $22 million full valuation which would be approximately $83,000 a year in
additional tax revenue for the City. A couple things to note is from the water system standpoint
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we would have them connect to three different points along the system to create loops. Right
now College Street is a dead end and Caroline Street is a semi dead end and then connect at SH
105 as well. They would connect to all three points to close those loops in the system so College
Street would not be a dead end, Caroline Street would have additional loops in it and connect to
the 12-inch on SH 105 to loop your water system. He said capacities are the same and still the
same booster pump water, and the Water Plant No. 4 addition is what they would recommend.
He said sewer capacity is a little different. He said they are going to generally split so some of
their flow will go toward Shepperd Steet depending on the topography and the majority of it
will head down to Lift Station No. 5. Currently there is a lift station in front of Solomon Electric,
a small grinder pump station so their recommendation is that they would extend a gravity sewer
line all the way down SH 105 to pass Lift Station B to be able to take that one out and gravity
flow all of this to Lift Station No. 5. As a reminder, Lift Station No. 5 is the one that is down at
the creek and it is being relocated by the Tri Pointe development. That proposal has been
approved and the request for deposit from Tri Pointe is just sitting in their hands and then that
design to relocate and resize that lift station will get started.

Mr. Roznovsky said in regard to drainage this does go to Town Creek so a full drainage impact
analysis would be required like every other development. They would need to get their impacts
to prove no downstream impacts especially on Town Creek that you know has issues and a lot
of development around it.

Mr. Roznovsky said they would need to get TXDOT’s approval for their tie-ins to SH 105 and
they would need to do a traffic impact analysis on their impacts to Caroline Street and College
Street as they are tying into both of those. You need to make sure that if they need to bring the
road up to a better condition it will have to get approved as well. One thing to note is when the
west side of the park development went through, part of that development agreement was that
Shepperd Street would be finished. If you have gone down that street you have seen how
Shepperd gets skinny as you get closer to SH 105. The agreement at that time was whenever
those last lots got developed that would be finished. This development would include those three
lots and they would be required to expand Shepperd Street all the way to SH 105 as part of their
development. Daniel Gazda asked if there has been any kind of response to them about College
Street or Caroline Street improving them. Mr. Roznovsky said he has not heard. They were
provided this at the same time and have not heard any response from them. He said when they
had the predevelopment meeting all this was talked about at that time and we knew that College
Street and Caroline Street have limited capacity and are small streets where adding a good
amount of homes and potential traffic to them Shepperd Street it is relatively minor in
comparison to the rest, however he has not heard positively or negatively from them on what
that would be. There would be a good amount of variances they would be requesting on this
property between the lot sizes. We do not have an alley product in your zoning so your street
widths would be different. There are a lot of potential variances that come with this. This is not
a traditional product either that they are proposing. Merriam Walker asked if it is mimicking
some of the houses on Caroline Street. Mr. Roznovsky said he thinks maybe that is it but he
does not know. He thinks the development in Shenandoah is the one they were referencing
where they did this same type of product. Merriam Walker said it looks like one row you can
go into the front and then most of them are alley entry. Mr. Roznovsky said correct. He said the
outside row is more of your traditional 50-foot wide lots and the inner rows are the alley load
45-foot wide. Mr. McCorquodale said they are looking for that very traditional kind of
neighborhood street. He said if you walk through a neighborhood that has a driveway in the
front, that front load you do not have that same kind of architectural mass of the facades of all
the houses are generally lining up and they are close together. He said he thinks they are trying
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to focus that extension of Caroline Street as kind of the focal point of the boulevard access of
the development but then on those 10 lots they were talking that those would have your
traditional driveways. Merriam Walker asked if they are going to come back and ask for a
variance for the lot width or they are proposing. Mr. Roznovsky said their next steps are they
will have a development agreement. The City is taking a stance now that all developments need
to have a development agreement. He said anything whether there are extensions of public
roads, extensions, etc., we need a development agreement. That may or may not include as part
of the agreement the variances or those will go separately. It is going to be up to a little bit of
timing and the developer because his assumption is there are going to be requests for variances
before they get too far into this process to understand what is and is not going to be allowed.
Merriam Walker asked if they are going to have their own park. Mr. Roznovsky said yes they
are proposing currently a single park. Merriam Walker said there is not a lot of green space. Mr.
Roznovsky said they are allowed to count their detention areas as green space so when you add
up those and then the mixed use obviously is going to have some component of commercial,
green space, and there has been office condo ideas that have been thrown out. He said there are
a lot of to be determines in that mixed use area of what that ultimately looks like. Regardless,
they are going to have to prove they have the adequate compensating green space and/or
requested variants if they do not. Daniel Gazda said he is having trouble reading the zoning plan
and asked how much of this would have to be rezoned. Mr. Roznovsky said if you projected
Caroline Street, south of that is commercial and north of that is single family. There is going to
be some rezoning based on their final land plan around the entrance. Those commercial zones
can stay and the mixed use zone part of that is commercial, part of that is single family currently
and some of that will need to get changed too. Daniel Gazda said it would just be reorganizing
it all. Mr. Roznovsky said correct. Mr. Roznovsky said also currently the corner of Shepperd is
a commercial reserve and they are proposing to make single family lots. He said that is a platted
commercial reserve. Merriam Walker asked if there will be a public hearing for those who live
on College or Caroline. Mr. McCorquodale said any rezoning triggers a public notice.

COMMISSION INQUIRY:

Daniel Gazda asked if anything has moved forward on the property right next door to where they are talking
that extends from SH 105 all the way to Lone Star Parkway property. Mr. Roznovsky said yes that is the
Tri Pointe development and the Council has approved a development agreement with them. They have not
fully executed because they have not closed on the property. He said he thinks that is scheduled any day
now or if it has not already occurred. The development agreement has them funding the waterline extension
on Lone Star Parkway as well as the relocation expansion replacement of Lift Station No. 5. Both of those
have been approved and both of those deposit letters were sent to the developer. He also said the 56 acres
on Lone Star Parkway is moving forward and Taylor Morrison is moving forward as they have all their
variances. Daniel Gazda asked which 56 one is that. Mr. Roznovsky said Buffalo Springs and Lone Star
Parkway it is not the immediate northeast corner but it is just offset. Daniel Gazda asked if no burial ground
was found. Mr. Roznovsky said that is in their court.

Mr. Roznovsky said Home Depot is wrapping up and are expected to open later this month. The signal is
operational and the roadway open with a few minor punch list items remaining. One of the items that is still
ongoing for future Council meetings is the development on the Stowe property along the railroad track.
Daniel Gazda asked during construction who inspects the SWPP. Mr. Roznovsky said we do.

ADJOURNMENT
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Merriam Walker moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:45 p.m. Daniel Gazda seconded the motion. All in

favor. (4-0)

Prepared by: Date approved:
Diana Titus, Deputy City Secretary

Attest:

Dave McCorquodale, Director of Planning & Development
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Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission

AGENDA REPORT
Meeting Date: November 5, 2024 Budgeted Amount: N/A
Department: Administration Prepared By: DMc
Subject

Consideration and possible action on a proposed sign for H-Wines located at 14351 Liberty Street in the
Historic Preservation District.

Recommendation
Staff has no objections to the proposed sign and recommends approval.

Discussion

Steve Hari, owner of H-Wines, has submitted a sign application for a wall-type sign mounted on the front
eave of the porch of the structure. The proposed sign is 15 tall by 5-ft wide.

The building fagade currently has one sign on the parapet wall above the front porch. The sign meets
sign requirements and is consistent with the design of the existing sign. Staff has no objections and
recommends approval of the sign as submitted.

Approved By |

Director Planning & Development
Assistant City Administrator Dave McCorquodale Date: 10/25/2024
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Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission

AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: November 5, 2024 Budgeted Amount: N/A

Department: Administration Prepared By: DMc

Consideration and possible action on proposed exterior building renovations at 905 College Street
located in the Historic Preservation District.

Recommendation

Staff has no objections and recommends approval of the proposed fencing, porch, entryway, 2" story
roof, and paint colors as submitted.

One motion is sufficient for action and is a best practice. Word the motion to include items or omit
items as necessary.

Discussion

New owners have recently purchased the property and plan to move into the home following the end of
the school year. Attached is an overview of the home and proposed renovations that include:

Repainting house and barn (matching color)

New 2"-story dormer windows to enlarge interior rooms
New front porch railing and relocating steps

New entry door

The information included demonstrates an awareness of the historic aspects of the home and a design
process that considers the existing structure and its context within the Historic Preservation District.
Staff recommends approval of the requested renovations.

Approved By

Director Planning & Development
Assistant City Administrator Dave McCorquodale Date: 10/25/2024
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905 College St.
Montgomery TX

HOME & BARN AS OF 2023
GOOGLE STREET VIEW, REMIANS
THE SAME TODAY IN 2024.




905 College St. Montgomery TX

The PodrazaHouse

The Podraza House was originally built as a one-room board and batten home in Richards, probably in the early 1900s.
Other rooms were added over the years. During World War II, Louis & Katie Podraza bought the house and rented it out

~_ for $10 a month. In the late 1960s, the house was moved two miles west of Richards to a farm where it was occupied until
the early 1980s by John Podraza. After sitting vacant 10 years, the house was purchased by Bleu & Dickey Beathard and
moved 18 miles south to Montgomery.

Since the house had to be cut in half and have the roof removed for the move, the restoration work had to follow extensive
rebuilding. The house now serves as the Beathards® home.

We recently purchased the property located at 905 College St. originally known as The Podraza House.
We currently live in Houston and will be officially moving to Montgomery at the conclusion of this school

year. During that time, we’d like to do a few renovations to the property located within the Historic
District. We know a little history on this home. It was originally built in 1900 and has been moved 2 times
and undergone numerous renovations over time, adding a back section & 2™ floor (2008), then the most
recently a kitchen addition (2018). The previous homeowners made many efforts to add character back
into the home in the interior renovations included period appropriate doors, trim and wall coverings.
Inside the flow from old to new sections is seamless. We’d like to bring that same character to the
exterior. The original one room farmhouse would have been simpler in style. The home relocated to
Montgomery in the late 90’s, where it has remained. We’d like to take it to a specific period to ground it to
the historic district. The original home was builtin 1900, around the time Montgomery was planting &
growing its own roots. This period of time home styles were transitioning from Greek Revival (Magnolia
House) to Victorian (Homewood). 905 College St. started off as a farmhouse, and today exists on a larger
parcel of land in town with a barn. We’d like to keep true to its farmhouse roots, but bring it towards the
architecture of the beautiful homes within the historic district by committing 905 College to the style of
Folk Victorian. This tyle bridges the gap between the vernacular homes often built for function out on
the farms vs. the in town, street front homes built for function and beauty. Like many owners before us,
we hope to leave our fingerprints on this home, and the great historic district it lines within and share with
you our vision for the farmhouse.




905 College St. Montgomery TX

Nantucket Dormer

We would like to gain apacein
the 2 upstairs front bedrooms
by altering the front elevation.
We would do this by capturing
the space between the current
2 gable dormers, by adding
shed style dormers, creating a
Nantucket style dormer look
across the front.

Reason for choosing this stye,
is to try to stay true to the
current elevation and roof line
by working with the existing
gable dormers. Keeping those 2
peaks ensures the current
elevation style of the
farmhouse. The windows
would match the current
windows in style but scaled

down in size to properly fit the
narrower space.

Proposed Elevation

Nantucket Dormer




905 College St. Montgomery TX
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Porch Baluster

We would like to add more character back
into the home and solidify the Folk Victoria
style by replacing the current porch balusters
which are simpler in style to a flat sawn style.
Flat sawn is from the Victorian area seen in
many Fok Victorian & Eastlake Victorian style
homes.

1890’s Folk Victorian Porch Examples




905 College St. Montgomery TX

Current front door

Proposed front doors

Front Doors & Steps

We have purchased this set of 100yr
old, merchant doors that we’d like to
replace the current single front door.
The current door leans more toward
an Arts & Crafts style French door.
The double doors would be more in
line with our overall goal of a Folk
Victoria style home.

We’d also like to center the stepsin
front of the doors.




905 College St. Montgomery TX

Fencing

The Property lacks fencing. We have 2 young boys, one with autism and have a need for a secure
property. For the front we’d like to use 4ft tall, white, vinyl, fencing in the Ranch style with 4 horizontal
rails. This coordinate with the look of the fencing down College St on the Loan Star community. For
the back we’d like a little more privacy, as the homes on Caroline elevated on a hill as we can see
directly into their back windows and they, ours. We’d also prefer the white, vinyl, solid fencing to

prevent our son from climbing out. The fencing in the back would be 5ft total. The bottom 4ft would be
solid with the top 1 ft open decorative.

RANCH RAIL FENCING

Proposed fencing diagram
Proposed front fencing

HORIZONTAL PRIVACY

PRODUCT FEATURES

* Contemporary, design-forward style

* Unique top section featuring Decorative Screen
Panels (DSP)

* Heavy-duty structural post channels secure
infill boards and offer ease of installation

* Matching walk and drive gates
* Made in the USA
aggferable Limited Lifetime Warranty

A 4
o gy Omes it
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Proposed back fencing




905 College St. Montgomery TX

Expert Pick
SW 6244

NEVWE]

FULL DETAILS v

This deep blue, with its cool gray-green undertone, brings a meditative serenity to
your space. Perfect for your study or office.

Get this color in a:

e i

Benjamin Moore Sherwin Williams
Hale Navy i Naval

Exterior Paint Color

Our current Houston house,
pictured top left, is painted SW
Naval with white trim. We’d like
to use this color scheme again
on the Montgomery home &
barn. Benjamine Moor has a
similar navy in their historic
paint collection called Hail
Navy. We are not against using
the deemed historic navy, but
have direct experience with the
SW Naval, therefore it’s our
preference.

Example of a histroic Victorian paintin a navy tone




Arieal view of property for fencing




Item 3.

Being a tract of land situated in the Benjamin Rigby Survey, Abstract No. 31, Montgomery
County, Texas, same being a remainder of a tract of land conveyed to Jerry A. Kullos, a
married person not joined herein by spouse, called tract 1, by deed recorded in Instrument
No. 2001—037308, Official Public Records of Montgomery County, Texas, and being a tract
of land conveyed to Jerry A. Kullos, a married person not joined herein by spouse, called
tract 2, by deed recorded in Instrument No. 2001-037308, Official Public Records of
Montgomery County, Texas, and being more particularly described by metes and bounds as
follows:

BEGINNING at a 1/2 inch iron rod found for corner, said corner being the Northeast
corner of a tract of land conveyed to James E. Glynn, by deed recorded in Document No.
2022105869, Official Public Records of Montgomery County, Texas, and being in the South
line of College Street (a Public right—of—way);

THENCE North 86 degrees 18 minutes 42 seconds East, along the South line of said
College Street, a distance of 243.38 feet to a 1/2 inch iron rod found for corner, said
corner being the Northwest corner of a tract of land conveyed to Stephanie Deanne
Matchett, by deed recorded in Document No. 2020092007, Official Public Records of
Montgomery County, Texas;

THENCE South 03 degrees 26 minutes 24 seconds East, along the West line of said
Matchett tract, a distance of 217.93 feet to a 1/2 inch iron rod set with a yellow cap
stamped “CBG Surveying”for corner, said corner being the Southwest corner of said
Matchett tract, and being the Northwest corner of a tract of land conveyed to Christian C.
Cheatham, called tract 2, by deed recorded in Document No. 2022082880, Official Public
Records of Montgomery County, Texas;

THENCE South 03 degrees 22 minutes 12 seconds East, along the West line of said
Cheatham tract, a distance of 49.70 feet to a 1/2 inch iron rod found for corner, said
corner being the Northeast corner of a tract of land conveyed to Bonnie E. Richmond, a
married woman, by deed recorded in Instrument No. 2001-053166, Official Public Records
of Montgomery County, Texas;

THENCE South 86 degrees 46 minutes 30 seconds West, along the North line of said

C 30.3' 3.1! Richmond tract, a distance of 301.83 feet to a 1/2 inch iron rod found for corner, said
3 gg»’f corner being in the North line of West Side at the Park, Section 1, an addition to
. ad : Montgomery County, Texas, according to the plat thereof recorded in Cabinet Z, Sheet
12.2 . 16.2° 2937, of the Plat Records of Montgomery County, Texas, and being the Southeast corner of
ey < WO 0 said Glynn tract;
27600 ,“2102, STORY
~ . : FRAME ™ THENCE North 08 degrees 59 minutes 27 seconds East, along the East line of said Glynn
¥ sTory © = tract, a distance of 271.81 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING and containing 72,667 square
FRAME :; ; e 24.1" feet or 1.67 acres of land.
~
12.2°
28.2' 80.5°
55.4" ’
° e
< &
@
The undersigned Registered Professional Land Surveyor hereby certifies to Security National
Mortgage Company and Fidelity National Title, in connection with the transaction described in
G.F. FTH—30—FAH23010048J that, (a) this survey and the property description set forth
hereon were prepared from an actual on—the—ground survey; (b) such survey was
- conducted by the Surveyor, or under his direction; (¢) all monuments shown hereon actually
METER En existed on the date of the survey, and the location, size and type of material thereof are
correctly shown; Use of this survey by any other parties and/or for other purposes shall be
at User's own risk and any loss resulting from other use shall not be the responsibility of
the undersigned. The plat hereon is a correct and accurate representation of the property
lines and dimensions are as indicated; location and type of buildings are as shown; and
EXCEPT AS SHOWN, all improvements are located within the boundaries the distances
indicated and there are no visible and apparent encroachments or protrusions on the
ground.
Executed this 10th day of October, 2023
, D
Al
I3V & 7
v Ml{’:\—/
Registered Professional Land Surveyor
Fidelity National Title'
Tusursace Company NOTE: According to the F.L.R.M. in Map No. 48339C0200G ,this property does lie in Zone _X _ ACCEPTED BY:
NOTE: PROPERTY SUBJECT TO TERMS, - ond —_DOES NOT lie within the 100 year fiood zone. : SIGRATURE — SIORATORE DATE
CONDITIONS, AND EASEMENTS  * === S — =
CONTAINED IN INSTRUMENTS RECORDED | ECEND do el
VOL. Z, PG. 345, VOL. 954, PG. 354 AT REVIYSIONS 8 CONIROUJNG MONUMENT S G, mﬂzj,‘i“’r‘::cz ;L?teCezr;Bury Plaza Dr.
EASEMENTS RECORDED IN THE FOLLOWING ATE B NOTES 1/2" IRON ROD FOUND PE - POOL EQUIPMENT ___ O WooD FENCE H
VOLUMES AND PAGES DO NOT AFFECT THE ® 1/2" IRON ROD SET | COLUMN 0.5' WIDE TYPICAL ouston, TX 77073
ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY O 1" IRON PIPE FOUND  AC — AIR CONDITIONING ——X——X—— BARBED WIRE P 214.349.9485
CF. # 8222558 D FENCE POST CORNER 0 FIRE HYDRANT n IRON. FENCE F 214.349.2216
—_n VG PIPE FENCE Firm No. 10194280
B :nunu / SEX | COVERED PORCH,DECK OR CARPORT www.cbgtxlic.com
1 @  5/8" ROD FOUND — OFs — oEs — OVERMEAD ELECTRIC SERVICE e
A UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC —— OHP — OHP —— QVERHEAD POWER LINE
NOTES: A ELECTRIC SCALE DATE JOB NO. G.F. NO. DRAWN
BEARINGS SHOWN ARE BASED ON NAD 83 TEXAS CENTRAL ZONE. EASEMENTS AND @  POWER POLE 4-POINT FOR CORNER CONCRETE PAVING
BUILDING LINES ARE BY RECORDED PLAT UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. n _ 30
L _ J GRAVEL/ROCK ROAD OR DRIVE —— [ —— Y000 FENcE. = 30' | 10/10/23 § 2315462 | SEE CERT. JCM

29




Item 4.

Montgomery Planning and Zoning Commission

AGENDA REPORT

Meeting Date: November 5, 2024 Budgeted Amount: N/A

Department: Administration Prepared By: DMc

Presentation and discussion on a proposed new home at the west end of Caroline Street in the Historic
Preservation District.

Recommendation
No formal action is needed. Provide feedback to the applicants on the proposed front elevation design
as you see fit.

Discussion

The Cates family recently purchased a 1.1865-acre undeveloped lot at 1005 College Street. The property
extends through to Caroline Street near Cedar Brake Park (see property location exhibit). The owner’s
intention is to subdivide the property into two lots—the property is large enough to be divided and meets
city lot size requirements—and the Cates intend to build a home on the Caroline Street frontage.

The College Street frontage lot would also have a home built on it in the future.

The Cates have provided an overview of their proposed front elevation to get feedback from the
Commission. The purpose of the presentation is to provide high-level direction to the applicant to move
forward with hiring an architect to develop full building plans for the home. Those plans will come back
to P&Z for formal action.

Review the information and provide feedback to the applicants.

Approved By |

Director Planning & Development
Assistant City Administrator Dave McCorquodale Date: 10/25/2024
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Property Location Exhibit

Item 4.
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Charles and Toni Cates
199 Waterpoint Court, Unit #105
Montgomery, Texas 77356

toniforhim@gmail.com
Toni - 713-204-4781

October 25, 2025

City of Montgomery
Planning and Zoning Commission
Montgomery, Texas

Attn: Dave McCorquodale
Dear Dave:

Pursuant to our telephone conference, we are submitting for review to the P&Z Commissioners
(P&Z), an explanation of how we think the proposed home will fit into the residential historic
district of Montgomery, Texas.

We have read the “Design Guidelines for the City of Monfgomery” and believe this home meets
the criteria to preserve the architectural style and character, the form, scale, materials, colors,
details and treatments of buildings constructed in the period between 1830 and 1941. We plan to
build a home to complement the district as well, and believe this proposed elevation, with its
traditional charm and character, far succeeds this expectation. With its warm cozy tones, picking
up the feel of an old wooden framed house, and the accents of a window box and planter, and
front porch, all which will compliment the district, the surrounding residents will be proud to call
us their neighbor. We anticipate the size of this home to be an estimated 1600 sq.ft. - 1400
sq.ft. down, and 200 sq.ft. open loft (1-1/2 story).

Charles and I found a front elevation of the home we hope to build. After extensive research, I
am unable to find a blue-print and architectural plan to purchase for this exact design, so if the
P&Z approves what we are submitting today, we will be retaining the builder we have chosen, to
produce an architectural plan with the details, which we will then submit upon completion, to
P&Z.

Please see attached to see the front elevation we hope to build. We plan to adhere to this image
as closely as possible,

Item 4.
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In accordance to the “Design Guidelines for The City of Montgomery, for residential structures,
see below our proposed design plan for consideration:

1.

Building placement form and treatment.

¢. Architectural Detail:

- Materials: Exterior of home shall be done in Fiber Cement Siding material such
as Hardi-Plank product.

- Colors: Walnut stained to look like wood.

- Structural and Decorative Elements:

- The front doors will be double glass doors, with glass sides and glass transom
above,

- There will be a front porch with partial coverage, the length of the front doors
and windows.

- There will be one lower window on front (right to front door), and window on
upper (Open Loft) half-story, with window box with foliage under the window.

CAR PORT:Our hope is to build a carport with small storage under roof. It will
be a 2 car tandem car pott (not side by side, but vertical in length, one car in front
of another).

It will be made of the same material as the home, with vertical column suppoits
made of wood. The color will be the same as the primary home.

If the expense of a carport is not affordable at the initial build, we will have a
2 car, gravel designated parking area.

d. Awnings: There will be an awning over the front window (right to front door), made

of wood, covered with same composition roofing as the main house roof, with corbels attached.

e. Building Placement: Our home will be in compliance with the standards contained in

the City of Montgomery Code of Ordinances. We anticipate setting the home more than the
required 25 fi., and place our home an estimated approximate75 ft from the road. The sides and
back of the home will be in compliance with the code.

f. Building Widths: We anticipate the width of this home to be approximately 32 ft for

the dwelling, and an additional 15 ft wide for the car port.

g. Chimneys: The possibility of a fireplace has not yet been determined, dependent on

the cost. If we are able to afford a fireplace, the exterior chimney will be made of...

(i) stone, light beige.

. Color:

(1). No brick.

Item 4.
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(ii). N/A

(iii). The dominant exterior color of this home will be a walnut stained color on
fiber cement siding material. The trim will be charcoal grayish-black.

(v). Gutters and downspouts: Shall be painted to match the trim color or roof
color of the structure.

(vi). Roof Colors: Shall be a charcoal/gray, and will complement the style and
overall color scheme of the home.

(vii). Stain: Walnut in color

i. Columns:
(i) Function: The only columns will be for vertical support for the car-port.
(ii). Materials: Wood that matches the style of the home.

j. Facade materials:
(i) In General: The dominant exterior will be made of fiber cement siding that
looks like wood.
(ii). N/A

k. Front entrances and porches:

(i). Detailing:

- The front porch will be made of wood, or concrete.

- The amount of attached steps for the porch has not yet been determined.

- There will be an attached built-in planter right side of steps, which will be
faced in the same exterior product as home, trimmed in wood, painted in
charcoal gray. Plants will be low in height.

- There will be a awning over the window right side (as mentioned above),
painted in charcoal gray.

- There will be a window box below upper window (as mentioned above),
painted in charcoal gray.

- All moldings and trims will be in charcoal gray in color.

(ii). No Enclosures.

(iii). Floor Coverings: Shall be wood or concrete.

(iv). Style: The front porch and entry will be squared corners, no curves. We have
yet to determine if the front porch will be completely across the front of
the home, or just in front of the front doors and windows, dependent on
the cost. Regardless, the covered area will be partial, only over the front
doors and side windows.

1. No Porte cocheres,
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m. Roofing forms:

(B

(i)
(iif)
(iv)

Material and colors: All roofing, covered porch area, awning, and carport
will be finished in composition roofing, charcoal gray.

Overhang: Twelve Inches

Patterns: Shall conform to the similar style in the historic district.

Slope and pitch —- residential: Shall be typical of the style and period of

the main building and compatible with existing building forms in the historic district. It shall not
be a pitch less than a four and one-half (4-1/2) inch rise in any twelve (12) inch horizontal
distance.

4.

5‘

(iv).

N/A

n. Windows and Doors:

(i). Front facade openings:

1. Glass: Windows and glass doors will be “Clear”.

2. Screens, storm doors, and storm windows: Any storm doors and/or
storm windows, shall match or complement the colot scheme

of the home.

a). Frames shall match or complement the color scheme of the

main building; and

b) shall not obscure significant features of the window or door it

covers.

3. No Security and ornamental bars.
4. Style:

a). All windows, doors, side windows or sidelines, and trim (no
shutters) in the front or side facade of home shall be proportionally
balanced in a matter typical of the style and period of the building.

b). The size and proportion of window and door openings located
on the front and side facades of a main building shall be typical of the
style and period of the building.

¢). The frames of windows shall be trimmed in a manner typical of
the style of the building. The color of frame of windows will be trimmed
in charcoal gray / black.

Fencing: No proposed fencing at this time.

Nonconforming uses and structures: N/A

Rebuilding damaged or destroyed buildings or structures: N/A

A photographic example of this design for our home to be constructed in the historic
district, is attached to guidelines as APPENDIX“A”, and is incorporated herein by reference.

Item 4.
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To give you a more complete idea of our plan regarding the placement of this home on the
property:

We are in the process of purchasing this property to build on. It is owned by our son and
daughter-in-law, and it is being sub-divided into two lots, in order for us to purchase a portion to
build on. This property is currently platted and recorded with the county as 1.19 Acres located at
1005 College St. It extends from College to Caroline St., which is the side we are buying. We
will be purchasing approximately 20,000 sq.ft., 123.8 ft in width, and 160 ft deep. So our new
build will face Caroline.

This Lot has been recently cleared, and the builder we hope to retain for this project, Hycraft
Homes, did do an on-site preliminary grade elevation. We also recently had the soils test done
by All-Terra Engineering, Inc., and they submitted their report. Everything looks good as far as
building on this property.

Charles and I are excited to make our home in the beautiful City of Montgomery, retire here, and
become long time residents. We hope that this proposed design meets with your approval. If so,
we shall then move forward on retaining an architect for professional blueprints and architectural
plans, and retain a builder in order to submit to P&Z for final approval, the product specifics of
materials and details of placement of our home on the lot.

We plan on attending, and look forward to seeing you at the next P&Z Commissioners meeting
being held on Nov. 5th., in order to answer any further questions you may have.

Sincerely,

e et

Toni Cates

(lier W

Charles Cates
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————  OVERHEAD ELECTRIC [/
———  ——— EASEMENT CDVE!
—_— BUILDING LINE
——  FENCE coucnm TO: CHICAGO TITLE COMPANY:
(2] GAS METER
203 POWER POLE The undersigned does hereby certify that this survey was this day made, on the ground of
the property, legally described hereon and correct; and that there are no discrepancies,
conflicts, shortages in area, boundary line conflicts, visible encroachments, overlapping of
improvements, easements or apparent rights—of—way, except as shown hereon, and said
property has access to and from dedicated roadway, except as shown hereon.
NOTES:

1. ALL VISIBLE EASEMENTS AND EASEMENTS OF RECORD AS REFLECTED ON TITLE REPORT
FROM CHICAGO TITLE COMPANY, GF. NO. CTT23770443, EFFECTIVE DATE OF MAY 31, 2023,
ISSUED JUNE 9, 2023, ARE SHOWN HEREON.

2. DEED RESEARCH PERFORMED BY TITLE COMPANY.

3. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY LIES WITHIN ZONE "X" SHADED AND UNSHADED) AS PER F.E.M.A.

FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP NO. 48339C-0200G, DATED AUGUST 18, 2014. ZONE "X" IS
DEFINED IN THIS CASE AS "AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE AND INSIDE 500-YEAR
FLOODPLAIN®, THIS FLOOD STATEMENT DOES NOT IMPLY THAT THE PROPERTY AND/OR
STRUCTURES THEREON WILL BE FREE FROM FLOODING OR FLOOD DAMAGE. THE FLOOD
HAZARD AREA IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE AS DETAILED STUDIES OCCUR AND/OR AS WATERSHED
OR CHANNEL CONDITIONS CHANGE. THIS FLOOD STATEMENT SHALL NOT CREATE LIABILITY ON
THE PART OF THIS SURVEYOR.

4, ALL BEARINGS ARE BASED UPON IDENTIFIED MONUMENTS (DCM) ON THE RIGHT—OF—WAY LIN
AS PER THE RECORDED PLAT OR VESTING DEED AS APPLICABLE.

5. MAJOR VISIBLE AND APPARENT IMPROVEMENTS ARE BEING SHOWN. NO ATTEMPT HAS BEEN
MADE TO SHOW UNDERGROUND IMPROVEMENTS IF IN EXISTENCE.

6. THIS SURVEY DOES NOT PROVIDE ANY DETERMINATION CONCERNING WETLANDS, FAULT
LINES, TOXIC WASTE, OR ANY OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES. SUCH MATTERS SHOULD BE
DIRECTED BY THE CLIENT OR PROSPECTIVE PURCHASER TO AN EXPERT CONSULTANT.

7. ACREAGE AND SQUARE FOOTAGE AREAS SHOWN HEREON AND ON THE METES AND
BOUNDS DESCRIPTIONS ARE BASED ON MATHEMATICAL CLOSURES USING THE BEARINGS AND
DISTANCE CALLS AND DO NOT REPRESENT THE POSITIONAL ACCURACY OF THE
BOUNDARY MONUMENTATION.

8. THIS DOCUMENT IS COPYRIGHT PROTECTED WITH A PRODUCTION DATE AS DELINEATED
BELOW.

9. FENCE LOCATIVE TIES ARE APPROXIMATE AND MAY NOT BE USED FOR BOUDARY
DETERMINATION.

10. EASEMENT PER M.C.C.F. No. B222556 AS MAY AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY.

E

Pol/ 22—

ATE SURVEYED_JUNE 11, 2023

ROBERT A. LaPLANT, Jr.

NOT VALID WITHOUT SURVEYOR'S ORIGINAL SIGNATURE.
THIS DOCUMENT IS COPYRIGHT PROTECTED WITH A PRODUCTION DATE OF JUNE 14, 2023

—

LAPLANT SURVEYORS, INC.

D
REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR NO. 5234

17150 Butte Creek Road, #135 TEL:

Houston, Texas 77090

281-440-8890
orders@houstonlandsurveying.com

BOUNDARY SURVEY
TRACT 2 OF JADAK MANOR |

CABINET Z, SHEET 345 M.R MONTGOMERY COUNTY, TEXAS

1.19 ACRES
1005 COLLEGE STREET, MONTGOMERY TEXAS 77356
Robert A. LaPlant, Jr. IseaE- DRAWN BY: | FB NO: APPROVED:  |PROJECT NO-:
1"=50' RAL 230474
PURCHASER

ALEXANDER McCULLOCH
NATALIE McCULLOCH

FIRM No. 10145800
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