
 

CITY OF RICHARDSON 
CITY PLAN COMMISSION MINUTES – SEPTEMBER 7, 2021 

The Richardson City Plan Commission met on September 7, 2021, at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council 
Chambers, 411 W. Arapaho Road, Richardson, Texas. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Randy Roland, Chairman 
  Bryan Marsh, Vice Chairman 
  Stephen Springs, Commissioner 
  Sibyl LaCour, Commissioner 
  Gwen Walraven, Commissioner 
  Gary Beach, Commissioner 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Kenneth Southard, Commissioner 
  Michael Keller, Commissioner 
  Joe Costantino, Commissioner 
 
CITY STAFF PRESENT: Sam Chavez, Interim Director – Development Services 

Chris Shacklett, Interim Assistant Director – Development 
Services – Planning 

  Daniel Harper, Senior Planner 
  Amber Hogg, Administrative Secretary I 
 
BRIEFING SESSION 
Prior to the start of the regular business meeting, the City Plan Commission met with staff 
regarding staff reports and agenda items.  No action was taken. 

REGULAR BUSINESS MEETING 
 
1. Approval of Minutes of the regular business meeting on August 3, 2021. 

 
Motion: Commissioner Marsh made a motion to approve the minutes as presented; 

second by Commissioner LaCour.  Motion passed 6-0. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 
2. Zoning File 21-16 Special Development Plan and Special Permit – Soccer Spectrum:  

Consider and act on a request for a Special Development Plan and Special Permit amendments 
for 2.74 acres located west of N. Plano Road, on the north side of Digital Drive zoned 
Collins/Arapaho TOD & Innovation District PD Planned Development (Employment Sub-
District) to amend the development standards and amend the conditions related to two (2) 
Special Permits related to the existing indoor soccer facility and outdoor soccer field.  Owner:  
Stephen Barton, Renegades Sports Group.  Staff:  Daniel Harper. 
 

Mr. Harper began his presentation stating the applicant’s request was for a Special 
Development Plan and Special Permit amendments for 2.74 acres located west of N. Plano 
Road, on the north side of Digital Drive, related to an existing indoor soccer facility and 
existing outdoor soccer field.  He stated the requested Special Permit amendments would be 
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related to both the indoor soccer facility property and the outdoor field property and include 
the following amendments: 
 
• Remove restrictions on the lounge to serving beer and wine only and would allow the 

lounge area to serve mixed drinks and other alcoholic beverages.  
• Remove restrictions related to the opening hours of the lounge area; and 
• Allow games on the outdoor field in addition to practices, scrimmages, and clinics only.  
 
Mr. Harper then presented the applicant’s proposed Special Development Plan which included 
plans for the following: 
 
• Expanded indoor concession area and air-conditioned lounge area 
• Conversion of outdoor field from grass to field turf 
• Construction of an outdoor patio with covered and uncovered areas 
• The addition of four 50-foot-tall outdoor field lights that exceed the City’s glare standards 

at the property line; and 
• Modifications to the fencing and screening requirements for the outdoor field. 
 
He continued by stating the proposed modifications of the outdoor field lights, parking and 
existing fencing required approval of a Special Development Plan. Based on a photometric 
survey provided by the applicant, the proposed outdoor field lighting would exceed the 1-foot 
candle glare limitation that is required in the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance.  The proposed 
field lighting would exceed this limitation to a maximum of 3.5-foot candles in some locations 
outside the property line. The property provided sixty-seven (67) on-site parking spaces, and 
the applicant anticipated that this would be enough spaces for the business except for the hours 
between 5:30pm and 6:00pm as the afternoon practices are ending and the evening games are 
beginning.  
 
Mr. Harper then stated that the applicant proposed to repair damaged 4-foot-tall sections of 
fencing along the east and south ends of the outdoor field; however, staff suggested a 6-foot 
vinyl coated chain link fence be constructed around the entirety of the outdoor field that was 
interior to the photinia screening shrubs. 
 
He concluded his presentation stating there had been no correspondence received in favor or 
in opposition to the request and made himself available for questions. 
 
Commissioner LaCour asked what the opening hours for the lounge currently. 
 
Mr. Harper confirmed the opening hours of the lounge are restricted to 8:00 pm by the current 
Special Permit. 
 
Chairman Roland asked if on-street parking on Digital Drive was allowed. 
 
Mr. Harper clarified that on-street parking was allowed on portions of Digital Drive and that 
approximately forty (40) to forty-five (45) parking spaces could be accommodated.  
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Mr. Harper confirmed that the applicant was available for questions. 
 
Mr. Stephen Barton, 7821 Kilbride Lane, Dallas Texas, came forward to present his request 
and to make himself available for questions from the Commission.  
 
Chairman Roland asked for clarification regarding the fence request.  
 
The applicant stated that they would install a 6-foot-tall vinyl coated chain link fence like what 
was suggested by staff.  The applicant also stated that a 24-foot safety net would be installed 
around the outdoor field. 
 
Mr. Harper clarified that Condition 1.G. of the request limited safety nets to a maximum of 
twenty (20) feet in height and forty (40) feet in width behind each goal on the outdoor field but 
that the condition could be modified to reflect the dimensions the applicant had stated.  
 
With no further questions of the applicant or staff, Chairman Roland opened the public hearing 
and asked if there was anyone that wanted to speak in favor or opposition to the request.  
 
Mr. Anthony Pampillonia, 1101 Chesterton, Richardson, Texas, spoke in favor of the request.  
 
With no other speakers coming forward in favor or in opposition to the request, Chairman 
Roland closed the public hearing and asked for further comment or a motion from the 
Commission. 

Motion: Commissioner Walraven made a motion to recommend approval of Zoning File 21-
16 Special Development Plan and Special Permit – Soccer Spectrum with a 
modification to Condition 1.G. to reflect a twenty-four-foot safety net around the 
perimeter of the outdoor field; Seconded by Commissioner LaCour.  Motion Passed 
6-0. 

 
3. Zoning File 21-21 Special Permit Amendment – Carnation Auto Spa:  Consider and act 

on a request to amend a Special Permit for a 0.69-acre lot located at the southeast corner of N. 
Plano Road and E. Campbell Road related to a change in ownership for an existing car wash.  
Owner:  Adnan Rehmatullah, Carnation Auto Spa.  Staff:  Daniel Harper. 
 
Mr. Harper began his presentation stating the subject property was located at the southeast 
corner of E. Campbell Road and N. Plano Road.  The existing Special Permit was approved on 
February 9, 2015 and included a condition limiting the carwash use to Carmel Car Wash.  The 
applicant’s request was to amend the Special Permit condition and to operate the carwash as 
ISP Campbell Wash Ops LLC DBA Carnation Auto Spa and has stated that no major site plan 
changes were being proposed.  Minor branding details such as signage would be replaced to 
reflect the new owner and operator.  
 
Mr. Harper concluded his presentation stating there had been no correspondence received in 
favor or in opposition to the request and made himself available for questions. APPROVED
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The applicant, Mr. Adnan Rehmatullah, 6501 Eldorado Parkway, McKinney Texas, came 
forward to present his request and to make himself available for questions from the 
Commission. 

 
With no questions of the applicant or staff, Chairman Roland opened the public hearing and 
asked if there was anyone that wanted to speak in favor or opposition to the request.  

 
With no one coming forward in favor or in opposition to the request, Chairman Roland closed 
the public hearing and asked for further comment or a motion from the Commission. 

Motion: Commissioner Springs made a motion to recommend approval of Zoning File 21-
21 Special Permit Amendment – Carnation Auto Spa; Seconded by Commissioner 
Walraven.  Motion Passed 6-0. 

 
4. Zoning File 21-15 PD Planned Development – Haven at Waterview:  Consider and act on 

a request to rezone 4.17 acres located east of Frankford Road, on the north side of Waterview 
Parkway from TO-M Technical Office to PD Planned Development for the A-950-M 
Apartment District with modified development standards to allow development of a 12-story 
apartment building with 195 units to accommodate approximately 526 beds.  Owner:  Mehrdad 
Mazaheri, George Bush Highway Investment LLC.  Staff:  Chris Shacklett. 
 

Mr. Shacklett began his presentation stating the request before the City Plan Commission 
(CPC) was for approval of rezoning on 4.17 acres located on the north side of Waterview 
Parkway and east of Frankford Road. The request was to rezone the property from TO-M 
Technical Office to a PD Planned Development for the A-950-M Apartment District to 
accommodate a 12-story, 195-unit apartment building, accommodating 526 beds. 
 
A similar request was heard in October 2020 on this property for a 16-story, 272-unit 
development.  Additionally, it was accompanied by a request for a 5-story project on the 
additional vacant land surrounding the subject property.  Those two requests totaled more than 
500 units.  Both cases were continued by the CPC from the October 20, 2020 meeting. In 
November 2020, the 5-story project came back before the City Plan Commission and was 
continued to allow the developer additional time to foster discussions related to whether there 
was a need for additional student housing for UT-Dallas in addition to what was planned on 
campus and at the campus adjacent UTD Northside development.  The Commission stated they 
wanted to review the 2018 UTD Campus Master Plan Update. Ultimately, the CPC voted to 
recommend approval of this request in November 2020. The case went before City Council in 
December 2020 and was unanimously denied by City Council. The case for the 16-story tower, 
however, was never brought back after its continuation from the CPC.  After the denial of the 
5-story project, the proposed 16-story case was withdrawn. 
 
Mr. Shacklett continued that applicant had returned and submitted a request for a 12-story 
building with 195-units (eight (8) stories of apartments atop a 4-story parking garage) with 195 
units to accommodate 526 beds.  He spoke about the two (2) driveway access points of which 
two (2) existing access points were located off Waterview Parkway. A third access point would 
be located off President George Bush Turnpike that connects to Waterview Parkway.  As part 
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of this request, a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was required and reviewed by city staff. It was 
determined that 84 AM peak hour trips would be generated from the site, and 135 PM peak 
hour trips would be generated from the site. The trips were based on the proposed number of 
units and reductions provided for a proposed shuttle service to transport students to and from 
the campus as well as slight reduction for proximity to a future DART Rail Station. The TIA 
demonstrated that the additional traffic would not exceed 5% of the contributed traffic to 
Waterview Parkway. Therefore, no additional modifications were suggested, however it was 
suggested that signal timings be reviewed again after 2024, the proposed opening date for this 
project, to include any other changes that might be necessary. Deviation from the assumed 
mode share may change the number of people leaving by vehicle, walking or by bicycle. 
 
He presented an exhibit that detailed modifications such as the building height, recreational 
areas, dwelling unit size, density, parking ratio, perimeter fencing, increased front setback, 
parking within front setback area and the building elevations. 
 
The minimum dwelling unit size required in the A-950-M Apartment District was 700 square 
feet, while the applicant’s proposed minimum dwelling unit size is 479 feet. 
 
The maximum building height in the A-950-M Apartment District was two (2) stories limited 
to a maximum 40-foot height. The applicant proposed twelve stories, up to 145 feet. 
 
The maximum density allowed in the A-950-M Apartment District was eighteen (18) units per 
acre, the applicant proposed forty-seven (47) units per acre. 
 
The A-950-M Apartment District prohibits parking in the front setback area. The proposed 
elements mimic the requirements of the TO-M Technical Office District which prohibits 
parking within the 40-foot-wide landscape buffer but allows parking beyond the landscape 
buffer. 
 
The applicant was requesting to provide parking on a per bed basis rather than provide two (2) 
parking spaces per unit which is required standard in the A-950-M Apartment District. The 
applicant proposed to provide 0.8 parking spaces per bedroom. 
 

• 2 parking spaces per unit for 195 units = 390 parking spaces 
• 0.8 parking spaces per bed for 526 beds = 421 parking spaces 

 
The staff suggested a proposed parking ratio of one (1) parking space per bedroom since the 
proposed development was off-campus and not campus-adjacent like the Northside at UTD 
developments. 
 
The A-950-M Apartment District required the provision of indoor or outdoor recreational areas 
or playgrounds. Since the development was intended to house students, the applicant proposed 
to waive the requirement for a playground; however, the applicant intended to include indoor 
amenities such as a fitness center, study lounge, cybercafé, and game room as well as outdoor 
amenities on the 5th floor, above the parking garage. 
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The A-950-M Apartment District required the development was to be enclosed by a perimeter 
fence, but the applicant proposed to not include the fence. 
 
Mr. Shacklett stated multiple factors about the appropriateness of the development at the 
location. The Future Land Use Plan recommends a variety of uses for the subject property and 
surrounding area, none of which are residential in any form. He stated there was 
incompatibility with existing surrounding land uses, which were non-residential in nature and 
conform with Future Land Use Plan. He stated pedestrian connections to campus were 
disconnected and addressed related pedestrian safety concerns. Proximity of the subject 
property to the UTD campus is such that this project should not be considered campus adjacent 
student housing. He stated possible negative impacts to adjacent properties development rights 
could occur with this development.  
 
Mr. Shacklett concluded his presentation stating that he had received correspondence on this 
case of which four (4) were in favor and two (2) were in opposition of the request which was 
provided in the packet.  Additionally, staff had received an additional fifteen (15) letters along 
with a petition from the owner with approximately 400 names of individuals stating they had 
completed an on-line survey in favor of this project.  He then made himself available for 
questions. 
 
Chairman Roland asked if the proposed structure was like the Drury Plaza Hotel structure 
located on US-75 between Renner Road and George Bush Freeway where the parking was 
located below the housing with units located above.  
 
Mr. Shacklett confirmed this request was like the Drury Plaza Hotel structure and height. 
 
Chairman Roland also asked if the surrounding property owners would have the opportunity 
to come back before the Commission should they request changes to conditions since by right 
this could affect their properties.  

Mr. Shacklett responded yes, depending on what was being asked for. More than likely it would 
be a variance request that would come before the CPC and then before City Council. 
 
Commissioner Springs asked about bike storage and if it had been part of any dialogue 
concerning this request. 
 
Mr. Shacklett responded that bike storage was not specifically discussed but stated that similar 
past projects typically included bicycle storage, bike washrooms, etc. as one of the amenities 
provided within a corner of the parking garage. 
 
Commissioner Beach asked for clarification on the plexiglass wall located on the north side of 
the courtyard and that forty-eight (48) inches seemed low for the height. 
 
Mr. Shacklett responded there would be a proposed 48-inch clear plexiglass wall installed as 
part of the garage structure at the edge of the courtyard and the 48-inch height was more than 
likely a minimum requirement for a guard rail. 
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Commissioner LaCour asked if college students with children would be deterred from this 
location given the limited recreational amenities provided. 
 
Mr. Shacklett stated the proposed facility was not geared towards families with small children, 
however there would be adult recreational areas provided. 
 
Vice Chairman Marsh asked if the driveways located off the property were mutual access 
easements. 
 
Mr. Shacklett responded yes. 
 
Commissioner Walraven asked if it would be possible for an individual to choose to rent an 
entire unit (2 bedrooms) also including the common area and if the units would be furnished. 
 
Mr. Shacklett stated the applicant would be available to respond to those specific questions. 
 
Chairman Roland asked for information about the illustration showing the master plan of UTD 
and the DART Silver Line.  
 
Mr. Shacklett stated the 2009 Comprehensive Plan included a transportation section that 
suggested the city along with UTD and DART work together to develop a plan for the potential 
Cotton Belt Station. In June 2009, a document was produced called Phase I of the UTD North 
Campus Transit Oriented Development. Preferred conceptual plans were developed. Phase II 
was scheduled which would look more at cost analysis later in 2009-2010, however it appears 
that Phase II was never fully undertaken. In 2016, a concept plan was approved as part of the 
2016 zoning for UTD Northside, Phase 2 which included both sides of the DART Rail with 
exception of the first two buildings of Synergy Park which have retail and restaurants located 
within them. In 2018, UTD developed an updated campus master plan. There was some 
discussion surrounding units and the demand for student housing. Within the UTD Phase II 
plan, there were entitlements up to 2000 units and approximately 900 units have been built on 
the south side of the Silver Line, leaving entitlements for approximately 1100 additional units 
on the north side. 
 
Vice Chairman Marsh asked about the area located on the north side of the rail that UTD owns 
across from the subject site and if it had a building height restriction. 
 
Mr. Shacklett responded it did have a height restriction and he would research and respond 
back to Vice Chairman Marsh. 
 
With no further questions of the applicant or staff, Chairman Roland opened the public hearing 
and asked if there was anyone that wanted to speak in favor or opposition to the request.  
 
Mr. Jeff Sandberg, 8350 North Central Expressway, Dallas, Texas 75026, a representative of 
the owner, came forward to speak in favor of the request.  He commented that there would be 
flexibility regarding some of the concerns brought up from the Commission such as the 
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plexiglass height and an individual with a child would have the ability to rent more than one 
(1) unit.  He went on to state that the floor plans were designed for student housing (e.g., no 
master bedrooms, no playground facilities, etc.). He provided information regarding UTD’s 
student housing availability, stating that UTD currently does not have enough housing stock 
to meet demand.  He spoke about the immediate and long-term shortage of student housing. 
He indicated that UTD has a waiting list of approximately 1,000 individuals. He concluded his 
presentation and made himself available for questions. 
 
Chairman Roland asked about the petition of supporters and the content of what was asked on 
the survey. 
 
Mr. Sandberg responded that the participants were asked if they would be in support of this 
project. A description of the project was provided regarding the project being tailored towards 
student housing. 
 
Commissioner Springs asked about bicycle storage and if it was included within the plans. 
 
Mr. Sandberg responded that a provision for bicycle storage facilities could be provided. 
 
Chairman Roland asked if the units would be furnished or unfurnished. 
 
Mr. Sandberg responded that some units would be furnished, and some would not. 
 
Vice Chairman Marsh asked the applicant why he thought UTD was opposed to this project. 
 
Mr. Sandberg stated that UTD had a vested interest in the care and safe keeping and the quality 
of their students’ experience at UTD.  This project was consistent with those goals. He felt the 
project would be superior to current student housing.  He thought it was more economically 
related. 
 
Vice Chairman Marsh asked about the orientation of the front of the building for the courtyard 
opening facing north versus south. An opening to the south presented more opportunity to 
enjoy the views. 
 
Mr. Sandberg was not certain why the orientation of the building was as it was. 
 
Dr. Michael Mazaheri, 9 Gettysburg, Richardson, Texas came forward stating the building was 
facing the north versus the south at the recommendation of staff.  This was an item that there 
would be flexibility with.  He spoke regarding the bicycle storage and said it was a great idea 
and would be included. 
 
Commissioner Walraven asked the applicant if any correspondence in favor or opposition had 
been received for the modifications presented on this proposal with UTD since the November 
2020 email. 
 
Mr. Sandberg responded they had reached out to UTD but did not receive a response. 
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With no further questions of the applicant or staff, Chairman Roland opened the public hearing 
and asked if there was anyone that wanted to speak in favor or opposition to the request.  
 

The following individuals came forward to speak in favor of this request: 
- Louis Burns, 1911 Deep Valley Place, Richardson, Texas  
 
The following individuals came forward to speak in opposition of this request: 
- Sherrill Davidson, 1115 Alpine Drive, Richardson, Texas  
 

The following individuals came forward to speak in favor of this request: 
- Cheri Duncan-Hubert, 1614 Salem Court, Richardson, Texas  
- Rekha Burns, 1911 Deep Valley Place, Richardson, Texas 

 
With no one additionally coming forward to speak on this request, Chairman Roland closed 
the public hearing and asked for further comment or a motion from the Commission. 
 
Commissioner Springs asked staff if there was a way to modify the zoning to preemptively 
address some of the concerns from neighboring properties.   
 
Mr. Shacklett stated it was part of a PD Planned Development therefore any conditions or 
exceptions to the regulations could be granted by going through the City Planning Commission 
process for zoning on their property which would grant rights to someone outside of the zoning 
district.  The property owner would be doing so without knowing what could happen in the 
future. 
 
Commissioner Springs elaborated further about the importance of providing bicycle amenities 
for residents and students offering an alternative mode of transportation which made sense for 
a community such as this. Was there a standard in place to reference? 
 
Mr. Shacklett stated that more of the newer urban style apartment developments provide 
bicycle amenities regardless of if they had amenity point requirements or not within their 
garages or common corridor areas. They have also provided exterior bike racks.  Some of the 
PD Planned Development Districts (e.g., Main Street/Central) have parking standards that 
include standards for bike racks like two (2) bike parking racks for every 25 parking spaces, 
however this was not a residential standard but a standard for commercial/retail. 
 
Chairman Roland concurred with Commissioner Springs’s thoughts on bicycle amenities and 
their importance.  He then stated that more thought should be put towards bicycle amenities, 
etc. as considerations would need to be given to things concerning bike lanes, garage pass-
throughs, etc.  
 
Commissioner LaCour commented there were amenities within the living environment that 
seemed absent such as playgrounds or recreational areas for college students with children.  
Also, were considerations given for students with disabilities and how they might navigate the 
space. Will the housing units be accessible? 
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Mr. Shacklett confirmed the site would be ADA compliant. There would be reviews and 
compliance throughout the site to include parking areas, building common places, elevators 
and within the units. 
 
Mr. Chavez stated the technical aspects of the request are the focus of the Commission this 
evening.  Conditions, codes, and ordinances can be set at a later time to address concerns 
concerning ADA compliance, amenities, etc.  The debate for the Commission should focus on 
if the use was appropriate.  Based on the City’s Comprehensive Plan, the proposed use, which 
was not a mixed-use development, but was a multi-family development, was not appropriate 
at this location. The Future Land Use Plan (Comprehensive Plan) does not address ‘best use’, 
it addresses ‘appropriate use.’  The Comprehensive Plan does not include any sort of multi-
family development as being an appropriate use for the property.  The discussion should be 
focused on if the use of the property is appropriate based on the Future Land Use Plan.  
 
Chairman Roland asked how long the Comprehensive Plan had been in place for the subject 
property. 
 
Mr. Chavez responded 2009 and was the instrument used today to accomplish city goals. 
 
Mr. Shacklett confirmed that the Future Land Use Plan included a proposed rail transit station. 
This section of the Comprehensive Plan spoke directly to the joint study between DART, UTD 
and the City to understand what happens on north campus specifically to the coming station 
shown as Transit Village for the future land use. 
 
Vice Chairman Marsh agreed with the Comprehensive Plan in that TOD was better oriented 
on the south side of Waterview Parkway and that there was a natural transition to the north 
side of Waterview Parkway where there would be existing low-rise buildings in place. Putting 
multi-family in that block on the north side of Waterview Parkway was out of character for the 
area and would be better placed south of Waterview Parkway up against the rail station.  He 
had an elevated level of concern regarding pedestrian access (no continuous sidewalk, no 
paving across the railroad tracks, no pathway to the future DART station, etc.). He stated there 
appeared to be a need for more student housing, however, the concern was UTD has been 
opposed to this in the past.  He had concerns regarding the orientation of the building and felt 
that whatever was built at this location would be a landmark tower for both UTD and the City 
of Richardson. He was not interested to see potential for apartments to be built as there was no 
guarantee that students would occupy the units and for these reasons he was in opposition of 
the request. 
 
Commissioner Springs commented that he would be advocating for this request because he felt 
it was an appropriate land use. 
 
Mr. Shacklett informed Chairman Roland that the applicant requested to have a moment for a 
rebuttal. 
 
Mr. Mazaheri expressed that the requested location at Waterview had been overlooked and 
underdeveloped. He played an audio clip from a UTD representative that stated that he would 
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be in favor of the requested development however COVID was a factor. He stated that he was 
open to suggestions to improve the requested Planned Development. 
 
Commissioner Beach made a motion to recommended approval of the request. 
 
Chairman Roland clarified in Commissioner Beach wanted to add conditions related to bike 
storage and an increased wall height along the north side of the courtyard. 
 
Commissioner Beach said he wanted to add conditions related to bike storage and that a 
minimum 72-inch wall be provided along the north side of the courtyard. 
 
Commissioner Springs stated he would like to see conditions added that provide bicycle 
storage, cleaning, and repair inside the parking garage. 
 
Commissioner Beach agreed to amend his motion to provide a 72-inch plexiglass wall on the 
north side of the courtyard and to require bike storage in the garage.  Commissioner Springs 
seconded motion. Motion tied 3-3 with Vice Chairman Marsh and Commissioners Walraven 
and LaCour opposed to the motion. 
 
Mr. Shacklett clarified that the motion failed but stated that there were options to either 
continue to deliberate or make a motion to continue the case. 
 
Commissioner Walraven made a motion to deny the case. Commissioner LaCour seconded the 
motion. Motion tied 3-3 with Chairman Roland and Commissioners Springs and Beach 
opposed to the motion. 
 
Mr. Shacklett asked Chairman Roland to recess for 10 minutes as staff verified next steps for 
tied motions to approve and deny.    
 
Mr. Shacklett stated that the applicant’s representative stated that they were open to feedback 
from Commissioners that are opposed to the case and asked if there is anything that they could 
change that could be discussed. 
 
Mr. Shacklett stated that City staff verified with the City’s attorney and through City By-Laws, 
that a simple majority is required to for a motion to pass; if a simple majority does not vote in 
favor of a motion, the motion is considered to have failed. An item would not be considered 
resolved until a motion whether to approve, deny or continued passes. 
 
Mr. Shacklett clarified that a case would not automatically fail if no action is taken however 
by a recommended body it would be a different outcome. City suggested that the Commission 
make a motion to continue the case. 
 
The Commission continued to deliberate and discuss whether a recommendation could be 
made that would receive a majority vote for the motion to pass. 
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Commissioner Springs asked staff if any additional guidance should be given to the applicant 
if the case were continued. 
 
Mr. Chavez stated it appeared the concerns were land use related; therefore, any guidance 
regarding the technical aspects of the proposed plan may not be necessary. 
 
Mr. Shacklett informed the Chairman that a motion to continue should be accompanied by a 
motion to reopen the public hearing and then to continue the case. 

Motion: Commissioner Springs made a motion to reopen the public hearing and 
continue Zoning File 21-15 PD Planned Development – Haven at Waterview to 
the September 21, 2021 meeting; Seconded by Commissioner LaCour.  Motion 
Passed 5-1.  Vice Chairman Marsh in opposition. 

 
ADJOURN 

 
With no further business before the Commission, Chairman Roland adjourned the regular 
business meeting at 9:53 p.m. 
 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Randy Roland, Chairman 
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