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AGENDA 

CITY OF RICHARDSON – CITY PLAN COMMISSION 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 17, 2023, AT 7:00 P.M. 

RICHARDSON ISD ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

400 S. GREENVILLE AVENUE 

RICHARDSON, TX 75081 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

City Plan Commission Meetings are held in the School Board Meeting Room at the Richardson ISD 

Administration Building. Members of the public may also watch City Plan Commission (CPC) meetings 

online (https://www.cor.net/CITV). Cablecast viewing of CPC meetings for U-verse and Spectrum 

customers is temporarily unavailable due to a fire which damaged Richardson City Hall. Cablecast 

services will be restored as soon as possible. 

 

Persons not attending the meeting who would like their views to be made a part of the public record may 

utilize the online Public Comment Card (https://www.cor.net/PublicCommentForm). 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

BRIEFING SESSION: 6:00 P.M.  Prior to the regular business meeting, the City Plan Commission will 

meet with staff in Room 107 at the above listed address to receive a briefing on: 

 

A. Discussion of Regular Agenda items 

B. Review and Discuss the Upcoming Comprehensive Plan Update 

C. Staff Report on pending development, zoning permits, and planning matters 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

REGULAR BUSINESS MEETING: 7:00 P.M. – SCHOOL BOARD MEETING ROOM 
 

MINUTES 

 

1. Approval of minutes of the regular business meeting of December 20, 2022. 
 

ACTION ITEM 
 

2. Joint Use of Parking Facilities – 1951 N. Jupiter Road and 2100 E. Campbell Road: Consider and 

take necessary action on a request to allow the joint use of parking facilities as allowed per Appendix 

A (Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance) of the City of Richardson’s Code of Ordinances: Article XXII-

D, Sec. 1(b) to allow the joint use of parking facilities between the properties located at 1951 N. Jupiter 

Road and 2100 E. Campbell Road, being located at the southwest quadrant of Jupiter Road and 

Campbell Road. Property Owners: Vrajesh Patel, KrishVP LLC and City of Richardson. Staff: Derica 

Peters. 

 

ADJOURN 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE AGENDA WAS POSTED ON THE BULLETIN BOARD AT CITY HALL AND AT THE RICHARDSON ISD 

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING ON OR BEFORE 5:30 P.M., FRIDAY, JANUARY 13, 2023. 

 

 

              
__________________________________________________________ 

CHRIS SHACKLETT, ASST. DIRECTOR OF  

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES – PLANNING 

 

 

ACCOMMODATION REQUESTS FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES SHOULD BE MADE AT LEAST 48 HOURS PRIOR TO THE MEETING BY 

CONTACTING THE ADA COORDINATOR, LOCATED AT 2003 E. RENNER ROAD, RICHARDSON, TX 75082, VIA PHONE AT (972) 744-4168 OR 

VIA EMAIL AT ADACOORDINATOR@COR.GOV.  
 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 46.03, PENAL CODE (PLACES WEAPONS PROHIBITED), A PERSON MAY NOT CARRY A FIREARM OR OTHER 

WEAPON ON THIS PROPERTY. *  

 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE “PROPERTY” SHALL MEAN THE RICHARDSON ROOM AND/OR COUNCIL CHAMBERS OR ANY OTHER 

ROOM WHERE A MEETING SUBJECT TO AN OPEN MEETING UNDER GOVERNMENT CODE CHAPTER 551 OF THE RICHARDSON CITY PLAN 

COMMISSION IS HELD. 

 

https://www.cor.net/citv
https://www.cor.net/PublicCommentForm
mailto:ADACOORDINATOR@COR.GOV
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Review and Discuss the Comprehensive Plan Update 

 
 
 
 



  

 

 

 

TO: City Plan Commission 

FROM: Keith Krum, AICP  KBK 

Planning Projects Manager  

DATE: January 13, 2023 

SUBJECT: Review and Discuss the Comprehensive Plan Update 

 

At your meeting on Tuesday, January 17, 2023, staff will present a briefing on the upcoming 
Comprehensive Plan project, including an update on the selection of the consultant team and an 
outline of the proposed schedule and process for the project. Topics will include: 

▪ Comprehensive Plan Definition/History 

▪ Consultant Team Selection 

▪ Anticipated Process/Schedule 

▪ Public Engagement 

▪ The City Plan Commission’s Role in the Project 

▪ Next Steps 
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Approval of the Minutes of the December 20, 2022 
City Plan Commission Meeting 

 



 

CITY OF RICHARDSON 

CITY PLAN COMMISSION MINUTES – DECEMBER 20, 2022 

The Richardson City Plan Commission met on December 20, 2022, at 7:00 p.m. in the Richardson 

Police Department Multipurpose Room, 200 N. Greenville Ave., #1103, Richardson, Texas. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Bryan Marsh, Chairman 

  Stephen Springs, Vice Chairman 

  Kenneth Southard, Commissioner 

  Joe Costantino, Commissioner 

  Gwen Walraven, Commissioner 

  Nate Roberts, Commissioner 

  Gary Beach, Commissioner 

 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Sibyl LaCour, Commissioner 

  Michael Keller, Commissioner 

   

CITY STAFF PRESENT: Sam Chavez, Director - Development Services 

Chris Shacklett, Asst. Director of Development Svcs. – Planning 

Derica Peters, Senior Planner 

  Connie Ellwood, Executive Secretary 

 

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 of November 15, 2022. 

 

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

Seconded by Commissioner Southard. Motion passed 7-0. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 

2. Zoning File 22-15 – Planned Development – Residence Inn Richardson: Consider and act 

on a request to rezone approximately 5.43 acres located at the northwest corner of Glenville 

Drive and Greenville Avenue from PD Planned Development for the I-M(1) Industrial District 

and I-M(1) Industrial District with special conditions to PD Planned Development for the I-

M(1) Industrial District with modified development standards and for approval of a Special 

Permit for a new 5-story limited-service suite hotel and an existing 4-story limited-service suite 

hotel. Property Owner: Stephen Metherd, Midas Richardson I, LLC, Midas Richardson II, LLC 

and Midas Richardson III, LLC. Staff: Chris Shacklett. 
 

Mr. Shacklett began by stating Zoning File 22-15 was a request to rezone 5.43 acres from PD 

Planned Development and I-M(1) Industrial District to a PD Planned Development District 
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and for approval of two (2) Special Permits; one (1) for a proposed limited-service suite hotel 

and a second for an existing 4-story limited-service suite hotel 

 

The subject property was located at the northwest corner of Glenville Drive and Greenville 

Avenue. The southern portion was zoned PD Planned Development in 2019, and a Special 

Permit was granted to allow the development of a 4-story hotel on one (1) tract which was 

developed in 2020 as an Element Hotel. Another Special Permit for a restaurant at the southeast 

corner was also approved; however, the Special Permit for the restaurant had expired since a 

building permit was not issued within the required timeframe, and that site remained 

undeveloped. The northern 2.2 acres was zoned I-M(1)Industrial District and was currently 

undeveloped. The applicant proposed to construct the 5-story, 122 room, limited-service suite 

hotel which would be a Residence Inn on this tract. 

 

Mr. Shacklett continued stating the current access points for the property would remain 

unchanged. Currently, there was access to the north from Waterwood Drive. The Glenville 

Drive entrance provided access through a private drive to both hotel sites as well as the two 

(2) hotels to the west of the subject property. Access was also provided from Greenville 

Avenue. 

 

The applicant also requested exceptions to the proposed I-M(1) base zoning as part of this 

request. One (1) exception that was already in place from the 2019 rezoning was the approval 

of a request to reduce the setback from the typical 40-foot setback along Glenville Drive and 

Greenville Avenue to a 20-foot setback to accommodate the restaurant as well as a dumpster. 

Because the restaurant was no longer being considered, the applicant requested the setback be 

changed to forty (40) feet with exception of the 20-foot setback remaining for the dumpster 

that was currently located along Glenville Drive. The applicant also requested to allow the 

parking spaces that were constructed on Lot 3, the previously approved restaurant site, to 

remain as a primary use. Typically, parking would not be allowed as a primary use on a 

property except for certain commercial parking lot or garage uses. The parking was constructed 

in 2020 in anticipation of a future restaurant as well as to meet the requirements for parking 

throughout the PD at that time; however, the restaurant was no longer being considered and 

the Special Permit had expired. 

 

The existing Element Hotel was a 123 room, 4-story hotel. When the Special Permit was 

approved in 2019, it was done so with a reduction in the required parking from one (1) parking 

space per room which was a typical parking requirement for a limited service, or suite hotel to 

allow 0.8 space per guest room. Therefore, the requirement was ninety-nine (99) parking 

spaces on the site in lieu of 123 parking spaces.  

 

The applicant also requested to allow parking to be shared between the existing and proposed 

hotel sites. Parking counts were provided by the applicant illustrating their highest occupancy 

nights at the Element Hotel to demonstrate adequate surplus parking was provided on the 

Element Hotel site to account for a deficiency in parking on the proposed Residence Inn site, 

which would still require one (1) space per guestroom. The Residence Inn Hotel was deficient 

in parking by thirty-six (36) parking spaces; however, the Element Hotel site and the previous 
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restaurant site provided a 36-space surplus. Overall, the two (2) hotels would be required to 

provide 221 parking spaces; 221 spaces were depicted on the zoning exhibit. 

 

Mr. Shacklett continued stating the applicant also requested an increase in the floor area ratio 

(F.A.R.) to be up to 0.91:1 rather than the standard 0.75:1 within an Industrial District. This 

was considered consistent with areas of denser more urban development. Just to the north of 

site was the edge of the Galatyn Station area. Within that area, properties were developed at 

higher ratios, including the apartment complex directly across Waterwood, which was 

developed at an F.A.R. of 2.05:1. 

 

This hotel was considered limited-service because it provided less than three (3) full meal 

services per day and did not provide 2,000 square feet of meeting area. Additionally, because 

there were separate sleeping and parlor areas within some of the rooms, it was considered a 

suite hotel. The hotel would provide amenities such as a pool, outdoor seating area, fitness 

center as well as complimentary breakfast. 

 

The proposed building elevations for the Residence Inn was a mixture brick, stone, fiber 

cement panels, EIFS as well as metal canopies and awnings and other metal features on the 

building. It did not comply with the City’s minimum 85% masonry regulations; however, due 

to House Bill (HB 2439) being passed in 2019, Texas cities are precluded from regulating 

building materials on any structures if the building materials met building code. Staff proposed 

to carry over the building elevations from the previous PD for the Element Hotel which was 

constructed in 2020. The Element Hotel was constructed in conformance with the building 

elevations. 

 

Mr. Shacklett provided a summary of the proposed PD conditions to include: 

- The entire 5.43 acres would be rezoned to PD Planned Development District for an I-M(1) 

Industrial District zoning.  

- Parking would be allowed on Lot 3 in accordance with the Concept Plan. 

- Allow the 20-foot setback along Glenville Drive only for the existing dumpster 

- Allow an increase to the maximum F.A.R. and retain the reduced parking ratio for The 

Element Hotel. 

- Allowing a shared parking agreement between all three (3) lots and require that agreement 

to be reviewed by the City prior to being filed with Dallas County prior to their 

development plans being approved. This would ensure that the parking agreement would 

stay with the properties if properties were sold. 

- The Special Permit for both hotels would be required to remain as a Marriott International 

brand. Any change in the hotel brand would require the hotel operation to cease. If a 

building permit was not procured within the allotted timeframe after ordinance approval, 

the Special Permit would expire. 

 

Mr. Shacklett concluded his presentation stating there had been no correspondence received in 

favor or in opposition to the request, then made himself available for questions. 

 

With no questions for staff, Chairman Marsh asked the applicant to come forward to speak on 

behalf of the request. 
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Mr. Steve Metherd, 24 Berkshire Drive, St. Louis, Missouri came forward to speak regarding 

the request. He clarified that the existing ownership agreed with eliminating the retail use for 

future concepts of the property. He confirmed that although there may be different ownership 

across the parcels, the existing owners reviewed all plans for the development and approved 

the concept. He clarified the parking distance from the adjacent parking lots was not an issue. 

He stated if the current parking demand for The Element Hotel were consistent with the new 

Residence Inn, there would be very few days where the additional off-site parking would be 

necessary for the Residence Inn customers. He stated the current demographics demonstrated 

that approximately 0.7 spaces per key were needed for The Element Hotel and felt this would 

be the case for the Residence Inn. 

 

Mr. Alek Strimple, 7413 Eastwick Avenue, McKinney, Texas came forward to address the 

request for 0.8 space per room for parking tied to the original Element Hotel request but that 

the code-required one (1) space per room for The Residence Inn would be provided, thus the 

reason for the shared parking request. He continued stating a 3-week-long study was showed 

where parking counts were taken at midnight to ensure there was adequate surplus parking on 

The Element Hotel site to share with the Residence Inn site. The average parking was 0.7 

parking space per room which was what was being provided on the Residence Inn site. He 

stated they expect the parking on the Residence Inn site to be enough to meet the typical 

demand for the Residence Inn. 

 

Mr. Metherd concluded his comments stating the elimination of the restaurant was reviewed 

and approved by the current owner. He also stated the co-branding of The Element Hotel and 

Residence Inn Hotel was beneficial to all hotels within the hotel group. 

 

Chairman Marsh commented that the occupied parking counts did exceed the 0.7 parking space 

per room demand that stated by the applicant. He asked for clarity if the 0.7 parking space per 

room justification would be for all 122 rooms. 

 

Mr. Strimple responded the 0.7 parking space per room was an average. 

  

Chairman Marsh continued by stating there were several days where the parking ratio exceeded 

0.7 parking space per room, and actually exceeded 0.8 parking space per room in some cases. 

During these types of instances, occupants would be required to park on The Element Hotel 

site and walk across the private drive. He asked the applicant if they thought the 250-foot walk 

to enter the hotel was too far of a distance for an occupant to walk with luggage. 

 

Mr. Strimple responded yes, for those peak conditions, occupants would be required make that 

walk. He stated the distance was being considered, and they were still in the planning stages 

of development. He stated the walk was similar to walking to the entrance from a parking lot 

in a retail setting. He stated a crosswalk with striping could also be added. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked if there would be a covered drop-off area at the entrance of the hotel 

where an occupant could drive up, unload luggage, check in and then park in the other parking 

lot, if necessary. 
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Mr. Metherd responded yes. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked why the request was a 5-story hotel and not a 4- story hotel similar to 

other hotels in the area. 

 

Mr. Metherd responded the driving factor was the number of rooms needed to support the new 

hotel, and that a 4-story hotel would not provide the necessary number of rooms. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked for clarity from the applicant on why they felt there was demand for 

another hotel given the number of other extended-stay, limited-service hotels in this area. 

 

Mr. Metherd stated they were very similar as they both support extended-stay use; however, 

the customers were different loyalty groups that stayed at each hotel. There were different 

demographics from the brand’s perspective on who that customer was for the two (2) hotels. 

There had been other situations where they have paired these brands successfully. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked if any market studies had been completed concerning the average 

occupancy of the surrounding hotels. 

 

Mr. Metherd responded no. A market study would be done if the request was approved. 

Historic data was available for all the brands that were considered for this location. He stated 

there was an opportunity to put a Residence Inn at the subject location considering other area 

Residence Inn locations that were scheduled to be taken offline. 

 

With no further questions for the applicant, Chairman Marsh opened the public hearing and 

asked if there was anyone wishing to speak in favor or opposition of the request. 

 

Seeing none, Chairman Marsh asked the Commission if they had questions for the applicant. 

 

Seeing none, Chairman Marsh made a motion to close the public hearing, seconded by 

Commissioner Beach. Motion passed 7-0. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked for further deliberation or a recommendation from the Commission. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Roberts made a motion to recommend approval of Zoning File 

22-15 – Planned Development Residence Inn Richardson. Seconded by Vice 

Chairman Springs. Motion Passed 7-0. 

 

3. Zoning File 22-16 – Special Permit – The Golf Ranch: Consider and act on a request for 

approval of an amendment of a Special Permit, Ordinance 3684, to accommodate 

modifications related to an existing golf driving range, golf-related activities and a commercial 

outdoor nursery, on an approximately 31-acre lot currently zoned LR-M(1) Local Retail with 

special conditions located at 3570 Waterview Parkway, at the southeast corner of Waterview 

Parkway and Renner Road. Property Owner: Dr. Calvin Jamison, representing UT Dallas. 

Staff: Derica Peters. 
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Ms. Peters began by stating the request was for approval of an amendment of a Special Permit, 

Ordinance 3684, to accommodate modifications related to an existing golf driving range 

located at 3570 Waterview Parkway. The property was zoned LR-M(1) Local Retail and was 

surrounded by primarily undeveloped property as well as two (2) rail lines intersecting at its 

south and southwest corners. The subject property was owned by the University of Texas at 

Dallas (UTD) and was leased to the Golf Ranch. A Special Permit was issued in 2007 for the 

golf driving range, golf related activities and a commercial outdoor nursery. The applicant, 

Blue Jeans Golf, was proposing to amend the Special Permit to continue the use as a golf 

practice facility and to buy out the current lease hold interest and to modify the concept plan. 

Blue Jeans Golf states their business model was to transform existing driving ranges into an 

improved experience for golf enthusiasts. 

 

Ms. Peters presented the proposed changes to include: 

- Reducing the current seventy-six (76) hitting bays to seventy-one (71) hitting bays and 

install an aluminum shelter to cover and protect forty-five (45) hitting bays. The shelter 

would include seating areas, television monitors, outdoor heaters and fans, lighting and 

ball tracking technology. 

- All existing structures would remain on-site to include the clubhouse, a covered 6-bay 

hitting shelter and maintenance sheds which would be relocated to the southern end of the 

covered hitting bays. The current 9-hole course and short game practice areas would remain 

unchanged. 

- The commercial nursery use is no longer necessary, but outdoor storage would be utilized 

behind the screening wall along Renner Road. 

- Two (2) shipping containers will be added near the covered hitting stations; one (1) would 

contain a ball wash and dispensing station, and the other would contain a kitchen to serve 

food and beverages. 

 

A typical bay elevation of the covered canopy was presented to demonstrate the typical 

amenities being provided. 

 

Ms. Peters spoke regarding the differences between the current Special Permit ordinance and 

the proposed modifications and conditions. Changes included a reduction in the number of 

hitting bays, modified hours of operation and an increase in required parking. Staff also 

recommended that the 40-foot netting fences and poles be required along Waterview Parkway 

rather than just allowed as stated in the current Special Permit. A 10-foot pedestrian easement 

would be reflected on Synergy Park Boulevard, Waterview Parkway and Renner Road on the 

concept plan. Future sidewalk construction would be coordinated between the City and UTD. 

 

Ms. Peters concluded her presentation by providing a summary of the conditions stating the 

Special Permit would be tied to the owner and operator Blue Jeans Golf and would expire 

within 180 days if no building permit was obtained. 

 

Ms. Peters concluded her presentation by reviewing a summary of the conditions to include 

the hours of operation, lighting, parking, netting and sidewalks.  he stated there had been no 

correspondence received in favor or in opposition to the request, then made himself available 

for questions. 
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Commissioner Costantino asked if the previous Special Permit was tied to The Golf Ranch or 

was tied to the land. 

 

Ms. Peters responded the Special Permit was tied to the operator The Golf Ranch. Prior to this 

it was tied to The Practice Tee. It was also at that time the Special Permit was tied to their lease 

terms with UTD. It is now the standard provision to tie the Special Permit to the operator. 

 

Mr. Shacklett confirmed the Special Permit was tied to the property and tied to the expiration 

date but was not tied to The Practice Tee which was why they had been able to change to The 

Golf Ranch. The Special Permit would be tied to Blue Jeans Golf based on this request. The 

current request was not proposed with an expiration date. 

 

Commissioner Costantino asked an additional question about the expiration date. 

 

Mr. Shacklett responded should the applicant not go through with the request, they could have 

changed the operator; however, it would have been tied to the expiration date of 2027 which 

would have required the requestor to come before the Commission. 

 

With no further questions for staff, Chairman Marsh asked the applicant to come forward to 

speak on behalf of the request. 

 

Mr. Tanner Micheli, 3333 Lee Parkway, Dallas, Texas came forward stating that he along with 

his partners with Blue Jeans Golf planned to take over the lease hold interest from the current 

operator, The Golf Ranch. Their intent was to make minor improvements throughout the site 

to include adding a canopy structure and making the driving range experience for the golf 

enthusiast more accommodating, comfortable and more enjoyable and fun. Two (2) shipping 

containers would be added as part of the project for food and beverage service. Repurposing 

an 8-foot by 40-foot container would work well for the design and fit well with the concept 

and demographic of a patron who comes to a driving range. The existing short game area and 

the Par 3 golf course would remain as is. This would be the second facility, the first of which 

was taken over in Brookfield, Connecticut, which was acquired earlier in 2022 with a modest 

renovation, adding the technology. A food and beverage offering were currently being 

incorporated at that site. 

 

In conclusion, Mr. Micheli provided illustrations of the site plan for the Golf Ranch and further 

commented that he wanted remove staff’s recommendation requiring netting along Waterview 

Parkway. A letter from the existing operator of the property stated the previous netting was 

only 20-foot-tall. He stated the netting was knocked down by a storm in 2020 and was never 

reinstalled. Since then, there had been no incidents. He stated it was very unlikely that a ball 

would be hit into Waterview Parkway due to the configuration of the hole unless purposely 

aiming to hit the ball in that direction. He continued by stating the recommendation would be 

different if the hole were a longer hole where a larger club was being used. He then made 

himself available for questions. 
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He pulled up the rendering at the request of Chairman Marsh to provide a visual for the 

Commissioners. 

 

Commissioner Roberts asked if the intent of the applicant was to secure a liquor license. 

 

Mr. Micheli responded yes. He continued by stating it would be limited service or hand-held 

(e.g., beer or wine, canned cocktails) and not mixed beverages. 

 

Commissioner Southard asked if both food and beverage services would be walk-up service 

only. 

 

Mr. Micheli confirmed that was correct. There would be no servers. He continued stating there 

may be some patio seating near the container areas, however this would be limited, and there 

was no seating in the containers. The intent was to drive the guests to the bays. 

 

Chairman Marsh commented he understood what was stated regarding the netting along 

Waterview Parkway. He walked the site and stated it was a short hole and was an easy, short 

chip angled away from the street. It was a very small area that was at risk. His thought was 

Synergy Parkway was more at risk should there be long drivers, but even so, it was over 300 

yards away. 

 

With no further questions for the applicant, Chairman Marsh opened the public hearing and 

asked if there was anyone wishing to speak in favor or opposition of the request. 

 

Seeing none, Chairman Marsh asked the Commission if they had questions for the applicant. 

 

Seeing none, Chairman Marsh made a motion to close the public hearing, seconded by 

Commissioner Beach. Motion passed 7-0. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked for further deliberation or a recommendation from the Commission. 

He further commented he felt there were nice improvements presented. He spoke specifically 

regarding the netting stating he was of the opinion there was no need for netting. He understood 

the netting was in place to protect vehicles.  

 

Vice Chairman Springs commented that he felt the netting was not aesthetically pleasing and 

would support the applicant’s request to remove the netting requirement. 

 

Chairman Marsh stated vehicles travelling northbound on Waterview Parkway would be hit 

from behind should an incident take place, but it would have to be a very errant shot and highly 

unlikely. 

 

Commissioner Costantino asked if there was an insurance requirement from the applicant’s 

insurance provider requiring the netting. 
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Chairman Marsh commented typically it would be the golfer or the person that strikes the ball 

and causes damage who would have to carry insurance. The golfer would be at fault, not the 

business. 

 

Commissioner Southard asked if an incident would subject the City to any liability. 

 

Mr. Shacklett responded he believed it would not subject the City to any liability. Since 2007 

the owner/operators have been allowed to have netting, however it was not required. 

 

Mr. Chavez stated it was not a liability situation as much as it was a what-if situation. Staff’s 

recommendation was to require the netting just in case an incident were to occur. He concluded 

stating the person that hits the ball would be liable. 

 

Commissioner Roberts asked if it was ever brought to staff’s attention that an incident had 

occurred. 

 

Mr. Chavez responded no. 

 

Commissioner Southard commented there was much more development taking place across 

the rail lines. There was a possibility there would be a sidewalk installed along Waterview 

Parkway and would that change the situation concerning netting. Should that be a consideration 

contingent on a sidewalk installation. 

 

Mr. Chavez responded it was something the Commission could consider. At the time a 

sidewalk was installed, the netting would also have to be installed in order to protect, not only 

vehicles, but also pedestrians. 

 

Commissioner Southard asked about the netting as it related to a future sidewalk along 

Waterview Parkway and if that could be considered. 

 

Mr. Chavez responded yes. 

 

Mr. Micheli commented the odds of any incidents occurring on a future sidewalk, even if 

heavily traveled by pedestrians, would be highly unlikely. 

 

Commissioner Southard asked if the hole along Waterview Parkway was a lower velocity shot. 

 

Mr. Micheli responded yes. 

 

Commissioner Walraven commented she understood that it was highly unlikely that an 

incident could occur here; however, a driving range would host less experienced golfers. It was 

not beyond the realm of possibility that a novice golfer does not understand the correct type of 

club to use, and it is possible they could hit an errant shot. Her preference was to have the 

netting installed to ensure that there were no incidents as there would potentially be more 

novice golfers at this facility. 
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Commissioner Southard asked if there were any estimates to the cost of installing netting and 

poles and would that cost substantially impact the request going forward. 

 

Mr. Micheli responded he was not sure if the cost would negatively impact the deal and that 

the cost was roughly estimated at $250,000 to install. He further commented that the 

recommended 40-foot netting would have little impact on this hole since a short wedge shot 

could travel as high as ninety (90) feet in the air. The 40-foot netting along Waterview Parkway 

would have little impact, and they would have to incur a large cost.  

 

Motion: Chairman Marsh made a motion recommend approval of Zoning 22-16 – 

Special Permit – The Golf Ranch as presented with the modification to 

condition number 6 to state the netting be allowed, but not required, along 

Waterview Parkway and Synergy Park Boulevard. Seconded by Commissioner 

Roberts. Motion passed 6-1 (Commissioner Walraven opposed). 

 

4. Zoning File 22-17 – PD Planned Development – Blue Ocean-Hyatt House: Consider and 

act on a request to rezone approximately 5.2 acres located at 2301 N. Central Expressway, on 

the north side of Fall Creek Drive, between Central Expressway and Collins Boulevard, from 

PD Planned Development for the TO-M Technical Office District to PD Planned Development 

to accommodate the conversion of a 131-room suite hotel to a 131-unit apartment 

development; and a request to rezone approximately 0.44 acres located at the southeast corner 

of Fall Creek Drive and Collins Boulevard from TO-M Technical Office District to PD Planned 

Development to limit the development of the property to an open space area. Property Owner: 

Robert Cole, HH Richardson Hospitality Partners. Staff: Chris Shacklett. 

 
Mr. Shacklett began by stating Zoning File 22-17 was a request to rezone two (2) tracts, the 

first was 5.2 acres (Tract A) from PD Planned Development for the Technical Office District 

to PD Planned Development to allow the repurposing of 131 hotel rooms to accommodate a 

131-room apartment unit development. This 5.2 acres was located on the north side of Fall 

Creek Drive between Central Expressway and Collins Boulevard. It was also a request to 

rezone 0.44 acres (Tract B) located at the southeast corner of Fall Creek Drive and Collins 

Boulevard to PD Planned Development District to limit the area to an open space area only. 

The properties to the north and south were zoned TO-M Technical Office. The property 

directly to the east of the hotel was zoned PD Planned Development District for retail and 

restaurant uses. The property to the west across Collins Boulevard was zoned single-family 

residential.  

 

Mr. Shacklett continued by stating that the subject property (Tract A) located on the north side 

of Fall Creek Drive was developed in 1995 with a 131-room suite hotel. The property had 

operated as various hotel brands over the years, currently as a Hyatt House. The applicant 

proposed to repurpose the existing hotel into apartments to include enhancements related to 

the building facades and curb appeal, as well as site upgrades including a proposed 4-foot 

decorative wooden fence along Collins Boulevard and a small portion of Fall Creek Drive. The 

applicant was proposing significant upgrades to the interior of the units as well as the interior 

common areas. 
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The proposed uses on Tract A would be apartments as well as a suite hotel, although there 

were some limitations on that hotel and some requirements for that use to cease as part of the 

phasing requirements. Mr. Shacklett described the proposed development regulations to 

include: 

- Maximum height of thirty-six (36) feet. 

- Minimum unit sizes would remain the same as the current hotel room sizes which were 

450 square feet for a studio unit and 500 square feet for the one-bedroom unit. 

- No minimum requirements for the lot size or dimensions. 

- Maximum floor area ratio (F.A.R.) would be 0.35:1. 

- Current setbacks would remain the same to include a 100-foot setback along Collins 

Boulevard and Central Expressway; 40-foot setback along Fall Creek Drive; and a 25-foot 

setback along the northern property line 

- Parking setbacks would remain the same to include a 40-foot landscape setback along 

Collins Boulevard; 10-foot landscape setback required along the north and south property 

lines. 

- Proposed parking ratio was one (1) space per unit which was typical for newer apartment 

developments which was on a per-bedroom basis. Currently provided on the site was 151 

parking spaces so parking was provided at approximately 1.15 per unit. 

 
Mr. Shacklett explained that the development standards for Tract B limited the use of the 

property to open space and future landscaping would be approved by the City. 

 

Mr. Shacklett discussed the proposed future intersection improvements at the intersection of 

Fall Creek Drive and Collins Boulevard. He explained that a trip generation comparison memo 

was provided by the applicant to compare peak hour and overall trips between the existing and 

proposed uses. Based on the memo, no additional study or roadway modifications were 

required. He stated the applicant has discussed traffic issues such as speeding along Collins 

and at the intersection of Fall Creek Drive with the adjacent neighborhood and the City. He 

stated the applicant has agreed to provide an escrow of $100,000 for future intersection 

improvements. The City would be responsible for making those improvements at a later date, 

and he clarified the improvements were not required as part of this project. 

 
Mr. Shacklett reviewed the proposed development standards. He then reviewed the phasing 

requirements stating the applicant stated once the zoning entitlements were approved for a 

subject property and the property was purchased, they could begin the process of repurposing 

the rooms to apartment units. They start on one (1) building which could potentially have 

bookings or long-term guests and would phase them out over a 12-month period. Staff 

recommended that within sixty (60) days of the issuance of the first building permit, no 

building shall be allowed to be used as a suite hotel, and the units may only be used as 

apartments.  

 

Should the zoning be approved, the applicant would move forward with negotiations with the 

current property owner to purchase the property. Once the property was purchased, the 

applicant could begin permit drawings and could also begin relocating long-term guests. Once 

DRAFT



 
Richardson City Plan Commission Minutes 

December 20, 2022  12 

 

the building permit was submitted for and issued, the conversion timeframe of sixty (60) days 

would begin, and all buildings would be required to be vacated of hotel guests and become 

apartment uses only. 

 

Mr. Shacklett stated the applicant requested additional time to ensure they had adequate time 

to relocate guests especially long-term guests for which it could take longer to move out. 

Originally, the request was that within120 days of ordinance approval, all long-term guests 

would be relocated to one (1) building. Within one (1) year of the ordinance approval date, that 

building would have to be vacated of all hotel guests.  

 

Mr. Shacklett explained this was a condition that staff worked on with the applicant. However, 

staff felt this could potentially cause issues if the deal took longer or did not come to fruition, 

and it remained a hotel, which could cause a situation where the hotel could no longer be used 

as a hotel after one (1) year of the date of the ordinance approval. Staff suggested that the 

language and trigger dates be changed to coincide with the issuance of the building permit. 

Issuance of a building permit would be a proactive step being taken rather than the clock 

starting as soon as the ordinance was approved.  

 

Mr. Shacklett stated the revised request, which would be in lieu of 120 days of ordinance 

approval, was now within sixty (60) days of the issuance of the first building permit, all hotel 

guests would be required to be relocated into a single building. Next, ten (10) months after the 

issuance of the first building permit, no building shall be used as a suite hotel. The difference 

between staff’s recommendation and the applicant’s recommendation regarding the time for 

all hotel guests to be moved out was eight (8) months. For either recommendation, the 

timeframe to move everyone into one (1) building would be two (2) months. Staff wanted to 

provide this revised condition in case the project did not move forward so the existing hotel 

could continue to operate. 

 

Mr. Shacklett concluded his presentation stating that staff had received one (1) letter in support 

of the request from the property owner to the south which was provided within the packet. 

Since that time, staff had received one (1) letter with a neutral position from the Canyon Creek 

HOA assuming certain conditions were met, and if not, the HOA would be in opposition to the 

request. Staff had also received one (1) additional letter in support of the request and nine (9) 

letters in opposition. He then made himself available for questions. 

 

Commissioner Roberts asked if the zoning would be tied to the operator Blue Ocean. 

 

Mr. Shacklett responded no. Since this was a rezoning and not a Special Permit, it was a 

rezoning to a different zoning district for a new use. Since the use did not traditionally require 

a Special Permit, it would not necessarily be tied to the owner. However, the Commission may 

be able to tie it to Blue Ocean through a Special Permit. As presented, and as typically done 

for rezoning for apartments, these were not typically tied to a specific developer or owner. 

 

Commissioner Roberts asked for clarity if the ownership changed, would all the proposed 

conditions still apply if the zoning were approved. 
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Mr. Shacklett responded yes; all zoning conditions would be required of the new owner. If a 

new owner came in and wanted to create more units or add more building area, they would be 

required to go through the zoning process. 

 

Chairman Marsh commented after the first year, the site would be converted to apartments. He 

asked if the owner would still be able to lease out the units on a short-term basis (e.g., short 

term rental basis). He also asked what the status of the short-term rental ordinance was and if 

it was still being debated. 

 

 Mr. Shacklett responded they would be subject to the city’s short-term rental regulations the 

same as any apartment or single-family home was. 

 

Mr. Chavez stated the short-term rental ordinance was adopted approximately four (4) months 

ago. 

  

Chairman Marsh clarified the ordinance required the household to register, pay a registration 

fee, post notifications regarding topics such as safety, trash, parking, noise and provide a 

contact that could be on site within twenty-four (24) hours. 

 

Mr. Chavez responded yes. 

 

Mr. Shacklett stated staff’s understanding was the same regulations required for single-family 

homes that were rented would be required. There were additional requirements regarding 

contact information and posting that were not typical of standard rentals. 

 

Mr. Chavez concurred. 

 

With no further questions of staff, Chairman Marsh invited the applicant to come forward for 

presentation. 

 

Mr. Evan Gallant, 702 W. Timonium Road, Lutherville, Maryland came forward to speak on 

behalf of the request. He began his presentation stating he would be speaking to Blue Ocean’s 

expertise and why they were here. He would cover specifically extended-stay hotels and how 

they age and why it created a challenge from an operational standpoint. Finally, he would speak 

to Blue Ocean’s business plan and the solution for the subject property. 

 

Mr. Gallant described Blue Ocean’s team and what they have historically done. They would 

be considered a traditional real estate owner/operator with heavy focus on residential 

properties, specifically apartments. During the pandemic, an opportunity presented itself with 

an extended-stay hotel property that had been primarily used as apartments 

(individuals/families living in the units for over a year) that had a high crime rate.  

 

Mr. Gallant explained that Blue Ocean worked with the surrounding community to explain 

their plan to convert the hotel to apartments and ultimately moved forward with the conversion. 

After exploring this further, four (4) more properties had been acquired nationally by Blue 

Ocean. He spoke about the extended-stay hotel life cycle with the extended-stay concept being 
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introduced in the late 80’s through early 90’s. At that time, it was not clear how those types of 

properties would look twenty-five (25) years later competing with newer hotels. He stated the 

older properties would serve the community for a time, then undergo a down-flagging event 

going to a lower tier operator. He stated issues arose because the hotel rooms were built with 

full apartment amenities such as kitchens and hotels could not legally screen people wanting 

to rent a room. From experience, it was found that most residents living at these sites would 

not qualify for traditional apartment screening. A mechanism would be put in place to ensure 

the properties were invested in, and residents would be screened properly. He provided data 

obtained from the Richardson Police Department regarding calls and reports from the Hyatt 

House and Hawthorn Suites in Richardson to provide a comparison of actual calls received by 

the Police Department. He stated the properties they had previously converted did not generate 

as many calls as the hotels he was discussing. 

 

Mr. Gallant discussed existing conditions of the subject property commenting that much of the 

property had not been renovated in over ten (10) to fifteen (15) years. Owner/operators of these 

properties could not justify investing dollars to create an elevated interior finish that would 

justify elevating daily rates enough to offset the costs associated with the updates. He continued 

stating that the Trellis brand would create a continuity among its sites regardless of the location, 

regarding an aesthetic and operations level. Some of the hallmarks of the Trellis brand included 

significant curb appeal, significant landscaping and full renovations of the interior units while 

keeping the original design of the property. Direct capital improvements would be more than 

5.25 million dollars for improvements.  

 

Mr. Luke Franz, 2323 Ross Avenue, Dallas, Texas, legal counsel from Jackson Walker 

representing the applicant came forward to speak regarding the outreach with the neighborhood 

that took place regarding the subject request. He stated they met with City staff to include the 

City Manager and the Planning department to discuss the project. Meetings were also held with 

the Canyon Creek HOA Board which resulted in conducting full meetings with the surrounding 

neighborhoods. This all took place prior to filing any requests to the City. The culmination of 

these meetings resulted in the proposed zoning presented by staff as well as proposed deed 

restrictions. The current PD and zoning would keep the current footprint. No changes could be 

made to the number of units, expansion. Additionally, required amenities and landscaping 

enhancements along with escrowed funds for future traffic improvements were part of the 

commitments made to the neighborhood. Private deed restrictions were also created and would 

be filed with the Dallas County once the property closes if the zoning was approved. The deed 

restrictions would control things such as maximum individuals per unit. Blue Ocean requires 

a maximum of two (2) individuals per unit. The deed restrictions would also require a rigorous 

screening process (background and credit) for all residents and a provision to establish the 

property as a drug free property. If violated, Blue Ocean would have authority to evict on-site. 

 

Commissioner Southard asked what the minimum lease term was for a unit. He also asked if 

the units offered laundry facilities within the units. 

 

Mr. Gallant responded twelve (12) months. He continued by addressing a comment regarding 

short-term leases stating Blue Ocean’s lenders required them to have minimum 12-month 
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leases. He continued stating there would be a central laundry facility and combination washer 

and dryer amenities would be offered per unit.   

 

Commissioner Roberts asked what the pet policy would be. 

 

Mr. Gallant stated there were breed restrictions as well as weight restrictions of sixty (60) 

pounds. 

 

Chairman Marsh stated the advertisement for Trellis North Dallas offered rooms by the night. 

He asked the applicant about their statement saying the lender required a minimum lease 

timeframe of twelve (12) months. He also asked when this facility was acquired. 

 

Mr. Gallant responded, once the properties were fully converted, the 12-month lease 

requirement would be in place. Trellis North Dallas was in the transitional or phasing period. 

While renovating one (1) building, the other building remained with furnished units. They were 

challenged with inheriting residents utilizing the units as an apartment and allowing them time 

to move. The practical side was it was a significant burden to carry the properties’ operating 

costs. They had no interest in maintaining extended-stay operations. He then stated the facility 

was acquired in July of 2022. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked what the applicant’s plans were for Tract B. 

 

Mr. Gallant responded they did not have a need for this tract of land. At a minimum they would 

install landscaping on it. They had no use for the small tract and offered options to the City or 

neighborhood to use the tract. 

 

Chairman Marsh commented one of the neighborhood’s conditions was to deed Tract B to the 

City. He asked for response to this condition. He also asked what would be done with this tract. 

 

Mr. Franz responded stating the City, at present, did not want to take the property. Staff had 

spoken with the neighborhood leadership about that condition. 

 

Mr. Gallant stated they would leave it open and landscape it for curb appeal. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked about the screening process for potential residents (credit, background 

checks) and if it would include a criminal history. 

 

Mr. Gallant responded yes. 

 

Chairman Marsh commented in order to codify the neighborhood’s conditions, the applicant 

was addressing the conditions through private deed restrictions and not necessarily a covenant 

or a separate agreement with the neighborhood association. 

  

Mr. Franz responded it was a restrictive covenant which is synonymous with a deed restriction 

that would be for the benefit of the HOA. Until executed it would be held in escrow and would 

be recorded with the County at the close of the property assuming zoning passed. 
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Mr. Chavez commented that a similar situation occurred with the Lennox property located at 

Coit Road and Campbell Road with deed restrictions that benefited the adjacent HOA. Any 

amendment to the zoning on the property or change in ownership required an amendment to 

the covenants. Approximately two (2) months ago there was a zoning case that came before 

the Commission for a Montessori school on Campbell Road for which they were working 

through the covenant amendments through the POA. This was the type of process they would 

be required to undergo.  

 

With no further questions for the applicant, Chairman Marsh 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 in opposition to the request: 

- Mr. Jeremy Thomason, 3301 Canyon Creek Drive, Richardson, Texas 

- Mr. Sean Scott, 412 Fall Creek Drive, Richardson, Texas 

- Mr. Walt Parrish, 313 Arborcrest Drive, Richardson, Texas 

- Ms. Whitney Parrish, 313 Arborcrest Drive, Richardson, Texas (did not speak) 

- Mr. Adam Wallace, 2218 Eastwood Drive, Richardson, Texas 

- Mr. Charles “Chip” Pratt, 2700 W. Prairie Creek Drive, Richardson, Texas 

- Mr. Ryan Robinson, 330 Ridgehaven Place, Richardson, Texas 

- Mr. Chip McDaniel, 414 Ridge Crest Drive, Richardson, Texas  

 

Mr. Gallant came forward to address the comments made in opposition to the request. He 

commented that the Hyatt House fell within the Prairie Creek Elementary school district 

boundaries; therefore, residents with children currently living at the hotel would be able to 

enroll their child at this school. This was discussed at length during one of the HOA meetings 

and to address this, an occupancy cap would be put in place of two (2) people maximum per 

unit. The odds were very low that a there would be a resident with a small child living in a 

small space. Also, there would be no playgrounds installed on the property. He further 

commented that residents would be vetted and would be individuals that had good credit 

scores, who had a history of paying their bills on time and did not have a criminal history. This 

screening process has been very critical with every community they have worked in. 

 

He continued by addressing the comment regarding the demand for extended-stay hotels 

stating individuals were drawn to newer, nicer hotels. Lenders have confidence that they could 

build new facilities driving demand to them, but this would further isolate hotels such as Hyatt 

House from that demand. As extended-stay hotels age, they try to avoid paying taxes to the 

municipality, so they extend the duration of the stay of a guest. Many times, there would be a 

30-day trigger period where if someone stayed on-site more than thirty (30) days, the property 

owner would not be required to pay certain taxes to the City or the state for the hotel leisure 

tax. 

 

He then addressed the comments regarding traffic stating they were very supportive of the 

future traffic improvements to come and were illustrating this support very practically and in 

writing. Traffic impact was minimal. The number of staff to operate the hotel would amount 

to approximately thirty (30) to forty (40) staff members either part-time or full-time. Many of 
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them do not have vehicles, so they would be dropped off by parents or siblings and that equated 

to a car in each morning and a car out in the afternoon multiplied by thirty (30) employees, in 

addition to the existing guests staying at the location. When converted over to Blue Ocean’s 

use which included less staff members or people working from home, along with the location 

along Highway 75, the impact is minimal. 

 

Mr. Gallant spoke regarding the fencing stating it was more of a decorative fence as opposed 

to a security fence. The intent was to provide a nice, beautiful screen for the view corridor 

towards the building from the west. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked if any or all improvements had been made to the exterior of the 

buildings for the Trellis North Dallas location. 

 

Mr. Gallant stated no. Building signage was installed last week on the front door and the 

highway signage also went up last week. He stated there would be ninety (90) to one hundred 

(100) days lag time from the closing on a property to onboard. This would hold true for any 

acquisition that took place. There would also be lag time for ordering goods and supplies. 

Regarding exterior improvements specifically, it would be seasonally driven (e.g., painting 

would take place in the spring when the weather was cooperative, and the days were warmer). 

 

Chairman Marsh asked if all the applicants’ other locations were migrating over to the 

apartment only model for a minimum of one (1) year leases. He questioned this because the 

North Dallas Trellis location was publicized on their website as a modern day extended-stay. 

 

Mr. Gallant responded yes. He stated the advertisement was only for the transitional or phasing 

period. He confirmed that every single property would be modeled with a twelve (12) month 

lease that fit within the Fannie Mae/Freddie Mac criteria. 

 

The following individuals returned to the podium for additional comment in opposition to the 

request:  

- Mr. Sean Scott, 412 Fall Creek Drive, Richardson, Texas 

- Mr. Adam Wallace, 2218 Eastwood Drive, Richardson, Texas 

- Mr. Ryan Robinson, 330 Ridgehaven Place, Richardson, Texas 

 

Chairman Marsh addressed the comment regarding enforcing maximum number of occupants 

per unit stating the applicant indicated it would be included and written as part of the deed 

restrictions. 

 

Mr. Franz came forward to confirm the maximum number of occupants per unit would be 

included as part of the deed restrictions. 

 

Mr. Shacklett responded to the comment concerning minimum unit size. As presented, it 

specifically prohibited any units larger than one (1) bedroom. 

 

Mr. Gallant and Mr. Franz both concurred. 
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With no further questions for the applicant, Chairman Marsh made a motion to close the public 

hearing, seconded by Commissioner Beach. Motion passed 7-0. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked the Commission for further feedback or a motion. 

 

Chairman Marsh commented that for practical purposes the location was already being utilized 

as apartments. It appeared it was falling into disrepair. He was not sure that turning the property 

into apartments was the solution, but possibly a temporary fix. Long term, he did not feel 

apartments were the best use for the property. The neighborhood did not support the request. 

The property location was one (1) of the main entries into the Prairie Creek and Canyon Creek 

neighborhoods, and he could see where there would be much concern about this. He felt it was 

a nice solution but not long term. 

 

Commissioner Costantino stated that the Hyatt House appeared unsavory. The reality was the 

Hyatt House was there, and it attracted a certain demographic. He questioned if the property 

should be left as is where it would deteriorate further until a better solution was presented or 

was this a reasonable temporary solution. From his perspective, it was a reasonable temporary 

solution. 

 

Commissioner Roberts commented that one of his concerns was affordable housing. He was 

not sure if this proposal would satisfy those concerns. He continued by stating that there was 

an awareness regarding the sensitivity of more apartments within the City and for those 

reasons, he would be more inclined to consider the comments in opposition to this request. 

 

Vice Chairman Springs agreed with Mr. Pratt’s comments. In terms of this proposal, he did 

not feel it was fair to compare this to past projects. It should be based on its own merits. With 

that thought in mind, he felt there should be some reward for an applicant who demonstrated 

the willingness to change their plans, tweak their pro-forma and make concessions and work 

with their neighbors. He pointed out that the applicant made concessions and has agreed to 

virtually all the neighborhood’s requests. He was impressed by this. He was inclined to believe 

it would be fair to give the applicant the opportunity. He stated if this project were proposed 

around his neighborhood, they would be applauding. Due to where the property was located, 

coupled with the history surrounding the neighborhood, he understood the opposition. 

However, he felt it should be looked at as a separate object on its own. On its own merits, he 

felt it made sense and was low risk. He addressed the debate between long term and short term, 

and maybe the short-term fix was not perfect, but he thought it was more reasonable than letting 

the property become derelict. He concluded by saying he could not imagine how many people 

would be upset if the Commission chose a path that would allow the property to become 

derelict. 

 

Commissioner Southard stated he was impressed with what was being proposed, particularly 

because of the location, which is right next door to West Coast University. If you looked at the 

housing costs for students, the monthly housing costs locally were similar. The properties were 

very close to one another. He guessed this would be one (1) client or renter source that would 

help make the project successful. The timing of West Coast University coordinating with this 

project would be advantageous. The ‘higher use’ requests were not being requested. The 
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property was not big enough to attract a large ‘higher use’ project. He was inclined to think the 

request, even though it may be a short-term solution, was a much better solution for the City. 

He concluded his comments by saying this was a better solution than letting the continued 

decline occur. 

 

Commissioner Beach commented by saying if you wanted to see decline, you could see similar 

issues in Lake Highlands. He understood that the request may not be exactly what the 

neighborhood wants, but he felt it was better than letting the property decline into something 

worse. 

 

Chairman Marsh, commented he appreciated what the applicant had done working the 

neighborhood, trying to address all their concerns. He did not know what the market was for 

extended-stay hotels. There was another case presented tonight where Residence Inn thought 

it was a very desirable location in Richardson to build a brand-new location. He wasn’t aware 

if anyone had considered this for the subject location.  Senior housing had been mentioned. 

Maybe it was more student housing that was catered to the University. Things change over 

time as far as what was the highest and best use. He grew up in both Prairie Creek and Canyon 

Creek. He did not live there any longer, however he did relate to the neighborhoods and was 

aware of how strongly they were opposed to apartments near their borders. He reiterated his 

appreciation for all the work put into the request. He just did not think rezoning the property 

to apartments was the long-term, best use for the property. He felt it was a quick fix. The 

applicant did make many concessions; however, he felt it was a land use issue and would rather 

see the property remain as a hotel. 

 

Vice Chairman Springs asked about the deed restriction process. As related to short term versus 

long term solutions, would putting in place numerous deed restrictions result in unintended 

consequences in the future. 

 

Mr. Shacklett responded it would be possible depending on how the deed restrictions were 

written. It could create an issue in the future for development of that property. As far as the 

City was concerned, should the request be approved and the deed restrictions put in place, the 

Commission and Council would not be prohibited from allowing a zoning change based in the 

future if it were inconsistent with the deed restrictions. However, if the zoning changed in the 

future, the new zoning would not override the private restrictions, just as the deed restrictions 

do not override zoning. 

 

Depending on how the deed restrictions were written, they could hamper future redevelopment 

of the property. 

 

Mr. Chavez responded that deed restrictions were generally between two (2) parties. In some 

instances, the City may be a third party to those deed restrictions, but only related to items that 

relate to public improvement such as drainage. Through litigation, an interested party could 

have the property owner, abide by the deed restrictions. These were typically private matters 

between the two (2) parties. Should the City become involved, it would typically be related to 

public open space, drainage or some other public improvement. 
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Vice Chairman Springs asked if a deed restriction was written around the terminology of 

residents and tenants, and then the proposed use was to change from a residential use to 

something different, the restrictions would not carry weight any longer because the use would 

be something other than residential. 

 

Mr. Chavez concurred. 

 

Vice Chairman Springs continued, commenting if the use continued to be residential, the deed 

restrictions would be in effect. It depended on how it was written. 

 

Mr. Shacklett concurred and responded it depended on how it was written. If the deed 

restrictions say it shall only be for residential uses, the CPC and Council could change the 

zoning to an office use, for example, in the future, but those private restrictions would still 

need to be addressed. Even though the zoning would be in place for the property, the deed 

restrictions, which were more restrictive than the zoning, would apply. 

 

Vice Chairman Springs stated the intent is to not create future barriers, but the Commission 

cannot speak to what is in the deed restrictions. 

 

Mr. Shacklett stated the City can only address zoning related issues. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Costantino made a motion to recommend approval of Zoning 

File 22-17 – PD Planned Development Blue Ocean-Hyatt House with the 

revised phasing to meet the applicant’s revised request of sixty (60) days to 

move individuals to one (1) building from date of the issuance of the building 

permit then ten (10) months from that date, the hotel use would cease.  

 

Commissioner Beach asked if the motion was inclusive of the concessions requested by the 

HOA. 

 

Mr. Shacklett confirmed the motion would include everything within Exhibit A of the staff 

report with the modification to the phasing. This did not include the letter from the HOA. He 

continued by confirming that out of eleven (11) items on the HOA list, four (4) items could be 

regulated by zoning. This would include one (1) parking space per unit; maximum 131-unit 

capacity; no further expansion beyond the current footprint; and the $100,000 contribution in 

escrow for future traffic related improvements as determined by the City. 

 

Commissioner Beach asked how the items that could not be regulated by zoning would be 

addressed. 

 

Mr. Shacklett responded those items would be addressed through a private agreement. He 

understood those concessions would not be codified into some type of filed or recorded deed 

restrictions until after the zoning was approved because it would not happen until such time 

the developer owned the property and could enter into those agreements. Mr. Shacklett stated 

that although the public hearing had been closed, the applicant could come forward to clarify 

their intent for the deed restrictions. 
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Vice Chairman Springs continued by going through the HOA’s request stating that most of 

their requested concessions were addressed through zoning or the proposed deed restrictions. 

 

Mr. Shacklett stated the applicant should come forward to clarify their intentions related to the 

proposed deed restrictions and confirm what would be included and what their timing would 

be. He understood this would not take place until after the zoning had been acted upon. 

 

Mr. Gallant came forward to clarify their intent for the deed restrictions. He stated in principle 

there would be an agreement with the HOA, a covenant would be signed and executed then 

would reside in escrow until closing. At closing it would be recorded. 

 

Chairman Marsh asked for the motion to be restated: 

 

Motion: Commissioner Costantino made a motion to recommend approval of Zoning 

File 22-17 – PD Planned Development Blue Ocean-Hyatt House with the 

revised phasing to meet the applicant’s revised request of sixty (60) days to 

move individuals to one (1) building from date of the issuance of the building 

permit then ten (10) months from that date, the hotel use would cease. Seconded 

by Commissioner Beach. Motion passed 4-3. Chairman Marsh, and 

Commissioners Walraven and Roberts in opposition. 

 

ADJOURN 

 

With no further business before the Commission, Chairman Marsh adjourned the regular 

business meeting at 9:29 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Bryan Marsh, Chairman DRAFT
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be suitable for legal, engineering, or surveying purposes. It does not represent an
on-the-ground survey and represents only the approximate relative location of
property boundaries.
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TO: City Plan Commission 
 

FROM: Derica Peters, AICP, Senior Planner-Planning DP 
 

DATE: January 17, 2023 
 

RE: Joint Use of Parking Facilities: 1951 N. Jupiter Road 
 

REQUEST 

 

Approval of the joint use of parking facilities per Appendix A (Comprehensive Zoning 
Ordinance) of the City of Richardson’s Code of Ordinances: Article XXII-D, Sec. 1(b) to 
allow the joint use of parking facilities to accommodate the conversion of a 1,566-square 
foot car wash into a 2-story, 4,971-square foot office building. The subject property is located 
at 1951 N. Jupiter Road, on the west side of N. Jupiter Road, south of Campbell Road. The 
applicant is requesting to share parking facilities with the City-owned property (Municipal 
Court Building located at 2100 E. Campbell Road) which is located directly west of the 
subject property. 
 

This request is not a public hearing and specific notification is not required by State Law. 
 

APPLICANT/ PROPERTY OWNER 

 
1951 N. Jupiter Road – Vrajesh Patel, KrishVP LLC  
 
2100 E. Campbell Road – City of Richardson 
 

EXISTING DEVELOPMENT 

 
The site at 1951 N. Jupiter Road is approximately 0.47 acres and is zoned LR-M(2) Local 
Retail. The site is currently developed with a 1-story, approximately 1,566-square foot vacant 
car wash building. 
 

ADJACENT ROADWAYS 

 
N. Jupiter Road: Six-Lane divided Arterial; 29,100 vehicles per day on all lanes, 
northbound and southbound, north of Arapaho Road (May 2021). 
 
E. Campbell Road: Six-Lane divided Arterial; 30,500 vehicles on all lanes, eastbound and 
westbound, west of Jupiter Road (May 2021). 
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SURROUNDING LAND USE AND ZONING 

 
North: Retail/Commercial / LR-M(2) Local Retail 
East: City of Garland 
South: Retail/Commercial / LR-M(2) Local Retail 
West: Retail/Commercial / LR-M(2) Local Retail  
 
STAFF COMMENTS 

 
Background:   
Appendix A (Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance) of the City of Richardson’s Code of 
Ordinances: Article XXII-D, Sec. 1(h)(2)(a) requires that office uses, including banks, 
financial institutions, medical offices, and areas designated for office use within industrial 
buildings, provide one (1) parking space per 250 square feet of building floor area for 
buildings of less than 75,000 square feet. 
 
Brema Health Care is a local business that provides home health and hospice services. Brema 
Health Care intends to repurpose and occupy the vacant car wash that was previously 
operated as a Laser Wash. The property is zoned LR-M(2) Local Retail. The applicant 
proposes to construct two (2) ground floor additions totaling 1,405 square feet along with a 
maximum 2,000-square foot second floor addition. The maximum overall building area 
would be 4,971 square feet. The applicant has stated all services are provided in the patient’s 
home, and the office will have no more than five (5) people would be working in the building. 
The proposed hours of operation are Monday through Friday from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
 
Per the applicant’s attached site plan exhibit, the subject property would provide a total of 
eleven (11) parking spaces. However, a minimum of twenty (20) parking spaces are required, 
thereby creating a 9-space deficiency. The applicant has requested the use of joint use 
parking with the Richardson Municipal Court Building located at 2100 E. Campbell Road. 
The applicant’s site plan exhibit depicts the nine (9) proposed off-site spaces they intend to 
utilize to supplement the eleven (11) on-site parking spaces, thereby providing the minimum 
required twenty (20) parking spaces. 
 
Appendix A (Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance) of the City of Richardson’s Code of 
Ordinances: Article XXII-D, Sec. 1(b) states upon written application to the commission and 
at a regularly scheduled meeting, the commission shall be authorized to consider requests to 
allow the joint use of parking facilities which serve complementary land uses. When 
considering such requests, the commission shall consider hours of operation, proximity of 
such complementary uses and any other criteria it deems necessary in reaching a decision on 
the approval or denial of such requests. Each request shall be based on its individual merits 
and circumstances.  
 
The Richardson Municipal Court Building is located at 2100 E. Campbell Road, at the 
southwest corner of Campbell Road and Jupiter Road, directly west of the subject property. 
The Municipal Court hours of operation are Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 
p.m. The Municipal Court property is 3.46 acres, and the building is 36,344 square feet. The 
property is required to provide a minimum of 148 parking spaces; however, there are 166 
spaces provided, thereby creating a surplus of eighteen (18) spaces. The applicant and City 
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staff have observed the Municipal Court to have sufficient parking available during business 
hours and therefore, the applicant’s request appears to be appropriate. 
 
Should the CPC authorize the request, the applicant and the City may then enter into an 
agreement. The City’s Manager’s Office is responsible for authorizing the use of City-owned 
property and will execute the agreement on behalf of the City.  
 
Motion: The Commission shall be authorized to consider requests to allow the joint use of 

parking facilities and shall make a motion to approve or deny the applicant’s request. 
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401 S Sherman ST. #309, Richardson, TX 75081 
PH: 214.339.9466     |     FAX: 214.339.2733 

 

City of Richardson 
Planning and Zoning 
C/O: Ms. Derica Peters 
 

RE: 1951 N Jupiter Rd. Richardson, TX 75081 

 My name is Vaishali Patel, I am a Registered Nurse by profession, I started a Home Health Care business named 

Brema Healthcare, Inc in 2013. Our Nurses and other professionals, provide healthcare services to geriatric population in 

their own home. Our office staff consist of 3-5 people with no customers or clients visiting our office. Our office hours 

M-F: 8:30 AM – 4:30 PM. 

 We liked the city’s centralized location and decided to move to Richardson in 2017. We leased a space at 401 S. 

Sherman st.  Richardson, TX 75081. Last year Richardson IDS bought the buildings we are in and refused to renew the 

lease. Now, we have to move again , and decided to purchase an office building of our own. The small building, we 

purchased to be our business’s new home is an old car wash building. Which, we planned to remodel and modernized to 

fit our needs. 

 

Project Narrative 

The following is an outline or list of the transformation and revitalization elements as proposed for this defunct 

commercial property 

 

Significant Descriptive Project Elements 

 

• Project Type - Commercial Adaptive Reuse of Site and Structures. Restoration of and Additions to 

Existing 1500 SF Masonry structure and it's Site 

• Use - Current General Retail / Services to become compatible Business / Prof. Services Lease Spaces 

• Land Value / Performance - Existing Site w/ improvements is greatly under-utilized / under performing 

in a well located, accessible retail services development 

• Existing property may be characterized as derelict / unkempt which would see a 180-deg. status change 

as indicated in the proposed designs which among other things would include removal of large concert 

paving facing Jupiter Road and installation of new lawn, garden and tree plantings instead. 

• Improved Property / Structure is designed to potentially provide a max. of 4,800 SF of Office Space and 

would require between 18 to 20 vehicle parking spaces, thus requiring purchase of, or agreements for 

shared parking for up to 8 additional site adjacent spaces. 

• It is likely that a well suited and solidly performing redevelopment of this lot with greatly improved land 

and structure aesthetics will benefit the entire existing surrounding development 
 

 

Sincerely, 

Vaishali Patel, BSN,RN 
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