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Meeting Policies and Regulations 
 
Order of Agenda 
 
Planning Commission may alter the order of the 
agenda to consider variances first, followed by replats 
requiring a public hearing second and consent agenda 
last.  Any contested consent item will be moved to the 
end of the agenda. 
 
Public Participation 
 
The public is encouraged to take an active interest in 
matters that come before the Planning Commission.  
Anyone wishing to speak before the Commission may 
do so.  The Commission has adopted the following 
procedural rules on public participation: 
 

1. Anyone wishing to speak before the 
Commission must sign-up on a designated 
form located at the entrance to the Council 
Chamber. 

 
2. If the speaker wishes to discuss a specific item 

on the agenda of the Commission, it should 
be noted on the sign-up form. 

 
3. If the speaker wishes to discuss any subject 

not otherwise on the agenda of the 
Commission, time will be allowed after all 
agenda items have been completed and 
“public comments” are taken. 

 
4. The applicant is given first opportunity to 

speak and is allowed two minutes for an 
opening presentation.  The applicant is also 
allowed a rebuttal after all speakers have been 
heard; two additional minutes will be allowed. 

 
5. Speakers will be allowed two minutes for 

specially called hearing items, replats with 
notice, variances, and special exceptions. 

 
6. Speakers will be allowed 1 minute for all 

consent agenda items. 
 
7. Time limits will not apply to elected officials. 
 
8. No speaker is permitted to accumulate 

speaking time from another person. 
 
9. Time devoted to answering any questions 

from the Commission is not charged against 
allotted speaking time. 

 
10. The Commission reserves the right to limit 

speakers if it is the Commission’s judgment 

that an issue has been sufficiently discussed 
and additional speakers are repetitive. 

 
11. The Commission reserves the right to stop 

speakers who are unruly or abusive. 
 

Limitations on the Authority of the Planning 
Commission 
 
By law, the Commission is required to approve 
subdivision and development plats that meet the 
requirements of Chapter 42 of the Code of Ordinances 
of the City of Houston.  The Commission cannot 
exercise discretion nor can it set conditions when 
granting approvals that are not specifically authorized 
by law.  If the Commission does not act upon a Sec. I 
agenda item within 30 days, the item is automatically 
approved.  The Commission’s authority on platting 
does not extend to land use.  The Commission cannot 
disapprove a plat because it objects to the use of the 
property.  All plats approved by the Commission are 
subject to compliance with applicable requirements, 
e.g., water, sewer, drainage, or other public agencies. 
 
 
Contacting the Planning Commission 
Should you have materials or information that you 
would like for the Planning Commission members to 
have pertaining to a particular item on their agenda, 
contact staff at 713-837-7758. Staff can either 
incorporate materials within the members Agenda 
packets, or can forward to the members messages and 
information. 
 
 
Contacting the Planning Department 
The Planning and Development Department is located 
at 611 Walker Street on the Sixth Floor. Code 
Enforcement is located at 1002 Washington Street.  
 
The Departments mailing address is: 
P.O. Box 1562 
Houston, Texas 77251-1562 
 
The Departments website is: 
www.houstonplanning.com 
 
E-mail us at: 
Planning and Development 
Suzy.Hartgrove@houstontx.gov 
 
Plat Tracker Home Page: 
www.HoustonPlatTracker.org 
  
 



Speakers Sign In Form 
 
Instructions: 

1. So that the Commission’s Chairperson can call on those wishing to address the Commission, please provide the information below. Make 
sure the information is legible. If you have questions about the form or a particular item while filling out this form Planning and 
Development Department staff members are available at the front of the room to answer any questions. Hand the completed form to a 
staff member prior to the meeting’s Call to Order. 

2. It is important to include your “position” so that the Chairperson can group the speakers by position. 
3. If you are a part of an organized group of speakers and want to address the Commission in a particular order please let a staff member 

know prior to the beginning of the meeting. 
4. The Chairperson will call each speaker’s name when it is his or her turn to speak. The Chairperson will also call out the speaker to follow. 
5. As the called speaker you should move forward to the podium, state your name for the record, and then deliver your comments. 
6. If you have materials to distribute to the Commission hand them to a staff member at the beginning of your presentation. Staff will 

distribute the information to Commission members on both sides of the table as you begin your comments. 
 

Agenda Item Number:   

Agenda Item Name:   

 

Your Name (speaker):   

How Can We Contact You? (optional):   

Your Position Regarding the Item (supportive, opposed, undecided):   

 
  
Speakers Sign In Form 
 
Instructions: 

1. So that the Commission’s Chairperson can call on those wishing to address the Commission, please provide the information below. Make 
sure the information is legible. If you have questions about the form or a particular item while filling out this form Planning and 
Development Department staff members are available at the front of the room to answer any questions. Hand the completed form to a 
staff member prior to the meeting’s Call to Order. 

2. It is important to include your “position” so that the Chairperson can group the speakers by position. 
3. If you are a part of an organized group of speakers and want to address the Commission in a particular order please let a staff member 

know prior to the beginning of the meeting. 
4. The Chairperson will call each speaker’s name when it is his or her turn to speak. The Chairperson will also call out the speaker to follow. 
5. As the called speaker you should move forward to the podium, state your name for the record, and then deliver your comments. 
6. If you have materials to distribute to the Commission hand them to a staff member at the beginning of your presentation. Staff will 

distribute the information to Commission members on both sides of the table as you begin your comments. 
 

Agenda Item Number:   

Agenda Item Name:   

 

Your Name (speaker):   

How Can We Contact You? (optional):   

Your Position Regarding the Item (supportive, opposed, undecided):   



This online document is preliminary and not official.  It may not contain all the relevant materials and information that the Planning 
Commission will consider at its meeting.  The official agenda is posted at City Hall 72 hours prior to the Planning Commission meeting.  

Final detailed packets are available online at the time of the Planning Commission meeting. 
 

Houston Planning Commission 
AGENDA 

December 18, 2014 
Meeting to be held in 

Council Chamber, City Hall Annex 
2:30 p.m. 

Call to Order 
 
   Director’s Report 
 
 Approval of the December 4, 2014 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

 
I. Platting Activity (Subdivision and Development plats) 

a. Consent Subdivision Plats (Josie Warren) 
b. Replats (Josie Warren) 
c. Replats requiring Public Hearings with Notification (Dorianne Powe-Phlegm, Teresa Geisheker, 

Kimberly Bowie, and Marlon Connley)   
d. Subdivision Plats with Variance Requests  (Mikalla Hodges, Muxian Fang and Marlon Connley) 
e. Subdivision Plats with Special Exception Requests (Mikalla Hodges) 
f. Reconsiderations of Requirement (Mikalla Hodges)  
g. Extension of Approvals (Christa Stoneham)  
h. Name Changes (Christa Stoneham)   
i. Certificates of Compliance  (Christa Stoneham) 
j. Administrative  
k. Development Plats with Variance Requests (Kimberly Bowie, Christa Stoneham) 

 
II. Establish a public hearing date of January 22, 2015 

a. Braeburn Gardens partial replat no 1 
b. Briardale partial replat no 2 
c. Castle Rock Reserve Southwest 
d. Cinco Ranch Southwest Sec 32 partial replat no 2 
e. Craig Woods partial replat no 15  
f. Hamill Ranch Sec 1 partial replat no 1 
g. Hidden Oaks partial replat no 5 
h. Hyde Park Heights replat no 1 
i. Parkway Lakes Sec 1 partial replat no 3 
j. Plainview partial replat no 1 
k. Shadyvilla Addition no 2 partial replat no 1 
l. Southgate Addition Sec no 3 replat no 1 partial replat no 2 
m. Wheeler Avenue Baptist Church Central  
n. Wheeler Avenue Baptist Church South 

 

III. Consideration of an Off-Street Parking Variance for a property located at 1101 Quitman 
Street  (Jeff Davis High School) - (Mikalla Hodges) 
 

IV. Consideration of an Off-Street Parking Variance for a property located at 7504 Bissonnet 
Street  (Sharpstown High School) – (Muxian Fang) 

 
V. Consideration of an Off-Street Parking Variance for a property located at 2901 Rusk Street 

(Kimberly Bowie) 
    

VI. Consideration of a Landscape Variance for a property located at 2951 Wilcrest Drive - 
(Kimberly Bowie) 

 
VII. Consideration of a Landscape Variance for a property located at 790 Austin Street (HSPVA 

High School) -  (Kimberly Bowie) 
 



VIII. Consideration of a Hotel Motel Variance for a Regency Inn & Suites located at 12855 S. Post 
Oak Road. (Marlon Connley) 

 
IX. Public Hearing and Consideration of a Special Minimum Lot Size Area Application for Glen 

Cove Sections 2 & 3 Subdivision (Misty Staunton) 
 

X. Public Hearing and Consideration of a Special Minimum Lot Size Block Application for the 
700 Cordell Street (east and west sides) (Christopher Andrews) 

 
XI. Public Hearing and Consideration of a Special Minimum Building Line Block Application for 

the 700 Cordell Street (east and west sides) (Christopher Andrews) 
 

 
XII. Consideration of an Appeal of the Decision of the Houston Archaeological and Historical 

Commission on November 20, 2014 for a Certificate of Appropriateness for 605 Cortlandt 
St/3500 White Oak Drive - Houston Heights Historic District South (Diana DuCroz) 
 

XIII. Excuse the absence of Commissioner Subinsky 
 

XIV. Public Comment 
 

XV. Adjournment 



 
Minutes of the Houston Planning Commission  

 
(A CD/DVD of the full proceedings is on file in the Planning and Development Department) 

 
December 4, 2014 

Meeting to be held in 
Council Chambers, Public Level, City Hall Annex 

2:30 p.m. 
 
Call to order: 
 
Chair, Mark Kilkenny called the meeting to order at 2:36 p.m. with a quorum present. 
 
Mark A. Kilkenny, Chair                                         
M. Sonny Garza            
Susan Alleman              
Keiji Asakura             
Fernando Brave        Absent                                                                           
Kenneth Bohan       Absent                          
Antoine Bryant                                                                         
Lisa Clark                                                 
Truman C. Edminster III Absent      
James R. Jard                                                 
Paul R. Nelson                                                 
Linda Porras-Pirtle                                         
Algenita Davis                                              
Mike Sikes                                                  
Martha Stein      
Eileen Subinsky                Absent                                                                        
Blake Tartt III                                                                                              
Shaukat Zakaria                                                
Mark Mooney for     Absent                                                                  
  James Noack  
Clay Forister for                                            
The Honorable Grady Prestage  
Raymond Anderson for                Absent                     
  The Honorable Ed Emmett   
  
EXOFFICIO MEMBERS 
 
Carol A. Lewis  
Daniel W. Krueger, P.E.  
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
The Director’s Report was given by Patrick Walsh, Director, Planning and Development Department. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE NOVEMBER 13, 2014 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES  
Commission action: Approved the November 13, 2014 Planning Commission meeting minutes. 

Motion: Alleman Second: Sikes Vote:  Unanimous Abstaining: None 
 
I. PLATTING ACTIVITY (Consent items A and B, 1- 145) 
Item 37 was changed from defer to approve. Item 16 was taken separately to allow time for speakers. 
Items removed for separate consideration:  19, 20, 30, 33, 38, 51, 52, 79, 86, 87, 114, 116, 123, and 
139. 
Staff recommendation:  Approve staff’s recommendations for items 1 – 145 subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
Commission action:  Approved staff’s recommendations for items 1 – 145 subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
 Motion: Garza Second:  Clark Vote:  Unanimous Abstaining:  None 
 
Commissioners Alleman, Porras-Pirtle, and Sikes abstained and left the room. 
 
Staff recommendation:  Approve staff’s recommendation to approve items 19, 20, 30, 33, 38, 51, 79, 
86, 87, 114, 116, 123, and 139 subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
Commission action:  Approved staff’s recommendation to approve items 19, 20, 30, 33, 38, 51, 79, 
86, 87, 114, 116, 123, and 139 subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
 Motion:  Clark Second: Stein  Vote:  Unanimous  Abstaining:  None 
 
Commissioners Alleman, Porras-Pirtle, and Sikes returned. 
 
Commissioner Clark abstained and left the room.  
 
Staff recommendation:  Approve staff’s recommendation to approve item 52 subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
Commission action:  Approved staff’s recommendation to approve items 52 subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
 Motion:  Garza Second: Sikes  Vote:  Unanimous  Abstaining:  None 
 
Commissioner Clark returned. 
 
Item 16 was taken at this time to allow for speakers. 
 
16 Cooper Smith Court            C2  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
Commission action: Approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
 Motion: Alleman Second: Edminster Vote:  Unanimous  Abstaining:  None 
Speakers for item 16: Councilmember Brenda Stardig – supportive; Jane West, Ed Browne, Cyd 
Dillahunty, Ella Park, and Sherry Young – opposed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
C  PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
146 Barker Village Sec 2 partial replat no 3 and   C3N  Approve 
 extension  
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested variance and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
Commission action: Granted the requested variance and approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions.  
 Motion: Clark  Second: Garza  Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
147 Heritage Place replat no 1   C3N  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
Commission action: Approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions.  
 Motion: Garza  Second: Sikes Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
148 Lismar Estates replat no 1    C3N   Defer 
Staff recommendation:  Defer the plat for two weeks at the applicant’s request. 
Commission action: Deferred the plat for two weeks at the applicant’s request. 
 Motion: Clark   Second: Davis  Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
149 Mangum Manor Sec 2 partial replat no 1   C3N   Defer 
Staff recommendation:  Defer the plat for two weeks at the applicant’s request. 
Commission action: Deferred the plat for two weeks at the applicant’s request. 
 Motion: Porras-Pirtle Second: Davis Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
150 Oak Park Ridge Sec 3 partial replat no 1  C3N  Defer 
Staff recommendation:  Defer the plat for two weeks for Chapter 42 planning standards and to allow 
applicant time to submit revised information. 
Commission action: Deferred the plat for two weeks for Chapter 42 planning standards and to allow 
applicant time to submit revised information. 
 Motion: Clark  Second: Davis Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
151 Plainview Second Addition partial replat no 5  C3N  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
Commission action: Approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
 Motion: Clark  Second: Garza Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
152 Riverside Terrace Sec 6 partial replat no 1  C3N  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested variance and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
Commission action: Granted the requested variance and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
 Motion: Davis  Second: Asakura Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
153 Terrace Brook Sec 1 partial replat no 1 and    C3N   Approve  
 extension 
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested variances and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
Commission action: Granted the requested variances and approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
 Motion: Davis  Second: Clark Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
Speaker for item 153:  Mark Garcia – no position stated 
 
154 Whispering Pines Estates partial replat no 6   C3N  Approve 
 Replat no 1 
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested variance and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
Commission action: Granted the requested variance and approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
 Motion: Bryant  Second:  Clark    Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
155 Whispering Pines Estates partial replat no 8   C3N  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
Commission action: Approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
 Motion: Garza  Second:  Bryant    Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
D VARIANCES 
 
156 Aliana GP      GP  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
Commission action: Approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
 Motion: Forister  Second:  Tartt Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
157 Boulevard Place Sec 3 partial replat no 1  C2R  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested reduced building line of 3.5’ to a length of 34’ along San 
Felipe for the proposed covered patio structure. 
Commission action: Granted the requested reduced building line of 3.5’ to a length of 34’ along San 
Felipe for the proposed covered patio structure. 
 Motion: Asakura  Second: Porras-Pirtle  Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
Commissioner Porras-Pirtle abstained and left the room. 
 
158 Grand Morton South    C2  Defer 
Staff recommendation:  Defer the plat for two weeks per the applicant’s request. 
Commission action: Deferred the plat for two weeks per the applicant’s request. 
 Motion: Zakaria  Second:  Bryant    Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
Commissioner Porras-Pirtle returned. 
 
159 Harris County MUD no 171 Water Plant no 1  C2  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested variance and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
Commission action: Granted the requested variance and approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
 Motion: Nelson  Second:  Asakura  Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 



 
160 HISD North Forest High School GP  GP  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested variance to allow excessive block length along Mesa Dr 
and deny the variance to allow excessive block length along the northern and southern boundary and 
approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
Commission action: Grant the requested variance to allow excessive block length along Mesa Dr and 
deny the variance to allow excessive block length along the northern and southern boundary and 
approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 form conditions. 
 Motion: Davis  Second: Jard    Vote:  Carries    Abstaining:  None 
 Opposed:  Garza and Asakura 
Speaker for item 160:  Chuck Davis 
 
161 Klein ISD Willow Lake Village Elementary School C2  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested variance and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
Commission action: Granted the requested variance and approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
 Motion: Asakura  Second:  Davis Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
162 Mills Road Business Park   C3P  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested variance and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
Commission action: Granted the requested variance and approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
 Motion: Clark  Second:  Alleman Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
163 Uptown North Sec 1    C3R  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested variance and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
Commission action: Granted the requested variance and approved the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions. 
 Motion: Bryant  Second:  Alleman Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
 
E SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS 
 
164 Bering Place     C2  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Grant the requested special exception subject to the reserve being 
designated as “Restricted Reserve-A restricted office use’ and approve the plat subject to the CPC 
101 form conditions. 
Commission action: Grant the requested special exception subject to the reserve being designated as 
“Restricted Reserve-A restricted office use’ and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 form 
conditions. 
 Motion: Jard  Second:  Zakaria Vote:  Unanimous     Abstaining:  None 
Speaker for item 164:  Craig Murray- opposed 
 
165 Laurel Park Sec 2     C3P  Withdrawn 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
F RECONSIDERATION OF REQUIREMENTS 
 
166 Aldine Westfield Business Park   C3P  Defer 
Staff recommendation:  Defer the plat for two weeks to allow time for further study and review and to 
coordinate with the applicant and Montgomery County with respect to the provision of a cul-de-sac for 
McGuinness Drive and access to the unplatted outtract. 
Commission action:  Deferred the plat for two weeks to allow time for further study and review and to 
coordinate with the applicant and Montgomery County with respect to the provision of a cul-de-sac for 
McGuinness Drive and access to the unplatted outtract. 
 Motion: Jard  Second: Tartt Vote: Unanimous   Abstaining:  None 
 
167 Aliana Sec 38     C3P  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Deny the requested variance and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions.  
Commission action:  Denied the requested variance and approve the plat subject to the CPC 101 
form conditions.  
 Motion: Foriester  Second: Jard Vote: Unanimous   Abstaining:  None 
 
Items G, H, and I are taken together at this time.  
 
G EXTENSIONS OF APPROVAL  
 
168 Bavaria Sec 5     EOA  Approve 
169 Covenant Baptist Church   EOA  Approve 
170 Eagle View     EOA  Approve 
171 Fall Creek Lift Station No 5   EOA  Approve 
172 Fry 529 Center     EOA  Approve 
173 HCMUD No 321 Lift Station No 1  EOA  Approve 
174 McKinney Green     EOA  Approve 
175 Providence Classical School   EOA  Approve 
176 Reservoir Acres partial replat no 1  EOA  Approve 
177 Richmond Central     EOA  Approve 
178 Saternalia Peristyle    EOA  Approve 
179 Sunset Canyon Street Dedication Sec 1  EOA  Approve 
180 Westfield Properties    EOA  Approve 
 
H NAME CHANGES 
  
I CERTIFICATES OF COMPLIANCE  
 
181 19714 Live Oak N     COC  Approve 
182 18653 Summer Hills Drive   COC  Approve 
Staff recommendation:  Approve staff’s recommendation for items 168-182. 
Commission action:  Approved staff’s recommendation for items 168-182. 
 Motion: Davis  Second: Bryant  Vote:  Unanimous   Abstaining:  None 
 
J ADMINISTRATIVE 
 NONE 
 
 
 



 
 
K DEVELOPMENT PLATS WITH VARIANCE REQUESTS 
 
183 14520 Galveston Road   DPV  Approve 
Staff recommendation: Grant the requested variance and approve with the following conditions:  

1. Applicant shall provide a copy of the emergency ingress egress access agreement at the time 
of multi-family site review inclusive of the words perpetual and non-exclusive  

2. Emergency entrance must be constructed and in place prior to final inspection of the project 
 

Commission action: Granted the requested variance and approved with the following conditions:  
1. Applicant shall provide a copy of the emergency ingress egress access agreement at the time 

of multi-family site review inclusive of the words perpetual and non-exclusive  
2. Emergency entrance must be constructed and in place prior to final inspection of the project 

 Motion: Alleman    Second:  Garza    Vote:  Unanimous   Abstaining:  None 
 
II. ESTABLISH A PUBLIC HEARING DATE OF JANUARY 8, 2015 for: 

a. Bayou Fifth Sec 1 
b. Bayou Fifth Sec 2 
c. Bayou Fifth Sec 3 
d. Lamar Terrace partial replat no 6 
e. Pine Terrace Sec 2 partial replat no 1 
f. Rayford Ridge Sec 1 partial replat no 1 
g. Rocking Ranch replat no 1 
h. Shady Acres extension no 3 partial replat no 5 
i. Shadyvilla Addition no 1 Annex partial replat no 1 
j. Towne Lake Sec 15 partial replat no 2 partial replat no 1 

Staff recommendation:  Establish a public hearing date of January 8, 2015 for items III a-j. 
Commission action:  Established a public hearing date of January 8, 2015 for items III a-j. 
 Motion:  Clark Second: Bryant Vote:  Unanimous Abstaining: None 
 
Commissioner Zakaria abstained and left the room. 
 
III. CONSIDERATION OF AN OFF-STREET PARKING VARIANCE FOR A PROPERTY 

LOCATED AT 3217 MONTROSE BOULEVARD 
Staff recommendation: Grant the requested variance for a reduced parking requirement of 38 spaces 
for the mix of uses proposed by the applicant. 
Commission action: Granted the requested variance for a reduced parking requirement of 38 spaces 
for the mix of uses proposed by the applicant. 

Motion: Davis Second:  Asakura Vote: Carries Abstaining: Garza 
Speakers for item:  Boris Popov and Nelli Nikova – opposed; Daniel Ellis 
 
Commissioner Zakaria returned. 

 
IV. CONSIDERATION OF AN OFF-STREET PARKING VARIANCE FOR A PROPERTY 

LOCATED AT 2901 RUSK STREET 
Staff recommendation: Defer the parking variance for two weeks to allow time for further study and 
review. 
Commission action: Deferred the parking variance for two weeks to allow time for further study and 
review. 

Motion: Jard Second:  Bryant Vote: Unanimous Abstaining: None 
 



 
 
V. CONSIDERATION OF A LANDSCAPE VARIANCE FOR A PROPERTY LOCATED AT 2951 

WILCREST DRIVE 
Staff recommendation: Defer the landscape variance for two more weeks to allow time for applicant 
and staff to meet. 
Commission action: Deferred the landscape variance for two more weeks to allow time for applicant 
and staff to meet. 

Motion: Jard Second:  Asakura Vote: Unanimous Abstaining: None 
 
VI. CONSIDERATION FOR THE DESIGNATION OF A SPECIAL PARKING AREA FOR THE 

MENIL COLLECTION AND CAMPUS 
Staff recommendation: Allow for creation of an SPA boundary as proposed with additional 
requirements.  
Commission action: Allowed for creation of an SPA boundary as proposed with additional 
requirements.  

Motion: Asakura Second: Garza Vote: Unanimous Abstaining: None 
Speakers for item VI:  Fred Sedgwick, Paul Terry, and Sheryl Kolasinski – supportive; David Manuel 
VII. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF A SPECIAL MINIMUM LOT SIZE BLOCK 

APPLICATION FOR THE 1200-1300 BLOCK OF  WELCH STREET (north and south sides) 
Staff recommendation: Approve the consideration of a special minimum lot size block application for 
the 1200-1300 blocks of Welch Street (north and south sides) and forward to City Council. 
Commission action: Approved the consideration of a special minimum lot size block application for 
the 1200-1300 blocks of Welch Street (north and south sides) and forwarded to City Council 
 Motion: Garza Second:  Asakura Vote: Carries Abstaining: None 
 Opposed:  Porras-Pirtle, Tartt, Jard, Clark, Sikes, and Nelson 
Speakers for item VII: Ellen Pollard, Delia Cuellar, Sarah Frazier, Jessica Brown, and Jim Pollard – 
supportive; Gail Rosenthal, Brad Shumay, and David Harberg –opposed 
 
Agenda items VIII and IX were taken together at this time. 
 
VIII. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF A SPECIAL MINIMUM LOT SIZE BLOCK 

APPLICATION FOR THE 600 BLOCK OF CORDELL STREET (east and west sides) 
IX. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF A SPECIAL BUILDING LINE BLOCK 

APPLICATION FOR THE 600 BLOCK OF CORDELL STREET (east and west sides) 
Staff recommendation: Approve the consideration of a special minimum lot size block application and 
the special building line block application for the 600 block of Cordell Street (east and west sides) and 
forward to City Council. 
Commission action: Approved the consideration of a special minimum lot size block application and 
the special building line block application for the 600 block of Cordell Street (east and west sides) and 
forwarded to City Council. 
 Motion: Jard Second:  Bryant Vote: Unanimous  Abstaining: None 
 
X. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF A SPECIAL MINIMUM LOT SIZE BLOCK 

APPLICATION FOR THE 1200 BLOCK OF ARCHER STREET (east and west sides) 
Staff recommendation: Defer the application. 
Commission action: Deferred the application. 
 Motion: Jard Second:  Bryant Vote: Unanimous  Abstaining: None 
 
 
 



XI. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF SPECIAL MINIMUM LOT SIZE BLOCK 
APPLICATION FOR THE 1000-1200 BLOCK OF E. 28TH STREET (north and south sides) 

This application was withdrawn by the applicant. 
 
XII. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF A SPECIAL MINIMUM BUILDING LINE 

BLOCK APPLICATION FOR THE 1000-1200 BLOCK OF E. 28TH STREET 
This application was withdrawn by the applicant. 
 
XIII. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF A SPECIAL MINIMUM LOT SIZE BLOCK 

APPLICATION FOR THE 1200 BLOCK OF KING STREET (north and south sides) 
Staff recommendation: Approve the consideration of a special minimum lot size block application for 
the 1200 block of King Street (north and south sides) and forward to City Council. 
Commission action: Approved the consideration of a special minimum lot size block application for 
the 1200 block of King Street (north and south sides) and forwarded to City Council. 
 Motion: Asakura Second: Garza Vote: Unanimous  Abstaining: None 
Speaker for item XIII: Katie Wood - supportive 
 
XIV. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF A SPECIAL MINIMUM LOT SIZE AREA 

APPLICATION FOR LINDALE PARK SUBDIVISION SECTIONS 3 AND 5  
Staff recommendation: Approve the consideration of a special minimum lot size area application for 
the Lindale Park Subdivision Sections 3 and 5 and forward to City Council. 
Commission action: Approved the consideration of a special minimum lot size area application for the 
Lindale Park Subdivision Sections 3 and 5 and forwarded to City Council. 
 Motion: Jard Second: Bryant Vote: Unanimous  Abstaining: None 
Speakers for item XIV- Gwyn Guidy, Virginia Duke, and Sylvia Cavazos - supportive 
 
XV. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF A SPECIAL MINIMUM LOT SIZE AREA 

APPLICATION FOR CRESTWOOD SUBDIVISION 
Staff recommendation: Approve the consideration of a special minimum lot size area application for 
the Crestwood subdivision and forward to City Council. 
Commission action: Approved the consideration of a special minimum lot size area application for the 
Crestwood subdivision and forwarded to City Council. 
 Motion: Clark  Second: Bryant Vote: Unanimous  Abstaining: None 
Speaker for item XV- Mike VanDusen - supportive 
 
XVI. EXCUSE THE ABSENCES OF COMMISSIONER BOHAN 
Commissioner Bohan’s absences were excused. 

Motion: Garza  Second: Bryant Vote: Unanimous  Abstaining: None 
 
XVII. PUBLIC COMMENT 
Roger Brown addressed the Commission regarding his opposition of agenda items XI and XII which 
were withdrawn by the applicant. 
 
XVIII.   ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business brought before the Chair, Mark Kilkenny adjourned the meeting at 
5:26 p.m. 
 Motion: Clark Second:  Garza Vote:  Unanimous Abstaining:  None 
 
___________________________    ____________________________ 
Mark Kilkenny, Chair      Patrick Walsh, Secretary 



Platting Summary Houston Planning Commission PC Date: December 18, 2014

Item App

No. Subdivision Plat Name Type Deferral

A-Consent
1 Alder Trails Sec 7 C3P

2 Alder Trails Sec 8 C3P

3 Aldine Westfield Business Park GP GP DEF1

4 Aliana Sec 35 C3F

5 Aliana Sec 38 C3F

6 Alzate Acres C2

7 Anchor Fellowship Crosby C2

8 Aura Gleannloch C2

9 Bellaire Heights on Ashbrook C3F

10 City Park South Sec 1 C3F

11 Claytons Park East Sec 1 C3F

12 Creekside Ranch Sec 2 C3F

13 Creekside Ranch Sec 3 C3F

14 Cypress North Houston Road Street Dedication Sec 1 SP DEF1

15 Cypress North Houston Road Street Dedication Sec 2 SP DEF1

16 El Dorado at Clear Lake City Sec 3 C3F DEF1

17 El Dorado Clear Lake City Sec 5 C3F

18 Fairfield Village South Sec 16 C3F

19 Forest Village Sec 9 C3P

20 Forestwood Sec 6 C3P

21 Fueling Addition at Franz Road C2

22 Grand Vista Sec 11 C3F DEF1

23 Hampton Creek Sec 6 C3F DEF1

24 Hayden Lakes Sec 9 C3F DEF1

25 Henderson Street Terrace C2

26 Hidden Meadow Sec 15 C3F

27 Interfield Business Park C3F

28 Kiddie Academy Kingsland C2

29 Lakes of Bella Terra Sec 32 C3F

30 Lakes of Bella Terra Sec 33 C3F

31 Landons Run C3F

32 Laurel Park North Sec 1 C3F DEF1

33 Laurel Park North Sec 2 C3F DEF1

34 Legends Trace Sec 3 C3P

35 Madera Run Parkway Street Dedication Sec 1 C3F

36 Magnolia Gardens Park C3P

37 Mayfair at Clarkson C3F DEF1

38 McKinney Place C2

39 Medical Development at FM 2920 Sec 2 C3P

40 Nau Center C3P

41 Padfield Estates C3P

42 Park Eight Ninety C3P
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Item App

No. Subdivision Plat Name Type Deferral

43 Plainview Second Addition replat no 5 C3F

44 Pondera Business Park GP GP DEF1

45 Pondera Business Park Sec 1 C2 DEF1

46 Raintree Village Sec 10 C3F

47 Raintree Village Sec 11 C3F

48 Raintree Village Sec 7 partial replat no 1 C3F

49 Raintree Village Sec 12 C3F

50 Rancho Verde Sec 6 C3P

51 RCI Holdings Corporate Offices C2

52 Royal Brook at Kingwood Sec 4 C3F

53 Safe Harbor Storage C2

54 Saint Dominic Roman Catholic Church C2

55 Sherwood Oak Gardens C3F DEF1

56 Sidhpur Shopping Center C2

57 Silver Ranch Sec 10 C3F

58 Silverchase C3F

59 Sommerall Park Sec 2 C3F DEF1

60 Southridge Crossing Sec 4 C3F

61 Sunset Ridge Sec 6 C3F

62 Tavola GP GP

63 Tavola Sec 15 C3P

64 Tavola Sec 16 C3P

65 Terrace Brook Sec 1 partial replat no 1 and extension C3F

66 Towne Lake Commons Commercial Reserve Sec 2 C2

67 Towne Lake Sec 34 C3F

68 Towne Lake Sec 35 C3F

69 Trails of Katy Sec 2 C3F

70 Vintage Creek C3F

71 Vistas of Klein Lake Sec 1 C3F

72 Vivace at Harmony Sec 1 C3P

73 WannaB C3P

74 Westheimer Estates Partial Replat No 4 C3F

75 Wheeler Avenue Baptist Church North C2

76 Whispering Pines Estates partial replat no 6 replat no 1 C3F

77 Whispering Pines Estates partial replat no 8 C3F

78 Wildwood at Northpointe Sec 24 C3F

79 Willows Edge C3F

80 Woodlands Creekside Park West Sec 26 C3P

B-Replats
81 Apex Southerland C2R

82 Avenue Place Sec 3 C2R

83 Bayou Street Terrace C2R

84 Buck Street Place C2R
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Platting Summary Houston Planning Commission PC Date: December 18, 2014

Item App

No. Subdivision Plat Name Type Deferral

85 Buffalo North C2R

86 Campus Vue Annex C2R

87 Castone Court at West Twenty First Street C2R DEF1

88 Chung Tai Temple C2R

89 Cityscape Avenue Street Dedication Sec 1 SP DEF1

90 Clear Lake Marketplace Sec 1 C2R

91 Clear Lake Marketplace Sec 2 C2R

92 Domain on Darling C2R

93 Dominos Plaza C2R

94 Dynamic Glass replat no 2 and extension C2R

95 Eado Square C2R DEF1

96 Fitaante Rose C2R DEF1

97 Friendship C2R

98 Fuel Depot C2R

99 Hannover West C3R DEF1

100 Harrisburg Townsites C2R

101 Hoang Plaza C2R

102 Houston Heights partial replat no 10 C2R DEF1

103 Houston Heights partial replat no 12 C2R

104 Hutchins Terrace C2R

105 Irvine Kashyap Palmeros C2R

106 Joshua Place C2R

107 Koehler Enclave C2R

108 La Mancha C2R

109 Lindale Place C2R

110 Maknojia Plaza C2R

111 Memorial City X C2R DEF1

112 Menil Drawing Institute C3R

113 Menil North replat no 1 C2R

114 Mount Vernon Street Landing C2R

115 North Shepard Center C2R

116 Parker Estates C2R

117 Paulette Estates C2R

118 Reserve at Lakewood Heights C2R

119 Square Head C2R

120 Stem Cell Reserve C2R

121 Tricon Maryland Villas C2R

122 Trinity Verger C2R DEF1

123 Truro Street Landing C2R

124 Tyne Meadows C2R

125 Uptown Houston Development West 22nd Street Townhomes C2R DEF1

126 Verron Deleon C2R

127 Villas on West 22nd Street C2R

128 Wendys Shepherd C2R

129 West Seventeenth Street Townhomes C2R DEF1
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Platting Summary Houston Planning Commission PC Date: December 18, 2014

Item App

No. Subdivision Plat Name Type Deferral

130 West Twenty Fourth Street Villas at Shadyacres C2R DEF1

131 Woodland Pines C2R DEF1

C-Public Hearings Requiring Notification
132 Broad Oaks partial replat no 7 C3N

133 Craig Woods partial replat no 13 C3N

134 Ella Estates replat no 1 C3N

135 Lamar Terrace partial replat no 5 C3N

136 Lismar Estates replat no 1 C3N DEF1

137 Long Point Woods Sec 1 partial replat no 1 C3N

138 Mangum Manor Sec 2 partial replat no 1 C3N DEF1

139 Melody Oaks partial replat no 13 C3N

140 Oak Park Ridge Sec 3 partial replat no 1 C3N DEF1

141 Pecore Industrial C3N

142 Westbrooke Cornerbrook Apartments replat no 1 C3N

143 Winfield Lakes Sec 17 partial replat no 1 C3N

D-Variances
144 Ahmed Realty C2R

145 Carbo C3R

146 Cypress North Houston Road Street Dedication Sec 3 C3P

147 Goode Company Bartlett replat no1 C2R

148 Grand Morton South C2 DEF1

149 Hobby Autoport C2R

150 Komorebi Court C2R

151 Louetta Mini Storage C2

152 Parkway at Eldridge Sec 4 C3P

153 Saudia Arabia Royal Consulate C2R

154 Shreeram C2R

155 Spring at Taylor C2

156 Spring Cypress at Louetta Apartments C2R

E-Special Exceptions

None

F-Reconsideration of Requirements
157 Aldine Westfield Business Park C3P DEF1

158 Fairfield Village South Sec 15 C3P

159 Pearl on Helena C2R

G-Extensions of Approval
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Platting Summary Houston Planning Commission PC Date: December 18, 2014

Item App

No. Subdivision Plat Name Type Deferral

160 Aldine ISD Compass EOA

161 Greens at Waverly East Addition EOA

162 Teran Estate EOA

163 Vintage Preserve East EOA

164 Wong Estates EOA

H-Name Changes

none

I-Certification of Compliance

165 23555 Ivy Ridge COC

J-Administrative

None

K-Development Plats with Variance Requests

166 617 Fargo Street DPV

167 3818 Rosalie Street DPV

168 6611 Supply Row DPV

169 128 West 17th Street DPV
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Item  App  App City/ Key Plat  Rsv  Applicant's

No. Subdivision Plat Name No. Type Co ETJ Map Ac Ac Lots Developer Company

A-Consent

1 Alder Trails Sec 7 2014-3042 C3P Harris ETJ 367P    8.80 0.00 30 Taylor Morrison
BGE|Kerry R. Gilbert 
Associates

2 Alder Trails Sec 8 2014-3043 C3P Harris ETJ 367P    8.50 0.66 29 Taylor Morrison
BGE|Kerry R. Gilbert 
Associates

3
Aldine Westfield 
Business Park GP 
(DEF1)

2014-2883 GP
Montgo
mery

ETJ 253S    17.73 0.00 0
KM Aldine 
Westfield

Town and Country 
Surveyors

4 Aliana Sec 35 2014-2880 C3F
Fort 
Bend

ETJ 567A    18.47 1.48 44
Aliana 
Development

LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

5 Aliana Sec 38 2014-3098 C3F
Fort 
Bend

ETJ 567A    17.19 0.00 47
Aliana 
Development

LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

6 Alzate Acres 2014-2827 C2 Harris ETJ 446U    6.50 4.95 1
Jean McKinley 
Company

Jean McKinley Company

7
Anchor Fellowship 
Crosby 

2014-2905 C2 Harris ETJ 419F    4.99 4.99 0 Way-Tech, Inc. Andrew Lonnie Sikes, Inc.

8 Aura Gleannloch 2014-3009 C2 Harris ETJ 289X    8.21 8.21 0 Kimley-Horn, Inc
Terra Surveying 
Company, Inc.

9
Bellaire Heights on 
Ashbrook 

2014-3088 C3F Harris City 531B    1.21 0.02 20 none Tetra Surveys

10 City Park South Sec 1 2014-3034 C3F Harris City 573N    29.29 1.41 157 GBF LIC 288, LTD. AECOM

11
Claytons Park East 
Sec 1 

2014-3025 C3F Harris ETJ 377E    13.24 0.52 76
Woodmere 
Development Co., 
LTD.

Brown & Gay Engineers, 
Inc.

12
Creekside Ranch Sec 
2 

2014-3029 C3F
Fort 
Bend

ETJ 524S    23.15 1.30 94
Ashton Houston 
Residential

Jones & Carter, Inc.

13
Creekside Ranch Sec 
3 

2014-3030 C3F
Fort 
Bend

ETJ 524S    14.95 0.99 55
Ashton Houston 
Residential

Jones & Carter, Inc.

14

Cypress North 
Houston Road Street 
Dedication Sec 1  
(DEF1)

2014-2921 SP Harris ETJ 366R    5.81 0.00 0
Caldwell 
Companies

EHRA

15

Cypress North 
Houston Road Street 
Dedication Sec 2  
(DEF1)

2014-2925 SP Harris ETJ 367N    4.45 0.00 0
Caldwell 
Companies

EHRA

16
El Dorado at Clear 
Lake City Sec 3  
(DEF1)

2014-2936 C3F Harris City 578T    17.82 8.29 46 JEN Texas IV, LLC
LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

17
El Dorado Clear Lake 
City Sec 5 

2014-2950 C3F Harris City 578X    10.97 0.91 37 JEN Texas IV, LLC
LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

18
Fairfield Village South 
Sec 16 

2014-3026 C3F Harris ETJ 325Q    18.28 1.75 69
Friendswood 
Development

Brown & Gay Engineers, 
Inc.

19 Forest Village Sec 9 2014-3038 C3P
Montgo
mery

ETJ 292D    10.69 2.16 51
Woodmere 
Development Co., 
Ltd

Robert Doley, Planner

20 Forestwood Sec 6 2014-2972 C3P Harris ETJ 411D    8.33 0.00 46
Westchase 
Madison Inc.

F & R Engineering Group, 
Inc.

21
Fueling Addition at 
Franz Road 

2014-3077 C2 Harris ETJ 444V    1.72 1.57 0
Southwest Land 
Urban Growth LLC

M2L Associates, Inc.

22
Grand Vista Sec 11  
(DEF1)

2014-2915 C3F
Fort 
Bend

ETJ 526Q    13.69 3.10 51
Taylor Morrison of 
Texas Inc.

Costello, Inc.

23
Hampton Creek Sec 6  
(DEF1)

2014-2813 C3F
MULTI
PLE

ETJ 251W   53.25 35.28 69 D.R. Horton Jones & Carter, Inc.

Location Plat Data Customer
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Platting Summary Houston Planning Commission PC Date: December 18, 2014

 
Item  App  App City/ Key Plat  Rsv  Applicant's

No. Subdivision Plat Name No. Type Co ETJ Map Ac Ac Lots Developer Company

Location Plat Data Customer

24
Hayden Lakes Sec 9  
(DEF1)

2014-2959 C3F Harris ETJ 328E    39.03 11.56 121 Jen Texas IX, LLC Costello, Inc.

25
Henderson Street 
Terrace 

2014-3045 C2 Harris City 493F    0.11 0.00 3 Urban Living, LP Total Surveyors, Inc.

26
Hidden Meadow Sec 
15 

2014-2825 C3F Harris ETJ 417W   9.97 0.27 53
HLL II Land 
Acquisitions of 
Texas, LP

Arborleaf Engineering & 
Surveying, Inc.

27
Interfield Business 
Park 

2014-2969 C3F Harris City 493A    0.47 0.47 0 Interfield, Inc. The Interfield Group

28
Kiddie Academy 
Kingsland 

2014-3002 C2 Harris ETJ 485A    1.53 1.53 0
Terra Associates, 
Inc

Terra Surveying 
Company, Inc.

29
Lakes of Bella Terra 
Sec 32 

2014-3063 C3F
Fort 
Bend

ETJ 525J     16.81 1.12 58
LOB Limited 
Partnership

Benchmark Engineering 
Corp.

30
Lakes of Bella Terra 
Sec 33 

2014-3081 C3F
Fort 
Bend

ETJ 525J     13.47 0.27 61
LOB Limited 
Partnership

Benchmark Engineering 
Corp.

31 Landons Run 2014-2986 C3F Harris City 451H    1.35 0.00 6
Rob Ryan 
Construction

Melissa's platting service

32
Laurel Park North Sec 
1  (DEF1)

2014-2914 C3F Harris ETJ 290S    59.45 27.45 106
Hines Interests, 
L.P.

LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

33
Laurel Park North Sec 
2  (DEF1)

2014-2924 C3F Harris ETJ 290S    13.46 1.84 43
Hines Interests, 
L.P.

LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

34 Legends Trace Sec 3 2014-3064 C3P
Montgo
mery

ETJ 253X    66.77 22.61 208
Legends Trace 
Interests, LTD

Jones & Carter, Inc.

35
Madera Run Parkway 
Street Dedication Sec 
1 

2014-2961 C3F Harris ETJ 377L     6.87 0.00 0
Crescent LHTX 
2012, LLC

Brown & Gay Engineers, 
Inc.

36
Magnolia Gardens 
Park 

2014-2960 C3P Harris City 494Y    9.55 1.13 126 Drake Homes The Interfield Group

37
Mayfair at Clarkson  
(DEF1)

2014-2957 C3F Harris City 451Z    0.77 0.04 13 Beacon Builders Total Surveyors, Inc.

38 McKinney Place 2014-2916 C2 Harris City 493R    0.23 0.00 6
Brookstone Homes, 
Inc.

AGS CONSULTANTS 
LLC

39
Medical Development 
at FM 2920 Sec 2 

2014-3071 C3P Harris ETJ 291R    31.01 27.12 0
2920 MED DEV 
Partners, LLC.

IDS Engineering Group

40 Nau Center 2014-3052 C3P Harris City 493R    3.76 3.76 0 City of Houston
Windrose Land Services, 
Inc.

41 Padfield Estates 2014-3074 C3P Harris City 450V    2.58 0.02 20
Weekley Homes, 
LLC

The Interfield Group

42 Park Eight Ninety 2014-2882 C3P
MULTI
PLE

City 570Q    7.49 7.19 0
Trammell Crow 
Company

CobbFendley

43
Plainview Second 
Addition replat no 5 

2014-2982 C3F Harris City 492V    0.11 0.00 2 BERCON LTD
MOMENTUM 
EGINEERNG

44
Pondera Business 
Park GP  (DEF1)

2014-2874 GP Harris ETJ 416G    201.19 0.00 0 Pondera Land, LLC IDS Engineering Group

45
Pondera Business 
Park Sec 1  (DEF1)

2014-2876 C2 Harris ETJ 416G    88.08 88.08 0 Pondera Land, LLC IDS Engineering Group

46
Raintree Village Sec 
10 

2014-3089 C3F Harris ETJ 446K    1.32 0.00 10
DHK  
DEVELOPMENT, 
INC.

M2L Associates, Inc.

47
Raintree Village Sec 
11 

2014-3090 C3F Harris ETJ 446K    12.12 0.00 72
DHK  
DEVELOPMENT, 
INC.

M2L Associates, Inc.

48
Raintree Village Sec 7 
partial replat no 1

2014-3100 C3F Harris ETJ 446K    0.04 0.04 0
DHK Developement 
Inc

M2L Associates, Inc.

49
Raintree Village Sec 
12 

2014-3093 C3F Harris ETJ 446K    2.56 0.00 20
DHK  
DEVELOPMENT, 
INC.

M2L Associates, Inc.

50 Rancho Verde Sec 6 2014-2917 C3P Harris ETJ 458S    57.81 14.16 250
D.R. HORTON-
TEXAS, LTD

huitt-zollars
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Item  App  App City/ Key Plat  Rsv  Applicant's

No. Subdivision Plat Name No. Type Co ETJ Map Ac Ac Lots Developer Company

Location Plat Data Customer

51
RCI Holdings 
Corporate Offices 

2014-3096 C2 Harris ETJ 370U    3.09 3.09 0
RCI 
CORPORATION

REKHA ENGINEERING, 
INC.

52
Royal Brook at 
Kingwood Sec 4 

2014-2990 C3F Harris City 297P    9.17 0.29 40
Friendswood 
Development 
Company

CobbFendley

53 Safe Harbor Storage 2014-3001 C2 Harris ETJ 329B    5.00 4.87 0
Safe Harbor Boat & 
RV Storage

John G. Thomas and 
Associates, Inc. dba 
Thomas Land Surveying

54
Saint Dominic Roman 
Catholic Church 

2014-2816 C2 Harris ETJ 457G    9.00 9.00 0 CSF Consulting LP CSF Consulting LP

55
Sherwood Oak 
Gardens  (DEF1)

2014-2920 C3F Harris City 489B    2.51 0.53 37
Tanglewood 
Builders

The Interfield Group

56
Sidhpur Shopping 
Center 

2014-2992 C2 Harris ETJ 417N    3.58 3.58 0
Garrett Property, 
Inc.

E.I.C. Surveying 
Company

57 Silver Ranch Sec 10 2014-3024 C3F
Fort 
Bend

ETJ 484S    41.95 21.29 62
Katy 309 Venture, 
L.P.

Brown & Gay Engineers, 
Inc.

58 Silverchase 2014-3035 C3F Harris ETJ 371D    25.73 4.44 100

Palo Pinto Land 
Company / 
Silverchase-2007, 
LP

Dannenbaum Engineering 
Corporation

59
Sommerall Park Sec 2  
(DEF1)

2014-2840 C3F Harris ETJ 407V    18.33 1.08 72
Sommerall 44 
Development 
Partners LP

Miller Survey Group

60
Southridge Crossing 
Sec 4 

2014-2783 C3F Harris City 574Z    8.95 0.22 45 Pulte Group
LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

61 Sunset Ridge Sec 6 2014-3070 C3F Harris ETJ 376V    12.87 0.04 66
SSR-185 
Investments, Ltd.

Benchmark Engineering 
Corp.

62 Tavola GP 2014-3066 GP
Montgo
mery

ETJ 257E    1043.91 0.00 0
Friendswood 
Development 
Company

RVi Planning + 
Landscape Architecture

63 Tavola Sec 15 2014-3067 C3P
Montgo
mery

ETJ 257F    13.15 2.03 47
Friendswood 
Development 
Company

RVi Planning + 
Landscape Architecture

64 Tavola Sec 16 2014-3072 C3P
Montgo
mery

ETJ 257F    14.85 1.25 61
Friendswood 
Development 
Company

RVi Planning + 
Landscape Architecture

65
Terrace Brook Sec 1 
partial replat no 1 and 
extension

2014-3079 C3F Harris ETJ 410L     40.75 40.71 0
PRIESTLY 
FRATERNITY OF 
ST. PETER, INC

Vatani Consulting 
Engineers, PLLC

66
Towne Lake Commons 
Commercial Reserve 
Sec 2 

2014-2918 C2 Harris ETJ 367W   9.34 9.34 0
Caldwell 
Companies

EHRA

67 Towne Lake Sec 34 2014-3040 C3F Harris ETJ 367S    27.35 3.77 75
CW SCOA West, 
L.P.

EHRA

68 Towne Lake Sec 35 2014-3041 C3F Harris ETJ 367S    35.77 6.25 84
CW SCOA West, 
L.P.

EHRA

69 Trails of Katy Sec 2 2014-2885 C3F
Fort 
Bend

Outsi
de 
ETJ

483H    9.02 0.66 28
Ventana 
Development

Jones & Carter, Inc.

70 Vintage Creek 2014-2964 C3F Harris ETJ 289H    50.92 17.65 150
D.R. Horton-Texas, 
Ltd.

R.G. Miller Engineers

71
Vistas of Klein Lake 
Sec 1 

2014-2889 C3F Harris ETJ 290Y    50.77 11.57 116
RH of Texas 
Limited Partnership

LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

72
Vivace at Harmony 
Sec 1 

2014-3057 C3P
Montgo
mery

ETJ 293L     48.17 19.57 117 Shea Homes Jones & Carter, Inc.
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Item  App  App City/ Key Plat  Rsv  Applicant's

No. Subdivision Plat Name No. Type Co ETJ Map Ac Ac Lots Developer Company

Location Plat Data Customer

73 WannaB 2014-2973 C3P Harris ETJ 333B    1.14 1.13 0 Linda Keith Knudson, LP

74
Westheimer Estates 
Partial Replat No 4 

2014-3065 C3F Harris City 491X    0.28 0.07 4 Prebish Homes Total Surveyors, Inc.

75
Wheeler Avenue 
Baptist Church North 

2014-2841 C2 Harris City 533D    4.40 4.40 1 Bury Inc Bury

76
Whispering Pines 
Estates partial replat 
no 6 replat no 1

2014-3019 C3F Harris City 451X    0.34 0.01 3 Paradigm Design
Hovis Surveying 
Company Inc.

77
Whispering Pines 
Estates partial replat 
no 8 

2014-2974 C3F Harris City 451X    0.28 0.01 3
Baudier 
Construction

Owens Management 
Systems, LLC

78
Wildwood at 
Northpointe Sec 24 

2014-3032 C3F Harris ETJ 328F    19.11 1.84 58
Friendswood 
Development Co.

LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

79 Willows Edge 2014-2965 C3F Harris
City/
ETJ

290J     14.19 3.75 43 LPUSA, INC. R.G. Miller Engineers

80
Woodlands Creekside 
Park West Sec 26 

2014-2989 C3P Harris ETJ 249Q    19.69 6.58 30
The Woodlands 
Land Development 
Company, L.P.

LJA Engineering, Inc - 
(Woodlands Office)

B-Replats

81 Apex Southerland 2014-2999 C2R Harris City 451J     3.97 3.94 0
Apex Southerland, 
LLC

Hovis Surveying 
Company Inc.

82 Avenue Place Sec 3 2014-2800 C2R Harris City 453Z    2.14 2.14 0
Avenue Community 
Development 
Corporation

Jones & Carter, Inc.

83 Bayou Street Terrace 2014-3049 C2R Harris City 494J     0.11 0.00 3 Cygnus Builders Total Surveyors, Inc.

84 Buck Street Place 2014-3014 C2R Harris City 494F    0.46 0.00 7
Uvalde Center I, 
Ltd.

TKE Development 
Services, Ltd.

85 Buffalo North 2014-3055 C2R Harris City 492M    1.48 1.48 0
Mill Creek 
Residential Trust, 
LLC

Jones & Carter, Inc.

86 Campus Vue Annex 2014-2698 C2R Harris City 534E    0.76 0.76 0 Kimley-Horn, Inc
Terra Surveying 
Company, Inc.

87
Castone Court at West 
Twenty First Street  
(DEF1)

2014-2846 C2R Harris City 452T    0.21 0.00 4 Castone Homes Inc
South Texas Surveying 
Associates, Inc.

88 Chung Tai Temple 2014-3008 C2R Harris City 529E    1.36 1.36 0
TDCK 
ARCHITECTS

A&B CONSULTANTS, 
LLC

89
Cityscape Avenue 
Street Dedication Sec 
1  (DEF1)

2014-2735 SP Harris City 573N    8.05 0.00 0 GBF LIC 288, LTD. AECOM

90
Clear Lake 
Marketplace Sec 1 

2014-3087 C2R Harris City 578X    23.59 23.59 0 Fidelis
LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

91
Clear Lake 
Marketplace Sec 2 

2014-2898 C2R Harris City 578X    6.06 6.06 0 Fidelis
LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

92 Domain on Darling 2014-2978 C2R Harris City 492C    0.12 0.00 3
Momentum 
Engineering

MOMENTUM 
EGINEERNG

93 Dominos Plaza 2014-3062 C2R Harris City 573D    0.79 0.79 0 Cullen Holdings
South Texas Surveying 
Associates, Inc.

94
Dynamic Glass replat 
no 2 and extension 

2014-3020 C2R Harris ETJ 410A    9.00 9.00 0
DYNAMIC GLASS 
REAL ESTATE, 
LLC

Lentz Engineering, L.C.

City of Houston Planning and Development Department 4
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95 Eado Square  (DEF1) 2014-2713 C2R Harris City 494N    2.27 0.00 60
City Choice Homes 
L.L.C.

ICMC GROUP INC

96 Fitaante Rose  (DEF1) 2014-2944 C2R Harris City 493N    0.11 0.00 2
Star Custom 
Homes

Jalayer And Associates, 
Inc.

97 Friendship 2014-2691 C2R Harris City 533M    0.87 0.87 1
HAMILTON 
ASSOCIATES

HAMILTON 
ASSOCIATES

98 Fuel Depot 2014-2979 C2R Harris City 533Q    0.43 0.43 0
FORTEEDGE 
ENTERPRISE, 
INC

Advance Surveying, Inc.

99
Hannover West  
(DEF1)

2014-2952 C3R Harris ETJ 408F    9.29 2.43 82
K. Hovnanian of 
Houston

RVi Planning + 
Landscape Architecture

100 Harrisburg Townsites 2014-3004 C2R Harris City 494T    0.24 0.00 6 Jin H. Kim
Hovis Surveying 
Company Inc.

101 Hoang Plaza 2014-3039 C2R Harris City 573V    1.33 1.33 0 SONNY HOANG
South Texas Surveying 
Associates, Inc.

102
Houston Heights 
partial replat no 10  
(DEF1)

2014-2854 C2R Harris City 452V    5.52 5.52 0 Kimley-Horn, Inc
Terra Surveying 
Company, Inc.

103
Houston Heights 
partial replat no 12 

2014-3054 C2R Harris City 492D    0.20 0.00 3 None Tetra Surveys

104 Hutchins Terrace 2014-2938 C2R Harris City 493U    0.23 0.00 6
Brookstone Homes, 
Inc.

AGS CONSULTANTS 
LLC

105
Irvine Kashyap 
Palmeros 

2014-2987 C2R Harris ETJ 291V    5.09 5.09 0
IKP Investments 
LLC

Town and Country 
Surveyors

106 Joshua Place 2014-2971 C2R Harris City 493V    0.11 0.00 3 M. Romero Builders The Interfield Group

107 Koehler Enclave 2014-3022 C2R Harris City 492H    0.12 0.00 3
Prime Texas 
Surveys

PRIME TEXAS 
SURVEYS, LLC

108 La Mancha 2014-3023 C2R Harris City 452A    0.46 0.00 2
Cameron 
Armstrong 
Architects

Civil-Surv Land 
Surveying, L.C.

109 Lindale Place 2014-2799 C2R Harris City 453U    1.46 1.27 0
South Texas 
Surveying 
Associates, Inc

South Texas Surveying 
Associates, Inc.

110 Maknojia Plaza 2014-2991 C2R Harris ETJ 419G    1.85 1.85 0
Crosby FM 2100 
Property, Inc

E.I.C. Surveying 
Company

111
Memorial City X  
(DEF1)

2014-2923 C2R Harris City 490A    37.21 37.21 0
Metro National 
Corporation, a 
Texas corporation

Windrose Land Services, 
Inc.

112 Menil Drawing Institute 2014-2835 C3R Harris City 493S    3.20 2.39 0
Menil Foundation, 
Inc.

Civil-Surv Land 
Surveying, L.C.

113 Menil North replat no 1 2014-2980 C2R Harris City 492V    2.96 1.70 9
Menil Foundation, 
Inc.

Civil-Surv Land 
Surveying, L.C.

114
Mount Vernon Street 
Landing 

2014-3046 C2R Harris City 493W   0.15 0.00 4 Urban Living, LP Total Surveyors, Inc.

115 North Shepard Center 2014-3084 C2R Harris City 452C    0.51 0.00 2
Vulcan Acquisitions 
LTD

Field Data Srvice, Inc

116 Parker Estates 2014-3003 C2R Harris City 492H    0.11 0.00 2
KRISTIAN BELL 
CONSTRUCTION

PLS

117 Paulette Estates 2014-3086 C2R Harris City 493X    0.14 0.00 3 ADCS, LP Paksima Group,  Inc.

118
Reserve at Lakewood 
Heights 

2014-3012 C2R Harris City 338R    1.38 1.38 0 WorleyParsons
TKE Development 
Services, Ltd.

119 Square Head 2014-2828 C2R Harris City 535Z    19.57 19.43 0
Squarehead 
Properties

R.W. Patrick & 
Associates, Inc.

120 Stem Cell Reserve 2014-3059 C2R Harris City 532M    0.30 0.30 0
Stem Cell Reserve, 
LP

Century Engineering, Inc
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121 Tricon Maryland Villas 2014-2977 C2R Harris City 492V    0.14 0.00 3 BERCON LTD
MOMENTUM 
EGINEERNG

122 Trinity Verger  (DEF1) 2014-2860 C2R Harris City 493T    0.73 0.73 0
Trinity Episcopal 
Church

South Texas Surveying 
Associates, Inc.

123 Truro Street Landing 2014-3050 C2R Harris City 492G    0.13 0.00 3 Urban Living, LP Total Surveyors, Inc.

124 Tyne Meadows 2014-3092 C2R Harris City 492F    0.11 0.00 3 Owner The Interfield Group

125

Uptown Houston 
Development West 
22nd Street 
Townhomes  (DEF1)

2014-2909 C2R Harris City 452U    0.17 0.00 4
Urban Houston 
Development, LLC

Woodson King

126 Verron Deleon 2014-3094 C2R
Montgo
mery

ETJ 296K    2.30 0.00 2 Jacques Verron
Town and Country 
Surveyors

127
Villas on West 22nd 
Street 

2014-3047 C2R Harris City 452U    0.30 0.00 6 1114 W 22ND LLC ICMC GROUP INC

128 Wendys Shepherd 2014-2984 C2R Harris City 452Q    0.53 0.53 0
Momentum 
Engineering

MOMENTUM 
EGINEERNG

129
West Seventeenth 
Street Townhomes  
(DEF1)

2014-2843 C2R Harris City 452Y    0.19 0.00 4
1038 W. 17th 
Street, LLC

HRS and Associates, LLC

130
West Twenty Fourth 
Street Villas at 
Shadyacres  (DEF1)

2014-2815 C2R Harris City 452T    0.15 0.00 4 NoreCole, LLc
MOMENTUM 
EGINEERNG

131
Woodland Pines  
(DEF1)

2014-2727 C2R
Montgo
mery

ETJ 252N    1.05 1.05 0 TKYL ASSC.
A&B CONSULTANTS, 
LLC

C-Public Hearings Requiring Notification

132
Broad Oaks partial 
replat no 7

2014-2773 C3N Harris City 491K    0.40 0.00 1
Partners in 
Building, L.P.

Jones & Carter, Inc. - The 
Woodlands

133
Craig Woods partial 
replat no 13 

2014-2802 C3N Harris City 451X    0.22 0.01 2
Kingston Custom 
Builders

Total Surveyors, Inc.

134 Ella Estates replat no 1 2014-2660 C3N Harris City 452F    1.29 0.39 13 Ella Oaks, LLC
Windrose Land Services, 
Inc.

135
Lamar Terrace partial 
replat no 5 

2014-2567 C3N Harris City 491X    1.29 1.24 0 Kensinger Donnelly
Terra Surveying 
Company, Inc.

136
Lismar Estates replat 
no 1 (DEF1)

2014-2512 C3N Harris City 452U    0.20 0.00 5 Shanaya Group Inc.
PRIME TEXAS 
SURVEYS, LLC

137
Long Point Woods Sec 
1 partial replat no 1

2014-2624 C3N Harris City 450X    0.34 0.00 2
TimeLine 
Construction Group 
LLC

Melissa's platting service

138
Mangum Manor Sec 2 
partial replat no 1 
(DEF1)

2014-2620 C3N Harris City 451L     0.19 0.00 1 Demac & Company Century Engineering, Inc

139
Melody Oaks partial 
replat no 13

2014-2751 C3N Harris City 451X    0.27 0.02 3
BGT Construction, 
LLC

Bates Development 
Consultants

140
Oak Park Ridge Sec 3 
partial replat no 1 
(DEF1)

2014-2357 C3N Harris ETJ 487Z    0.92 0.92 0 Swiss Builders
South Texas Surveying 
Associates, Inc.

141 Pecore Industrial 2014-2483 C3N Harris City 453X    0.18 0.18 0 PALT Field Data Srvice, Inc

142
Westbrooke 
Cornerbrook 
Apartments replat no 1

2014-2641 C3N Harris ETJ 486E    9.62 9.62 0
Westbrooke 
Development

LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

143
Winfield Lakes Sec 17 
partial replat no 1

2014-2613 C3N
Fort 
Bend

ETJ 611S    0.18 0.00 1
Woodmere 
Development

LJA Engineering, Inc.- 
(West Houston Office)

City of Houston Planning and Development Department 6
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D-Variances

144 Ahmed Realty 2014-3021 C2R Harris ETJ 373U    12.66 12.66 0
Ahmed Realty V 
LTD

Hovis Surveying 
Company Inc.

145 Carbo 2014-2878 C3R Harris City 493T    0.55 0.55 1 Gloria's Restaurant PF Services

146
Cypress North 
Houston Road Street 
Dedication Sec 3

2014-3080 C3P Harris ETJ 367N    5.57 0.00 0
CW SCOA West, 
L.P., A Texas 
Limited Partnership

EHRA

147
Goode Company 
Bartlett replat no1

2014-2995 C2R Harris City 492Y    0.54 0.54 0
Edward M. Lee and 
Ellen Lee

Vernon G. Henry & 
Associates, Inc.

148
Grand Morton South  
(DEF1)

2014-2900 C2 Harris ETJ 445Q    61.28 61.28 0
New Quest 
Properties

Texas Engineering And 
Mapping Company

149 Hobby Autoport 2014-3044 C2R Harris City 575C    17.44 17.44 0
CHAVEZ 
PROPERTIES

Jones & Carter, Inc.

150 Komorebi Court 2014-2906 C2R Harris City 493X    0.33 0.00 6
Epidemiology 
Solutions LLC

Owens Management 
Systems, LLC

151 Louetta Mini Storage 2014-2994 C2 Harris ETJ 329V    5.01 5.01 0
Robert Walters 
Architecture

Texas Engineering And 
Mapping Company

152
Parkway at Eldridge 
Sec 4 

2014-3051 C3P Harris City 488T    6.40 0.86 55 Sueba 350, LP
BGE|Kerry R. Gilbert 
Associates

153
Saudia Arabia Royal 
Consulate 

2014-2948 C2R Harris City 489Y    3.50 3.50 0
StudioRED 
Architects

South Texas Surveying 
Associates, Inc.

154 Shreeram 2014-2764 C2R Harris City 453Y    2.67 2.67 0 Shree Ram Inc
South Texas Surveying 
Associates, Inc.

155 Spring at Taylor 2014-3007 C2 Harris City 493F    5.09 5.09 0 Kimley-Horn, Inc
Terra Surveying 
Company, Inc.

156
Spring Cypress at 
Louetta Apartments 

2014-3095 C2R Harris ETJ 291V    17.81 17.81 0 Davis Development R.G. Miller Engineers

E-Special Exceptions

None

F-Reconsideration of Requirements

157
Aldine Westfield 
Business Park  (DEF1)

2014-2822 C3P
Montgo
mery

ETJ 253S    14.38 14.38 0
KM Aldine 
Westfield

Town and Country 
Surveyors

158
Fairfield Village South 
Sec 15 

2014-2852 C3P Harris ETJ 325R    20.94 12.08 45
Friendswood 
Development Co

INsite Architecture Inc

159 Pearl on Helena 2014-2996 C2R Harris City 493P    1.15 1.15 0
Helena-Drew 
Holdings, LLC

Vernon G. Henry & 
Associates, Inc.

G-Extensions of Approval
160 Aldine ISD Compass 2013-3219 EOA Harris ETJ 373Z    30.20 30.20 0 Aldine I.S.D. Jones & Carter, Inc.

161
Greens at Waverly 
East Addition 

2013-3089 EOA Harris ETJ 373R    32.79 32.79 0
REED Holdings, 
LLC

Windrose Land Services, 
Inc.

162 Teran Estate 2013-3131 EOA Harris ETJ 286S    2.50 0.00 1
JAG Engineering, 
Inc.

JAG Engineering, Inc.
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163 Vintage Preserve East 2013-3112 EOA Harris ETJ 329V    3.09 3.09 0
TLM Vintage 
Preserve, LLC

Terra Surveying 
Company, Inc.

164 Wong Estates 2013-2966 EOA Harris ETJ 373U    1.27 1.27 0
ALDINE BENDER 
BUSINESS PARK, 
INC.

Civil-Surv Land 
Surveying, L.C.

H-Name Changes

None

I-Certification of Compliance

165 23555 Ivy Ridge 14-1040 COC
Montgo
mery

ETJ 296M 0.4 Kathy Hardage Kathy Hardage

J-Administrative

None

K-Development Plats with Variance Requests

166 617 Fargo Street 14094661 DPV Harris CITY 493N Liz Milstead
Milstead Construction 
Services   

167 3818 Rosalie Street 1312621 DPV Harris CITY 494W Alex Akintunji Alexan Construction

168 6611 Supply Row 13107079 DPV Harris CITY 494Y Cristy Gavlick 
General Contractors 
Permit Serv.  

169 128 West 17th Street 14010471 DPV Harris CITY 452Z Melissa Field Data Services 

City of Houston Planning and Development Department 8
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Subdivision Name: Craig Woods partial replat no 13

Applicant :  Total Surveyors, Inc.
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2660
Plat Name: Ella Estates replat no 1
Applicant: Windrose Land Services, Inc.
Date Submitted: 10/20/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
Allow total length of shared driveway to exceed 200 feet. Allow intersection spacing between two shared driveways to be 
less than 65-feet
Chapter 42 Section: Sec. 42-145

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec. 42-145(a)(2). - General layout and arrangement for all shared driveways. Sec. 42-145(c)(1). - Intersections within a 
shared driveway development

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an undue 
hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
The subject property is 1.2935 acres located on the east side of Ella Boulevard across from the intersection with 
Bethlehem Street. The site is currently platted for single-family use with a private access easement. The site is a perfect 
fit for dense, single-family residential development as it is located just north of North Loop 610 with exception access to 
Interstate 45, US Highway 290 and State Highway 249. The site is bordered by a drainage ditch to the east, Ella 
Boulevard to the north and west, and single-family residential development to the south. The unique physical 
characteristics that affect the land require that the applicant secure a variance in order to provide a development that has 
safe, efficient internal circulation and no significant impact on the adjacent roadways. The site is relatively shallow, being 
120 feet at the deepest point (the southern property line). Because the site is located at a point on Ella Boulevard where 
the roadway makes a severe meandering curve, the site is whittled down to a triangular piece of the property. Because 
of this unique configuration and the problems associated with putting multiple driveway cuts on curving street, the 
applicant is proposing that no lots take direct access to the public right-of-way. In order to do this, the applicant will use a 
series of shared driveways with two points of ingress/egress to Ella Boulevard. In addition to having a uniquely 
configured site, the City's Public Works Department is requiring that the applicant align the primary platted driveway 
entrance with the median cut to Bethlehem Street. While this is certainly the best engineering design possible, it leads to 
a further restriction on the property. In order to get adequate lot dimensions off the south property line and meet the 
aligned driveway access point, the shared driveway serving these lots must have an offset of 52 feet instead of 65 feet 
as the ordinance requires. The proposed configuration provides the safest and least intrusive way to move traffic in and 
out of the site, given that traffic generation is concentrated at two points of ingress/egress to mitigate multiple driveway 
access points to Ella Boulevard. Connecting the shared driveways is also imperative, as it gives every lot in the 
subdivision access to both access points. Residents can choose the safest route for them, whether it be turning left 
using the median cut or making a right-turn to head north on Ella. This is the safest option and it makes 

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The circumstances supporting the variance are the result of the unique development characteristics of the land and were 
not caused by the applicant. The median cut to Bethlehem and the configuration of the property have been in place for 
many years prior to the applicant's purchase of the land. The hardship imposed on the applicant is the inability to prevent 
unsafe driving conditions and a highly negative impact on the surrounding traffic network without the variance.

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
Two of the City's major goals for Chapter 42 are to mitigate the traffic impact of proposed developments and to ensure 
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citizen safety. The proposed variance is directly in line with both goals. Requiring the applicant to either cut-off the 
shared driveways and/or provide more driveway entrances on to Ella Boulevard is not only contrary to the City's Code of 
Ordinances, it is detrimental to the safety of the future residents and passing traffic on the adjacent roadways. 
Additionally, the non-looped shared driveway design is not ideal for this tract of land because of its unique dimensions 
and proximity to Ella Boulevard. Additionally, the only way to provide the necessary shared driveway offset of 65 feet 
from the driveway entrance to the southernmost shared driveway would be to place the driveway entrance at a point that 
does not align with the Bethlehem Street median cut. This is expressly against the guidance of the Public Works staff. 

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety, or welfare as the looped shared driveway 
system and reduced shared driveway offset provides a more efficient and safe traffic system than the alternative of using 
truncated shared driveways, extra driveway connections to Ella Boulevard, and a driveway that does not align with the 
median cut to Bethlehem Street. 

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
The conditions supporting the variance are the unique physical characteristics of the site, particularly the shallow depth 
of the land, the location of the site on a meandering curve and the forced alignment to a pre-existing median cut. The 
requested driveways will meet the intent of the ordinance as each lot will be within 160 feet of a public right-of-way. 
Ultimately, the looped shared driveway system and reduced driveway offset is the best option for the community as the 
alternatives are directly contrary to the community's health, safety and welfare.
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Subdivision Name: Lamar Terrace partial replat no 5 
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Subdivision Name: Lamar Terrace partial replat no 5 

Applicant: Terra Surveying Company, Inc.
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Subdivision Name:  Long Point Woods Sec 1 partial replat no 1  

Applicant:  Melissa’s Platting Service
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C – Public Hearings Subdivision

Subdivision Name:  Long Point Woods Sec 1 partial replat no 1  

Applicant:  Melissa’s Platting Service
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Subdivision Name:  Long Point Woods Sec 1 partial replat no 1  

Applicant:  Melissa’s Platting Service
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Subdivision Name: Mangum Manor Sec 2 partial replat no 1 (DEF1) 

Applicant:  Century Engineering, Inc.  
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C – Public Hearings with Variance Subdivision

Subdivision Name: Mangum Manor Sec 2 partial replat no 1 (DEF1) 

Applicant:  Century Engineering, Inc.  
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Subdivision Name: Mangum Manor Sec 2 partial replat no 1 (DEF1) 

Applicant:  Century Engineering, Inc.  
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Subdivision Name: Mangum Manor Sec 2 partial replat no 1 (DEF1) 

Applicant:  Century Engineering, Inc.  
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Subdivision Name: Mangum Manor Sec 2 partial replat no 1 (DEF1) 

Applicant:  Century Engineering, Inc.  
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Subdivision Name: Mangum Manor Sec 2 partial replat no 1 (DEF1) 

Applicant:  Century Engineering, Inc.  



VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2620
Plat Name: Mangum Manor Sec 2 partial replat no 1
Applicant: Century Engineering, Inc
Date Submitted: 10/20/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
Existing subdivision plat created a 25’ building lines along front of property. The owners of the property hired a contractor 
to build a carport attached to the existing residence, which according the contractor would be permitted and approved by 
the City. Owners were not aware that the project had not been permitted and that the carport was in violation of the code 
of ordinances, therefore the owners are seeking a variance TO ALLOW THE PARTIAL REPLAT TO CREATE DUAL 
BUILDINGS.
Chapter 42 Section: 150

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec. 42-156. Collector and local streets—Single-family residential. (a) Except as otherwise required or authorized by this 
chapter, the building line requirement for a lot restricted to single-family residential use shall be 25 feet along the front of 
a lot and ten feet along the back and sides of a lot adjacent to a collector street that is not an alley. (b) Except as 
otherwise required or authorized by this chapter, the building line requirement for a lot restricted to single-family 
residential use along a local street that is not an alley shall be: (1) 20 feet along the front of a lot and ten feet along the 
back and side of a lot adjacent to a local street; or (2) 10 feet if the subdivision plat contains a typical lot layout and the 
subdivision plat contains plat notations that reflect the requirements of this section. 

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an 
undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR
The property owner was under the impression that the contractor had permitted the carport addition and did not realize 
the addition was were in violation. Owners have live at this residence for 54 years and over that time have since many of 
the houses in the neighborhood add similar carports to their residence. By not allowing the Dual building line it would 
create an undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land.

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
Owners have live at this residence for 54 years and over that time have since many of the houses in the neighborhood 
add similar carports to their residence. 

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The intent and general purpose of this chapter will be preserved and maintained, because the Carport building line 
would be limited to the life of the carport, if the existing structure is ever demolished, then any replacement structure 
shall adhere to the 25 foot building line shown on the plat and by allowing this partial replat it will not affect any other 
properties within this subdivision or any of the adjacent properties. 

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
Allowing this variance will not injurious to the public health, safety or welfare, This property along with the other 
properties fronting on Poinciana, all have adequate access to and from their property and are not affected. 

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
Economic hardship is not the justification of the variance, as discussed above with respect to existing properties along 
Poinciana Drive.



JANAK

W
O

O
D

V
IN

E

JO
H

A
N

N
A

SHADY VILLA

JA
C

Q
U

E
LY

N

FLOWERDALE

E
A

R
LY

A
U

L
IN

E

B
A

G
G

E
T

T

RATON

DEARBORN

WESTWOOD

W
E

L
L

IN
G

T
O

N

W
IR

T

NORTH

Houston Planning Commission ITEM: 139
Planning and Development Department Meeting Date: 12/18/2014

C – Public Hearings Site Location

SITE

Subdivision Name: Melody Oaks partial replat no 13

Applicant : Bates Development  Consultants
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Subdivision Name: Melody Oaks partial replat no 13

Applicant: Bates Development  Consultants
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Subdivision Name: Melody Oaks partial replat no 13

Applicant: Bates Development  Consultants
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Subdivision Name: Oak Park Ridge Sec 3 partial replat no 1 (DEF1) 

Applicant: South Texas Surveying Associates, Inc.
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Subdivision Name: Oak Park Ridge Sec 3 partial replat no 1 (DEF1) 

Applicant: South Texas Surveying Associates, Inc.
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Houston Planning Commission ITEM: 140
Planning and Development Department Meeting Date: 12/18/2014

Subdivision Name: Oak Park Ridge Sec 3 partial replat no  1 (DEF1) 

Applicant : South Texas Surveying Associates, Inc.



VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2357
Plat Name: Oak Park Ridge Sec 3 partial replat no 1
Applicant: South Texas Surveying Associates, Inc.
Date Submitted: 09/22/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
Variance request to change the use of Restricted Reserve “A” Restricted to Commercial Use Oak Park Ridge Sec 3 to a 
Multi-family Residential Development. 
Chapter 42 Section: 193

Chapter 42 Reference:
(c) Property within a subdivision plat that contains lots restricted to single-family residential or residential use may be 
replatted to amend a plat restriction only as provided below: (3) A plat restriction limiting the use of property specifically 
to 'commercial' use: a. May not be amended to permit multi-family residential use of that property unless the applicant 
demonstrates that the property was actually improved and used for multifamily residential purposes prior to April 3, 1999; 
b. May be amended to permit single-family residential use of that property only if: [1] The typical lot size in the replat is 
not less than the typical lot size of lots in the preceding plat; or [2] The property abuts a major thoroughfare. c. May be 
amended to any more specific "commercial" use of that property.

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an undue 
hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR
This property is located on South Richmond Ave at the Southwest corner of Green Crest Dr. This property is approx. 
1800 feet Southwest from Westheimer Rd FM-1093 and Houston ETJ. The original plat Clayton North recorded in Vol. 
319 Pg. 1 HCMR designated this property as Unrestricted in 1983 thru 2001. In 2001 the property was replatted as Oak 
Park Ridge Sec 3 as a Restricted Reserve “A” restricted to Commercial Use. This property has remained vacant for over 
30 years. The current owner is requesting to change the use from Restricted Commercial to a Multi-family Residential 
Development. We have reached out to the HOA of this area and have requested a “No-Objection” letter for this project. 
Please refer to the letter and site plans attached. 

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The property’s hardship is based on the restriction to commercial use in an otherwise residential area. The property has 
remained vacant due to investors not being able to proceed with development within this restriction and maintain the 
character of the neighborhood. The current owner was attempting to develop a commercial project and the neighbors 
were very vocal about not wanting to disturb the residential feel of this area. The owner has since changed direction and 
is now requesting the variance to allow the property to be developed into condos for multi-family residential purposes. 
Please see site plans. 

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The intent and general purpose of chapter 42 will be preserved and maintained. We recognize that Chapter 42 allows 
Restricted Commercial Reserves to change use to permit Multi-family Residential use if the property was actually 
improved and used for multifamily residential purposes prior to April 3rd 1999. We know that this property has been 
vacant since 1983 when first platted as an Unrestricted Reserve. We submit the general intent and purpose of Chapter 
42 in regard to this project would be to maintain and preserve the character and integrity of a community which would be 
the case if granted this variance.

Page 1 of 2



(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
Granting this variance would not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare. We understand that Chapter 42’s 
regulations are there for a purpose, but we believe the request to allow the development to proceed with Residential 
Reserve will benefit and betterment of the community. 

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
Economic hardship is not a justification in this situation at all. The hardship is the restriction for commercial in a 
predominately residential area. For 30+ years the vacant land has not benefited the community in anyway. Maintaining 
the residential feel of the community where the public is so adamant about not having a commercial development in a 
predominately residential neighborhood is a hardship as well. Property taxes are minimal at this time and the new 
development would bring in additional property tax revenue to the County. We respectfully request your consideration for 
this development. 

Page 2 of 2
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SITE

Subdivision Name: Pecore Industrial 

Applicant: Field Data Service, Inc
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C – Public Hearing with Variance Subdivision

Subdivision Name: Pecore Industrial  

Applicant: Field Data Service, Inc
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Subdivision Name: Pecore Industrial  

Applicant: Field Data Service, Inc



VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2483
Plat Name: Pecore Industrial 
Applicant: Field Data Srvice, Inc
Date Submitted: 10/06/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
Sec. 42-121
Chapter 42 Section: 121

Chapter 42 Reference:
Dedication of rights-of-way

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an undue 
hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR
J.E. Burrell Addition, Amending Plat No. 1 was platted and recorded on August 24, 2009 with the streets geometry and 
lot configurations as required by the planning commission at that time. Widening of Tabor Street is not feasible with this 
plat because part of the area required for right-of-way is inside this tract taking away from the property owners land 
usage. The adjoining property to the north, Lot 12, at the time of platting did not foresee street widening thus would be 
affected with the widening of the street as well. Also the sole purpose of the Pecore Industrial Subdivision is to create 
one (1) commercial reserve out of two lots, by providing any street widening will negate the purpose of this plat. We are 
not requesting access from Tabor Street thus our client should not be penalized with improving the street. Our client will 
have full access from Pecore Avenue.

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
Hardship is not imposed by the applicant, based on the fact that there is adequate right-of-way along Tabor Street, this is 
not a major thoroughfare, so the intent of Chapter 42 is met with the existing street pattern.

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
Area traffic circulation for the surrounding properties will not be affected and has been adequate for many years. This 
replat will not have any additional impact to the area tfaffic circulation, as we will have full access from Pecore Avenue.

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
The granting of this variance does not alter the existing traffic conditions of the surrounding areas, nor is it injurious to 
the public health, safety or welfare of the community as there are sufficient streets to serve the proposed commercial 
reserve development that is creating one reserve out of two lots.

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
We're hereby requesting that the variance be granted due to the existing physical condition (location) of the property and 
allow the owner reasonable use of the land.

Page 1 of 1



RECONSIDERATION OF REQUIREMENT
Request Information Form

Application No: 2014-2483
Plat Name: Pecore Industrial 
Applicant: Field Data Srvice, Inc
Date Submitted: 10/06/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific requirement or condition being sought: 
Not to provide 12.5' of widening to Tabor Street
Chapter 42 Section: 121

Chapter 42 Reference: 
Sec. 42-121 Dedication of rights-of-way

If this request requires a variance or special exception, the applicant must comply with the Plat Submittal Requirements 
and provide a completed Variance Request Information Form or Special Exception Information Form.

STATEMENT OF FACTS:
Not to provide 12.5' of widening of Tabor Street

Page 1 of 1
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C – Public Hearings Site Location

SITE

Subdivision Name: Westbrooke Cornerbrook Apartments replat no 1

Applicant: LJA Engineering, Inc.- (West Houston Office)
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C – Public Hearings Subdivision

Subdivision Name: Westbrooke Cornerbrook Apartments replat no 1

Applicant: LJA Engineering, Inc.- (West Houston Office)
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C – Public Hearings Aerial

Subdivision Name: Westbrooke Cornerbrook Apartments replat no 1

Applicant: LJA Engineering, Inc.- (West Houston Office)
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SITE

Subdivision Name: Winfield Lakes Sec 17 partial replat no 1

Applicant : LJA Engineering, Inc.



NORTH

Houston Planning Commission ITEM: 143
Planning and Development Department Meeting Date: 12/18/2014

C – Public Hearings Subdivision

Subdivision Name: Winfield Lakes Sec 17 partial replat no 1

Applicant: LJA Engineering, Inc.
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Subdivision Name: Winfield Lakes Sec 17 partial replat no 1

Applicant: LJA Engineering, Inc.
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Appl ication Number: 20143021
Plat Name: Ahmed Real ty
Appl icant: Hov is  Survey ing Company   Inc .
Date Submitted: 12/07/2014

(Sec.  4247 and Sec.  4281)
Speci fic Variance  is being sought and extent of variance:
To not  prov ide a North South s t reet  and exceed  the  required 1,400  foot   intersec t ion spac ing
requirement  along Courtesy  Road.
Chapter 42 Section: 42128

Chapter 42 Reference:
Intersec t ios  of   local  s t reets .   (a) Each c lass   I I I  plat  and each general  plan  that  shows   local  s t reets
shal l  prov ide  for  internal  c i rculat ion by  meet ing ei ter of   the  fol lowing  requirements :   (1) Each  local
s t reet  shal l   intersec t  wi th a s t reet   that  meets   the  requirements  of  subsec t ion  (b) at   leas t  every
1,400  feet ;  or  (2) One or more col lec tor s t reets  wi thin  the c lass   I I I  plat  or general  plan shal l
connec t  wi th another col lec tor s t reet  or major  thoroughfare at  a minimum of   two point .   (b) A  s t reet
that   intersec ts  wi th a  local  s t ree wi l l   sat is fy   the  intersec t ion  legth  requirement  of   i tem  (a)(1) of   this
sec t ion  i f   the s t reet :   (1)  I s  a publ ic  s t reet   that   intesec ts  wi th  two di f ferent  publ ic  s t reets ;  and  (2)  I s
not  a permanent  access  easement .   (c )  Intersec t ions  along  local  s t reets  shal l  be spaced a minium
of  75  feet  apart .

Statement of Facts
(1a) The  imposi tion of  the  terms,   rules,  condi tions,  pol icies and standards of  this chapter
would create an undue hardship by depriving  the appl icant of  the  reasonable use of  the  land;
OR

 
(1b) Strict appl ication would make  this project  infeasible due  to  the existence of unusual
physical  characteristics  that affect  the property  in question,  or would create an  impractical
development or one otherwise contrary  to sound publ ic pol icy;
This  12.6626 ac re development   is   located  in Harris  County  on  the South s ide of  Bel tway  8  (a
cont rol led access  highway) and  the North s ide of  Courtesy  Road,  a 60  foot  publ ic  s t reet .  From  the
Wes t   l ine of   the 12.6626 ac re  t rac t   i t   is  1350  feet   f rom  the Northeas terly   intersec t ion of  Courtesy
Road and Greendale Drive,  which would put   the north south s t reet  about  50  feet  eas t  of   the wes t
l ine.  There would not  be anywhere  for  the north south s t reet   to go s ince  the north  l ine of  our  t rac t
is  Bel tway  8  (a cont rol led access  highway).  Our  t rac t  s tarts  at   the Northwes terly   intersec t ion of
Courtesy  Road and Chapl in St reet  and  is  996.16'  feet   long,  so  there  is  no block   length  issue
coming  f rom  the eas t   l ine only   the wes t   intersec t ion  length.  These unusual  charac teris t ics  make
the c reat ion of  a north south s t reet   imprac t ical .  This  would c reate an excess ive block   length  (i f
t ravel ing  f rom  the northeas terly   intersec t ion of  Courtesy  Road Greendale Drive)of  946  feet  along
Courtesy  Road.
 
(2) The ci rcumstances supporting  the granting of  the variance are not  the  resul t of a hardship
created or  imposed by  the appl icant;
The c ircums tances  support ing  the grant ing of   the variance are not   the  resul t  of  a hardship c reated
or  imposed by   the appl icat ion because  these condi t ions  ex is ted prior  to  the appl icant ’s  purchase of
this   t rac t .
 
(3) The  intent and general  purposes of  this chapter wi l l  be preserved and maintained;

The  intent  and general  purposes  of   this  chapter wi l l  be preserved and maintained because a North
South s tub s t reet  which has  no connec t ion  to  the north or south does  not   inc rease c i rculat ion  in  the
area which  is   the  intent  of   the  intersec t ion spac ing  requirement  and  the ex is tence of  a north south
s t reet   to  the eas t  of   this  development  helps   to prov ide c i rculat ion  in  this  area.  This  development



should not  s igni f icant ly   inc rease  t raf f ic   in  this  area.
 
(4) The granting of  the variance wi l l  not be  injurious  to  the publ ic heal th,  safety or wel fare;
The grant ing of   the variance wi l l  not  be  injurious   to  the publ ic  heal th,  safety  or wel fare because a
north south s t reet  wi th no connec t ions  does  not  prov ide  for any  addi t ional  c i rculat ion and wi l l  not
improve  the ex is t ing condi t ions   in  this  area.
 
(5) Economic hardship  is not  the sole  justi fication of  the variance.
Economic  hardship  is  not   the sole  jus t i f icat ion of   the variance because  the ex is t ing condi t ions  on
the north s ide of  Courtesy  Road does  not  al low  for North South c i rculat ion.  The ex is t ing c i rculat ion
in  this  area has  been adequate  for  the pas t  years ,  as   the majori t y  of   the  t rac ts   in  this  area are
current ly  developed.  The al lowance of  an excess ive block   length of  946  feet  does  not  s igni f icant ly
af fec t   the  intent  of   the  intersec t ion spac ing  requirement  and help  to al lev iate c i rculat ion  in  this
area  in  the  future.
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2878
Plat Name: Carbo 
Applicant: PF Services
Date Submitted: 11/17/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
A dual building setback to allow the existing structure to remain at 0’ rather than 10’ on Louisiana and to allow the 
enclosure of a previously and an additional roofed area to be extended with the same 0’ setback.
Chapter 42 Section: 150

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec. 42-150. Building line requirement. Major Thoroughfares-In general-25 feet

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an 
undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
This building was originally constructed for the Knights of Columbus in the 1960’s, prior to the enactment of Chapter 42 
in 1982 establishing building setbacks. Along Louisiana, the entire building is and was within the 10’ setback and much 
of it is on the property line. The proposed remodel for the restaurant will involve an addition to the façade which is 
enclosing the area that will be roofed and enclosed with a curved wall that touches the property line at the outmost point. 
Buildings close to the street are consistent with the adopted plan for the Midtown TIRZ in order to encourage transit-
oriented pedestrian-friendly environment. 

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The building was constructed prior to the enactment of the ordinance establishing the 10’ setback.....

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
Among the purposes of Chapter 42 is safety, the establishment of building setbacks appropriate to an area, recognizing 
the differences in design framework of various areas and the encouragement of pedestrian use of sidewalks. It was not 
the intent to require existing buildings to be demolished or to make them comply with the setback requirements when 
being remodeled,therefore the existing structure and the minor additional enclosure are consistent with the adopted plan 
for Midtown. 

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
The reduced building setback promotes an urban environment creating a more intimate interaction between the 
pedestrians and the building façade. Which encourages pedestrian traffic and transit usage, which will in turn, improve 
public safety and health by contributing to a reduction in air pollution, all of which are beneficial to public health and 
safety.

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
The justification for the variance is the existing physical circumstances.



CYPRESS NORTH HOUSTON

F
R

Y

G
R

E
E

N
H

O
U

S
E

B
A

R
K

E
R

 C
Y

P
R

E
S

S

LEWIS

SOUTH

W
E

S
T

LITTLE RIATA

RIATA RANCH

CARSON F
IE

LD

HOUSTON

PLEASANT KNOLL

CREEK M
IS

T

RIATA CREEK

RIATA LAKE L
A

G
U

N
A

 T
R

A
IL

E
C

H
O

 F
A

L
LS

HEARTWIND

O
A

KS
H

IE
LD

MILLIES CREEK

CASTLEMOOR

B
A

R
K

ER
 W

ES
T

C
Y

P
R

E
S

S

BRUSHY RIVER

P
O

IN
T

E
R

 R
ID

G
E

ANDREW ARBOR

R
IA

TA
 C

A
N

Y
O

N

TIMBERSTONE

L
O

N
E

S
O

M
E

 D
O

V
E

NORTH

Houston Planning Commission ITEM: 146
Planning and Development Department Meeting Date: 12/18/2014

D – Variances Site Location

SITE

Subdivision Name: Cypress North Houston Road Street Dedication Sec 3 

Applicant: EHRA



NORTH

D – Variances Subdivision

Houston Planning Commission ITEM: 146
Planning and Development Department Meeting Date: 12/18/2014

Subdivision Name: Cypress North Houston Road Street Dedication Sec 3 

Applicant: EHRA



CYPRESS NORTH HOUSTON

F
R

Y

G
R

E
E

N
H

O
U

S
E

B
A

R
K

E
R

 C
Y

P
R

E
S

S

LEWIS

SOUTH

W
E

S
T

LITTLE RIATA

RIATA RANCH

CARSON F
IE

LD

HOUSTON

PLEASANT KNOLL

CREEK M
IS

T

RIATA CREEK

RIATA LAKE L
A

G
U

N
A

 T
R

A
IL

E
C

H
O

 F
A

L
LS

HEARTWIND

O
A

KS
H

IE
LD

MILLIES CREEK

CASTLEMOOR

B
A

R
K

ER
 W

ES
T

C
Y

P
R

E
S

S

BRUSHY RIVER

P
O

IN
T

E
R

 R
ID

G
E

ANDREW ARBOR

R
IA

TA
 C

A
N

Y
O

N

TIMBERSTONE

L
O

N
E

S
O

M
E

 D
O

V
E

NORTH

D – Variances Aerial

Houston Planning Commission ITEM: 146
Planning and Development Department Meeting Date: 12/18/2014

Subdivision Name: Cypress North Houston Road Street Dedication Sec 3 

Applicant: EHRA



VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-3080
Plat Name: Cypress North Houston Road Street Dedication Sec 3
Applicant: EHRA
Date Submitted: 12/08/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
Variance to allow a 1,600’ centerline radius on a major thoroughfare 
Chapter 42 Section: 42-132(a)

Chapter 42 Reference:
Curves for the right-of-way of a major thoroughfare shall have a centerline radius of at least 2,000 feet. Reverse curves 
shall be separated by a tangent distance of not less than 100 feet.

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an 
undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
The portion of Cypress North Houston Road (CNH) between Greenhouse Road and the eastern boundary of the Towne 
Lake development requires a reduced centerline radius due to the geometric constraints in this area. To the east, the 
West Place General Plan sets the location of CNH while the Cypress Creek Lakes subdivision sets the location and 
alignment west and north of Towne Lake. In order to preserve a 2,000’ centerline alignment on Greenhouse Road and 
create a right-angle intersection, a reduced centerline alignment of 1,600’ on this portion of Cypress North Houston is 
necessary.

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The applicant has coordinated with Harris County Public Infrastructure Department on the centerline radius for this 
section of Cypress North Houston. HCPID recommended longer tangent lengths at the intersection approach with 
Greenhouse Road rather than larger centerline radii.

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The connectivity and major thoroughfare spacing standards stated in Chapter 42 will be maintained.

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
The reduced centerline radius is still within Harris County design standards for major thoroughfares and thus does not 
impact public health, safety or welfare.

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
Justification for the variance is based on physical constraints and agreement on acceptable radii and tangent distances 
per discussions between the applicant and Harris County Public Infrastructure Department. 

Page 1 of 1
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2995
Plat Name: Goode Company Bartlett replat no1
Applicant: Vernon G. Henry & Associates, Inc.
Date Submitted: 12/05/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
To allow a dual building setback along Kirby and Bartlett for an existing structure and the armadillo sculpture; to allow 
the head of the armadillo to project into the visibility triangle at the intersection of Kirby and Bartlett; to allow a canopy at 
the entrance to project 7’ rather than 2.5’ into the 10’ setback on Bartlett; to allow a trellis to be constructed inside the 10’ 
setback on Bartlett
Chapter 42 Section: 150, 161

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec. 42-150. Building line requirement. Major Thoroughfares- In general-25 feet Sec. 42-161. Visibility triangles. The 
building line for property adjacent to two intersecting streets shall not encroach into any visibility triangle, the triangular 
area adjacent to the intersection of any street established by measuring a distance of 15 feet from the point of 
intersection of two streets along the right-of-way of each of the intersecting streets and connecting the ends of each 
measured distance, to assure adequate visibility sight lines for vehicular traffic approaching the intersection. 

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an 
undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
The Armadillo Restaurant is being remodeled. It has become a very popular location for conventions and meetings 
whose organizers want to have a Texas themed event, as well as for Houstonians. The remodeling includes interior and 
facade improvements to the existing building, the conversion of a storage facility to a dining hall for events, and the 
conversion of the surface parking lot on the immediate east side of the building to a courtyard for outdoor events. 
(Sufficient parking already exists in the immediate vicinity). The existing building was constructed prior to the adoption of 
the setback requirements in 1982. When this property was platted last year, no request was made for a dual building 
setback nor was it noted that the dedication of 2.5’ of right-of-way widening made a portion of the existing building now 
fall within the Bartlett Street right-of-way. A separate application to the City’s Joint Referral Committee has been made 
for the building encroachment. The armadillo sculpture is a landmark along Kirby Drive and a very popular place for 
pictures of both tourists and residents. While the head of the armadillo now protrudes into the newly created visibility 
triangle, the head is 15’ above ground level and thus is not blocking the view of on-coming vehicles for drivers. An 8’ 
fence is to be constructed along the Bartlett property line to enclose the new outdoor courtyard. The entrance to the 
restaurant and the outdoor courtyard will be through doors built into the new doors onto the covered patio. The doors will 
be located at the 10’ setback on Bartlett. A canopy is proposed in front of these doors to protect patrons while waiting for 
valets (or drivers) to pick up patrons. This canopy is proposed to project 7’ into the setback. The 2.5’ allowed without a 
variance is sufficient for building overhangs and small balconies, but would not be wide enough to give protection from 
the elements for a group of people. A light-weight trellis structure is proposed to parallel the Bartlett fence to enhance the 
enclosure and provide some measure of shade from the Texas sun for daytime events. This this trellis structure is not 
suitable for enclosure. The vines growing on the trellis will enhance the view from Bartlett. Bartlett will be further 
enhanced by the removal of paving between the property line and the travel lanes of the street and replacement with a 6’ 
public sidewalk, trees, and ground cover. Trees will also be added to the Kirby

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The building existed prior to the adoption of Chapter 42. The armadillo sculpture was in place prior to the establishment 
of the visibility triangle. The Houston climate is beyond the control of the owner.



(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The Chapter was not intended to make property owners demolish structures legally erected at the time of construction. 
The proposed encroachments into the building setback are minimal structures and will not detract from the light, air, and 
open space sought by the regulations.

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
Granting the variance for the existing building and sculpture will not change the existing condition; granting the variance 
for the entrance canopy and the trellis will enhance the public welfare.

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
The justification for the variances is the existing condition and the desire to offer some protection from the weather to the 
public.
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2900
Plat Name: Grand Morton South 
Applicant: Texas Engineering And Mapping Company
Date Submitted: 11/17/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
To prevent two stub streets from being extended through the subject property. (Williamschase Drive and Stratford House 
Lane)
Chapter 42 Section: 42-135 (a)

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec. 42-135. Street extension. (a) A public street that terminates at the boundary of a plat previously approved by the 
commission without means of a vehicular turnaround shall be extended into the adjacent property at the time the 
adjacent property is platted 

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an undue 
hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
This 61.2774 acre tract is being developed into a retail shopping center. This was determined to be the land’s highest 
and best use. The platting for this property has caused two stub streets to be considered to be extended through the 
property. We contend that these stub streets would not be beneficial to the community and would limit the density of 
facilities on this site that would make this attractive to big box retailers. Extending either of these streets into 
commercial/retail area, which are non compatible uses, would put detrimental cut-through traffic into the adjacent single-
family neighborhood. The conditions of this variance were created because of two previously platted subdivisions 
adjacent to this property: Williamschase Drive was platted in Williamschase Section Two (Film Code No. 351026 
H.C.M.R.) and terminates at the east line of the property. Stratford House Lane was platted in the Williamsburg Colony 
Section Four subdivision (Vol. 291, Pg. 130; H.C.M.R.) and also terminates at a large drainage ditch that separates the 
two properties. The current ordinance states that these stub streets are required to be extended through the property at 
the time of platting. Extending either of these streets would create cut-through traffic from the retail center into the single-
family community. This would be very unpopular with the residents. The extension of Williamsburg Drive is also 
hindering by TXDOT denying access for part of the Grand Parkway (S.H. 99) feeder road. This TXDOT imposition would 
make a road extension curve through this retail development, further restricting big box retailers from maximum use of 
property. Also, granting this variance would meet all requirements in Sec. 42-135(a). Stratford House Lane meets three 
of the five requirements in Sec. 42-135(a) to not extend this street through the subject property. Intersection spacing is 
not met and one lot depth is not met. However, a major impediment is a 120 foot drainage ditch right-of-way which 
separates the single family residents from the subject property. This ditch provides an excellent buffer between the two 
conflicting land uses. Furthermore, a large detention facility is planned on the west side of the ditch which would be in 
direct conflict with the extension of this street. We are hereby requesting a variance in order to plat the property without 
being required to extend these stub streets through the subject property. The current local streets in the area alr

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The development of this property will trigger platting. Since these two stub streets were previously platted, they are 
required by Chapter 42 to be extended through the subject property unless a variance is granted. This hardship was not 
created or imposed by the applicant. The adjacent developer platted these two stub streets without having full 
knowledge of how the subject property would be developed. Since the Grand Parkway was constructed, the highest and 
best use of this property (being on a major intersection) is commercial retail. This use needs to be buffered with the 
abutting single family residential use as much as possible. Approving the variance would help these two uses stay 
separated and neighborly.
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(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The greater intent and purpose of this chapter will be preserved by not extending these two streets. Since the Grand 
Parkway was constructed; the subject property has become prime commercial retail property. This variance would help 
keep the single family residential communities next to this property separated from this use. The retention of these 
neighboring communities has a higher and greater good than the extension of these stub streets into a commercial area.

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
These stub streets have been in place for a long while. No adverse impact to the public’s health, safety, or welfare is 
anticipated by granting this variance request. Conversely, extending either street could affect traffic safety in the area. 
This would certainly be a major concern to the residences that live on these streets. 

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
This variance request is not about economic hardship. The current street pattern provides adequate circulation in the 
area. Not granting this variance would create noise, privacy, and safety issues with the residents that reside on these 
streets. In addition, the extended streets would only hamper the ability to make the highest and best use of the land into 
a big box retail development.
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2900
Plat Name: Grand Morton South 
Applicant: Texas Engineering And Mapping Company
Date Submitted: 11/17/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
In conjunction with seeking a variance not to extend two stub streets from the east through the property, this variance 
request is for relieving this proposed development from dedicating an east-west public street through the property as 
required by intersection spacing along major thoroughfares.
Chapter 42 Section: 42-127 (a)

Chapter 42 Reference:
A major thoroughfare shall intersect with a public local street, a collector street, or another major thoroughfare at least 
every 2,600 feet 

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an undue 
hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
This 61.2774 acre tract is being developed into a retail shopping center. This was determined to be the land’s highest 
and best use. The Grand Parkway borders the westerly property line of this site and Morton Ranch Road adjoins its 
northerly boundary. The property is 2,701 feet long from north to south. A large drainage ditch with a 120-foot wide right-
of-way is centered on the southerly property line. Single family residential borders the entire easterly side of this property 
with a H.C.F.C.D. drainage ditch with a 120-foot wide right-of-way separating this property from the single family 
residential subdivision for the southerly 1,374 feet along this tract’s easterly property line. Only two opportunities exist for 
an east-west public street intersection through this property. These are at two stub streets platted in developed 
subdivisions adjoining the easterly boundary of this site. These streets are named Williamschase Drive and Stratford 
House Lane. A concurrent variance requests that neither of these streets be required to be extending into this proposed 
commercial retail development. There is no general plan on file for the subject tract. The current ordinance states that a 
public street should intersect a major thoroughfare at least every 2,600 feet. Williamschase Drive is located about 660 
feet south of and is parallel to Morton Ranch Road. An extension of this local street to the west would be directly into a 
zone that TXDOT has designated as an access denied area. No streets or driveways can be on the Grand Parkway 
located in this zone. Bending this street to the North of this zone would violate the minimum 600 feet spacing from a 
major thoroughfare (Morton Ranch Road) requirement. Snaking it through the property to the south of the access denied 
zone would severely hamper the ability to develop this property into a viable commercial retail development. This 
connection would also be detrimental to the safety and well being of the single family residents that live on this street. 
Stratford House Lane is located 640 feet north of the southeast corner of the subject property. Directly west exists a 
large H.C.F.C.D. drainage ditch exists between the stub street and the subject property. Furthermore, a proposed 
detention pond for West Harris County M.U.D. No. 2 is currently being designed in the southeast corner of the property. 
This facility will also block the extensions of this street. A connecting public street in this location would

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
This hardship was not created or imposed by the applicant. The adjacent developer platted these two stub streets 
without having full knowledge of how the subject property would be developed. This left only these two options for a 
public street to run through the property. Both of these options would connect single family residential use directly to 
commercial retail use. These uses need to be buffered as much as possible by not making either connection. Approving 
this variance would help these two uses stay separated and neighborly. Physical impediments, as mentioned above, 
also exist that restrict the possibility of a public street through this property. 
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(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The greater intent and purpose of this chapter will be preserved by not connecting a public street into the adjacent single 
family residential properties. Since the Grand Parkway was constructed, the subject property has become prime 
commercial retail property. This variance would help keep the single family residential communities next to this property 
separated from this use. The retention of these neighboring communities has a higher and greater good than the 
connection of a public street into a commercial area.

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
These adjacent residential streets have been in place for a long while. No adverse impact to the public’s health, safety, 
or welfare is anticipated by granting this variance request. Conversely, extending either street could affect traffic safety 
and well being in the area. This would certainly be a major concern to the residences that live on these streets. 

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
This variance request is not about economic hardship. The current street pattern provides adequate circulation in the 
area. Not granting this variance would create noise, privacy, and safety issues with the residents that reside on these 
streets. In addition, the extended streets would only hamper the ability to make the highest and best use of the subject 
property into a big box retail development.
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-3044
Plat Name: Hobby Autoport 
Applicant: Jones & Carter, Inc.
Date Submitted: 12/08/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
A variance is requested to exceed the 1,400-feet block length requirement along the east side of the property along 
Hansen Road. 
Chapter 42 Section: 128

Chapter 42 Reference:
Intersections of local streets. (a) (1) Each local street shall intersect with a street that meets the requirements of 
subsection (b) at least 1,400 feet; 

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an undue 
hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
The proposed Hobby Autoport plat is a 17.4428 acre tract located entirely within the city limits of Houston between 
Hobby Airport and Interstate 45. It is situated at the southwest corner of the intersection of Airport Boulevard, Panair 
Street and Hansen Road. Airport Boulevard meets Panair Street along the plat’s northern boundary, and Hansen Road 
runs along the eastern side of the plat. The tract is undeveloped and contains both open pastureland and wooded areas. 
The north side of the tract is bordered by Panair Street, a small portion of Airport Boulevard, and also by an undeveloped 
tract and a vacant industrial building. To the east of the tract across Hansen Road, there is an undeveloped tract situated 
between commercial and industrial developments. The tract is completely bounded on the south by an industrial building 
that houses a steel building supply company. On the west side of the tract there is an existing 50-foot right-of-way that is 
currently being used as a drainage ditch. Further to the west across this right-of-way is more developed industrial 
property and a car rental facility at the intersection of Monroe Road and Panair Street. The 50-foot right-of-way that runs 
north-south along the west side of the tract was dedicated with the South Houston Gardens No. 6 plat in 1909. This plat 
dedicated a series of 50-foot grid right-of-ways, a few of which are not currently being utilized for street purposes. 
Another dedicated right-of-way that runs east-west exists approximately 750-feet south of the southern boundary line of 
the Hobby Autoport tract, and is also currently being used for drainage purposes also. This right-of-way currently exists 
as Bryant Street further east at IH-45. Bryant Street could be extended to the west to use this right-of-way, but currently 
stops at Mosley Road. There is approximately 1,500 feet between Airport Boulevard and the platted east-west right-of-
way, therefore a variance is being requested to not provide a local street every 1,400 feet. The 17.4428 acre tract is 
being replatted as an unrestricted reserve. Dedicating a right-of-way through the subject tract would not benefit mobility 
in the area as it would have to dead end at the western edge of the tract. The existing drainage ditch and structures 
would prohibit the right-of-way from forming a connection to Monroe Road. Furthermore, the two existing platted right-of-
ways are not being utilized as a means to improve accessibility or connecti

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The existing drainage ditch and structures to the west of the property that would make dedicating a right-of-way 
infeasible and the two unutilized platted right-of-ways are the circumstances supporting the granting of the variance. 

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The intent and general purposes of the chapter will be preserved and maintained due to the fact that this tract, as well as 
the adjacent developments, have sufficient traffic circulation provided by Panair Street, Airport Boulevard, and Hansen 
Road. Along with these streets, right-of-way has previously been dedicated along the western boundary of the tract and 
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south of the tract that are currently not being used as public streets. 

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
No adverse impact to the public’s health, safety or welfare is anticipated by granting the variance. Adequate access to 
the proposed development as well as to the existing nearby commercial and industrial developments is available. 

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are based on the existing conditions surrounding the tract 
which affect the subject property. 
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2906
Plat Name: Komorebi Court 
Applicant: Owens Management Systems, LLC
Date Submitted: 11/17/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
A variance is sought for a 21-foot building line along SH 288 and a 3-foot building line along the north property boundary.
Chapter 42 Section: 152-a

Chapter 42 Reference:
The portion of a lot or tract that is adjacent to a major thoroughfare shall have a building line requirement of 25 feet 
unless otherwise authorized by this chapter. 

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an undue 
hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR
Chartres is a 70’ row with curb and gutter. Eagle Street is a 50’ row stub street, created in the Holman Outlot 66 plat. 
The property on the west side of Chartres is non-residential with one curb cut. In 1965, Texas Department of 
Transportation commenced land acquisition of Block 1 for the creation of State Highway 288 per HCAD C980465, 
E693409 and E916265, causing a steep grade separation at the rear property line. TXDOT also acquired Lots 1 & 2 
which remain undeveloped. 

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
Land acquisition by Texas Department of Transportation to develop SH 288 created a grade separation at the rear 
property boundary. The developer is proposing 6 lots. 2 lots access 16’ shared driveway from Chartres and 4 lots will 
access via 18’ shared driveway with 3’ building line from Eagle Street, thereby creating a 21’ building line from SH 288. 
The townhouses are 3-stories, average 2100 square feet. 

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained. The undeveloped portion of SH288 
north of the property is at least 100 feet from the north property boundary to Cleburne Street. With the extensive grade 
separation, there is no direct access to SH 288 and no impact on traffic. Per TXDOT, there are plans for SH288 that will 
affect Chartres Street. 

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
The proposed development includes semi-opaque fencing, new 6’ sidewalks along Chartres and Eagle Streets. 3” 
caliper trees and shrubs will enhance the pedestrian experience. The development is consistent with new townhouse 
developments in Midtown and Third Ward.

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance. TXDOT land acquisition to create SH 288 prohibits any 
new development north and east of subject property.
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Appl ication Number: 20142994
Plat Name: Louet ta Mini  S torage
Appl icant: Texas  Engineering And Mapping Company
Date Submitted: 12/05/2014

(Sec.  4247 and Sec.  4281)
Speci fic Variance  is being sought and extent of variance:
To al low a  reserve  to have 49.25  feet  of   f rontage on a publ ic  s t reet   rather  than  the 60  feet   required.
Chapter 42 Section: 190

Chapter 42 Reference:
TYPE OF RESERVE   Unres t ric ted  reserve;  MINIMUM SIZE   5,000 sq.   f t . ;  TYPE OF STREET OR
SHARED DRIVEWAY – publ ic  s t reet ;  MINIMUM STREET OR SHARED DRIVEWAY WIDTH – 60  feet
(50  feet   in a s t reet  width except ion area);  MINIMUM STREET OR SHARED DRIVEWAY FRONTAGE
– 60  feet .

Statement of Facts
(1a) The  imposi tion of  the  terms,   rules,  condi tions,  pol icies and standards of  this chapter
would create an undue hardship by depriving  the appl icant of  the  reasonable use of  the  land;
OR
The current  conf igurat ion of   the subjec t  property   is  a direc t   resul t  of  a part i t ion of   the parent   t rac t
into  “shares ” by  deed  recorded  in Volume 6800,  Page 267,  of   the Harris  County  Deed Records  on
June 6,  1967.  The current  owner came  to own Shares   ‘7’  and  ‘8’ ,  and also Share  ‘D’ .  These  ‘shares ’
were planned  to have access   f rom easements  c reated  in  the part i t ion deed.  However,   through a
combinat ion of   “share” acquis i t ion of   the surrounding property   to  the north and eas t  of   the subjec t
property  and  the bui lding of  Louet ta Road at   the south  t ip of  Share  ‘D’ ,  access  was  cut  of f   in al l
di rec t ions  except   to Louet ta Road.  Furthermore,   the surrounding propert ies  were plat ted on al l
s ides  of   this  property  space(except   the wes terly   l ine  that   is  bordered by  a 100foot  wide  rai l road
right of way ) wi thout  any  access  points  other  than Louet ta Road.  Therefore,   the only  access   this
property  has   is   to Louet ta Road with  f rontage of  49.25  feet .  This  property  only  has  42.25  feet  of
f rontage on Louet ta Road.  The minimum  f rontage width  for a  reserve was  es tabl ished both  to
ensure suf f ic ient  width  for use  to al low enough width  for  the dedicat ion of  a publ ic  s t reet ,   should
one be needed  in  the  future.  This  area already  has  a wel l  es tabl ished publ ic  s t reet  sys tem;   there  is
no need  to prov ide space  for  this  area  to be converted  into a publ ic  s t reet .  A  mini  s torage  fac i l i t y
is  being planned  for  this  s i te which has  been determined  to be  i t s  highes t  and bes t  use.  A   f rontage
of  49.25  feet   is  adequate  for  this  use.   I f   this  variance  is  not  granted  this  property  wi l l  be  land
locked  for any thing other  than  res ident ial  use.   (See  I tem 4 below)
 
(1b) Strict appl ication would make  this project  infeasible due  to  the existence of unusual
physical  characteristics  that affect  the property  in question,  or would create an  impractical
development or one otherwise contrary  to sound publ ic pol icy;

 
(2) The ci rcumstances supporting  the granting of  the variance are not  the  resul t of a hardship
created or  imposed by  the appl icant;
Earl ier urban development  occurred on ei ther s ide of   this  property .   In  recent  years ,  plats  have been
approved on ei ther s ide of   this  property   leav ing only   i t s  49.25  feet  of   f rontage.  This   f rontage  is
suf f ic ient   for  ingress /egress   to  the proposed mini  s torage  fac i l i t y  being planned.
 
(3) The  intent and general  purposes of  this chapter wi l l  be preserved and maintained;

There  is  suf f ic ient  width and area  for  ingress /egress   for  this  projec ted use and addi t ional  s t reet
f rontage would serve no purpose,   thus   the general   intent  and purposes  of   the chapter wi l l  be
maintained.  This  variance wi l l  also al low  this  otherwise  landlocked property   to be developed.



 
(4) The granting of  the variance wi l l  not be  injurious  to  the publ ic heal th,  safety or wel fare;
Publ ic  heal th,  safety ,  and wel fare wi l l  be protec ted by  al lowing  this  property   to be produc t ively
used  rather  than  lef t  as  a poorly  maintained and unsuperv ised  t rac t  of   land  that  would prov ide
access   to  the  rear property   l ines  of  adjacent  uses .  Without   this  variance approved,   this  property   is
v i rtual ly   landlocked  f rom any  use except  poss ibly  a  large  res ident ial   lot .  However,  wi th  the
surrounding uses ,  power  l ines ,   rai l road,  major  thoroughfare  f rontage,  etc . ,  a  res idence would not  be
a very  des irable use.
 
(5) Economic hardship  is not  the sole  justi fication of  the variance.
This  variance  reques t   is  not  about  economic  hardship.  This  property   jus t  cannot  phys ical ly  prov ide
the  recommended 60  feet  of  s t reet   f rontage because his toric  events  have conspired  to prov ide only
49.25  feet  of   f rontage on Louet ta Rd.   for  this  property .
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Appl ication Number: 20143051
Plat Name: Parkway  at  E ldridge Sec  4
Appl icant: BGE|Kerry  R.  Gi lbert  Assoc iates
Date Submitted: 12/08/2014

(Sec.  4247 and Sec.  4281)
Speci fic Variance  is being sought and extent of variance:
To es tabl ish bui lding  l ines  on  the Type 1 PAE v ia a  typical   lot   layout ,  wi th  lots   tak ing vehicular
access  at   the  rear  f rom a private al ley   ins tead of  a publ ic  al ley .
Chapter 42 Section: 42156

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec .  42156.  Col lec tor and  local  s t reets—Singlefami ly   res ident ial .  …(d) When  the plat  contains  a
typical   lot   layout  and notes   that   res t ric t   vehicular access   to an approved publ ic  al ley ,   then no  f ront
bui lding setback   l ine shal l  be  required,  except   for corner  lots  as  prov ided herein.

Statement of Facts
(1a) The  imposi tion of  the  terms,   rules,  condi tions,  pol icies and standards of  this chapter
would create an undue hardship by depriving  the appl icant of  the  reasonable use of  the  land;
OR

 
(1b) Strict appl ication would make  this project  infeasible due  to  the existence of unusual
physical  characteristics  that affect  the property  in question,  or would create an  impractical
development or one otherwise contrary  to sound publ ic pol icy;
Parkway  at  E ldridge  is  a smal l  gated community   located on  the north s ide of  Wes theimer Road and
wes t  of  E ldridge Parkway .  Primary  access   for  the development   is   f rom Rincon Drive,  which
connec ts   to E ldridge Parkway .  Secondary  access   is  prov ided v ia Windchase B lvd connec t ing south
to Wes theimer Parkway ,  and an addi t ional  connec t ion  to  the Lakes  of  Parkway  development   to  the
northwes t ,  which  is  also a private community .  A l l  ent ries  are gated and  inc lude vehicular
turnarounds .  Parkway  at  E ldridge Sec t ion 4  is   in  the southern port ion of   the projec t ,   south of   the
other  res ident ial   sec t ions  and  immediately  north of   the commerc ial   reserves  of   the development .
The gated  turnaround of  Windschase B lvd,  which connec ts   to Wes theimer Rd  through  the
commerc ial   reserves ,   is  adjacent   to  the southern boundary  of  Sec t ion 4.  Parkway  at  E ldridge
Sec t ion 4 proposes  a  townhome community  wi th commonwal l  bui ldings   f ront ing on a combinat ion
of  Type  I  and Type  I I  PAEs .  The  townhomes  wi l l  have vehicular access  only  v ia al leys   in  the  rear
of   the  lots .  By  v i rtue of   the  fac t   that   the ent i re Parkway  at  E ldridge community   is  gated,   the al leys
in Parkway  at  E ldridge Sec  4 wi l l  not  be access ible  to  the publ ic  and wi l l   therefore be private
al leys .  However,  Chapter 42 does  not  address   the subjec t  of  private al leys ,  only  publ ic  al leys .
Chapter 42 makes  several  prov is ions   for es tabl ishing  f ront  bui lding  l ines   in cases  where  the garage
wi l l  ei ther  face  the  rear of   the  lot  or have an addi t ional  separate setback .  However,  none of   these
prov is ions   take  into account   the poss ibi l i t y  of  homes  with private al leys .  Parkway  at  E ldridge
Sec t ion 4 proposes   to es tabl ish bui lding  l ines  along  the Type  I  PAE us ing  the  typical   lot   layout   for
lots   that   take vehicular access   f rom a publ ic  al ley   in  the  rear.  The  reques ted variance  is   to al low
this   typical   lot   layout   to apply   to  the private al leys  proposed by  Sec t ion 4.  The proposed des ign
otherwise conforms   to  the  typical   lot   layout   for es tabl ishing bui lding  l ines  on  lots   that   take access
f rom an al ley   in  the  rear.
 
(2) The ci rcumstances supporting  the granting of  the variance are not  the  resul t of a hardship
created or  imposed by  the appl icant;
The proposed  layout  of  Parkway  at  E ldridge Sec t ion 4  inc ludes  al leys  which are ef fec t ively  private,
by  v i rtue of   the  fac t   that   the ent i re community   is  a gated community .  As  Chapter 42 does  not
address   the poss ibi l i t y  of  al leys  wi thin a gated community ,  a solut ion does  not  ex is t  wi thin  the
regulat ions ,  and  this  condi t ion  is   therefore not  a hardship c reated or  imposed by   the appl icant .

 



(3) The  intent and general  purposes of  this chapter wi l l  be preserved and maintained;
The proposed  layout  of   this  sec t ion meets   the  intent  and general  purposes  of   this  chapter  to
es tabl ish bui lding setbacks   for  lots   that   take access   f rom an al ley   in  the  rear.
 
(4) The granting of  the variance wi l l  not be  injurious  to  the publ ic heal th,  safety or wel fare;
The grant ing of   the variance wi l l  not  c reate any  negat ive  impac ts   for  the heal th,  safety ,  or wel fare
of   the community  or  the publ ic .
 
(5) Economic hardship  is not  the sole  justi fication of  the variance.
Chapter 42 does  not  address   the poss ibi l i t y  of  al leys  wi thin a gated community ,  which become de
fac to private al leys   ins tead of  publ ic  al leys .  This  unique s i tuat ion  is   the support ing c i rcums tance
for  this   reques t .
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Appl ication Number: 20142948
Plat Name: Saudia Arabia Royal  Consulate
Appl icant: South Texas  Survey ing Assoc iates ,   Inc .
Date Submitted: 11/17/2014

(Sec.  4247 and Sec.  4281)
Speci fic Variance  is being sought and extent of variance:
Variance  reques t   for a  reduced bui lding  l ine along a major  thoroughfare.
Chapter 42 Section: 150

Chapter 42 Reference:
1.  Sec  42150 Bui lding  l ine  requirement .

Statement of Facts
(1a) The  imposi tion of  the  terms,   rules,  condi tions,  pol icies and standards of  this chapter
would create an undue hardship by depriving  the appl icant of  the  reasonable use of  the  land;
OR
This  property   is   located on Wi lc res t  Dr.   (100’  ROW) North of  Richmond Ave and South of
Meadowglen outs ide of   the Wes t  Bel t .  This  projec t   is  being bui l t   for  the General  Consulate of  Saudi
Arabia.  We are seek ing approval   to  reduce  the bui lding  l ine on Wi lc res t   f rom 25’   required  to a 10’
bui lding  l ine.  The purpose of   the  reduc t ion  is   to cons t ruc t  2 guard houses   that  wi l l  be s tat ioned at
the check   in and check  out  points   for  the Consulate.  The consulate  is  concerned wi th keeping
general  publ ic   f rom access ing  the grounds .  As  you can  imagine,  securi t y   is   the utmos t   importance
with  this  projec t .  The s i te plans  show an of f ice bui lding,   temporary  hous ing uni ts  as  wel l  as   the
guard houses .  The primary  s t ruc ture wi l l  be setback  40  feet  as   required by   the deed  res t ric t ions .
Only   the guard houses  wi l l  be at   the 10’  set  back  as   reques ted.  We have obtained an approval   f rom
the Wes tchase Management  Dis t ric t   regarding  the variance  reques t  and plans   that  are af fec ted by
Deed Res t ric t ions .  The original  plat  shows  a 10’  bui lding  l ine along wi th a 10’  Water Line
Easement .  We have  researched  the ut i l i t ies   in  the area and have determined  the ac tual  water  l ine
is  outs ide of   the property  and 10’  set  back  wi l l  be suf f ic ient   for access ing  the  l ine.  A f ter meet ing
with Ci ty  of  Hous ton PWE & P&D,  we  feel   that   this  compromise  f rom our original   reques t   is
acceptable  to our development  and we are now  formal ly   reques t ing approval  at   this   t ime.
 
(1b) Strict appl ication would make  this project  infeasible due  to  the existence of unusual
physical  characteristics  that affect  the property  in question,  or would create an  impractical
development or one otherwise contrary  to sound publ ic pol icy;

 
(2) The ci rcumstances supporting  the granting of  the variance are not  the  resul t of a hardship
created or  imposed by  the appl icant;
The Consulate should be cons idered  foreign soi l  and should be al lowed  to develop  the property  as
they  have planned as   long as   i t  doesn’ t  harm  the publ ic   in any  way .  The guard houses  wi l l   keep  the
general  publ ic   f rom access ing  the property ,  prevent ing  inc idents .  Securi t y   for  the Consulate  is
ex t remely   important .  We bel ieve  this   reques t   is   reasonable and  jus t .  We  recognize  that  whi le we
are ask ing  to be cons idered  foreign soi l ,   the development  wi l l  also need  to access  c i t y  ut i l i t ies .
Therefore,  we have  rev ised our original   reques t   for a 5’  bui lding and now agree  that  10’  set  back   is
acceptable and also approved by   the management  dis t ric t .  P lease  refer  to  the approval  and s i te
plans  at tached.
 
(3) The  intent and general  purposes of  this chapter wi l l  be preserved and maintained;

The  intent  and general  purpose of  Chapter 42 wi l l  be preserved and maintained,  we are seek ing
spec ial  permiss ion  for  this  development .  We  recognize  the need  for process ,  procedure and
regulat ions  however;  we  feel   this  projec t  should be given spec ial   cons iderat ion due  to  i t s   intended
purpose.  Securi t y   is   the utmos t   important   issue  for  this  projec t .



 
(4) The granting of  the variance wi l l  not be  injurious  to  the publ ic heal th,  safety or wel fare;
Grant ing  this  variance would not  be  injurious   to  the publ ic  heal th,  safety  or wel fare.  The primary
s t ruc ture wi l l  be 40  feet  back   f rom  the  road.  The guard houses  are minimal s t ruc tures  but  wi l l  give
the securi t y   this  projec ts  needs  and deserves .  This  projec t  wi l l  be  for  the bet terment  of   the
community   in general .
 
(5) Economic hardship  is not  the sole  justi fication of  the variance.
The hardship  for  this  projec t   is  developing a Foreign Consulate  that  wi l l   conform  to  the Ci ty ’s
s tandards  whi le address ing  the needs  of   the Consulate General  and  requirements  of   their  securi t y
and development .  We bel ieve,  based on al l  ev idence submit ted  this   is  not  an unreasonable  reques t .
We  respec t ful ly  ask   for your support  on  this  projec t   in order  to move  forward.  We apprec iate your
t ime and cons iderat ion.
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2764
Plat Name: Shreeram 
Applicant: South Texas Surveying Associates, Inc.
Date Submitted: 11/03/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
We are respectfully requesting not to extend a public street (Temple Street, Dever, or Melwood) or cul-de-sac the street 
either street. 
Chapter 42 Section: 135

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec. 42-135. Street extension. (a) A public street that terminates at the boundary of a plat previously approved by the 
commission without means of a vehicular turnaround shall be extended into the adjacent property at the time the 
adjacent property is platted unless: (1) The existing stub street is a local street and is not designated as a collector or 
major thoroughfare on the major thoroughfare and freeway plan; (2) The existing stub street is not shown as a through 
street on a current general plan approved by the commission for the subdivision in which the existing street is located or 
the subdivision that is the subject of the application; (3) The existing stub street is only one lot in depth; (4) The proposed 
subdivision will not extend residential development; and (5) The extension of the street is not required to meet the 
intersection spacing requirements of this chapter. If each of these criteria is met, the stub street is not required to be 
extended. 

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an 
undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR
This property is located on Interstate 45 North of North Main. We are requesting not to extend Temple Street. Temple 
Street is an unimproved street at this time and according to the previous plat Brooke Smith Second Addition recorded in 
Vol. 2 Page 11 of the Harris County Map Records Temple Street never extended through this property when platted and 
dedicated in 1906. Dever street has been partially abandoned and does not exist on the ground and there is 
inconsistencies regarding where Dever was dedicated. Melwood Ave is an improved dedicated street on the west side of 
I-45 however when reviewing the plat boundary and where Melwood was dedicated again we see inconsistencies on the 
exact location and again is not improved or used by the public at this time and possible never used in the past 108 
years. 

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
This property’s hardship was not created or imposed by the applicant. The street was never extended or improved. To 
extend a dirt or gravel stub street does not make sense due to the fact the public does not use this street. The street 
dead ends into White Oak Bayou to the East as well as the project site to the West. 

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The intent and general purpose of chapter 42 will be preserved and maintained. Chapter 42’s general intent and purpose 
appears to be concerned with traffic flow and emergency access. Since Temple, Melwood and Dever are unimproved 
and not currently being used by the public, the intent and purpose should not apply to this situation therefore, maintained 
by default. 

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
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Granting this variance will not put the public health, safety or welfare in jeopardy at any point. Again, this street is not 
being used by the public for any purpose and will not be affected negatively by not extending or creating a cul-de-sac. 

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
The hardship for this project is that no one has used or developed Temple Street, Melwood Ave east of I-45, or Dever 
Street for the past 108 years. We respect the fact that Chapter 42 has regulations and standards for the majority of 
development projects, but again we respectfully request permission at this time to continue to plat this project without 
extending an unimproved street or creating a cul-de-sac for unimproved and unused streets. 
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-3007
Plat Name: Spring at Taylor 
Applicant: Terra Surveying Company, Inc.
Date Submitted: 12/07/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
This variance is being sought to allow for dual building lines to accommodate the life of two (2) existing one-story 
warehouse buildings. 
Chapter 42 Section: 155

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec. 42-155. Collector and local streets--Uses other than single-family residential. (a) The building line requirement for a 
tract used or to be used for other than single-family residential purposes adjacent to a street that is a collector street or 
local street that is not an alley shall be ten feet unless otherwise required or authorized by this chapter. 

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an 
undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR
These two (2) one-story concrete warehouse buildings, built in 1975, are located at the northeasterly intersection of 
Taylor Street and Spring Street. With the platting of the subject tract, a 10-foot building line will be required along said 
Taylor Street and said Spring Street. It is the objection of the owner to be in compliance, once the plat is recorded with 
the office of the Harris County Clerk, for the life of the existing two (2) warehouse buildings and also complying with the 
10-foot building lines along Taylor Street and Spring Street for future development. No definitive development plans are 
set for this tract. The need of the variance is to address the Building Line compliance for Marketing purposes of the 
subject tract. 

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
These two (2) one-story concrete warehouse buildings, at 50,000 square feet (northerly building) and 80,000 square feet 
(southerly building), were built in 1975. Both buildings fronting Taylor Street and the southerly building siding on Spring 
Street. These buildings will extend over the proposed platted 10-foot building line along Taylor Street at each 
northwesterly corner. 

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
These two (2) one-story concrete warehouse buildings were built in 1975, on a tract which likely did not have a building 
line requirement or restriction. Future development will adhere to the required 10-foot building lines per the submitted 
plat.

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
Any and all future construction on the subject tract will comply with the existing requirements of Chapter 42, specifically 
the 10-foot building lines along Taylor Street and Spring Street. No future developments or additions will encroach within 
the platted 10-foot building lines along Taylor Street and Spring Street. 

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
The circulation and maneuverability of vehicular and emergency traffic will not be hindered. Nor would pedestrian traffic 
be limited or impeded. 

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
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The justification for this Variance is to be in compliance with the Building line requirements during the life of the two (2) 
one-story concrete warehouse buildings and be in compliance with the Building line requirements after the recording of 
the plat of the subject tract and any future construction. The owner/developer desires to be in compliance with the 
building lines for both building, first and foremost. 
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-3095
Plat Name: Spring Cypress at Louetta Apartments 
Applicant: R.G. Miller Engineers
Date Submitted: 12/08/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
to not require a street stub to be extended into the proposed plat.
Chapter 42 Section: 135

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec. 42-135. Street extension. (a) A public street that terminates at the boundary of a plat previously approved by the 
commission without means of a vehicular turnaround shall be extended into the adjacent property at the time the 
adjacent property is platted unless: (1) The existing stub street is a local street and is not designated as a collector or 
major thoroughfare on the major thoroughfare and freeway plan; (2) The existing stub street is not shown as a through 
street on a current general plan approved by the commission for the subdivision in which the existing street is located or 
the subdivision that is the subject of the application; (3) The existing stub street is only one lot in depth; (4) The proposed 
subdivision will not extend residential development; and (5) The extension of the street is not required to meet the 
intersection spacing requirements of this chapter. If each of these criteria is met, the stub street is not required to be 
extended. 

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an 
undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR
na

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
Strict application of the requirements of this chapter would make a project infeasible due to the existence of unusual 
physical characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one otherwise 
contrary to sound public policy; Strict application of the requirements of Chapter 43 Section of 127 would create an 
impractical development due to physical constraints and existing adjacent development. The stub street (Louetta Oak 
Trail) is adjacent to a 12.0027 tract, which separates our property. 

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or imposed by the 
applicant. Constraints are related to physical conditions or adjacent existing development by others.

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
the intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained. The proposed development includes 
sufficient access from both Spring Cypress Road and Louetta Road which allow for adequate circulation in the area and 
discourages through traffic.

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
The granting of this variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare. Adequate access and circulation 
will be provided by the major thoroughfares north and south of property site.

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance. Justification for this variance is base on the physical 
constraints and adjacent existing development.
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RECONSIDERATION OF REQUIREMENT
Request Information Form

Application No: 2014-2822
Plat Name: Aldine Westfield Business Park 
Applicant: Town and Country Surveyors
Date Submitted: 11/14/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific requirement or condition being sought: 
Sec. 42-47. Applications requesting variance We are re-submitting the plat for reconsideration of requirements so we 
can request variances.
Chapter 42 Section: 47

Chapter 42 Reference: 
Variances

If this request requires a variance or special exception, the applicant must comply with the Plat Submittal Requirements 
and provide a completed Variance Request Information Form or Special Exception Information Form.

STATEMENT OF FACTS:
We would like to resubmit of plat for reconsideration so we can request variances. 
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2822
Plat Name: Aldine Westfield Business Park 
Applicant: Town and Country Surveyors
Date Submitted: 11/14/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
Sec. 42-135 Street extension. Mcguinness Drive is currently a 285 feet in length and is only in the Estates of Legends 
Trace. At the current time it Runs from Rose Trace Drive and serves only the proposed KM ALDINE Westfield Plat and 
the a 3.66 Acre tract that is the remainder of a called 10.2378 Acre Tract. This 3.66 does not abut Mcguinnes Drive and 
is currently accessed by a a 30 foot wide access easement. The 10.2378 Acre Tract was a portion of the proposed Plats 
parent tract. The existing Mcguinnes Drive is only one lot in depth and is not shown in the current general plan. To the 
North of the proposed Plat are two residential subdivisons in Imperial Oaks Forest Section 2 and Imperial Oaks Imperial 
Oaks Park Neither was platted with the intent of a road coming through and there is no room between existing lots. 
Montgomery County is requiring the developer to provide access to the Mcguinnes tract through a dedicated right of 
way. The have approved our current MCguinnes Circle for access to the Mcguinness Tract. If the Mcguinnes 3.66 Acre 
tract is developed with a public road as it has 65 feet adjacent to the proposed east line of Mcguiness Circle. Since this 
Plat is intended to be commercial it currently has plenty of access along Aldine Westfield Road. Currently Mcguinnes 
Road is only one lot in depth, is not a collector or major thouroughfare on the major thoroughfare and Freeway Plan. 
McGuinnes Road is not needed for spacing requirements. 
Chapter 42 Section: 135

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec. 42-135 Street extension

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an 
undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
The configuration of the properties in the area make extending the collector unnecessary at this point. 

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The variance is not requested do to a hardship for because of configuration of all the tracts in the area make an 
extension unnecessary.

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The intent of the ordinance is to provide traffic collection and flow but there is very little need in this area. 

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
Not putting in a public road will not have any affect on the public health, safety or welfare. A new road will provide 
minimal if any additional traffic flows. 

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
This Plat is being developed as a commercial tract and does not need more access than it currently has or will have with 
the proposed cul-de-sac.
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2822
Plat Name: Aldine Westfield Business Park 
Applicant: Town and Country Surveyors
Date Submitted: 11/14/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
Sec. 42-128 Intersections of Collector Streets. Mcguinness Drive is currently a 285 feet in length and is only in the 
Estates of Legends Trace. At the current time it Runs from Rose Trace Drive and serves only the proposed KM ALDINE 
WestField Plat and the remainder of a called 10.2378 Acre Tract which has a 30 foot access in our parent tract. The 
10.2378 Acre Tract was a portion of the proposed parent tract. To the North of the proposed Plat are two residential 
subdivisons in Imperial Oaks Forest Section 2 and Imperial Oaks Imperial Oaks Park which was not platted with the 
intent of a road coming through and there is no room between existing lots. Montgomery County is requiring us to 
provide access to the Mcguinnes tract through a dedicated right of way. The have approved our current MCguinnes 
Circle as access to the Mcguinness Tract. Since this Plat is intended to be commercial it currently has plenty of access 
along Aldine Westfield Road. 
Chapter 42 Section: 128

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec. 42-128 Intersections of Collector Streets (1) Each local street shall intersect with a street that meets the 
requirements of subsection (b) at least every 1,400 feet; The developer requests that no local street be required running 
east and west through proposed plat.

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an 
undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
The variance is requested because of configuration of all the tracts in the area and because a public road through the 
tract will serve no purpose.

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The variance is not requested do to a hardship it is asked for because of configuration of all the tracts in the area, and 
because a public road through the tract will serve no purpose.

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The intent of the ordinance is to provide traffic collection and flow but there is very little need in this area.

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
Since the adjoining properties are already developed a public street through the property will not not provide any 
additinional access. The proposed cul-del-sac will take care of access for the adjoining 3.66 Acres

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
The configuration of the existing development and the surrounding properties do not justify the need for an additional 
collector road. 
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VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Application Number: 2014-2852
Plat Name: Fairfield Village South Sec 15 
Applicant: INsite Architecture Inc
Date Submitted: 11/15/2014

(Sec. 42-47 and Sec. 42-81)
Specific Variance is being sought and extent of variance:
Block length of 2,600’ along Texas Highway 99 / Grand Parkway,a limited access Toll Road.
Chapter 42 Section: 127 a

Chapter 42 Reference:
A major thoroughfare shall intersect with a public local street, a collector street or another major thoroughfare at least 
every 2,600 feet 

Statement of Facts
(1a) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create an undue 
hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; OR

(1b) Strict application would make this project infeasible due to the existence of unusual physical 
characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create an impractical development or one 
otherwise contrary to sound public policy;
The western property of Fairfield Village is bounded by State Highway 99 (Grand Parkway Segment F-1). State Highway 
99 (Grand Parkway) provides a toll road with an “Access Denial Zone” between Cypresswood Drive and Cumberland 
Ridge Right-of-ways 

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant;
The location of Highway 99 / Grand Parkway was established by the Texas Department of Transportation to improve the 
mobility of the Houston region.

(3) The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;
The General Plan provides for a well-integrated Major Thoroughfare circulation system that promotes movement for the 
community to circulate, providing connections to the US 290 Freeway and Highway 99 / Grand Parkway. The existing 
Major Thoroughfares and the connections that the project provides will fulfill the intent of the City of Houston MTP, 
providing ample and adequate traffic and circulation carrying capacity within the neighborhoods and the overall area.

(4) The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; 
The circulation system provides for multiple points of access from various Major Thoroughfares from east to west 
(Cypresswood Drive, Cumberland Ridge Blvd) and connections from north to south (Fairfield Place Drive and Mason 
Road) onto the community’s Freeways/Highways to the south and west. By not providing a connection to the Highway 
99 / Grand Parkway the neighborhoods will remain safer and only with neighborhood traffic, forcing area wide mobility 
through the community’s major thoroughfares.

(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.
The “access denial zone” along the western boundary of the plat is being imposed by the Texas Department of 
Transportation. The primary community objective is to provide for a safe environment. The residential development 
within the area where the variance is requested will incorporate large landscape buffer along the west boundary to 
mitigate some of the sound created by Highway 99, making the neighborhoods more comfortable and appealing to 
residents

Page 1 of 1
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Subdivision Name: Pearl on Helena 

Applicant: Vernon G. Henry & Associates, Inc.
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RECONSIDERATION OF REQUIREMENT
Request Information Form

Appl ication No: 20142996
Plat Name: Pearl  on Helena
Appl icant: Vernon G.  Henry & Associates,   Inc.
Date Submitted: 12/05/2014

(Sec.  4247 and Sec.  4281)
Speci fic  requirement or condi tion being sought:
Reduc t ion of   the bui lding setback  around  the ex is t ing  t ree on A lbany  St reet   f rom 10’   to 8.5”
Chapter 42 Section: 150

Chapter 42 Reference:
42150

I f   this   reques t   requires  a variance or spec ial  except ion,   the appl icant  mus t  comply  wi th  the P lat
Submit tal  Requirements  and prov ide a completed Variance Reques t   Informat ion Form or Spec ial
Except ion  Informat ion Form.

STATEMENT OF FACTS:
When  the plat  was  approved earl ier  this  year,   there was  a misunders tanding between  the Ci ty
Forres ter and  the P lanning Department  s taf f  about   the setback  space  required  to preserve a  large
t ree.  The Forres ter had approved an 8.5’   setback ,   rather  than  the 10’  around  the  t ree  that  was
s tated on  the approval   forms .  Addi t ional ly ,   the approval  gave  the  t ree’s   locat ion as  being on Drew
St reet ;   the  t ree  is  ac tual ly  on A lbany .  We are  reques t ing  that   the setback   for  the  t ree be 8.5’  as
approved by   the Ci ty  Forres ter.



VARIANCE
Request Information Form

Appl ication Number: 20142996
Plat Name: Pearl  on Helena
Appl icant: Vernon G.  Henry  & Assoc iates ,   Inc .
Date Submitted: 12/05/2014

(Sec.  4247 and Sec.  4281)
Speci fic Variance  is being sought and extent of variance:
To al low an 8.5’  bui lding  l ine on A lbany  St reets   rather  than 10’
Chapter 42 Section: 150

Chapter 42 Reference:
Sec .  42150.  Bui lding  l ine  requirement .   (d) The  fol lowing chart   is  a summary  of  certain bui lding  l ine
requirements  of   this  chapter and  is   intended  for  i l lus t rat ive purposes  only .   In case of  any  conf l ic t
between  the chart  and  the  tex t  of   this  chapter,   the  tex t  shal l   cont rol .  Type of  S t reet  or Private
Roadway :  Local  s t reets  Trac t  Desc ript ion:  A l l  others  Minimum Bui lding Line Requirement :  10  feet

Statement of Facts
(1a) The  imposi tion of  the  terms,   rules,  condi tions,  pol icies and standards of  this chapter
would create an undue hardship by depriving  the appl icant of  the  reasonable use of  the  land;
OR

 
(1b) Strict appl ication would make  this project  infeasible due  to  the existence of unusual
physical  characteristics  that affect  the property  in question,  or would create an  impractical
development or one otherwise contrary  to sound publ ic pol icy;
This  s i te  is  wi thin  the Midtown TIRZ,  which has  an adopted Projec t  P lan approved by  Counc i l   that
cal ls   for bui ldings   to be cons t ruc ted up c lose  to  the s idewalk  as  a way   to promote a walkable
pedes t rian env ironment .  The plan  for  this  property   is  cons is tent  wi th  the Midtown P lan.  The plat
was  approved earl ier  this  year wi th a 10’  bui lding  l ine  to preserve a  large  t ree.  The approval  101
approval   form s tated  that   the  t ree was  on Drew St reet  when  i t   is  ac tual ly  on A lbany  St reet .  The
City  Forres ter had been consul ted about   the space necessary   to preserve  this   large  t ree and had
spec i f ied a dis tance of  15  f rom  the  t runk  of   the  t ree.  This  would be 8.5’  as  shown on  the
accompany ing  i l lus t rat ion  that  shows   the surveyed  locat ion of   the  t ree.  There was  a
miscommunicat ion between  the Ci ty  Forres ter and  the P lanning s taf f  about   the needed dis tance
f rom  the  t ree.  As  a  resul t ,   the Commiss ion was  asked  to  require a 10’  setback   for  the  t ree  rather
than  the 8.5’  needed.  A zero setback  was  approved  for  the  res t  of   the block .  The archi tec ts ,  who
were aware of   the Forres ter’s  ac tual   requirement ,  have proceeded with  the bui lding cons t ruc t ion
drawings  based upon  the 8.5’ .
 
(2) The ci rcumstances supporting  the granting of  the variance are not  the  resul t of a hardship
created or  imposed by  the appl icant;
The adopted plan  for Midtown cal ls   for a pedes t rianf riendly  env ironment .  To achieve  this
env ironment ,   i t   is  necessary   to have bui ldings  c lose  to  the s t reet  and  to el iminate as  many
driveways  as  poss ible.
 
(3) The  intent and general  purposes of  this chapter wi l l  be preserved and maintained;
The proposed  improvements  are cons is tent  wi th  the adopted Projec t  P lan  for Midtown.  A  reduced
bui lding setback  promotes  an urban env ironment ,  which encourages  pedes t rian  t raf f ic  and  t rans i t
usage,  which,   in  turn,   improves  publ ic  heal th  through exerc ise and a  reduc t ion  in ai r pol lut ion.
 

(4) The granting of  the variance wi l l  not be  injurious  to  the publ ic heal th,  safety or wel fare;
The City  Forres ter has  determined  that   the 8.5’   setback   is  al l   that   is  needed  to preserve  the  t ree.
Preservat ion of   the  t ree  is  benef ic ial   to  the publ ic  heal th.



 
(5) Economic hardship  is not  the sole  justi fication of  the variance.
A v i tal  part  of  a pedes t rianf riendly  env ironment   is   res ident  connec t iv i t y   to  the s t reet   l i fe,  which
cannot  be accompl ished wel l   i f   the bui ldings  are setback   f rom  the s t reet  wi th a  fenced area
between  the bui lding and his  s idewalk .  The  jus t i f icat ion  for  the variances   is   the  func t ional i t y  of   the
bui ldings .



CITY OF HOUSTON 
HOUSTON PLANNING COMMISSION 
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

 

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE  
 

 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Date: 12/18/14 

ITEM: 165 

Applicant: KATHY HARDAGE 
Contact Person: KATHY HARDAGE 
 File  Lamb. Key City/ 
Location No. Zip No. Map ETJ 
 

 14-1040 77365 5771 296-M ETJ 
EAST OF:  LOOP 494  SOUTH OF: FORD RD  

 
ADDRESS:  23555 Ivy Ridge 
  
ACREAGE: 0.40 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:   
 
LOT 63 AND W. ½ OF LOT 62 ADAMS OAKS, SECTION 3 BEING 0.40 ACRES OF LAND OUT OF THE N. S. SCHMITZ SURVEY, A-
699 MONTGOMERY COUNTY, TEXAS. 
 
  
PURPOSE OF REQUEST: Utility service 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   
 
BASIS OF RECOMMENDATION:  
ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION :   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



       
Houston Planning Commission 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_bc  September 08, 2009 

 

ITEM:    166 
Meeting Date:  12-08-14 

  
An applicant seeking a variance and/or special exception to the Planning Standards of Chapter 42 of the City of 
Houston’s Code of Ordinances must complete the following application and submit an electronic copy of the 
Microsoft Word document to planning.variances@houstontx.gov prior to 11:00am on the submittal dates adopted 
by the Houston Planning Commission.  For complete submittal requirements, please visit the City of Houston 
Planning & Development Department website at www.houstonplanning.com. 

 

APPLICANT COMPANY  CONTACT PERSON PHONE NUMBER  EMAIL ADDRESS 
 

Milstead Construction Services   Liz or David Milstead       713-471-0624     liz@milsteadconstructionservices.com  
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS  FILE NUMBER  ZIP CODE LAMBERT KEY MAP DISTRICT 
 

617 Fargo Street                         14094661                        77006                 5357                  493N                     C 
 

HCAD ACCOUNT NUMBER(S):        01405900000010   

PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  Block 7 Lot 7 & 8 Fairview 

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD:  Richard Nunez  

ACREAGE (SQUARE FEET):  5,000 sq ft  

WIDTH OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY:  Stanford Street (50’ ROW), Fargo Street (.  

EXISTING PAVING SECTION(S):       Stanford Street (24’), Fargo Street (22’), open ditch, brick sidewalk 

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT:  2 

OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:        2 

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS:      Project Complies 

LANDSCAPING PROVIDED:              Project Complies 

 

EXISTING STRUCTURE(S) [TYPE; SQ. FT.]:     2 story frame house (2136 sq ft)  

PROPOSED STRUCTURE(S) [TYPE; SQ. FT.]:  2 car single standing garage 22’x 22’ (484 sq ft) 

 

PURPOSE OF VARIANCE REQUEST:  To allow a 2 foot setback for a proposed 2 car single standing garage. 

CHAPTER 42 REFERENCE(S):  Section 42 -156 (b) Except as otherwise required or authorized by this chapter, the 
building line requirement for a lot restricted to single-family residential use along a local street that is not an alley 
shall be: (1) 20 feet along the front of a lot and ten feet along the back and side of a lot adjacent to a local street; or 
(2) 10 feet if the subdivision plat contains a typical lot layout and the subdivision plat contains plat notations that 
reflect the requirements of this section.  

VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION 



       
Houston Planning Commission 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_bc  September 08, 2009 

 

ITEM:    166 
Meeting Date:  12-08-14 

 

SUMMARY OF VARIANCE CONDITIONS (BE AS COMPLETE AS POSSIBLE):   Applicant/owner is asking for a variance for a 
garage with a reduced setback in order to maximize development of the lot which contains a restored house.  

 

The applicant must clearly identify how the requested variance meets the criteria in either (1a) or (1b) and ALL 
items (2) through (5). The information provided will be used to evaluate the merits of the request. An electronic 
copy of any supporting documentation reference within the “Applicant’s Statement of Facts” should be emailed to 
the Planning Department at planning.variances@houstontx.gov.  

 

 (1a)  The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create 
an undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; or  

 The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create 
an undue hardship by depriving the owner/applicant of the reasonable use of the land as 
demonstrated by other single family detached houses of similar vintage in the neighborhood and 
neighboring areas. The house on the lot in subject currently maintains the original roofline, 
massing, architectural detail, and overall architectectural style dating to approximately 1895. In 
order to maintain neighboring continuity especially in regard to other “original” houses of the 
Historic East Montrose neighborhood, a garage would be a reasonable and expect addition. 

 

 (1b)  Strict application of the requirements of this chapter would make a project infeasible due to the 
existence of unusual physical characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create 
an impractical development or one otherwise contrary to sound public policy; 

  

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created 
or imposed by the applicant;  

 Further: the applicant/owner has developed chronic health issues and will seek other facilities on 
the same property, which said facilities could be made impossible or impractical to be constructed 
due to insufficient open space. The applicant/owner has maintained the existing fence on the 
property since the originally acquired in 2006, the intent and general purpose of this chapter will 
be preserved and maintained as the wall of the new garage will maintain virtually the same 
location as the existing fence on Stanford Street and as a result the pedestrian traffic and 
vehicular traffic will not sense any change to the streetscape. Additionally, allowing a 2 foot set 
back on Stanford Street help to maintain the prohibition from inadvertent parking which can block 
sidewalk R.O.W (photo sent) .. Whereas, if a greater setback, such as 10 feet, was require that 
10 foot space would more often result in illegal parking or parking by vehicles too large to legally 
fit onto that 10 foot space. 

 

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT OF FACTS 



       
Houston Planning Commission 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_bc  September 08, 2009 

 

ITEM:    166 
Meeting Date:  12-08-14 

 
  
 (3)       The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained;  
  
 The applicant/owner has maintained the existing fence on the property since the originally 
 acquired in 2006, the intent and general purpose of this chapter will be preserved and maintained 

as the wall of the new garage will maintain virtually the same location as the existing fence on 
Stanford Street and as a result the pedestrian traffic and vehicular traffic will not sense any 
change to the streetscape. Additionally, allowing a 2 foot set back on Stanford Street help to 
maintain the prohibition from inadvertent parking which can block sidewalk R.O.W (photo sent) .. 
Whereas, if a greater setback, such as 10 feet, was require that 10 foot space would more often 
result in illegal parking or parking by vehicles too large to legally fit onto that 10 foot space. 

 
(4)     The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare;  

 
In conclusion, granting of this variance shall not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare 
as the positioning of the proposed structure does not change in any significant does not change 
in any significant way the manner in which vehicles access the property via Stanford Street. In 
fact, the granting of this variance may be an improvement to the current situation as the fence 
currently opens onto the sidewalk R.O.W. Obviously the new garage door will open vertically into 
the garage structure. 

 
   
(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance.  
 
 Economic hardship is not the sole justification in asking for this variance.  Applicant/owner is 

seeking this variance to maximize the reasonable use of the land. 
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An applicant seeking a variance and/or special exception to the Planning Standards of Chapter 42 of the City of 
Houston’s Code of Ordinances must complete the following application and submit an electronic copy of the 
Microsoft Word document to planning.variances@houstontx.gov prior to 11:00am on the submittal dates adopted 
by the Houston Planning Commission.  For complete submittal requirements, please visit the City of Houston 
Planning & Development Department website at www.houstonplanning.com. 

 

APPLICANT COMPANY  CONTACT PERSON PHONE NUMBER  EMAIL ADDRESS 
 

Alexan Construction  Alex Akintunji  713-550-4935  a_akintunji@yahoo.com  
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS  FILE NUMBER  ZIP CODE LAMBERT KEY MAP DISTRICT 
 

3813 Rosalie Street                1312621    77004     5456    494W                    D 
 

HCAD ACCOUNT NUMBER(S):   0221770000004  

PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  LT 4 BLK A1 Leeland Park  

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD:  Tunde Cardozo   

ACREAGE (SQUARE FEET):  5000 S.F  

WIDTH OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY:  40.00' R.O.W 

EXISTING PAVING SECTION(S):  20.00'

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT:  13 required 

OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:   13 provided

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS:    Project Complies 

LANDSCAPING PROVIDED:   Project Complies 

 

EXISTING STRUCTURE(S) [TYPE; SQ. FT.]:     Wood Stud Frame  

PROPOSED STRUCTURE(S) [TYPE; SQ. FT.]:  7,000 S.F 

 

PURPOSE OF VARIANCE REQUEST:   

1) Not to dedicate 5' of right of way widening for Rosalie Street, which has a right of way width of 40.00' rather than 
the required 50.00' and 2) To allow an 8.1’ building line for a building frame built encroaching into the required 10’ 
building line. 

 

VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION 
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CHAPTER 42 REFERENCE(S):  42 – 122.  Dedication of rights-of-way. (a) The applicant shall dedicate to the public 

the right-of-way for any street or alley designated in a subdivision plat as a public right-of-way in accordance with 

the requirements of this chapter and applicable state law.  42-155 Collector and local streets—Uses other than 

single-family residential. (a) The building line requirement for a tract used or to be used for other than single-family 

residential purposes adjacent to a street that is a collector street or local street that is not an alley shall be ten feet 

unless otherwise required or authorized by this chapter.  

 

 

SUMMARY OF VARIANCE CONDITIONS (BE AS COMPLETE AS POSSIBLE):  

Not to dedicate 5' of right of way widening for Oakley street, which does have a right of way of 40.00' rather than 
the required 50.00'.   

Chapter 42 reference 42-122 right of way widths: The minimum right of way required for each of the following types 
of streets or public alleys shall be as follows, subject only to the street width exception areas established pursuant 
to section 42-123 of this code. 

Local Street (1) 50 feet if adjacent to exclusively single family residential lots: or (2) 60 feet if adjacent to any other 
development 

 

The applicant must clearly identify how the requested variance meets the criteria in either (1a) or (1b) and ALL 
items (2) through (5). The information provided will be used to evaluate the merits of the request. An electronic 
copy of any supporting documentation reference within the “Applicant’s Statement of Facts” should be emailed to 
the Planning Department at planning.variances@houstontx.gov.  

 

 (1a)  The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create 
an undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; or 

 

(1b)  Strict application of the requirements of this chapter would make a project infeasible due to the 
existence of unusual physical characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create 
an impractical development or one otherwise contrary to sound public policy; 

Rosalie Street is a 40' R.O.W street which was platted as part of the Leeland Park Addition in 1905 under 
the old rules and regulations. Dedicating 5' of R.O.W will have the existing slab encroach into the building 
line. Across the street from the subject property is a piece of land that doesn’t seem feasible for any kind of 
use.  Daily traffic volumes on this street are significantly very low because it dead - ends at one lot after the  

subject property. Next to the subject property on the left is a parking lot for the proposed apartment being 
built and on the right side of the subject property is cell phone tower which has a 100 year lease on it. The 
end of the street dead-ends to a Mac Donald’s restaurant which did not dedicate any land on that side for 

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT OF FACTS 
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R.O.W widening purposes. There has been a lot of redevelopment the area in the last decade; street 
widening has not been required because of the proximity of the existing substantial structures and the low 
traffic volumes. The length of the entire street on which the subject property is to its closet intersection on 
Callie Street is 400ft. Due to the shortness in length of the street, it is at the most it could ever be used or 
widened for. The existing infrastructure is sufficient for current and like future uses. It is contrary to sound 
public policy to require one property owner to dedicate land to public for which the city has no realistic need 
or use for. As per new city ordinance, 5.00’ sidewalk will be required; Developer is willing to offer sidewalk 
easement inside the property if required. 

  

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created 
or imposed by the applicant; 

 The street was dedicated in a subdivision called Leeland Park before there were any city regulations, and 
has existed in its current form for many years prior to this owner acquiring the property.   

  
(3)       The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained; 
 Currently this property has access from only one street which is Callie Street. There is very little or no traffic 

on this street and residents who take access from the street have adequate maneuvering ability within the 
existing right of way. 

  
  
(4)       The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare;  
 The proposed variance / plat will not alter the street pattern that currently exists. 
  
  
(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance. 

It is contrary to sound public policy to require one property owner to dedicate land to the public for which 
the city has no realistic need or use for. 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



       
Houston Planning Commission 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_bc  September 08, 2009 

 

ITEM:    167 
Meeting Date:  12-08-14 

SITE MAP 
 

ELGIN

C
U

L
L

E
N

ANITA
TUAM

LE
E

K

DREW

M
IL

B
Y

ROSALIE

C
A

LL
IE

LU
C

IN
D

A

BEULAH

BEULAH

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



       
Houston Planning Commission 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_bc  September 08, 2009 

 

ITEM:    167 
Meeting Date:  12-08-14 

 
 
 

Aerial Map 
 
 
 

ELGIN

C
U

L
L

E
N

ANITA

TUAM

LE
E

K

M
IL

B
Y

C
A

LL
IE

ROSALIE

 
 
 
 
 



       
Houston Planning Commission 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_bc  September 08, 2009 

 

ITEM:    167 
Meeting Date:  12-08-14 

 
 

Existing Site Survey 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



       
Houston Planning Commission 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_bc  September 08, 2009 

 

ITEM:    167 
Meeting Date:  12-08-14 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Floor Plan 
 
 
 



       
Houston Planning Commission 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_bc  September 08, 2009 

 

ITEM:    167 
Meeting Date:  12-08-14 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



       
Houston Planning Commission 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_bc  September 08, 2009 

 

ITEM:    167 
Meeting Date:  12-08-14 

 
 

Elevations 
 

 
 
 
 



       
Houston Planning Commission 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_bc  September 08, 2009 

 

ITEM:    167 
Meeting Date:  12-08-14 

 
 

Elevations 
 

 



   
Houston Planning Commission

 
 

 

DEVELOPMENT PLAT VARIANCE 
 

DPV_dm  December 18th, 2014 

 

ITEM:    168 
Meeting Date:   12-08-14  

  
An applicant seeking a variance and/or special exception to the Planning Standards of Chapter 42 of the City of 
Houston’s Code of Ordinances must complete the following application and submit an electronic copy of the 
Microsoft Word document to planning.variances@houstontx.gov prior to 11:00am on the submittal dates adopted 
by the Houston Planning Commission.  For complete submittal requirements, please visit the City of Houston 
Planning & Development Department website at www.houstonplanning.com. 

 

APPLICANT COMPANY  CONTACT PERSON PHONE NUMBER  EMAIL ADDRESS 
 

General Contractors Permit Serv.  Cristy Gavlick  713-962-0653   gcpermits@yahoo.com 
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS  FILE NUMBER  ZIP CODE LAMBERT KEY MAP DISTRICT 
 

6611 and 6625 Supply Row  13107079  77023  5556  494 Y & Z   
 

HCAD ACCOUNT NUMBER(S):    0371650000626 & 0371650000053 

PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION:   TRS 5C, 5D, & 5J, Abst 87 SM Williams 

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD:   Turtle & Hughes Inc 

ACREAGE (SQUARE FEET):   69,696 sq ft 

WIDTH OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY:    Cesar Chavez Boulevard-60’; Supply ROW-60’ 

EXISTING PAVING SECTION(S):   Cesar Chavez Boulevard-23’; Supply ROW-30’ 

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT:  15 

OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:   16 

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS:   Project complies  

LANDSCAPING PROVIDED:   Project complies 
 

EXISTING STRUCTURE(S) [TYPE; SQ. FT.]:  47,000 sq ft 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE(S) [TYPE; SQ. FT.]: 13’ High Fence
 

PURPOSE OF VARIANCE REQUEST: To allow replacement of a fence (13’ High) after the City asked that the fence be 
removed in order to install a sidewalk along Cesar Chavez Boulevard. 

CHAPTER 42 REFERENCE(S): 42-22. Development of property through the new construction or enlargement of any 
exterior dimension of any building, structure or improvement within the city or its extraterritorial jurisdiction shall 
require a development plat, except that the following types of development shall be exempt from this requirement:  
A retaining wall, masonry wall or fence under eight feet high  

VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION 
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SUMMARY OF VARIANCE CONDITIONS (BE AS COMPLETE AS POSSIBLE): 
 

The applicant must clearly identify how the requested variance meets the criteria in either (1a) or (1b) and ALL 
items (2) through (5). The information provided will be used to evaluate the merits of the request. An electronic 
copy of any supporting documentation reference within the “Applicant’s Statement of Facts” should be emailed to 
the Planning Department at planning.variances@houstontx.gov.  

 

 (1a)  The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create 
an undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; or 
 
There was an original fence that was removed due to a conflict with the City of Houston sidewalk construction project 
that was scheduled to begin in August 2012.  This fence section was part of a continuous security fence around the 
property.  It was removed and now the sidewalk is complete.  The owner wants to install new fencing in the correct 
location.  The new fence will be similar in height and style to the removed fencing and will be reconnected to the 
existing fencing along the front of the property. 

 
(1b)  Strict application of the requirements of this chapter would make a project infeasible due to the 

existence of unusual physical characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create 
an impractical development or one otherwise contrary to sound public policy; 

  

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created 
or imposed by the applicant; 

 
The granting of the variance is simply to replace an existing fence structure that had to be removed for the installation 
of a sidewalk by the City of Houston.  The property owner is paying a contractor to have a new fence installed. 

   
(3)       The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained; 
  

The intent and general purpose of this chapter will be preserved and maintained and will be restored back to the 
original (if not better) condition prior to the removal of the fence and installation of sidewalk by the City of Houston. 

   
(4)       The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare;  
  
 The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare.  However, the fence in question 

has been down for quite some time and does pose a security issue of the property. 
   
(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance. 

 
Economic hardship is not the justification of this variance.  The owners of the property are wishing to put back a fence 
that was removed by the City of Houston for a sidewalk project that was completed in 2012. 

 

 

 

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT OF FACTS 
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An applicant seeking a variance and/or special exception to the Planning Standards of Chapter 42 of the City of 
Houston’s Code of Ordinances must complete the following application and submit an electronic copy of the 
Microsoft Word document to planning.variances@houstontx.gov prior to 11:00am on the submittal dates adopted 
by the Houston Planning Commission.  For complete submittal requirements, please visit the City of Houston 
Planning & Development Department website at www.houstonplanning.com. 

 

APPLICANT COMPANY  CONTACT PERSON PHONE NUMBER  EMAIL ADDRESS 
 

Field Data Services                    Melissa                      281-793-5192             fielddataservice@yahoo.com 
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS  FILE NUMBER  ZIP CODE LAMBERT KEY MAP DISTRICT 
 

128 West 17TH Street                     14010471                      77008                  5359                  452Z                  C 
 

HCAD ACCOUNT NUMBER(S):   0201290000012    

PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION:   TRACTS 13 & 14, BLOCK 133 HOUSTON HEIGHTS    

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD:   ANGLO SHIPPING & TRADING INC.    

ACREAGE (SQUARE FEET):   5,330 Sq Ft   

WIDTH OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY:   West 17th Street, 70’ ROW; Yale Street, 70’ ROW  

EXISTING PAVING SECTION(S):  West 17th Street, 36’ Wide; Yale Street, 43.2’ Wide 

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT: Project Complies  

OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:  Project Complies  

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS:  Project Complies  

LANDSCAPING PROVIDED:  Project Complies  

 

EXISTING STRUCTURE(S) [TYPE; SQ. FT.]:  Vacant  

PROPOSED STRUCTURE(S) [TYPE; SQ. FT.]: 3 Story (4,532 sq ft) Veneer Mixed-Use Building. 
 

PURPOSE OF VARIANCE REQUEST:  To allow a 10’ building line instead of the required 25’ building line along Yale 
Street for a proposed building in the Houston Heights East Historic District.

 CHAPTER 42 REFERENCE(S): Sec. 42-152.Building line requirement along major thoroughfares. 

(a) The portion of a lot or tract that is adjacent to a major thoroughfare shall have a building line requirement of 25 
feet unless otherwise authorized by this chapter.  

VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION 
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SUMMARY OF VARIANCE CONDITIONS (BE AS COMPLETE AS POSSIBLE): TO CHANGE THE BUILDING LINE FOR A 
MORE FEASIBLE USE OF THE PROPERTY. 

 

The applicant must clearly identify how the requested variance meets the criteria in either (1a) or (1b) and ALL 
items (2) through (5). The information provided will be used to evaluate the merits of the request. An electronic 
copy of any supporting documentation reference within the “Applicant’s Statement of Facts” should be emailed to 
the Planning Department at planning.variances@houstontx.gov.  

 

 (1a)  The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create 
an undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; or 

 
The commission shall grant a variance from the building line requirement of division 3 of article III of this 
Code to an applicant who presents a certificate of appropriateness issued pursuant to article VII, chapter 
33, of this Code, relating to historic preservation, evidencing approval of a building line other than the 
setback required by division 3 of article III of this chapter. In addition, the commission shall grant the 
applicant a variance from one or more requirements of this chapter when the commission determines that 
the granting of the variance is consistent with a certificate of appropriateness issued pursuant to article VII, 
chapter 33, of this Code, relating to historic preservation. 

   
(1b)  Strict application of the requirements of this chapter would make a project infeasible due to the 

existence of unusual physical characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create 
an impractical development or one otherwise contrary to sound public policy; 

 

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created 
or imposed by the applicant; 

 
 The typical front setback of contributing two-story and mix-use structures is 0’, while contributing one-story 

single-use commercial structures feature a wider range of setbacks. Chapter 42 requires a 25’ setback on 
Yale Street, a major thoroughfare, but we believe a 10’ setback is more appropriate for a mixed use 
structure in a historic district. The reduced setback on the west side would also help provide additional 
separation between this building and the contributing residence next door.  

 
(3)       The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained; 
 

The commission shall grant a variance from the building line requirement of this chapter when the 
commission determines that the granting of the variance is consistent with a certificate of appropriateness 
issued pursuant to article VII, chapter 33, of this Code, relating to historic preservation. Attached is such 
certificate of appropriateness. 

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT OF FACTS 
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(4)       The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare;  
  
 The granting of this variance does not alter any conditions of the surrounding areas, nor is it injurious to the 

public health, safety or welfare of the community as this area is considered to be the historic area and 
surrounding properties will not be affected in any way, shape or form by the approval of this variance. 

 
   
(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance. 

 
We’re hereby requesting that the variance be granted due to the existing physical condition (location) of the 
property and allow the owner reasonable use of this land. 
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APPROVAL CRITERIA

NEW CONSTRUCTION IN A HISTORIC DISTRICT

Sec. 33-242: HAHC shall issue a certificate of appropriateness for new construction in a historic district upon
finding that the application satisfies the following criteria:

S D NA S - satisfies D - does not satisfy NA - not applicable

El (1) The new construction must match the typical setbacks of existing contributing structures in
the historic district
The typical front setback of contributing two-story commercial and mixed-use structures is 0’,
while contributing one-story single-use commercial structures feature a wider range of
setbacks. Chapter 42 requires a 25’ setback on Yale Street, a major thoroughfare, but staff
believes a 10’ setback is more appropriate for a mixed use structure in a historic district. The
reduced setback on the west side would also help provide additional separation between this
building and the contributing residence next door.

The 10’ setback will require a variance from Planning Commission, but the approval of a
COA will require Planning Commission to approve the variance request.

El El (2) The exterior features of new construction must be compatible with the exterior features of
existing contributing structures in the historic district

The exterior features of the proposed building include exterior brick, arched windows, a
pronounced cornice and a two-story arched entryway. Criterion #2 does not reference use,
so comparable buildings include all contributing structures in the district, rather than just
commercial structures. Similar features are found on buildings within Heights East, including
Lambert Hall across W 17th Street, and the proposed structure references, simplifies and
abstracts them appropriately.

(3) The proportions of the new construction, including width and roofline, must be compatible
with the typical proportions of existing contributing structures and objects in the historic
district
This criterion does not reference use, so structures such as the Educational Building at
Grace United Methodist Church, Lambert Hall and other religious and institutional buildings
may be used for comparison. The proposal’s proportions are compatible with these
structures.

jJ (4) The height of the eaves of a new construction intended for use for residential purposes must
not be taller than the typical height of the eaves of existing contributing structures used for
residential purposes in the historic district; and
Typical eave height for contributing two story residential uses in Heights East is between 19’
and 22’. There are no three story contributing residential uses. If the proposed structure were
reviewed as a residential building, the maximum appropriate eave height would be 22’.

Because the proposed building will contain ground floor commercial, staff is reviewing the
project under Criterion #5. See Staff Note below for rationale.

(5) The height of new construction intended for use for commercial purposes must not be taller
than the typical height of the existing structures used for commercial purposes in the historic
district.

The proposed building contains a ground floor of commercial (office) with two stories of
residential above. Staff believes that, although the building is 1/3 commercial and 2/3
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residential, reviewing it for height under Criterion 5 is more appropriate, as the proposed use
configuration is typical of historic commercial buildings that might or might not have one or
more stories of residential above. See more information in the Staff Note below.
There are ten contributing commercial structures in the Heights East District, of which six are
one-story single-use commercial structures. Of the four two-story commercial structures, at
least two are mixed-use — commercial on the ground floor and residential above. The four
contributing two-story commercial buildings feature heights ranging from 24’-i 0” to 29’-6
with the two mixed-use buildings featuring heights of 27’-9” and 29 ‘-6”. There are no three-
story commercial buildings in Houston Heights East.

At three stories and 36’-lQ” tall, the proposed structure is 7’-4” and a full story taller than the
tallest contributing commercial structure in Heights East.

Staff Note on Criteria 4 and 5:

In applying the criteria, staff had to make two determinations:

1) Whether the building is “intended for use” for “residential purposes,” for “commercial purposes,”
and

2) Which existing contributing buildings would be used for comparison for the purpose of applying
Criteria 4 or 5.

1) Whether the building is “intended for use” for “residential purposes” or for “commercial purposes.”

In order to correctly apply the Criteria in Sec 33-242, Planning must identify a proposed use. Sec. 33-242
provides height criteria for ‘residential’ and ‘commercial’ uses only; uses that do not faIl within either category
(churches, schools, or masonic lodges) are not required to meet Criteria 4 or 5. Their appropriateness as new
construction is determined by applying only Criteria 1-3.

The proposed three-story building will have ground floor commercial and 2 additional floors of residential.
According to information from Code Enforcement, the ground floor will be permitted under the International
Building Code, whereas the two residential floors will be permitted under the International Residential Code (see
further explanation of building codes below). Staff believes that even though the majority use is residential, that
classification as ‘commercial’ is more appropriate, as the proposed use configuration is typical of historic
commercial buildings with second and/or third story residential. A similar mixed-use configuration exists in
contributing buildings classified as “commercial” in the Houston Heights Historic District East inventory, including
110W 12th Street and 112W 12th Street.

If considered as a residential use, the proposed structure would be restricted to a 22’ eave height. Reviewing this
building as commercial allows a building height of up to 30’.

Staff concluded that the proposed project should be considered as “intended for use for commercial purposes.”

2) Which existing contributing buildings would be used for comparison for the purpose of applying Criterion 5.

Staff looked first to the Houston Heights Historic District East inventory to see how buildings were described. Most
structures in Heights East are single-family residential, although there are 10 contributing buildings described as
‘commercial’. It is those 10 buildings against which this project was compared.

On appeal, the applicant asserted that churches and fraternal halls should be considered as ‘commercial’ use for
the sake of height comparison under Criterion 5, as their facilities are often rented for events and money changes
hands. Staff’s position is that ‘commerce’ is highly secondary to the purposes of religious institutions as well as to
non-profit fraternal hails, and that these buildings should not be considered as ‘used for commercial purposes’
under Criterion 5.
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Standard land use planning practice treats religious, fraternal and education institutions as distinct land uses from
commercial/business uses. The American Planning Association considers “Activity” and “Function” with regard to
land use. Activity refers to the “actual use of land based on its observable characteristics,” and separates
commercial activities from institutional and mass gathering activities (including religious activities). Function refers
to the “economic function or type of establishment using the land.” Nine function classes are described, and,
again, a clear distinction between commercial and institutional use is made. In this classification religious use is
included with other institutional uses. Using national planning standards, a clear delineation must be made
between properties intended for commercial use and properties intended for institutional use.

Examples of apparently non-religious use at church buildings in Heights East include the Claire School of Dance
and Upstage Theatre. Upstage Theatre is all volunteer staffed and is, according to its website, “a proud member
of Texas Nonprofit Theatres, LLC.” Claire School of Dance has its mailing address in the Education Building at
Grace United Methodist Church, and it also offers courses in the Education Wing of Heights Christian Church,
Cathedral House Montessori, and the Kinkaid School. Though Claire School of Dance collects tuition from its
students and their parents, it is an educational entity that partners with multiple religious and non-sectarian
educational facilities. Though not necessarily a religious use, education is an institutional use rather than a
commercial one.

The applicant has also asserted that the City of Houston applies the same “commercial” building code to churches
as to commercial buildings, rather than the “residential” code applied to single family homes, and that therefore
churches are “commercial” uses. Though often referred to colloquially as “commercial,” the relevant code is the
International Building Code (IBC), which is not intended solely for commercial properties and can in fact apply to
many uses including single-family residential uses over a certain height. The IBC applies to all construction with
exception only for “detached one- and two-family dwellings and multiple single-family dwellings (townhouses) not
more than three stories above grade plane in height with a separate means of egress and their accessory
structures,” which are instead reviewed under the International Residential Code (IRC). IBC is not truly a
“commercial” code; rather it is an all-encompassing building code that is used whenever the IRC does not apply.
In this case, two floors of the proposed structure will be reviewed using the IRC, and the ground floor will be
reviewed using the IBC.

Institutional properties are not explicitly referenced within the five criteria for new construction, but they are
referenced in the Houston Heights Historic District East designation report and there are national standards
referencing commercial and institutional as separate uses.

Staff maintains that comparing the proposed project against church and other institutional uses for height
purposes under Criterion 5 is not appropriate. Only the 10 contributing commercial structures in Heights East are
used for comparison.
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ITEM:    III 
Meeting Date: 12/18/14 

  
An applicant seeking a variance to the Parking Standards of Chapter 26 of the City of Houston’s Code of 
Ordinances must complete the following application and submit an electronic copy of the Microsoft Word document 
to planning.variances@houstontx.gov prior to 11:00am on the submittal dates adopted by the Houston Planning 
Commission.  For complete submittal requirements, please visit the City of Houston Planning & Development 
Department website at www.houstonplanning.com. 

 

APPLICANT COMPANY  CONTACT PERSON PHONE NUMBER  EMAIL ADDRESS 
 

HISD    Kedrick Wright  713-556-9329  kwright7@houstonisd.org 
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS  FILE NUMBER  ZIP CODE LAMBERT KEY MAP DISTRICT 
 

Jefferson Davis High School 
1101 Quitman Street  14125705  77009                  5458                 493D  H 

 

HCAD ACCOUNT NUMBER(S):   1174140010001 

PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION:   RES A BLK 1, Jefferson Davis High School Site 

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD:   Houston ISD, 4400 W. 18th St. Houston, TX 77092-8501 

ACREAGE (SQUARE FEET):   12.57 acres (547,488 SF) 

WIDTH OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY:   60’-0” 

EXISTING PAVING SECTION(S): 

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT:  540 (with 240 bicycle spaces) 

OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:  238 

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS:      Meets requirements
 

EXISTING STRUCTURE(S) [SQ. FT.]:  250,029 SQ. FT. 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE(S) [SQ. FT.]:  239,173 SQ. FT. 

 

PURPOSE OF VARIANCE REQUEST: To request a reduction in the number of off-street parking spaces provided from 
540 spaces to 238 parking spaces at the new Jefferson Davis High School. 

 

CHAPTER 26 REFERENCE(S): a) Section 26-492, Class 5 Religious & Educational, c. School, 3.  Senior High School 
- 1.0 parking spaces per every 3 occupants.  b)  Section 26-497.  Reduced parking space requirement for 
additional bicycle spaces. (b) The maximum reduction in the number of parking spaces under this section shall be 
10 percent of the number of parking spaces required by Sec 26-492 of this Code. 

VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION 
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ITEM:    III 
Meeting Date: 12/18/14 

 

 

SUMMARY OF VARIANCE CONDITIONS (BE AS COMPLETE AS POSSIBLE):  

Houston Independent School District strives to provide each new high school campus with, at minimum, a 
regulation sized football field, soccer field, softball field, baseball field and tennis courts.  Building the required 540 
off-street parking spaces would prevent the new Davis HS from having a regulation football field and track as well 
as multi-purpose athletic fields, which are part of the Physical Education program. These exclusions would prevent 
the new Davis from having comparable athletic and Physical Education facilities to other new high school in HISD.  
HISD is requesting a reduction in the required number of off-street parking spaces from 540 to 238 at the new 
Davis High School.   238 off-street parking spaces are currently provided at the existing campus.  This request is 
based on the projected parking needs of the proposed new school.  Based on demographic analysis of the current 
school, comparative analysis with similar programs/schools within HISD, development projections of the 
surrounding area and demographic analysis of the surrounding community, we feel 238 off-street parking spaces 
will adequately serve the new campus now and for the next 25-30 years, please see the attached demographic 
analysis.  HISD is committed to providing an equitable educational experience as part of the 2012 Bond Program.  
The District has made sacrifices to the athletic and Physical Education program to fit the proposed 238 off-street 
parking spaces.  
 

 

 

 

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT OF FACTS: 

The applicant must clearly identify how the requested variance meets the criteria in ALL items (1) through (5); and, 
if applicable, the sixth (6) condition. The information provided will be used to evaluate the merits of the request. An 
electronic copy of any supporting documentation reference within the “Applicant’s Statement of Facts” should be 
emailed to the Planning Department at planning.variances@houstontx.gov 

 

(1)    The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this article would deprive 
the owner or applicant of the property of reasonable use of the land or building;  

 If Houston ISD is required to build the required number of off-street parking spaces, the District will not 
have adequate room on-site to provide the new Davis High School with comparable athletic and Physical 
Education facilities as compared to other new high schools in the District.  Specifically, Davis will not have 
a regulation sized football field and track and would lose at least one multi-purpose athletic field.  Several 
mature trees on the site would be sacrificed if we were to build number of off-street parking spaces 
required by ordinance. 

 

  

APPLICANT STATEMENT OF FACTS 
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ITEM:    III 
Meeting Date: 12/18/14 

(2)    That the circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship 
imposed or created by the applicant and that in granting the variance the general purposes of this 
article are being observed and maintained;  

Houston ISD is designing all new schools in the most compact footprint possible. Our square foot 
requirement per student is 140 SF. This SF requirement requires the designers to be very efficient as they 
design the new schools and results in the most compact building possible. 

We have prepared a comparative summary of similar high schools with magnet programs and have 
analyzed the modes of transportation used by students, staff and teachers to arrive at the school. Based on 
this analysis, created with the assistance of HISD demographer and General Manager for Transportation, 
we can project the future parking needs of the Davis High School Community. 

Teacher, Visitor & 

Staff parking

No.
Magnet 

Trans.
Percent No. Percent No. Percent No.

Sterling Aviation Science 818 48 293 17 36% 50 6% 448 55% 100 150 234

Booker T. Washington Science & Engineering 764 150 307 71 40% 110 14% 480 63% 200 310 310

Lee HS N/A 1,348 0 809 0 60% 73 5% 465 35% 145 218 346

Milby HS Science Institute 1,960 400 350 250 18% 85 4% 1,525 78% 190 275 424

Davis HS

Career Magnet for Hotel 

and Restaurant 

Management and Media 

for Culinary Arts

1,700 316 578 316 34% 87 5% 1035 61% 129 216 238

North Forest HS N/A 960 0 739.2 0 77% 25 3% 196 20% 88 113 410

*This data was collected from the business managers and principals at each campus, the District's General Manager of Transportation and independent Traffic Impact Analysis.

Drive Other* Parking 

Spaces 

Used

Current 

Parking 

Spaces

Existing Campus Transportation Comparison

School Name Magnet Program
Current 

Enrollment

Magnet 

Enrollment

Bus

 

Davis High School currently has 316 magnet transfers and all currently ride the HISD Bus to school. 

Davis High School is served by multiple Metro stops. Many teachers and students use Metro to travel to the 
school. 

Please see the table below for the basis of the request to provide 238 spaces in lieu of the ordinance 
required amount. 
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Meeting Date: 12/18/14 

(3)   The intent of this article is preserved;  
  
 Adequate off-street parking will be provided on the site of the new school.  The reduced number of off-

street parking spaces will be sufficient to prevent overflow street parking in the surrounding community. 
  
(4)    The parking provided will be sufficient to serve the use for which it is intended;    
 
 As detailed in the above table, adequate and accessible parking will be provided for the students, faculty, 

staff and visitors of Davis High School. Daily student, faculty, staff and visitor needs along with special 
event parking needs have been addressed. 

 
 
  
(5)    The granting of such a variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; and 

  
 The new Davis High School will have adequate off-street parking spaces for students, faculty, staff and 

visitors. The parking will be conveniently and strategically located to prevent parking on the surrounding 
streets.  Providing convenient off-street parking will keep the campus parking and traffic on-site and away 
from the surrounding community.   

  
(6)    For a development that is subject to the requirements of article VII, chapter 33, of this Code, the 

granting of the variance is necessary to accomplish the purposes of a certificate of appropriateness 
issued pursuant to article VII, chapter 33, of this Code. 

             Not applicable.
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ITEM:    IV 
Meeting Date: 12/08/2014  

  
An applicant seeking a variance and/or special exception to the Planning Standards of Chapter 42 of the City of 
Houston’s Code of Ordinances must complete the following application and submit an electronic copy of the 
Microsoft Word document to planning.variances@houstontx.gov prior to 11:00am on the submittal dates adopted 
by the Houston Planning Commission.  For complete submittal requirements, please visit the City of Houston 
Planning & Development Department website at www.houstonplanning.com. 

 

APPLICANT COMPANY  CONTACT PERSON PHONE NUMBER  EMAIL ADDRESS 
 

HISD                            Kedrick Wright  713-556-9329  kwright@houstonisd.org 
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS  FILE NUMBER  ZIP CODE LAMBERT KEY MAP DISTRICT 
 

Sharpstown High School 14125553  77074  5054  530Q  Council J 
7504 Bissonnet Street   
Houston, TX 77074-5502  

 
HCAD ACCOUNT NUMBER(S):            (1) 052-008-016-0010  (2) 052-008-016-0014  (3) 052-008-016-0015 
                                                         (4) 113-147-000-0002  (5) 113-147-000-0001 (Commercial Tract)  
 
PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION:           (1) Tracts 10 & 13, Block 16, Westmoreland Farms Section 3 
                                                              (2) Tract 13A, Block 16, Westmoreland Farms Section 3 
                                                              (3) Tracts 12B & 15B, Block 16, Westmoreland Farms Section 3 
                                                              (4) Reserve A1, Bissonnet Plaza West 
                                                              (5) Reserve A, Bissonnet Plaza West 

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD:           Houston ISD, c/o Interfirst Bank, 4400 W. 18th St. Houston, TX 77092-8501  

ACREAGE (SQUARE FEET):           (1) 629,464 SF 
                                                              (2) 34,343   SF 
                                                              (3) 262,096 SF 
                                                              (4) 97,574   SF 
                                                              (5) 190,466 SF  
  
WIDTH OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY:                    Bissonnet = 80’, Bonhomme = 60’, Braeburn Valley = varies (80’ min) 
  

EXISTING PAVING SECTION(S):           Concrete streets, concrete & asphalt parking lots  

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT:    489 (with 216 bicycle spaces)  

OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:           300   

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS:           N/A   

LANDSCAPING PROVIDED:           N/A  

VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION 
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Meeting Date: 12/08/2014  

 

EXISTING STRUCTURE(S) [TYPE; SQ. FT.]:    184,000 sf  

PROPOSED STRUCTURE(S) [TYPE; SQ. FT.]:   212,000 sf  

 

PURPOSE OF VARIANCE REQUEST: To request a reduction in the number of off-street parking spaces provided at the 
new Sharpstown High School from 489 to 300.  

 

CHAPTER 26 REFERENCE(S): a) Section 26-492, Class 5 Religious & Educational, c. School, 3. Senior High School – 
1.0 parking spaces per every 3 occupants. B) Section 26-497. Reduced parking space requirement for additional 
bicycle spaces.  
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ITEM:    IV 
Meeting Date: 12/08/2014  

 

SUMMARY OF VARIANCE CONDITIONS (BE AS COMPLETE AS POSSIBLE):  

HISD is requesting a reduction in the required number of off-street parking spaces at the new Sharpstown High 
School from 489 required to 300 provided.  Bike rack spaces are proposed to be provided in lieu of 54 spaces 
which is 10% of the total required spaces calculated.  

 
1. Based on demographic analysis of the current school, a comparative analysis with similar 
programs/schools within HISD, development projections of the surrounding area, the data shows that 300 off-
street parking spaces would adequately serve the new campus now and for the next 15-25 years. Total 
capacity of the new school is projected to increase from the current population by only 11%.  Most students do 
not drive to school.  
 
2. HISD is committed to providing an equitable educational experience for all the school projects as part of the 
2012 Bond Program.  Houston Independent School District strives to provide each new high school campus 
with, at minimum, a regulation sized football field and track, soccer field, softball field, baseball field multi-
purpose athletic fields which can be used as practice fields for the marching band.  Providing the required 489 
off-street parking spaces would prevent the new Sharpstown HS from having a regulation softball field and a 
multi-purpose athletic field.  In addition to the physical education program, Sharpstown HS’ marching band will 
use the multi-purpose athletic field as their practice field. These exclusions would prevent the new school from 
having comparable athletic and Physical Education facilities to other new high schools in HISD.  Even with the 
reduced off-street parking of 300 spaces, Sharpstown HS will not have a full regulation baseball field.  

 

The applicant must clearly identify how the requested variance meets the criteria in either (1a) or (1b) and ALL 
items (2) through (5). The information provided will be used to evaluate the merits of the request. An electronic 
copy of any supporting documentation reference within the “Applicant’s Statement of Facts” should be emailed to 
the Planning Department at planning.variances@houstontx.gov.  

 

 (1a)  The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this chapter would create 
an undue hardship by depriving the applicant of the reasonable use of the land; or 

 
 
   
(1b)  Strict application of the requirements of this chapter would make a project infeasible due to the 

existence of unusual physical characteristics that affect the property in question, or would create 
an impractical development or one otherwise contrary to sound public policy; 

 If Houston ISD is required to build the required number of off-street parking spaces, then HISD will not 
have adequate space on-site to maintain the new Sharpstown High School’s Physical Education and 
Athletic facilities as compared to other new high schools in the District.  A new private Health Clinic with its 
own parking and landscaping has been approved and permitted by COH to be built on the existing school 
property, which uses a significant area of the site.  Otherwise, this area would have been available for 
additional parking. This clinic project is scheduled to begin construction in November, 2014. 

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT OF FACTS 
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ITEM:    IV 
Meeting Date: 12/08/2014  

(2) The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship created or 
imposed by the applicant; 

Houston ISD has programmed new schools in the 2012 Bond Program with the most compact footprint possible 
with an extremely tight efficiency ratio.  The new school will be two stories tall, as three was not feasible, and 
with two separate buildings to help keep the internal circulation area low per the HISD building program’s 
allowable area/budget.  Sharpstown HS must be built in two phases: 1) the main new school will be built to the 
west side of the site as the new school remains in operation, and then 2) the existing school will be razed as 
the new school becomes occupied. Then, the parking and hardscape will be built to the east in what remains of 
the available site.  A clinic operates on HISD property to the east end of the site, which reduces the available 
ground area for parking. 
 
An HISD demographer and General Manager for Transportation have provided student data for Sharpstown HS 
and the community.  HISD has prepared a comparative summary on the following page showing similar high 
schools with magnet programs.  This summary has analyzed the modes of transportation used by students, 
staff and teachers to arrive at each high school.  
 
Sharpstown HS does not use the total parking surfaces they already have and would not find the increased 
parking per the Ordinance to be fully utilized.  Sharpstown High School currently has 150 magnet transfers and 
36 ride the HISD bus to school.  Sharpstown High School is also served by four Metro stops on three streets 
bordering the property.  Per the school principal, the majority of students and a few teachers as well are 
pedestrian or use the Metro bus system to travel to the school. 
 

Teacher, Visitor & 

Staff parking

No.
Magnet 

Trans.
Percent No. Percent No. Percent No.

Sterling Aviation Science 818 48 293 17 36% 50 6% 448 55% 100 150 234

Booker T. Washington Science & Engineering 764 150 307 71 40% 110 14% 480 63% 200 310 310

Sharpstown Leadership 1,323 150 218 36 16% 75 6% 1,030 78% 130 205 351

Lee HS N/A 1,348 0 809 0 60% 73 5% 465 35% 145 218 346

Milby HS Science Institute 1,960 400 350 250 18% 85 4% 1,525 78% 190 275 424

Yates HS Communications  961 220 259 52 27% 20 3% 673 70% 120 140

North Forest HS N/A 960 0 739.2 0 77% 25 3% 196 20% 88 113 410

*This data was collected from the business managers and principals at each campus, the District's General Manager of Transportation and independent Traffic Impact Analysis.

Drive Other* Parking 

Spaces 

Used

Current 

Parking 

Spaces

Existing Campus Transportation Comparison

School Name Magnet Program
Current 

Enrollment

Magnet 

Enrollment

Bus

 
 
Based on the comparative analysis for Bond 2012 proposed new high schools, as well as discussions with 
school administration and HISD leadership, we can project the total future parking needs for Sharpstown High 
School students and staff to consist of about 260 spaces.  Please see the table below for the basis of the 
request to provide 300 spaces in lieu of the amount initially required by Ordinance. 
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(3)       The intent and general purposes of this chapter will be preserved and maintained; 
 

X Y X + Y

Teacher, Visitor & 

Staff parking

# of 

Riders

Magnet 

Trans.
% Quantity % Quantity % Quantity

Sharpstown High School 1,489 300 328 72 22% 120 8% 1,042 70% 140 260 40 300

Total 

spaces 

required

*Based on 1 parking space per 3 seats, Sharpstown's 500 seat auditorium requires 167 parking spaces.  Because events using the auditorium by visitors to campus will 

generally occur after school hours, we are providing 24% of that total as a buffer in case of overlap of use by school and after hour events

Projected Transportation Requirements for new campus

School Name

Maximum 

Enrollment
(including Magnet 

students)

Magnet 

Enrollment

HISD Bus Drive Other Parking 

spaces 

required

Event 

parking*

 
 

Adequate off-street parking will be provided on the site of the new school. The proposed number of off 
street parking spaces will be sufficient to fulfill the needs of the school and to prevent overflow parking onto 
the streets in the surrounding community and residential neighborhoods.   

 
(4)       The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare;  
 As detailed in the above table, many students currently arrive to Sharpstown High School on foot, by bike, 

on a Metro bus, or dropped off in a vehicle.  Adequate and accessible parking will be provided for the all 
the students who drive themselves and park their vehicles at the school, for faculty, for all school staff, and 
for visitors of Sharpstown High School.   Student, faculty, staff and visitors’ daily needs, along with special 
event parking needs, have been addressed in the site design and vetted with the school administrators.  
Events do not occur during regular schools hours and parking will be available on weekends and after 
regular school hours. However, forty (40) spaces will be provided for small meetings at the school and any 
daytime visitors. 

   
(5) Economic hardship is not the sole justification of the variance. 

 
The new Sharpstown High School will have adequate off-street parking spaces for students who drive and 
park at the school, faculty, all of the school staff, and visitors. The parking will be close to the building and is 
organized with walk paths to create safe crosswalk conditions through the parking areas to the school 
entrances and across the site to the playing fields.  Existing Metro bus stops and crosswalks on the adjacent 
city streets are in close proximity to the walkways leading to the school entrances. Providing adequate 
parking lots within the site will ensure that parking occurs within the school boundary and within the secure 
fence line, and not result in overflow parking on the surrounding neighborhood streets. 
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AERIAL MAP 
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ITEM:            V 
Meeting Date:  12.08.2014 

  
An applicant seeking a variance to the Parking Standards of Chapter 26 of the City of Houston’s Code of 
Ordinances must complete the following application and submit an electronic copy of the Microsoft Word document 
to planning.variances@cityofhouston.net prior to 11:00am on the submittal dates adopted by the Houston Planning 
Commission.  For complete submittal requirements, please visit the City of Houston Planning & Development 
Department website at www.houstonplanning.com. 

 

APPLICANT COMPANY  CONTACT PERSON PHONE NUMBER  EMAIL ADDRESS 
 

Kinetic Design Lab                     Mr. Devin Robinson          713-898-2042           kineticdev@msn.com
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS  FILE NUMBER  ZIP CODE LAMBERT KEY MAP DISTRICT 
 

2901 Rusk Street                          14117737                       77003                 5457                 494N                        H 
 

HCAD ACCOUNT NUMBER(S):   0022330000001 

PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  Lot 1 BLK 513A    SSBB 

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD:                Green Bone LLC 

ACREAGE (SQUARE FEET):  4,160 sq. ft. 

WIDTH OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY:  Paige Street (80’), Rusk Street (80’) 

EXISTING PAVING SECTION(S):  Paige Street (38’), Rusk Street (50’) 

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT:  (Pet) Daycare: 8 Spaces 

OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:  2 Spaces 

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS:   None: Existing development, no addition to structure proposed 

 

EXISTING STRUCTURE(S) [SQ. FT.]: 3,600 SQ. FT. 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE(S) [SQ. FT.]: 3,600 SQ. FT. 

 

PURPOSE OF VARIANCE REQUEST:  The purpose of this variance request is to allow 2 parking spaces on site in 
lieu of the required 8 parking spaces.   

 

CHAPTER 26 REFERENCE(S):  Sec. 26-492, 5b: 1.0 parking space for every employee on duty during the 
largest shift, plus 1.0 parking space for every 5 children in attendance 
when the facility is operating at maximum capacity 

VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION 
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ITEM:            V 
Meeting Date:  12.08.2014 

SUMMARY OF VARIANCE  CONDITIONS(BE AS COMPLETE AS POSSIBLE):      
  

Per Sec. 26-492 of the City of Houston Municipal Codes and Ordinances and proposed amendments to this section 
of the Municipal Code; the defined number of spaces by classification, use and square footage is a total of eight off-
street parking spaces required. 

 

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT OF FACTS: 

The applicant must clearly identify how the requested variance meets the criteria in ALL items (1) through (5); and, 
if applicable, the sixth (6) condition. The information provided will be used to evaluate the merits of the request. An 
electronic copy of any supporting documentation reference within the “Applicant’s Statement of Facts” should be 
emailed to the Planning Department at planning.variances@cityofhouston.net.  

 

(1)    The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this article would deprive 
the owner or applicant of the property of reasonable use of the land or building; 

 Prior to April 2014, the establishment located at 2901 Rusk Street in Houston, Texas; operated as an Office 
Warehouse.  Upon purchase of the property and subsequent review of any/all  existing City of Houston 
records, it became apparent that no existing Certificate of Occupancy (CofO) existed to assist in 
“Grandfathering”  the existing building/site Parking Requirement.  The revisions to the City of Houston 
Parking Standards, as recently adopted in 2013’, significantly impact the current Owner and his/her plans 
for the Site. 

 The ‘Doggie Daycare’ Occupant/Business typology is a relatively new building use for the City of Houston.   
It is an Occupancy/Business model that operates in a similar manner to a daycare for children and is 
primarily used by young, urban, professionals who live in the area.  Hours of operation for the facility are 
Monday through Friday 7:00am-7:00pm and Saturday 9:30am-6:00pm. 

  The existing site has zero onsite parking spaces, as the existing warehouse building on the site takes up 
3,600 sq. ft. of the total 4,160 sq. ft. lot.   

 

(2)    That the circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship 
imposed or created by the applicant and that in granting the variance the general purposes of this 
article are being observed and maintained;  

 By submitting this variance, the applicant request the Planning Commission grant the Owner the use of this 
property with the associated parking provision of two spaces for employee automobile parking and 
ambulatory street parking for drop off and pick-up of dogs. The intention of the grating of this variance it to 
allow the Owner of the building/site to operate a doggie daycare business, it is not based on the result of a 
hardship imposed or created by the applicant.  By granting the variance, the general purpose of             
Sec. 26-492 and Sec. 26-494 are being observed and maintained. 

 

 

APPLICANT STATEMENT OF FACTS 
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ITEM:            V 
Meeting Date:  12.08.2014 

(3)   The intent of this article is preserved;  
  
 The intent of the City of Houston Municipal Code Chapter 26, Sections 491 and 492 is maintained, as 

adequate parking is provided based on an observation and analysis of historical precedence of businesses 
of a similar use. 

 
(4)    The parking provided will be sufficient to serve the use for which it is intended; 
 
 On-Street Parking will be provided for employees at a rate of 1: employee during the largest shift.  The 

largest shift of which is two employees, or (2) employee spaces provided.  Six additional parking spaces 
are required at a ratio of 5 / 30 dogs boarded at maximum capacity (assuming one dog is equal to one 
child) daycare requirements are five children per parking space, (6) additional On-Street spaces are 
required. 

  
 Additionally, a drop off and ambulatory scenario will be provided for the drop off of and pick up of dogs.  

The area will include beautification and landscape, though existing in the City R.O.W., it will be beautified 
and maintained by the Owner (Re: Site Plan). 

 
 Similar businesses exist in the City of Houston with appropriate and similar parking requirement scenarios 

(Re: Included Documentation).   
 
  
(5)    The granting of such a variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; and 

  
 The granting of this Variance will not be injurious to the health, safety, or welfare of the public. 
  
(6)    For a development that is subject to the requirements of article VII, chapter 33, of this Code, the 

granting of the variance is necessary to accomplish the purposes of a certificate of appropriateness 
issued pursuant to article VII, chapter 33, of this Code. 
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ITEM:            V 
Meeting Date:  12.08.2014 

 (a)   The commission is authorized to consider and grant variances from the provisions of this article by majority 
vote of those members present and voting, when the commission determines that the first five of the following 

conditions exist, and if applicable, the sixth condition, exists: 

(1)   The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this article would deprive the 
owner or applicant of the property of reasonable use of the land or building; 
 
(2)   That the circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship 
imposed or created by the applicant and that in granting the variance the general purposes of this article 
are being observed and maintained; 
 
(3)   The intent of this article is preserved; 
 
(4)   The parking provided will be sufficient to serve the use for which it is intended; 
 
(5)   The granting of such a variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; and 
 
(6)   For a development that is subject to the requirements of article VII, chapter 33, of this Code, the 
granting of the variance is necessary to accomplish the purposes of a certificate of appropriateness issued 
pursuant to article VII, chapter 33, of this Code. 

 
(b)   In addition, if the variance involves an off-site parking facility, the commission must determine that a proposed 
off-site parking facility will be located so that it will adequately serve the use for which it is intended. In making this 
determination, the following factors, among other things, shall be considered: 
 

(1)   The location of the proposed building and the proposed off-site parking facility. 
 
(2)   Existing and potential parking demand created by other occupancies in the vicinity. 
 
(3)   The characteristics of the occupancy, including employee and customer parking demand, hours of 
operation, and projected convenience and frequency of use of the off-site parking. 
 
(4)   Adequacy, convenience, and safety of pedestrian access between off-site parking and the occupancy. 
 
(5)   Traffic patterns on adjacent streets, and proposed access to the off-site parking. 
 
(6)   The report and recommendation of the director and the traffic engineer. 

 

Any variance granted under the provisions of this section will apply only to the specific property and use upon which the 
commission was requested to grant a variance by the applicant and shall not constitute a change of this article or any part 
hereof. All variances as granted shall be in writing shall be signed by the secretary of the commission and maintained as a 
permanent record of the commission.  

STANDARDS FOR VARIANCES  
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ITEM:            V 
Meeting Date:  12.08.2014 

SITE LOCATION 
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ITEM:            V 
Meeting Date:  12.08.2014 

SITE PLAN 
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ITEM:            V 
Meeting Date:  12.08.2014 

FLOOR PLAN 

 



   
Houston Planning Commission 
 
 

 

OFF-STREET PARKING VARIANCE 
 

Off-Street Parking Variance Form (bc)  July 10, 2009 

 

 

ITEM:            V 
Meeting Date:  12.08.2014 

SURVEY 
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ITEM:    VI 
Meeting Date:  12-18-14 

  
An applicant seeking a variance to the Tree, Shrub and Landscape Standards of Chapter 33 of the City of 
Houston’s Code of Ordinances must complete the following application and submit an electronic copy of the 
Microsoft Word document to planning.variances@cityofhouston.net prior to 11:00am on the submittal dates 
adopted by the Houston Planning Commission.  For complete submittal requirements, please visit the City of 
Houston Planning & Development Department website at www.houstonplanning.com. 

 

APPLICANT COMPANY  CONTACT PERSON PHONE NUMBER  EMAIL ADDRESS 
 

Kudela & Weinheimer  Casey Collins  713-869-6987  ccollins@kwtexas.com  
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS  FILE NUMBER  ZIP CODE LAMBERT KEY MAP DISTRICT 
 

2951 Wilcrest Drive     77042  4956-C  489-Y          Westchase 
 

PROJECT NAME:     General Consulate of Saudi Arabia     

HCAD ACCOUNT NUMBER(S):    1127640000012   

PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION:   RES B4-A BLK 2 WESTCHASE SEC 12  

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD:   Royal Consulate General of Saudi Arabia   

ACREAGE (SQUARE FEET):  2.50 Acres (108,900 SF)   

WIDTH OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY:   100’ R.O.W.   

EXISTING PAVING SECTION(S):   80’ with 32’ median

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT:  75 Spaces  

OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:  79 Spaces 

LANDSCAPING  REQUIREMENTS:    10 Street Trees, 2 Parking Lot Trees, 100 Shrubs, Screening Fence 

OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:  79 Spaces    

 

EXISTING STRUCTURE(S) [SQ. FT.]:  0 SF (Vacant) 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE(S) [SQ. FT.]:  27,392 Sq Ft 

 

PURPOSE OF VARIANCE REQUEST: Seeking permission to allow the relocation of required street trees to 
locations internal to the site to comply with required security standards. 

 

 

VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION 
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ITEM:    VI 
Meeting Date:  12-18-14 

CHAPTER 33 REFERENCE(S):   

  

33-126. Street Trees Required   

a) Street trees shall be planted within the public street rights-of-way, or on private property within ten feet 
parallel and adjacent to a local street right-of-way, or on private nonresidential property within 25 feet 
parallel and adjacent to a major thoroughfare. The number of street trees planted shall equal the total 
number of trees (T) required under the following formula: T = (X/30), where X shall represent the length in 
linear feet measured along each side of the property line on the public street(s). 

b) Street trees planted in accordance with this section shall be of a species listed on the street tree list. In the 
case of trees planted within the public rights-of-way, trees shall be planted in a location which conforms 
with the requirements of section 33-129 of this division. The trees shall be planted so as not to interfere 
with existing utilities, roadways, sidewalks, or street lights….. 

c) The planting scheme for street trees shall be such that no street tree is planted closer than 20 feet to 
any other street tree (whether an existing tree or a tree planted hereunder) with the trees being 
spaced without extreme variation in distance across each blockface frontage taking into account 
existing site conditions and driveway locations….. 

 

 

 

Sec. 33-136.  Standards for variance. 
 
(a)   The commission is authorized to consider and grant variances from the provisions of this division by majority 
vote of those members present and voting, when the commission determines that the first four of the following 
conditions exist, and if applicable, the fifth condition exists: 

 
(1) The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this division would deprive the 

owner or applicant of the property of reasonable use of the land or building; 
 
(2)   The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship imposed or 
created by the applicant, and the general purposes of this division are observed and maintained; and 
 
(3)   The intent of this article is preserved; 

 
(4)   The granting of such a variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; and 
 
(5)   For a development that is subject to the requirements of article VII, chapter 33, of this Code, the 
granting of the variance is necessary to accomplish the purposes of a certificate of appropriateness issued 
pursuant to article VII of chapter 33 of this Code. 

 
 
 

STANDARDS FOR VARIANCES  
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ITEM:    VI 
Meeting Date:  12-18-14 

 
 

SUMMARY OF VARIANCE CONDITIONS:  This consulate project is unique in that it must comply with both City of 
Houston code and the security standards established by the Saudi Arabian government.  Street trees are required 
along the frontage of Wilcrest Drive, however the security standards limits trees from being located within 3 meters 
(9’-10”) to the site boundary barrier.  The purpose of this standard is to prevent unauthorized access into the 
property by overhanging tree branches. We are asking permission to install the street trees required along Wilcrest 
Drive to locations internal to the site to comply with the security standards. In the absence of the street trees, a 
multi-tiered water feature is proposed to front Wilcrest Drive, which will enhance the aesthetic quality of the 
streetscape.

 

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT OF FACTS: 

 

The applicant must clearly identify how the requested variance meets the criteria in ALL items (1) through (4); and, 
if applicable, the fifth (5) condition. The information provided will be used to evaluate the merits of the request. An 
electronic copy of any supporting documentation reference within the “Applicant’s Statement of Facts” should be 
emailed to the Planning Department at planning.variances@houstontx.gov.  

 
 
(1)    The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this division would deprive 

the owner or applicant of the property of reasonable use of the land or building;  
 
The frontage along Wilcrest measures to be 290’ in length (excluding two – 26’ driveways), which 
equates to 10 street trees.  We are asking permission to relocate the street trees required along 
Wilcrest Drive to locations internal to the site to comply with the security standards, and prevent 
unauthorized access into the property due to overhanging tree branches. 
 

 
(2)    The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship imposed 

or created by the applicant, and the general purposes of this division are observed and maintained;  
 

This property’s hardship is based on the type of use and security standard requirements established 
by the Saudi Arabian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
 

 
(3)    The intent of this article is preserved;  
 

The intent of this article is preserved by providing the ten required trees at alternate locations to 
comply with the security standards. We understand the aesthetic value of street trees, and find the 
impact of the proposed water feature will mitigate the absence of street trees. 
 
 

APPLICANT STATEMENT OF FACTS 
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ITEM:    VI 
Meeting Date:  12-18-14 

 
 
(4)    The granting of such a variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare, 
 

Granting this variance would not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare.  We believe the 
request to relocate street trees internally to the site per security standards will improve the safety of 
the consulate.  Additionally, perimeter barriers consisting of concrete, ornamental iron and glass will 
prevent access to the general public. 

 
 
(5)    For a development that is subject to the requirements of article VII, chapter 33, of this Code, the 

granting of the variance is necessary to accomplish the purposes of a certificate of appropriateness 
issued pursuant to article VII of chapter 33 of this Code.  

  
         N/A 
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ITEM:    VI 
Meeting Date:  12-18-14 
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ITEM:    VI 
Meeting Date:  12-18-14 

 

AERIAL MAP 
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ITEM:    VI 
Meeting Date:  12-18-14 

LANDSCAPE SITE PLAN 

 

        

 



   
Houston Planning Commission 
 
 

 

 LANDSCAPE PLAN VARIANCE 
 

Landscape Plan Variance Form (bc)  July 10, 2009 

 

 

ITEM:    VII 
Meeting Date:  12-18-14 

  
An applicant seeking a variance to the Tree, Shrub and Landscape Standards of Chapter 33 of the City of 
Houston’s Code of Ordinances must complete the following application and submit an electronic copy of the 
Microsoft Word document to planning.variances@cityofhouston.net prior to 11:00am on the submittal dates 
adopted by the Houston Planning Commission.  For complete submittal requirements, please visit the City of 
Houston Planning & Development Department website at www.houstonplanning.com. 

 

APPLICANT COMPANY  CONTACT PERSON PHONE NUMBER  EMAIL ADDRESS 
 

Gensler   Terry Newell           terry_newell@gensler.com 
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS  FILE NUMBER  ZIP CODE LAMBERT KEY MAP DISTRICT 
 

790 Austin Street  #14110954  77002    5457                493Q      H 
 

PROJECT NAME:      High School for the Performing and Visual Arts    

HCAD ACCOUNT NUMBER(S):   0010770000001    

PROPERTY LEGAL DESCRIPTION:    Block 77    

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD:   Houston Independent School District   

ACREAGE (SQUARE FEET):    62,400 SF    

WIDTH OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY:   Austin, Caroline, Rusk, and Capitol Streets are all 80 feet wide  

EXISTING PAVING SECTION(S):     N/A

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT:  Exempt: Central Business District. 

OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:   Two levels of underground parking. 

LANDSCAPING  REQUIREMENTS:  Tree Protection and 32 Street Trees.  No parking lot trees or shrubs 
required. 

LANDSCAPING PROVIDED:  30 Street Trees (2 additional provided on Austin Street – 4 short on 
Caroline Street).  No parking lot trees or shrubs provided (not 
required/applicable)

 

EXISTING STRUCTURE(S) [SQ. FT.]:   None. 

PROPOSED STRUCTURE(S) [SQ. FT.]:  168,000 SF 

 

PURPOSE OF VARIANCE REQUEST:  Provide fewer than required Street Trees on Caroline due to driveways and an 
underground electrical line. 

VARIANCE REQUEST APPLICATION 
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ITEM:    VII 
Meeting Date:  12-18-14 

 

CHAPTER 33 REFERENCE(S): Sec. 33-126.  Street trees required. 

 

 

 

Sec. 33-136.  Standards for variance. 
 
(a)   The commission is authorized to consider and grant variances from the provisions of this division by majority 
vote of those members present and voting, when the commission determines that the first four of the following 
conditions exist, and if applicable, the fifth condition exists: 

 
(1)   The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this division would deprive the 
owner or applicant of the property of reasonable use of the land or building; 
 
(2)   The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship imposed or 
created by the applicant, and the general purposes of this division are observed and maintained; and 
 
(3)   The intent of this article is preserved; 

 
(4)   The granting of such a variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare; and 
 
(5)   For a development that is subject to the requirements of article VII, chapter 33, of this Code, the 
granting of the variance is necessary to accomplish the purposes of a certificate of appropriateness issued 
pursuant to article VII of chapter 33 of this Code. 

 
 

 
 

SUMMARY OF VARIANCE CONDITIONS:  

 

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT OF FACTS: 

The applicant must clearly identify how the requested variance meets the criteria in ALL items (1) through (4); and, 
if applicable, the fifth (5) condition. The information provided will be used to evaluate the merits of the request. An 
electronic copy of any supporting documentation reference within the “Applicant’s Statement of Facts” should be 
emailed to the Planning Department at planning.variances@cityofhouston.net.  

 

STANDARDS FOR VARIANCES  

APPLICANT STATEMENT OF FACTS 
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ITEM:    VII 
Meeting Date:  12-18-14 

(1)    The imposition of the terms, rules, conditions, policies and standards of this division would deprive 
the owner or applicant of the property of reasonable use of the land or building;  

 
(2)    The circumstances supporting the granting of the variance are not the result of a hardship imposed 

or created by the applicant, and the general purposes of this division are observed and maintained;  
 
(3)    The intent of this article is preserved;  
 
 
(4)    The granting of such a variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety or welfare, 
 
(5)    For a development that is subject to the requirements of article VII, chapter 33, of this Code, the 

granting of the variance is necessary to accomplish the purposes of a certificate of appropriateness 
issued pursuant to article VII of chapter 33 of this Code.  

 

RESPONSE: 

(1) Planting the required number of Street Trees on Caroline Street, the only street that does not 
comply with the ordinance, would require that the school eliminate at least two driveways and move 
an electrical line to accommodate four more trees.  Such a change would be an unreasonable 
imposition.  The parking garage and utility court access in their designed configuration are 
essential to normal school operations. 

(2) The electrical line is an existing condition, installed by CenterPoint Energy, not by the applicant. 

(3) The intent of this article is well served as evidenced by extensive new planting on the other three 
streets.  The planting area for existing oaks to be preserved will be increased by over 500%. 

(4) Not having four more trees on Caroline Street will not be injurious to public health, safety, or 
welfare. 

(5) Existing and proposed pavement, existing utilities, and the need to preserve the two existing trees 
leave no alternative to a variance. 
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SITE PLAN 
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TREE PROTECTON PLAN 
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AGENDA: IX 
 
SMLSA Application No. 393: Glen Cove Section 2, Block 2, Lots 18-27, Block 3, Lots 3-18; 
Westcott Terrace Subdivision; Glen Cove Section 3, Blocks 1-5  
 
BACKGROUND: 
The Planning and Development Department received an application for the establishment of a 
special minimum lot size area for Glen Cove Subdivision Sections 2 and 3 and Westcott Terrace 
Subdivision. Analysis shows that a minimum lot size of 6,600 sq ft exists for the area. A petition 
was signed by the owners of 13% of the property within the proposed Special Minimum Lot Size 
Area (SMLSA).  An application was filed and the Director has referred the application to the 
Planning Commission in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 42-204.  This report provides 
the Commission with a synopsis of procedures and appropriate application criteria. 
 
PROCEDURES: 
Following acceptance of an initially complete application, the Planning Director notifies all owners 
of property within the proposed SMLSA. Any property owner who wishes to vote for or against the 
creation of the minimum lot size area may return the response form within thirty days. The Director 
shall forward a complete application to Planning Commission for public hearing and consideration 
upon finding that the application complies with all of the following: 

 meets all criteria required for Planning Commission approval (listed in next paragraph); 

 shows evidence of support from owners of at least 55% of the property within the proposed 
SMLSA  

After close of a public hearing the Planning Commission shall consider the following: 

 the boundaries of the proposed SMLSA shall contain no less than five block faces, 
composed of 5 lots or more on each blockface; 

 at least 80% of the lots to be included within the proposed SMLSA, exclusive of land used 
for a park, library, place of religious assembly or a public or private elementary, middle, 
junior high or high school, is developed with or are restricted to not more than two single-
family units per lot; 

 the proposed SMLSA does not include a significant area developed as or restricted to a 
use that is not single family residential and; 

 does not include a significant area that does not share a lot size character with the rest of 
the proposed area 

 that the applicant has demonstrated sufficient support of 55% for the establishment of the 
proposed SMLSA; 

 that the establishment of the SMLSA will further the goal of preserving the lot size character 
of the area; and 

 that the proposed SMLSA has a lot size character that can be preserved by the 
establishment of a minimum lot size, taking into account the age of the neighborhood, the 
age of structures in the neighborhood, existing evidence of a common plan and scheme of 
development, and such other factors that the director, commission or city council, 
respectively as appropriate, may determine relevant to the area. 

Should the Commission find that the application meets these requirements; the Commission must 
forward the application to City Council for consideration.  City Council approval of the SMLSA is 
enforceable for forty (40) years from the effective date of the ordinance. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS: 
This application includes one hundred and ten (110) properties in Glen Cove Section 2, Block 2, 
Lots 18-27, Block 3, Lots 3-18; Westcott Terrace Subdivision; Glen Cove Section 3, Blocks 1-5  
 
Analysis of the application resulted in the following findings: 

 The boundaries of the proposed SMLSA must contain not less than five (5) blockfaces  composed of five (5) 
lots or more on each blockface; 

The application contains eleven (11) blockfaces with at least 5 lots on 5 blockfaces  

 At least 80% of the lots to be included within the proposed SMLSA, exclusive of land used for a park, library, 
place of religious assembly or a public or private elementary, middle, junior high or high school, must be 

developed with, or restricted to, not more than two single-family units per lot; For any lot or tract that was not 

vacant and was in use for other than single family residential purposes, the subdivision plat, development 
plat, or building permit may provide for any use permitted by law or, if applicable, deed restrictions. 
Land use of the properties consists of one hundred and seven (107) single-family 
residential properties representing 97% of the total lots. 

 The applicant has demonstrated sufficient support for the SMLSA; 

The applicant obtained 70% support from property owners in the proposed SMLSA  

 Establishment of the SMLSA will further the goal of preserving the area lot size character; 
A minimum lot size of 6,600 sq ft exists on seventy two (72) of one hundred and ten (110) 
lots in the area. 

 The proposed SMLSA has a lot size character that can be preserved by the establishment of a special 
minimum lot size, taking into account the age of the neighborhood, the age and architectural features of 
structures in the neighborhood, existing evidence of a common plan or scheme of development, and such 
other factors that the director, commission or city council, respectively as appropriate, may determine relevant 
to the area. 
The subdivision was platted in 1941, and some of the houses were constructed in the 
1940s. The establishment of a 6,600 sq ft minimum lot size will preserve the lot size 
character of the area.   

 The minimum lot size for this application was determined by finding the current lot size that represents a 
minimum standard for 70% of the application area. 
Seventy two (72) out of one hundred and ten (110) lots (representing 70% of the 
application area) are at least 6,600 square feet in size. 

 
Public notice of the public hearing was transmitted to all property owners in the area. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Staff Analysis Summary Page 
2. Map of Proposed Special Minimum Lot Size Block 
3. Map of Support 
4. Application 
5. Location Map 
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SPECIAL MINIMUM LOT SIZE AREA- 
GLEN COVE SECTION 2 & 3  

ADDRESS 
Lot size  
(in sq ft) 

% by 
Area 

Cumulative 
% by Area 

Response 
Form 

Signed 
Petition Land Use 

505 WESTCOTT ST 26,066 3.32% 3.32% N   MF 

403 TERRACE DR 10,710 1.37% 4.69% Y   SF 

407 TERRACE DR 10,369 1.32% 6.01% Y   SF 

6010 ROSE ST 9,470 1.21% 7.22% Y   SF 

411 TERRACE DR 9,141 1.17% 8.38% Y   SF 

6019 CAMELLIA ST 8,936 1.14% 9.52%     SF 

415 TERRACE DR 8,840 1.13% 10.65% Y   SF 

6019 FEAGAN ST 8,800 1.12% 11.77% Y   SF 

0 TERRACE DR 8,370 1.07% 12.84% N   SF 

419 TERRACE DR 8,370 1.07% 13.90%   
 

SF 

423 TERRACE DR 8,246 1.05% 14.95% Y   SF 

427 TERRACE DR 8,122 1.04% 15.99% Y   SF 

431 TERRACE DR 7,998 1.02% 17.01% Y   SF 

6023 ROSE ST 7,980 1.02% 18.03% Y   SF 

6014 FLOYD ST 7,920 1.01% 19.04%     SF 

6023 CAMELLIA ST 7,910 1.01% 20.04%     SF 

6027 ROSE ST 7,884 1.00% 21.05% Y   SF 

503 TERRACE DR 7,874 1.00% 22.05% Y   SF 

6018 ROSE ST 7,840 1.00% 23.05% Y   SF 

507 TERRACE DR 7,750 0.99% 24.04%     SF 

6035 BLOSSOM ST 7,700 0.98% 25.02% Y   SF 

6031 BLOSSOM ST 7,700 0.98% 26.00% Y   SF 

6027 BLOSSOM ST 7,700 0.98% 26.99% Y   SF 

511 TERRACE DR 7,626 0.97% 27.96%     SF 

515 TERRACE DR 7,500 0.96% 28.91% Y   SF 

330 TERRACE DR 7,480 0.95% 29.87% Y   SF 

6020 FEAGAN ST 7,480 0.95% 30.82% Y   SF 
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ADDRESS 
Lot size  
(in sq ft) 

% by 
Area 

Cumulative 
% by Area 

Response 
Form 

Signed 
Petition Land Use 

6036 FEAGAN ST 7,480 0.95% 31.77% Y Y SF 

519 TERRACE DR 7,378 0.94% 32.71% Y   SF 

6019 FLOYD ST 7,330 0.93% 33.65%     SF 

6002 FLOYD ST 7,280 0.93% 34.58%    SF 

523 TERRACE DR 7,192 0.92% 35.49% Y Y SF 

6009 FEAGAN ST 7,150 0.91% 36.40%     SF 

6015 FEAGAN ST 7,150 0.91% 37.32% Y   SF 

6008 FEAGAN ST 7,150 0.91% 38.23% N   SF 

6012 FEAGAN ST 7,150 0.91% 39.14% Y   SF 

344 TERRACE DR 7,150 0.91% 40.05% Y Y SF 

6023 BLOSSOM ST 7,150 0.91% 40.96% Y   SF 

6022 BLOSSOM ST 7,150 0.91% 41.87% Y   SF 

6031 ROSE ST 7,150 0.91% 42.78% Y   SF 

6011 ROSE ST 7,150 0.91% 43.70% Y   SF 

6006 FLOYD ST 7,150 0.91% 44.61% Y   SF 

6010 FLOYD ST 7,150 0.91% 45.52% Y   SF 

6018 FLOYD ST 7,150 0.91% 46.43% Y   SF 

6014 ROSE ST 7,150 0.91% 47.34% Y   SF 

6024 FEAGAN ST 6,930 0.88% 48.23% Y   SF 

6028 FEAGAN ST 6,930 0.88% 49.11% Y   SF 

6032 FEAGAN ST 6,930 0.88% 49.99% Y   SF 

6016 FEAGAN ST 6,820 0.87% 50.86% Y   SF 

6047 FLOYD ST 6,760 0.86% 51.72%     SF 

400 WESTCOTT ST 6,600 0.84% 52.56% N   COM 

400 WESTCOTT ST 6,600 0.84% 53.41% N   COM 

6023 FEAGAN ST 6,600 0.84% 54.25%     SF 

6027 FEAGAN ST 6,600 0.84% 55.09% Y   SF 

6031 FEAGAN ST 6,600 0.84% 55.93% Y Y SF 
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ADDRESS 
Lot size  
(in sq ft) 

% by 
Area 

Cumulative 
% by Area 

Response 
Form  

Signed 
Petition Land Use 

6035 FEAGAN ST 6,600 0.84% 56.77% Y  
 

SF 

6015 BLOSSOM ST 6,600 0.84% 57.61% 
 

  SF 

6009 BLOSSOM ST 6,600 0.84% 58.45%     SF 

6023 FLOYD ST 6,600 0.84% 59.29% Y   SF 

6002 BLOSSOM ST 6,600 0.84% 60.14%    SF 

434 TERRACE DR 6,600 0.84% 60.98% Y   SF 

6043 ROSE ST 6,600 0.84% 61.82% Y Y 
SF 

6039 ROSE ST 6,600 0.84% 62.66% Y  
SF 

6035 ROSE ST 6,600 0.84% 63.50% Y  
SF 

6019 ROSE ST 6,600 0.84% 64.34%   
SF 

6015 ROSE ST 6,600 0.84% 65.18% Y  
SF 

6027 CAMELLIA ST 6,600 0.84% 66.03%   
SF 

6022 ROSE ST 6,600 0.84% 66.87% Y Y 
SF 

6030 ROSE ST 6,600 0.84% 67.71% Y  
SF 

6034 ROSE ST 6,600 0.84% 68.55% Y Y 
SF 

6038 ROSE ST 6,600 0.84% 69.39% Y   SF 

6042 ROSE ST 6,600 0.84% 70.23% Y   SF 

527 TERRACE DR 6,550 0.83% 71.07% Y   SF 

6026 BLOSSOM ST 6,540 0.83% 71.90% Y   SF 

6030 BLOSSOM ST 6,540 0.83% 72.73% Y   SF 

6034 BLOSSOM ST 6,540 0.83% 73.57% Y   SF 

6038 BLOSSOM ST 6,540 0.83% 74.40%    SF 

6003 FLOYD ST 6,380 0.81% 75.21% Y   SF 

6015 FLOYD ST 6,270 0.80% 76.01% Y   SF 

6011 FLOYD ST 6,270 0.80% 76.81% Y   SF 

6006 BLOSSOM ST 6,270 0.80% 77.61%    SF 

6010 BLOSSOM ST 6,270 0.80% 78.41%    SF 

6014 BLOSSOM ST 6,270 0.80% 79.21% Y Y SF 
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ADDRESS 
Lot size  
(in sq ft) 

% by 
Area 

Cumulative 
% by Area 

Response 
Form  

Signed 
Petition Land Use 

6018 BLOSSOM ST 6,270 0.80% 80.01% Y Y SF 

6047 CAMELLIA ST 6,270 0.80% 80.81%     SF 

6043 CAMELLIA ST 6,270 0.80% 81.61%   SF 

6039 CAMELLIA ST 6,270 0.80% 82.41%  Y SF 

6035 CAMELLIA ST 6,270 0.80% 83.21%    SF 

6031 CAMELLIA ST 6,270 0.80% 84.01% Y    SF  

6019 BLOSSOM ST 6,260 0.80% 84.80% Y    SF 

6018 CAMELLIA ST 6,175 0.79% 85.59% Y   SF 

6022 CAMELLIA ST 6,060 0.77% 86.36%    SF 

6038 CAMELLIA ST ( Lot 1) 6,050 0.77% 87.13% Y Y SF 

6038 CAMELLIA ST ( Lot 2) 6,050 0.77% 87.91% Y Y SF 

6043 FLOYD ST 6,050 0.77% 88.68% Y   SF 

6039 FLOYD ST 6,050 0.77% 89.45% Y   SF 

6035 FLOYD ST 6,050 0.77% 90.22%    SF 

6031 FLOYD ST 6,050 0.77% 90.99% Y   SF 

6027 FLOYD ST 6,050 0.77% 91.76% Y   SF 

6022 FLOYD ST 6,050 0.77% 92.53% Y   SF 

6026 FLOYD ST 6,050 0.77% 93.30% Y   SF 

6030 FLOYD ST 6,050 0.77% 94.08%  Y   SF 

6034 FLOYD ST 6,050 0.77% 94.85%    SF 

6038 FLOYD ST 6,050 0.77% 95.62%    SF 

430 TERRACE DR 6,050 0.77% 96.39% Y Y SF 

6034 CAMELLIA ST 5,885 0.75% 97.14% Y Y SF 

6030 CAMELLIA ST 5,775 0.74% 97.88% Y   SF 

6026 CAMELLIA ST 5,665 0.72% 98.60%     SF 

6007 FLOYD ST 5,500 0.70% 99.30%    SF 

6026 ROSE ST 
 

5,500 
 

0.70% 
 

100.00% Y  SF 
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This application qualifies for a 
Special Minimum Lot Size 

 
 
 
 
 
 

6,600 sq ft 

  

Response forms received in 
support of MLSA 
 77 

Response forms received in 
opposition of MLSA 5 

Percentage of boundary area in 
favor of the MLSA (must be at 
least 55%) 70% 

Signed Petition in Support  14 

Property owners signing in 
support of the petition   
(must be at least 10%) 13% 
 
 
  

# of developed or restricted to 
no more than two SFR Units 107 
# of Multifamily lots 1 

# of Commercial lots 2 
# of Vacant Lots 0 

# of Excluded Lots 0 

TOTAL NUMBER OF LOTS  110 
Percentage of lots developed or 
restricted to no more than two 
SFR units per lot  
(must be at least 80%): 97% 
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AGENDA: X 
 
SMLSB Application No. 509: 700 block of Cordell Street, east and west sides, between Heslep 
and Patton Streets. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The Planning and Development Department received an application for the establishment of a 
Special Minimum Lot Size Block (SMLSB) for the 700 block of Cordell Street, east and west sides, 
between Heslep and Patton Streets. Analysis shows that a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet 
exists for the block faces. A petition was signed by the owners of 67% of the property within the 
proposed Special Minimum Lot Size Block. One protest was filed and the Director has referred the 
application to the Planning Commission in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 42-197.  
This report provides the Commission with a synopsis of procedures and appropriate application 
criteria. 
 
PROCEDURES: 
Following acceptance of a completed application, the Planning Director notifies all owners of 
property within the proposed SMLSB. Any property owner who wishes to protest the creation of 
the minimum lot size block may file a protest within thirty days of the notice letter. The Director can 
grant administrative approval upon finding that the application complies with all of the following: 

 meets all criteria required for Planning Commission approval (listed in next paragraph); 

 shows evidence of support from owners of at least 51% of the property within the proposed 
SMLSB; and 

 receives no timely protest filed by a property owner within the proposed SMLSB. 

Upon finding that an application meets the above criteria, the Director forwards the request to City 
Council for consideration of establishing the SMLSB.  Should the application not meet one or 
more criteria, the application must be forwarded to the Planning Commission for public hearing 
and consideration. 
 
After close of a public hearing the Planning Commission shall consider the following: 

 the boundaries of the proposed SMLSB shall include all properties within at least one block 
face, and no more than two opposing blockfaces; 

 at least 60% of the area to be included within the proposed SMLSB, exclusive of land used 
for a park, library, place of religious assembly or a public or private elementary, middle, 
junior high or high school, is developed with or are restricted to not more than two single-
family units per lot; 

 that the applicant has demonstrated sufficient support for the establishment of the 
proposed SMLSB; 

 that the establishment of the SMLSB will further the goal of preserving the lot size character 
of the area; and 

 that the proposed SMLSB has a lot size character that can be preserved by the 
establishment of a minimum lot size, taking into account the age of the neighborhood, the 
age of structures in the neighborhood, existing evidence of a common plan and scheme of 
development, and such other factors that the director, commission or city council, 
respectively as appropriate, may determine relevant to the area. 
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Should the Commission find that the application meets these requirements; the Commission must 
forward the application to City Council for consideration.  City Council approval of the SMLSB is 
enforceable for twenty years from the effective date of the ordinance. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: 
 
The application includes twelve (12) lots along the 700 block of Cordell Street, east and west 
sides, between Heslep and Patton Streets. 
 
Analysis of the application resulted in the following findings: 
 

 The boundaries of the proposed SMLSB must include all properties within at least one block face, and no 
more than two opposing block faces; 

The application comprises two block faces, the east and west sides of Cordell Street.   

 At least 60% of the lots to be included within the proposed SMLSB, exclusive of land used for a park, library, 
place of religious assembly or a public or private elementary, middle, junior high or high school, must be 

developed with, or restricted to, not more than two single-family units per lot; For any lot or tract that was not 

vacant and was in use for other than single family residential purposes, the subdivision plat, development 
plat, or building permit may provide for any use permitted by law or, if applicable, deed restrictions. 
Land uses of the properties consist of nine (9) of twelve (12) single-family residential 
properties (representing 75% of the total lots within the boundary area), as well as three (3) 
commercial lots (representing 25% of the boundary area).  

 The applicant has demonstrated sufficient support for the SMLSB; 

The applicant obtained eight (8) of twelve (12) signatures of support from property owners 
in the proposed SMLSB (owning 67% of the total area).  There was one protest.   

 Establishment of the SMLSB will further the goal of preserving the area lot size character; 
A minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet exists on twelve (12) lots in the block face. 

 The proposed SMLSB has a lot size character that can be preserved by the establishment of a special 
minimum lot size, taking into account the age of the neighborhood, the age and architectural features of 
structures in the neighborhood, existing evidence of a common plan or scheme of development, and such 
other factors that the director, commission or city council, respectively as appropriate, may determine relevant 
to the area. 
The subdivision was platted in 1906. The earliest houses originate from the 1920’s.  The 
establishment of a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size will preserve the lot size character of 
the area.   

 The minimum lot size for this application was determined by finding the current lot size that represents a 
minimum standard for 70% of the application area. 
Nine (9) out of twelve (12) lots (representing 75% of the application area) are at least 5,000 
square feet in size. 

 
Public notice of the public hearing was transmitted to all property owners on the block face. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Calculation Analysis 
2. Map of Support 
3. Additional Map(s) 
4. Protest Letter 
5. Application 
6. Boundary Map 
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SPECIAL MINIMUM LOT SIZE/BUILDING LINE BLOCK 
 Application 

No. 
MLS 509 / 
MBL 215 

   
     Date Received: 9/23/2014  Date Complete: 9/30/2014 

     Street(s) Name: Cordell 
Street 

 

Lot(s) 

700 Block 

 

    Cross Streets: Heslep 
Street 

and West Patton Street 

 

     Side of 
street: 

East and 
West 

   

     

     PROPERTY DATA: 
   

     
    

 

      

Address Land Use Signed in 
Support 

Lot size (in Sq Feet) Building 
Line (in 
Feet) 

700 SFR Y 5,000 18 

701 LT 7 COM   5,000 6 

701 LT 8 COM   5,000 6 

702 SFR Y 5,000 12 

704 SFR Y 5,000 15 

705 COM   5,000 0 

706 SFR Y 5,000 17 

707 SFR Y 5,000 18 

708 SFR Y 5,000 10 

709 SFR Y 5,000 11 

710 SFR Y 5,000 16 

711 SFR   5,000 19 
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Evidence of Support (must be 51% or more by area for Director administrative approval): 
  

          Of 60,000 Square Feet in 
the Proposed 
Application Area 

40,000 Square Feet are 
Owned by Property 
Owners Signing in 
Support of the 
Petition = 

67% 

           
          
   Single Family Calculation: 

      

          Percentage of lots developed or restricted to no more than two SFR units per lot (must be greater than 60%): 

 

9 # developed or 
restricted to no 
more than two 
SFR Units 

Of 

9 

Total number 
of SFR lots in 
the Proposed 
Application 
Area 

12 

Total number of 
lots in the 
Proposed 
Application 
Area 

75%  

 

0 # of Multifamily 
lots 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

3 # of Commercial 
lots 

       

 

0 # of Vacant Lots 

       

 

  

       

 

12 
Total  
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Minimum Lot Size Calculations: 
     

        
Total # of lots   12 

Total sq. ft. 
= 60,000 

 / # of lots 
= 5,000 average sq. ft. 

     
5,000 

median sq. 
ft. 

 

 

70 % 
     Lots ranked by size Size % by Area Cumulative % by Area 

   1 5,000 8.3% 8.3% 
    2 5,000 8.3% 16.7% 
    3 5,000 8.3% 25.0% 
    4 5,000 8.3% 33.3% 
    5 5,000 8.3% 41.7% 
    6 5,000 8.3% 50.0% 
    7 5,000 8.3% 58.3% 
    8 5,000 8.3% 66.7% 
    9 5,000 8.3% 75.0% 
    10 5,000 8.3% 83.3% 
    11 5,000 8.3% 91.7% 
    12 5,000 8.3% 100.0% 
    13 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    32 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    33 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    34 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    Total 60,000 100.0% 

     

        This application qualifies for 
a 5,000 Square Feet Special Minimum Lot Size 

 

        

        

        Do deed restrictions specify a minimum lot size?      
  

Yes         

      
No   X    
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AGENDA: XI 
 
SMBLB Application No. 215:   700 block of Cordell Street, east and west sides, between 
Heslep and Patton Streets. 
 
BACKGROUND: 

The Planning and Development Department received an application for the establishment of a 
Special Minimum Building Line Block (SMBLB) for the 700 block of Cordell Street, east and 
west sides, between Heslep and Patton Streets. Analysis shows that a minimum building line 
of 11'-0" exists for the blockfaces.  A petition was signed by owners of 67% of the property 
within the proposed Special Minimum Building Line Block.  One protest was filed and the 
Director has referred the application to the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
provisions of Chapter 42-170.  This report provides the Commission with a synopsis of 
procedures and appropriate application criteria. 
 
PROCEDURES: 
Once an application is determined to be complete, the Planning Director notifies all owners of 
property within the proposed SMBLB.  Any property owner who wishes to protest the creation 
of the requirement area may file a protest within thirty days of the notice letter. The Director 
can grant administrative approval upon finding that the application complies with all of the 
following: 

 meets all criteria required for Planning Commission approval (listed in next paragraph); 

 shows evidence of support from at least 51% of the owners of lots within the proposed 
SMBLB; and 

 receives no timely protest filed by a property owner within the proposed SMBLB. 

Upon finding that an application meets the above criteria, the Director forwards the request to 
City Council for consideration of establishing the SMBLB.   
 
Should the application not meet one or more of the above criteria, the application must be 
forwarded to the Planning Commission for public hearing and consideration.  After close of the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission shall consider the following: 

 that the boundaries of the proposed SMBLB include all properties within at least one 
blockface and no more than two opposing blockfaces; 

 that more than 60% of the area to be included in the SMBLB, exclusive of land used for 
a park, library, place of religious assembly, or school, is developed with single-family 
residential units; 

 that the applicant demonstrated sufficient support for the SMBLB; 

 that the establishment of the SMBLB will further the goal of preserving the building line 
character of the area; and 

 that the proposed SMBLB has a building line character that can be preserved by the 
establishment of a minimum building line, taking into account the age of the 
neighborhood, age and architectural features of the structures, existing evidence of a 
common plan and scheme of development, and such other factors that the director, 
commission or city council, respectively as appropriate, may determine relevant to the 
area. 
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Should the Commission find that the application meets these requirements, the Commission 
must forward the application to City Council for consideration.  City Council approval of the 
SMBLB is enforceable for twenty years from the effective date of the ordinance. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: 
The application includes twelve (12) lots along the 700 block of Cordell Street, east and west 
sides, between Heslep and Patton Streets. 

Analysis of the application resulted in the following findings: 

 The boundaries of the proposed SMBLB include all properties within at least one blockface and no more 
than two opposing blockfaces; 

The application comprises two opposing block faces, the east and west sides of Cordell 
Street between Heslep and Patton Streets.   

 More than 60% of the area in the SMBLB, exclusive of land used for a park, library, place of religious 
assembly, or school, must be developed with single-family residential units; 
Land uses of the properties consist of nine (9) of twelve (12) single-family residential 
properties (representing 75% of the total lots within the boundary area), as well as three 
(3) commercial lots (representing 25% of the boundary area). 

 The applicant has demonstrated sufficient support for the SMBLB; 

The applicant obtained eight (8) of twelve (12) signatures of support from property 
owners in the proposed SMLSB (owning 67% of the total area).  There was one protest.   

 Establishment of the SMBLB will further the goal of preserving the building line character of the area; 
A minimum building line of 11'-0" exists on eight (8) of the twelve (12) properties in the 
area.  Four (4) properties have a building line of less than 11'-0".  One (1) of those 
properties is vacant.   

 The proposed SMBLB has a building line character that can be preserved by the establishment of a 
minimum building line, taking into account the age of the neighborhood, the age and architectural features 
of structures in the neighborhood, existing evidence of a common plan or scheme of development, and 
such other factors that the director, commission or city council, respectively as appropriate, may 
determine relevant to the area;  
The subdivision was platted in 1906. The earliest houses originate from the 1920’s.  The 
establishment of an 11'-0" special minimum building line will help preserve the building 
line character of the area. 

 The minimum building line for this application was determined by finding the constructed building line that 
represents a minimum standard for at least 70% of the structures in the proposed SMBLB; 
A building line of 11'-0" or greater exists for eight (8) of the eleven (11) structures in the 
proposed area, which represents 72.7% of the structures in the area.  

Public notice of the public hearing was transmitted to all property owners on the block. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Staff Analysis Summary Pages 

2. Map of Proposed Special Minimum Building Line Block 

3. Map of Support  

4. Protest Letter(s) 

5. Application 

6. Location Map 
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SPECIAL MINIMUM LOT SIZE/BUILDING LINE BLOCK 

 Application 
No. 

MLS 509 / 
MBL 215 

   
     Date Received: 9/23/2014  Date Complete: 9/30/2014 

     Street(s) Name: Cordell 
Street 

 

Lot(s) 

700 Block 

 

    Cross Streets: Heslep 
Street 

and West Patton Street 

 

     Side of 
street: 

East and 
West 

   

     

     PROPERTY DATA: 
   

     
    

 

      

Address Land Use Signed in 
Support 

Lot size (in Sq Feet) Building 
Line (in 
Feet) 

700 SFR Y 5,000 18 

701 LT 7 COM   5,000 6 

701 LT 8 COM   5,000 6 

702 SFR Y 5,000 12 

704 SFR Y 5,000 15 

705 COM   5,000 0 

706 SFR Y 5,000 17 

707 SFR Y 5,000 18 

708 SFR Y 5,000 10 

709 SFR Y 5,000 11 

710 SFR Y 5,000 16 

711 SFR   5,000 19 
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Evidence of Support (must be 51% or more by area for Director administrative 
approval): 

 

         Of 60,000 Square Feet in 
the Proposed 
Application Area 

40,000 Square Feet are 
Owned by Property 
Owners Signing in 
Support of the 
Petition = 

67% 

          
         
  Single Family Calculation: 

     

         Percentage of lots developed or restricted to no more than two SFR units per lot  
(must be greater than 60%): 

 

9 # developed or 
restricted to no 
more than two 
SFR Units 

Of 

9 

Total 
number of 
SFR lots in 
the 
Proposed 
Application 
Area 12 

Total number of 
lots in the 
Proposed 
Application Area 

75% 

 

0 # of Multifamily 
lots 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

3 # of Commercial 
lots 

      

 

0 # of Vacant Lots 

      

 

  

      

 

12 
Total  
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Minimum Building Line Calculations: 
    

        

 

70 % 
     Building Line 

Rank B.L. in feet % of all B.L.'s Cumulative % 
   1 19 9.1% 9.1% 

    2 18 9.1% 18.2% 
    3 18 9.1% 27.3% 
    4 17 9.1% 36.4% 
    5 16 9.1% 45.5% 
    6 15 9.1% 54.5% 
    7 12 9.1% 63.6% 
    8 11 9.1% 72.7% 
    9 10 9.1% 81.8% 
    10 6 9.1% 90.9% 
    11 6 9.1% 100.0% 
    12 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    13 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    14 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    15 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    16 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    17 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    18 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    19 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    20 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    21 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    22 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    23 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    32 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    33 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    34 0 0.0% 100.0% 
    Total 148 100.0% 

     

        
This application qualifies for a 11 

Foot Special Minimum Building 
Line 

  

        Do deed restrictions specify a minimum building line?      
  

Yes         

      
No   X   
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PROPERTY ADDRESS: 605 Cortlandt Street/3500 White Oak Drive 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  Lots 11 and 12, Block 278, Houston Heights 
HISTORIC DISTRICT: Houston Heights Historic District South 
 

 

Exhibit A: November 2014 HAHC Action Report (including project details, staff analysis, and attachments)  
Exhibit B: November 2014 HAHC unofficial meeting transcript prepared by staff for informational purposes 
Exhibit C:  Applicant appeal letter and supplemental appeal materials 
Exhibit D:  Public Comment 1 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Date: 12/18/2014 

ITEM: XII 

Project Summary:  

On May 28, 2014, the applicant requested a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) to demolish two contributing 
buildings – a historic filling station at 3500 White Oak Drive (Lot 12) and a residential duplex at 605 Cortlandt St 
(Lot 11) - in Houston Heights Historic District South. The buildings are located on adjacent platted lots owned by 
the same owner and taxed as one parcel. The project was deferred by HAHC at their June meeting to allow 
applicant time to provide more information. The application was subsequently deferred by the applicant for many 
additional months until the project was heard a second time at HAHC on November 20, 2014. 

Demolition of contributing historic structures is permitted in only two circumstances:  when the applicant proves an 
‘unreasonable economic hardship’ or ‘unusual and compelling circumstances,’ as described in Chapter 33 Section 
33-247(c) and (d).  

At their November meeting, the HAHC determined that the applicant failed to prove either ‘unreasonable economic 
hardship’ or ‘unusual and compelling circumstances.’ The commission voted 7-1 to deny the demolition request, 
with 1 abstaining, based on the project’s failure to meet Criteria 1-4 for an ‘unreasonable economic hardship’ as 
found in Section 33-247(c) or Criteria 1-3 for an ‘unusual and compelling circumstance’ as found in Chapter 33 
Section 33-247(d). 

In accordance with Chapter 33 Section 33-253, the applicant is appealing this decision to Planning Commission.  

Charge to the Planning Commission: 

To demolish a contributing structure within a historic district, the applicant must establish an ‘unreasonable 
economic hardship’ (Section 33-247(c)) or an ‘unusual and compelling circumstance’ (Section 33-247(d)). The 
application was reviewed and considered under the criteria for both. The HAHC denied the demolition request 
because they found the project did not meet any of the criteria found in Chapter 33 Section 33-247(c) or (d).  

The burden of proof is on the applicant. In accordance with Chapter 33 Section 33-253, the Planning Commission 
may find in favor of the appellant only if it finds that the applicant has demonstrated that the project meets all 
appropriate demolition criteria. 

Project Details:  

At the time of the Houston Heights Historic District South designation by City Council, the duplex at 605 Cortlandt 
Street and the filling station at 3500 White Oak Drive, both constructed circa 1930, were classified as ‘contributing’ 
to the historic district. The filling station is unique in that it is the last remaining historic filling station in the Houston 
Heights historic districts.  See property survey in Exhibit A – p. 42 for lot layout. 

According to the applicant, the owner’s ‘unreasonable and economic hardship’ is that the buildings need repair due 
to years of deferred maintenance, and that the owner must also maintain his properties and pay insurance and 
taxes. The owner is currently earning income from both rental of the duplex and rental of the gas station lot to an 
adjacent business for parking. In the twelve months leading up to July 2014, the owner earned $33,000 from 
leasing the property.   
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The ‘unusual and compelling circumstance’ presented by the applicant is the presence of underground storage 
tanks (USTs) on the perimeter of the property adjacent to the south and west property lines of the south lot. The 
tanks were permanently retired and filled with concrete slurry in 1994, in accordance with state requirements. 

Staff does not dispute that the underground storage tanks should be removed and that any site contamination be 
remedied.   

The applicant provided a report from InControl Technologies, a licensed contractor in UST removal, that explains 
that there are six underground storage tanks on the gas station property, as well as related product piping (see 
Exhibit A – pp 124-140).  No map or drawing of the property has been provided by the applicant showing the 
location of the tanks or piping.  However, the written description indicates that four of the six tanks are located at 
the southwest corner of the property or along the west property line, and not adjacent to the gas station structure or 
near the duplex. Two tanks are located adjacent to and/or underneath the original pump area of the gas station, 
where the canopy is supported by two columns, and there are old fuel dispensers located close to the brick 
structure. According to a conversation between staff and InControl Technologies, the two tanks near the canopy 
are approximately 4-5’ long and possibly 6’ in diameter, although the exact dimensions are unknown until 
excavation occurs. 

InControl Technologies provided a cost estimate for removal of the USTs that includes $8000 for demolition of the 
buildings on the site. Although demolishing any improvements on site obviously makes removal of USTs easier, 
removal of above ground structures is not necessarily required in order to remove the tanks. They can be removed 
without demolishing on-site structures, depending on the location of the tanks, if proper precautions are made to 
protect both the structures and the workers.   

No evaluation, feasibility study, or cost estimate has been provided by the applicant for UST removal with the gas 
station in place, so it is impossible to evaluate whether this is or is not feasible.  According to staff’s conversation 
with InControl, their main concern is that the canopy supports (which are deteriorated and in need of repair or 
replacement according to the structural report – see Exhibit A, pp. 141-193) might fail during removal, causing the 
canopy to fall down.  No evaluation has been done concerning temporary supports for the canopy during the UST 
removal, nor has a cost estimate been provided for temporary removal of the canopy during UST removal and 
reinstallation of the repaired canopy after the remediation work has been finished. Even assuming the gas station 
structure had to be removed in order to remove the USTs, there is no reason provided for why a building on an 
adjacent lot - the duplex at 605 Cortlandt - would also need to be demolished.   

Some limited soil testing was done in 1994, which found some contamination of the soil.  It is unknown whether 
there is additional soil contamination or any groundwater contamination at this time, but InControl will do testing of 
both after excavating the tanks. The UST report provided a cost estimate of $82,059 for removal of the tanks 
(including building demo), with additional cost contingencies should soil or groundwater contamination be 
discovered.  According to the report, there is a very remote possibility of ‘vapor intrusion’ of the duplex, but no tests 
have been done in or around the duplex to indicate that vapor intrusion, or any other type of contamination, does in 
fact affect the duplex.  The duplex is located on a separate lot from the gas station, is 10’ from the rear of the gas 
station structure, and approximately 55’ from the nearest USTs.  Based on the information in the UST report, the 
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four tanks on the south and west sides of the property  are much closer to Happy Fatz Cafe than any of the tank 
and piping infrastructure is to the duplex. 

In his application, the applicant also provided an asbestos report for the filling station (see Exhibit A – pp.118-123).  
Testing revealed that the only asbestos present in the building is in the window caulking, and this can be safely 
removed for only a few hundred dollars. 

Public Comment:  

There were two speakers at the HAHC meeting, both of whom opposed granting the Certificate of Appropriateness 
for demolition (see Exhibit B).  In addition, there was one email to HAHC, also in opposition to the demolition (see 
Exhibit A, p. 225). One letter has been received in opposition to Planning Commission granting the COA on appeal 
(see Exhibit D). 

Basis for the Houston Archaeological and Historic Commission’s decision: 

Within city historic districts, the demolition of contributing structures must be approved by HAHC. Demolition is 
approved only under two circumstances: the applicant proves an ‘unreasonable economic hardship’ or ‘unusual and 
compelling circumstances.’ In order to issue a Certificate of Appropriateness, the HAHC must find that all four 
criteria of Section 33-247(c) for ‘unreasonable economic hardship’ or all three criteria of Section 33-247(d) for 
‘unusual and compelling circumstances’ are met. These criteria are included on page 4-7 of this staff report.  

The HAHC voted to deny the application on the basis that it did not meet any of the criteria under either test for 
permission to demolish a historic contributing structure. 

Applicant’s Grounds for Appeal: 

The applicant’s information provided to HAHC is included as Attachment A to the HAHC Staff Report (see Exhibit 
A). The applicant also provided supplemental information for the appeal, which is Exhibit C.  
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Approval Criteria: 

Section 33-247 - The issuance of a certificate of appropriateness for the demolition of a landmark, a protected 
landmark, or a contributing structure, or for the demolition of a building, structure or object on or in an 
archaeological site shall be subject to the establishment of an (c) unreasonable economic hardship or the 
establishment of an (d) unusual and compelling circumstance: 

(c) Determination of the existence of an unreasonable economic hardship shall be based upon the following 
criteria: 

 S   D  NA  S - satisfies   D - does not satisfy   NA - not applicable

     (1) That the property is incapable of earning a reasonable return, without regard to whether the 
return is the most profitable return, including without limitation, whether the costs of 
maintenance or improvement of the property exceed its fair market value;  

The applicant purchased the property in 1989 for $64,000. In the twelve month period 
between August 2013 and July 2014, the applicant earned $33,000 from leasing the 
property:  $18,000 from the duplex and $15,000 for the parking area around the filling 
station.  Recently, the duplex units have been leased for between $650 and $1,000 per 
month for each unit. According to the owner, the $650 unit is being leased below 
market value as a favor to the tenant. 

The information provided indicates that the duplex may be renovated at a cost of 
$122,000 to $137,000 and leased for higher rents. The applicant’s materials indicate 
that post-rehab, units could be rented for $825 per month; however this seems to be 
undervalued and is in fact less than the current rental rate of one of the units. For 
comparison, a comparable 700 square foot duplex unit located at 535 Arlington 
currently rents for $1,600/month. The applicant’s January 2014 appraisal states that a 
“survey of rents in Historic Heights area typically range from $1,217 up to $2,275 per 
unit.” A more reasonable lease estimate for each unit post-renovation would be $1300 
or more per month, which would result in an annual income of $31,200 or more. This 
indicates that the duplex is capable of earning a reasonable return.   

Information was not provided on how much the filling station building could be 
leased for once updated; however, the area around the building has recently 
produced an annual income of $15,458 for parking space for the adjacent business, 
Happy Fatz Cafe. No information was provided for rental of the filling station structure 
to Happy Fatz or any other tenant, or for an estimated sale value of the property.  

The applicant provided several estimated costs for repairs and rehabilitation of the 
site. These are summarized in Exhibit A (HAHC report) and detailed within the 
attached application materials. The property has suffered from years of deferred 
maintenance, resulting in the need for numerous repairs, but according to the 
applicant’s structural report, both buildings are essentially sound. The main repair 
expense required is to reroof both structures. 

The applicant’s tax burden has increased to $11,000 for tax year 2014.  No information 
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has been provided regarding insurance costs or other expenses tied to the property.  

As a designated historic property, the buildings qualify for City historic tax 
exemptions for work on the buildings, discounted permit fees, exemptions from 
energy code compliance, and reduced parking requirements. The applicant has not 
provided any evidence that these incentives have been explored. 

Based upon the information provided, the applicant has not demonstrated that the 
property cannot earn a reasonable rate of return.   

     (2) That the property cannot be adapted for any other use, whether by the current owner, by a 
purchaser or by a lessee, that would result in a reasonable return;  

Estimates provided by the applicant for conversion of the duplex to a single-family 
residence and rehabilitation of the property range from $23,500 to $841,940. Staff 
discussed options with the applicant to replat the property, swapping portions of the 
lot with the neighboring business (see Criterion 3 below) as well as the option to 
convert the duplex into a single-family residence, construct an addition, and utilize 
the filing station as an accessory structure to the residence. No information was 
provided on the exploration or feasibility of such plans, or other plans to adapt the 
property. 

Based upon the information provided, an inability of the property to be adapted for 
any other use has not been established. 

     (3) That efforts to find a purchaser or lessee interested in acquiring the property and preserving 
it have failed; and 

No information regarding any efforts to sell or lease the property to a party interested 
in preserving the duplex and/or filling station was provided. The owner has stated 
that he has not listed the property for sale. 

The prior tenant of the filling station parking area, Happy Fatz Café, may have been 
given the option to purchase the property; however, no information was provided 
regarding the purchasing options discussed between the owner and tenant. Staff 
discussed with the applicant the option to “swap land” with the neighboring property, 
returning the lots back to approximately their original configuration of two 6,600 
square foot (50'x132') lots. This would allow the filling station to become part of the 
neighboring restaurant business, and provide the duplex with a backyard and access 
to the alley. No information was provided on whether this arrangement has been 
discussed with the neighboring property owner. 

     (4) If the applicant is a nonprofit organization, determination of an unreasonable economic 
hardship shall instead be based upon whether the denial of a certificate of appropriateness 
financially prevents or seriously interferes with carrying out the mission, purpose, or function 
of the nonprofit corporation 
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(d) Determination of the existence of an unusual and compelling circumstance shall be based upon the 
following criteria: 

     (1) That current information does not support the historic or archaeological significance of this 
building, structure or object or its importance to the integrity of an historic district, if 
applicable; 

  Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps indicate that both the duplex and filling station were the 
original structures on the property. Both maintain their original footprints, historic 
materials, and architectural character and contribute to the historic integrity of the 
district.  

The Fire Insurance Maps indicate that there were originally four historic filling 
stations within the Houston Heights Historic District South proposed boundaries, 
including the subject property, and stations at the southeast corner of Cortlandt and 
11th; the northwest corner of Oxford and 9th; and the southeast corner of White Oak 
and Heights Blvd. There was also a historic filling station at the northwest corner of 
White Oak and Oxford, just outside of the district boundaries. The filling station at 
3500 White Oak is the last remaining historic filling station in the area. 

In the “History and Significance” section (pages 6-7) of the Houston Heights Historic 
District South Designation Report, the value of filling stations to the area is described 
as follows: 

“The commercial buildings of Houston Heights proudly bespoke their purpose during 
that historic period in which American business and industry were all important. They 
were often as simple as the small, frame or brick filling station, such as the one 
located at 1400 Oxford (N.R.), which served the community from 1929 until the 1950s. 
It served an important supporting function when Houston and Houston Heights 
evolved from their early dependence upon mass transportation toward the use of the 
automobile for individual mobility. Still extant are a small number of these very early 
gasoline stations, some of which are located on Yale at 6th Street,  Heights Boulevard 
at 8th Street, and 3500 White Oak all of which are located within the proposed historic 
district.” 

The duplex has a unique form and details. The front façade of the side-gable 
residential structure features a trio of one-over-one windows between the two side-
by-side unit doors. The doors are covered by applied porch gable porch roofs with 
exposed rafter tales. To the other side of each door is a pair of one-over-one 
windows. At the time of designation, the district contained 16 identified duplexes of 
which 11 (including the subject property) were classified as contributing.   

In the “Architectural Significance” section (page 9) of the of the Houston Heights 
Historic District South Designation Report, includes Bungalow Duplexes as a part of 
the district character: 

“The one and two-story houses and cottages found throughout Houston Heights are 
usually of frame construction, and are executed in a variety of styles. Influences from 
the Colonial Revival, Queen Anne, English Cottage, Hip Bungalow, Bungalow Duplex, 
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Prairie, American Four-Square, Gable front cottage, Craftsman Bungalow, Bungalow 
and Folk Victorian styles clearly dominate, but a few noteworthy examples of other 
styles likewise occur.”  

The information provided does not contradict the historic significance of the filling 
station or duplex to the integrity of an historic district. 

     (2) Whether there are definite plans for reuse of the property if the proposed demolition is 
carried out and what effect such plans have on the architectural, cultural, historical or 
archaeological character of the surrounding area; and 

  The applicant wants to construct a new two-story 3,700 sf single-family residence 
facing Cortlandt with attached garage, and a detached 1,144 sf cabana on the 
property. This alters the configuration of the corner of White Oak and Cortlandt,
which originally had structures facing White Oak on all four corners. This character 
has already been compromised by the new residential construction on the northeast 
corner. 

     (3) Whether reasonable measures can be taken to save the building, structure or object from 
further deterioration, collapse, arson, vandalism or neglect. 

  The information provided indicates that measures can be taken to reverse any 
existing deterioration and neglect. No condition of collapse, arson or vandalism is 
present.  The applicant’s structural support indicates numerous repairs are needed 
due to deferred maintenance, but that the structures are essentially sound. 

 
Basis for the Applicant’s appeal: 

Sec. 33-253. Appeal. 

(a) An applicant aggrieved by a decision of the HAHC with respect to any certificate of appropriateness may appeal 
to the planning commission by filing a written notice of appeal, stating the grounds for the appeal, with the director 
within ten days following the date the HAHC renders its decision. 

(b) The planning commission shall consider the appeal at its first regularly scheduled meeting for which required 
notice can be given. The commission shall consider the application, the findings of the HAHC and any evidence 
presented at the meeting at which the appeal is considered. The planning commission shall reverse or affirm the 
decision of the HAHC based upon the criteria applicable to the certificate of appropriateness. The decision of the 
commission shall be final. If the commission does not make a decision on the appeal within 30 days following the 
commission's hearing on the appeal, the decision of the HAHC with respect to the application for the certificate of 
appropriateness shall be deemed affirmed. 

(c) An applicant aggrieved by the decision of the planning commission on an appeal from a decision of the HAHC 
may appeal to the city council. The city council shall consider the appeal at its first regularly scheduled meeting for 
which the required notice can be given. The city council shall consider the appeal under the provisions of Rule 12 of 
Section 2-2 of this code. At the conclusion of the city council’s review of the matter, the city council shall reverse or 
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affirm the decision of the planning commission. The decision of the city council shall be final and exhaust the 
applicant’s administrative remedies. 

(d) The director shall provide the applicant with notice of the time and place of the meeting at which the appeal will 
be considered by mail no less than ten days before the date of the meeting. 
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CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 
Application Date:  May 28, 2014   

Applicant: Pedro J. Martinez, owner 

Property: 605 Cortlandt / 3500 White Oak, tracts 11 and 12, block 278, Houston Heights Subdivision. The 
property includes a historic one-story wood frame duplex and a historic filling station structure 
situated on an 8,800 square foot (88' x 100') corner lot. The property is also located in a 
designated Special Minimum Lot Size area with a 6,600 square foot lot minimum on the 600 and 
700 block of Cortlandt. 

Significance: Contributing duplex bungalow constructed circa 1930 and a contributing filling station constructed 
circa 1930 located in the Houston Heights Historic District South, designated in 2011. 

Proposal: Demolition of a contributing 1,360 square foot duplex bungalow and adjacent contributing filling 
station with the intent to construct a single-family residence on site. The property is under single 
ownership and is appraised for tax purposes as a single property containing two structures. 
The HAHC deferred the application at their June 19, 2014 meeting to allow the applicant time to 
provide further information. The applicant has discussed the application requirements and non-
demolition options with staff during the last several months via email, phone and in-person 
meetings. The applicant has requested deferral to continue to develop the application for the past 
four HAHC meetings. Staff has compiled and assessed all materials to date in this report. 

Public Comment: One letter in opposition, see attachment C. 

Civic Association: No comment received. 

Attachments: A. Applicant Materials 
B. Assessing Economic Hardship Claims under Historic Preservation Ordinances, published by 

the National Trust for Historic Preservation & National Alliance of Preservation Commissions 
C. Public letter in opposition to the demolition 

Recommendation: Denial - does not satisfy criteria 

HAHC Action: - 
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APPROVAL CRITERIA 

DEMOLITION OF A LANDMARK, PROTECTED LANDMARK, 
CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURE, OR WITHIN AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE 

Sec. 33-247(a): The issuance of a certificate of appropriateness for the demolition of a landmark, a protected landmark, 
or a contributing structure, or for the demolition of a building, structure or object on or in an archaeological site shall be 
subject to the establishment of an (c) unreasonable economic hardship or the establishment of an (d) unusual and 
compelling circumstance. 

(c) Determination of the existence of an unreasonable economic hardship shall be based upon the following criteria: 

S    D   NA  S - satisfies     D - does not satisfy     NA - not applicable 

       (1) That the property is incapable of earning a reasonable return, without regard to whether the return 
is the most profitable return, including without limitation, whether the costs of maintenance or 
improvement of the property exceed its fair market value; 

The applicant purchased the property in 1989 for $64,000. Recent estimated cost to rehabilitate 
and update the duplex for its current use as two rental units is $122,400 with a post-rehab lease 
value of $825/month. This value appears to be underestimated in comparison with area rental units 
including a comparable 700 square foot duplex located at 535 Arlington currently listed for 
$1,600/month. A more reasonable low rental estimate for the subject units would be $1,300/month; 
which would result in an annual income of $31,200. This estimate is also supported by the provided 
January 2014 appraisal, which states that a “survey of rents in Historic Heights area typically range 
from $1,217 up to $2,275 per unit”. Information was not provided on how much the filling station 
could be leased for once updated, however, the filling station lot has recently produced an annual 
income of $15,458 for rental for parking space for a neighboring business. No information was 
provided estimating the sale value of the property post rehabilitation. 

The applicant provided several estimated costs for repairs and rehabilitation of the site. These are 
summarized on page 17 of this report and detailed within the attached application materials. 

As a designated historic property, the buildings qualify for City historic tax exemptions for work on 
the buildings, discounted permit fees, exemptions from energy code compliance, and reduced 
parking requirements. No investigation of how these incentives may be beneficial to costs 
associated with the property has been explored. 

Based upon the information provided, an inability of the property to earn a reasonable return has 
not been established.  

       (2) That the property cannot be adapted for any other use, whether by the current owner, by a 
purchaser or by a lessee, that would result in a reasonable return; 

Estimates provided by the applicant for conversion of the duplex to a single-family residence and 
rehabilitation of the property range from $23,500 to $841,940. Staff discussed options with the 
applicant to replat the property, swapping portions of the lot with the neighboring business (see 
below) as well as the option to convert the duplex into a single-family residence, construct and 
addition and utilize the filing station as an accessory structure to the residence. No information was 
provided on the exploration or feasibility of such plans, or other plans to adapt the property. 

Based upon the information provided, an inability of the property to be adapted for any other use 
has not been established. 

       (3) That efforts to find a purchaser or lessee interested in acquiring the property and preserving it have 
failed;  

No information regarding any efforts to sell or lease the property to a party interested in preserving 
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the duplex and/or filling station was provided.  

The prior tenant of the filling station parking area may have been given the option to purchase the 
property, however, no information was provided regarding the purchasing options discussed 
between the owner and tenant. Staff discussed with the applicant the option to “swap land” with the 
neighboring property, returning the lots back to approximately their original configurations of 
two6,600 square foot (50'x132') lots. This would allow the filling station to become part of the 
neighboring restaurant business; and provide the duplex with a backyard and access to the alley. 
No information was provided on if this option was discussed with the neighboring property owners. 

       (4) And, if the applicant is a nonprofit organization, determination of an unreasonable economic 
hardship shall instead be based upon whether the denial of a certificate of appropriateness 
financially prevents or seriously interferes with carrying out the mission, purpose, or function of the 
nonprofit corporation 

OR 

(d)  Determination of the existence of an unusual and compelling circumstance shall be based upon the following 
criteria: 

       (1) That current information does not support the historic or archaeological significance of this building, 
structure or object or its importance to the integrity of an historic district, if applicable; 

Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps indicate that both the duplex and filling station were the original 
structures on the property. Both maintain their original footprints, historic materials, and 
architectural character and contribute to the historic integrity of the district.  

The Fire Insurance Maps indicate that there were originally four historic filling stations within the 
Houston Heights Historic District South proposed boundaries, including the subject property, and 
stations at the southeast corner of Cortlandt and 11th; the northwest corner of Oxford and 9th; and 
the southeast corner of White Oak and Heights Blvd. There was also a historic filling station at the 
northwest corner of White Oak and Oxford, just outside of the district boundaries. The filling station 
at 3500 White Oak is the last remaining historic filling station in the area. 

In the “History and Significance” section (pages 6-7) of the Houston Heights Historic District South 
Designation Report, the value of filling stations to the area is described as follows: 
“The commercial buildings of Houston Heights proudly bespoke their purpose during that historic 
period in which American business and industry were all important. They were often as simple as 
the small, frame or brick filling station, such as the one located at 1400 Oxford (N.R.), which served 
the community from 1929 until the 1950s. It served an important supporting function when Houston 
and Houston Heights evolved from their early dependence upon mass transportation toward the 
use of the automobile for individual mobility. Still extant are a small number of these very early 
gasoline stations, some of which are located on Yale at 6th Street,  Heights Boulevard at 8th Street, 
and 3500 White Oak all of which are located within the proposed historic district.” 
The duplex has a unique form and details. The front façade of the side-gable residential structure 
features a trio of one-over-one windows between the two side-by-side unit doors. The doors are 
covered by applied porch gable porch roofs with exposed rafter tales. To the other side of each 
door is a pair of one-over-one windows. At the time of designation, the district contained 16 
identified duplexes of which 11 (including the subject property) were classified as contributing.   

In the “Architectural Significance” section (page 9) of the of the Houston Heights Historic District 
South Designation Report, includes Bungalow Duplexes as a part of the district character: 

 “The one and two-story houses and cottages found throughout Houston Heights are usually of 
frame construction, and are executed in a variety of styles. Influences from the Colonial Revival, 
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Queen Anne, English Cottage, Hip Bungalow, Bungalow Duplex, Prairie, American Four-Square, 
Gable front cottage, Craftsman Bungalow, Bungalow and Folk Victorian styles clearly dominate, but 
a few noteworthy examples of other styles likewise occur.”  

The information provided does not support that the historic significance of the filling station or 
duplex does not provide importance to the integrity of an historic district. 

       (2) Whether there are definite plans for reuse of the property if the proposed demolition is carried out 
and what effect such plans have on the architectural, cultural, historical or archaeological character 
of the surrounding area;  

The applicant intends to construct a new two-story 3,700 sf single-family residence facing Cortland 
with attached garage; and a detached 1,144 sf cabana on the property. This alters the configuration 
of the corner of White Oak and Cortlandt which originally had structures facing White Oak on all 
four corners. This character has already been compromised by the new residential construction on 
the northeast corner.  

       (3) And, whether reasonable measures can be taken to save the building, structure or object from 
further deterioration, collapse, arson, vandalism or neglect. 

The information provided indicates that measures can be taken to reverse any existing deterioration 
and neglect. No condition of collapse, arson or vandalism is present. 
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PROPERTY LOCATION  

HOUSTON HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT SOUTH 
  

N 

605 Cortlandt / 
3500 White Oak 
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INVENTORY PHOTOS 
MAY 2010 
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CURRENT PHOTOCURRENT PHOTOS 
FRONT OF DUPLEX 

 
FRONT & SOUTH SIDE OF DUPLEX  

 

Planning Commission 12/18/14 ITEM XII - Exhibit A

8



Houston Archaeological &  Historical Commission ITEM B.35 
November 20, 2014 
HPO File No. 140601 

605 Cortlandt Street / 3500 White Oak Drive 
Houston Heights South 

 
 

11/20/2014 CITY OF HOUSTON   |   PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT   |   HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 8 OF 19 

 

CURRENT PHOTOCURRENT PHOTOS 
FRONT & NORTH SIDE OF DUPLEX 

 
REAR & SOUTH SIDE OF DUPLEX 
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CURRENT PHOTOCURRENT PHOTOS 
SIDE/REAR OF DUPLEX & FILLING STATION FROM WHITE OAK 

 

FILLING STATION FROM CORTLANDT 
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CURRENT PHOTOCURRENT PHOTOS 
FILLING STATION DETAILS 
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NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES 

3500 White Oak, Contributing filling station & 602 Cortlandt, Noncontributing new construction across street 

 

3510 White Oak, Contributing neighbor & 3500 White Oak, Contributing filling station 

 

3423 White Oak, Contributing & 3501 White Oak, Contributing – across street from subject property 
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NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES 

 
604 & 602 Cortlandt, Noncontributing new construction – across street from subject property 

 

3500 White Oak, Contributing filing station; 605 Cortland, Contributing duplex & 609 Cortlandt, Contributing neighbor 

 

609, 615 & 619 Cortlandt, Contributing neighbors 
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PROPERTY SURVEY OR SITE PLAN 

  N 
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HCAD PROPERTY MAP 
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SANBORN FIRE INSURANCE MAPS – VOL. 7, SHEET 722 
1924 – 1950 

 
1924 – FEB 1951 
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  APPLICANT DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEMO 
605 CORTLANDT, DUPLEX 
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APPLICANT DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEMO 
3500 WHITE OAK, FILLING STATION 
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APPLICATION MATERIALS REVIEW & SUMMARY 
SEC. 33-247(b) 

 
(1) A certified appraisal of the value of the property conducted by a certified real estate appraiser: 

$125,000-$149,000 2014  appraised value as vacant land 

$64,000 1989  land and improvements acquired by current owner 
See application material pages 23-61 

(2) The assessed value of the land and improvements thereon according to the two most recent 
assessments unless the property is exempt from local property taxes: 

$427,400 2014  $422,400 land + $5,000 improvements - amended 

$438,393   2014 $422,400 land + $15,993 improvements  

$279,500   2013  $279,000 land + $100 improvements - amended 

$323,449   2013 $308,000 land + $15,449 improvements 

$278,938   2012 $254,000 land + $14,938 improvements 

$272,730   2011 $264,000 land + $8,730 improvements 

$280,000   2010 $264,000 land + $16,000 improvements 

$275,000   2009 $264,001 land + $10,999 improvements 

$247,400 2008  
See application material pages 62-80 

(3) All appraisals obtained by the owner in connection with the acquisition, purchase, donation, or 
financing of the property, or during the ownership of the property: 

$312,000 2008  property assessed as vacant land per the owner request 
See application material pages 81-84 

(4) All listings of the property for sale or rent that are less than a year old at the time of the application: 
Rental Income August 2013 – July 2014: 

$17,790 605 & 607 Cortlandt, residential duplex units 

$15,458 3500 White Oak, for neighboring business parking 

$33,248 total recent annual rental income for property 
Some materials provided by the applicant were not provided in the consolidated application materials packet. 
These documents included lease agreement contracts and check deposits; documents were omitted to respect 
tenant privacy.  Information in the documents supports the information above.  
See application material pages 85-87 

(5) Evidence of any consideration by the owner of uses and adaptive reuses of the property: 
Staff requested reuse consideration documentation, including information regarding discussions that have 
occurred with the neighboring business owner that formerly rented space for parking and expressed interest in 
purchasing the filling station and portion of the property. No information was provided. 

(6) Itemized and detailed rehabilitation cost estimates for the identified uses or reuses, including the basis 
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of the cost estimates: 

$6,200 repair/replace duplex roof (5/28/14)  

$36,250 repair filling station roof (5/28/14)  

$6,000 repair/replace duplex roof (7/23/14)  

$24,250 repair filling station roof (7/23/14)  

$136,900 repair/rehabilitate duplex units (7/23/14)  

$23,500 convert duplex to single family (7/23/14)  

$841,940 renovate duplex & filling station (10/1/14)  

$122,400 rehabilitate/update duplex for use as two rental units (11/2/14) 

$82,000-$322,000 demo of filling station & removal of underground storage tanks (10/1/14) 
See application material pages 89-173 

(7) A comparison of the cost of rehabilitation of the existing building with the demolition of the existing 
building and the construction of a new building: 

$6,000-$6,200 repair/replace duplex roof (5/28/14) 

$24,250-$36,250 repair/replace filling station roof (7/23/14) 

$136,900 repair/rehabilitate duplex units (7/23/14) 

$23,500 convert duplex to single family (7/23/14)  

$25,000 demo of filling station, duplex & removal of underground tanks (5/28/14) 

$7,000 demo of filling station (7/23/14) 

$11,000 demo of duplex ( 7/23/14) 

$7,000 removal of underground tanks (7/23/14) 

$82,000-$322,000 demo of filling station & removal of underground tanks (10/1/14) 

$841,940 renovate duplex & filling station (10/1/14)  

$820,889 new construction (10/1/14) 
See application material pages 174-177 

(8) Complete architectural plans and drawings of the intended future use of the property, including new 
construction, if applicable: 
Applicant intends to construct a new two-story 3,700 sf single-family residence facing Cortland with attached 
garage; and a detached 1,144 sf cabana on the property. 
See application material pages 178-195 

(9) Plans to salvage, recycle, or reuse building materials if a certificate of appropriateness is granted: 
Applicant has contacted Historic Houston with intent to recycle materials. Proposal report not provided.  
See application material pages 196-198 

(10) An applicant who is a nonprofit organization shall provide the following additional information: (N/A) 
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General Application Materials 
Sec. 33-238 

 
 

 

 

Application Form 
Written Description 

Current Photos 
Current Site Plan or Survey 
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Complete all sections and attach all necessary documentation as an incomplete application may cause delays in
processing. A complete application Includes two parts: part 1- general form; and part 2- COA checklist(s) for project type
and all applicable documentation requested within the checklist(s). Please review the criteria to be considered by the
HAHC for Certificates of Appropriateness in the Houston Code of Ordinances, Historic Preservation Ordinance, Chapter
33 VII, Sections 33-240 through 33-249. Refer to the Historic Preservation section on the City of Houston Planning
Department website for more Information at www houstontx.pov/Dlanninp.

OWNER

C,
SITE

, I

o AdditIon, Alteration, Rehabilitation and!or Restoration3

0 Relocation ~

C Mandatory Repair by order or cItation ~ Q Excavation of an archaeological site

ATrACHED DOCUMENTATION
Q Written Description detailing e)dsting site conditions including lot size, structures on lot area of structures in square feet,

setbacks, driveways, and other unique conditions, AND detailed description of the proposed activity; refer to checklists for details

Current Photographs showing the overall structure for each elevation visible from a public right-of-way

o Renderings illustrating existing conditions and proposed activity; refer to checidists for project-specific rendering requirements

o Deed Restriction compliance of proposed activity and approval of neighborhood or dvic association, if applicable

C Application ChecklIst ~ for each proposed action checked above and all applicable documentation listed within checklist

is the record title property owner. Applicant may be owner, tenant, architect, contractor, etc.
will not be accepted as complete without a signature of the record title property owner

3Applies to any landmark, protected landmark, or structure within a historic district or archaeological site
4$ubnijt a separate checidist for each proposed action (I.e. a project Including an Addition to a house and New Construction of a detached garage)

I To be caIKpL.i.%r kwlicttIen rsceivedbr flea:

I~ Accepted as cenyik$ b)c ba&

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION

PART I — GENERAL FORM

PLANNING a
DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

Name~~ _~

company

Mailing
Address

‘~~i ~eap~ttur sr

Phone 11~r444•c4oc,

a)ck.Oom

PROPOSED ACTION (refer to definitions on next page)

C New Construction in an historic district

g DemolItion ~
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CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRiATENESS APPLICATION

PART II.D — CHECKLIST AND FORM: DEMOLITION (~) DEVELOPMENT
‘~~‘ DEPARTMENT

Please complete all applicable sections and submit with the COA application; digital application documents preferred. An
incomplete application may cause delays in processing or may be deferred to the next agenda. Refer to Houston Code of
Ordinances, Ch. 33 VII, Sec. 33-247 for HAHC consideration criteria for approval for the demolition of a landmark;
protected landmark; or contributing structure in an historic district; or structure in an archaeological site.

DEMOLITION CRITERIA: (select one)

C Unreasonable Economic Hardship IW~UnusuaI or Compelling CIrcumstance

DEMOLITION NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.
Demolition applicants must give public notice by posting a sign at the site of the demolition. Refer to the schedule on the general
application form for sign posting deadlines. Download the Relocation and Demolition Public Sign Requirements information document
at www.houstontx.govlplanning; or, refer to the Historic Preservation Ordinance, Sec. 33-238.1.

DEMOLITION APPLICATION DOCUMENTATION:

Photographs (label each photo with a description and location)
~~‘All Elevations illustrating current conditions of the structure proposed for demolition

gPublic Notification Sign photo of the sign(s) at the site upon installation per the demolition requirements noted above

Rend,rings (accurately scaled and dimensioned)
~ Current Site Plan or survey of the property containing structure proposed for demolition

Informational Material (as outlined in the Historic Preservation Ordinance, Sec. 33-247(b))
Si’ (1) Certified appraisal of the value of the property conducted by a certified real estate appraiser

[!12) Assessed value of the land and improvements according to the two most recent assessments, unless the property is
exempt from local property taxes

1/(3) All appraisals obtained by the owner in connection with the acquisition, purchase, donation, or financing of the property

D (4) All Listings of the property for sale or rent that are less than a year old at the time of the application

0 (5) Evidence of any consideration by the owner of uses and adaptive reuses of the property

o (6) RehabilitatIon cost estimates, itemized and detailed, for identified uses or reuses, including the basis of cost estimates

o (7) Comparison costs of rehabilitation of the existing building, demolition of the building, and new construction

~19) Complete architectural plans and drawings of the intended future use of the property, including new construction, if
applicable/available

o (9) Plans to reuse, recycle or salvage list of building materials if a COA is granted

F] (10) If applicant is a Nonprofit Organization, provide the following additional written information:

F] (a) Cost Comparison of the performance of the organization’s mission or function in the existing and new buildings

F] (b) Impact of Reuse of the existing building on the organization’s program, function or mission

Site Address Subdivision Lot Block
~°tcrLAHvT 4JLE1~LUjt WktTE O6~K ~SWTES 21$

Primary Project Cci ~ Mo4witz_ Email Phone itS ‘444 . o4oo

~2A~c!an~4.’n1 i4~44~9~4
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CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICA1HON

PART II.D — CHECKLIST AND FORM: DEMOLITION

PLANNING 6

______ DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

o (c) Additional Costs if any, attributable to the building of performing the nonprofit organization’s function within the
context of costs incurred by comparable organizations, particularly in the Houston area

I] (d) Grants received, applied for or available to maintain or improve the property

0 (e) Budget of the nonprofit organization for the current and immediately past fiscal years

Written Description (include the following items, use the area below and/or attach additional pages)
Subject of Demolition description including current location and condition of structure and any prior alterations or additions

0 Criteria Adherence describe how the proposal satisfies the demolition determination criteria as stated in the Historic Preservation
Ordinance, Sec. 33-247 (c) (1) through (4); or, (d) (1) through (3):

Li (c) Determination of an unreasonable economic hardship:

LI (1) The property is incapable of earning a reasonable return, without regard to whether the return is the most
profitable return, including without limitation, whether the costs of maintenance or improvement of the property
exceed its fair market value;

Q (2) The property cannot be adapted for any other use, whether by the current owner, by a purchaser or by a lessee,
that would result in a reasonable return;

LV” (3) The efforts to find a purchaser or lessee interested In acquiring the property and preserving it have failed; and

Q (4) If the applicant is a nonprofit organization, determination of an unreasonable economic hardship shall instead be
based upon whether the denial of a certificate of appropriateness financially prevents or seriously interferes with
carrying out the mission, purpose or function of the nonprofit corporation

OR

l~i’d) Determination of the existence of an unusual or compelling circumstance:

(1) That the current information does not support the historic or archaeological significance of the building, structure
or object or its importance to the integrity of a historic district, if applicable;

19( (2) Whether there are definite plans for reuse of the property if the proposed demolition is carried out and what effect
such plans have on the architectural, cultural, historical or archaeological character of the surrounding area; and

(J (3) Whether reasonable measures can be taken to save the building, structure or object from further deterioration,
collapse, arson, vandalism or neglect

I (we) request approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness to...
peMoL1sjj tAe EXjSTING 1’~cc S .f. W~~P Ft%E’. PVR.W - Th9

st~oc-%Re, A~ANoG&~ ~AV I T’k~ A CO1~1 IN4PT frflR€SC~ f?≤.T/L
peu ‘IeRY oN ‘s AcnJAax f~1~.Tnc it4~wi-4rrecAt ?1e~o?t~rv
AS flf)t~4.tc~.l) ~Y 1~\t SU~RV~.

A~cfjn~JGP~ 1i11S ff~1~Pfl’ e€NeWAWnN ~NCQbtt . .

E ~~cr -Th NWE ~e G9?Uctu 1~E. tNQ~GY C FF1aqcr MW rout
v~P$AJ\fl”,EXfttD ?otttWAL~ ~eifl oPt ThE. IttJ ESTIM~NT

NeCbED It AaoWfl≤~ Th€.St IMF~ovtMSp1-rS.
A” A 5hY~i 1’1vW~’~ IT ~S 31)fly’ —~vcr ThIS sT?33 CNRS ~occ
NOT ~c?- TO T]~-~ ~1Th NOR DO&S rT PD S~6C≤
AK1~ OIr{STA1W1WC~ ,4~cwTEcruth- ~eAm1ces.

Attach additional pages as necessary.
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Complete all sections and attach all necessary documentation as an incomplete application may cause delays in
processing. A complete application includes two parts: part 1- general form; and part 2 - COA checklist(s) for project type
and all applicable documentation requested within the checklist(s). Please review the criteria to be considered by the
HAHC for Certificates of Appropriateness in the Houston Code of Ordinances, Historic Preservation Ordinance, Chapter
33 VII, Sections 33-240 through 33-249. Refer to the Historic Preservation section on the City of Houston Planning
Department website for more information at www.houstontx.qov/Dlanninq.

SITE
Address ?“~i~z~ YW~n~- C)~ttR City S~ ZiP1IOT(

subdMslonI4,eI ~4f~ y~4yy~~ Lot Block

PROPOSED ACTION (refer to definitions on next page)

Q Addition, Alteration, Rehabilitation and/or Restoration3

C) Relocation ~

C) Mandatory Repair by order or citation ~

ATTACHED DOCUMENTATION

C) New Construction in an historic district

~Demolition ~

C) Excavation of an archaeological site

C) Written Description detailing existing site conditions including lot size, structures on lot, area of structures in square feet,
setbacks, driveways, and other unique conditions, AND detailed description of the proposed activity; refer to checklists for details

k/I Current Photographs showing the overall structure for each elevation visible from a public right-of-way

C) Renderings illustrating existing conditions and proposed activity; refer to checklists for project-specific rendering requirements

t4IA C) Deed Restriction compliance of proposed activity and approval of neighborhood or civic association, if applicable
[Y”Application Checklist ~ for each proposed action checked above and all applicable documentation listed within checklist

Owner is the record title property owner. ApplIcant may be owner, tenant, architect, contractor, etc.
2 Application will not be accepted as complete without a signature of the record flue property owner

Applies to any landmark, protected landmark, or structure within a historic district or archaeological site
submit a separate checklist for each proposed action (i.e. a project including an AddItIon to a house and New Construction of a detached garage)

To be completed by
PLANNING STAFF:

Application receIved by: Date:

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION

PART I — GENERAL FORM

PLANNING fi
DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

ii
~aWre7%74 2,~.ZOJ

Accepted as complete by: Date:
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CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPL~CAT[ON

PART II.D — CHECKLIST AND FORM: DEMOLITION

PLANNING 6
DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

Please complete all applicable sections and submit with the COA application; digital application documents preferred. An
incomplete application may cause delays in processing or may be deferred to the next agenda. Refer to Houston Code of
Ordinances, Ch. 33 VII, Sec. 33-247 for HAHC consideration criteria for approval for the demolition of a landmark;
protected landmark; or contributing structure in an historic district; or structure in an archaeological site.

DEMOLITION CRITERIA: (select one)

fl Unreasonable Economic Hardship ~‘UnusuaI or Compelling Circumstance

DEMOLITION NOTICE REQUIREMENTS:
DemolWon applicants must give public notice by posting a sign at the site of the demolition. Refer to the schedule on the general
application form for sign posting deadlines. Download the Relocation and Demolition Public Sign Requirements information document
at www.houstontx.gov/planning; or, refer to the Historic Preservation Ordinance, Sec. 33-238.1.

DEMOLITION APPLICATION DOCUMENTATION:

Photopraphs (label each photo with a description and location)
IM’All Elevations illustrating current conditions of the structure proposed for demolition

EM”Public Notification Sign photo of the sign(s) at the site upon installation per the demolition requirements noted above

Renderings (accurately scaled and dimensioned)
[2”Current Site Plan or survey of the property containing structure proposed for demolition

Informational Material (as outlined in the Historic Preservation Ordinance, Sec. 33-247(b))
Certified appraisal of the value of the property conducted by a certified real estate appraiser

I~”(2) Assessed value of the land and improvements according to the two most recent assessments, unless the property is
exempt from local property taxes

[M7(3) All appraisals obtained by the owner in connection with the acquisition, purchase, donation, or financing of the property

Cl (4) MI Listings of the property for sale or rent that are less than a year old at the time of the application

Cl (5) Evidence of any consideration by the owner of uses and adaptive reuses of the property

Q (6) Rehabilitation cost estimates, itemized and detailed, for identified uses or reuses, including the basis of cost estimates

Q (7) Comparison costs of rehabilitation of the existing building, demolition of the building, and new construction

Complete architectural plans and drawings of the intended future use of the property, including new construction, if
applicable/available

Q (9) Plans to reuse, recycle or salvage list of building materials if a COA is granted

~44e. Q (10) If applicant is a Nonprofit Organization, provide the following additional written information:

Cl (a) Cost Comparison of the performance of the organization’s mission or function in the existing and new buildings

Cl (b) Impact of Reuse of the existing building on the organization’s program, function or mission

I Site Address~ç w~m qis. ~-.
Primary Proiett contact~

reg~-o 1vbk~iez
Gwt3e-

Subdiv~ion~sR-cc wiu1tc~ e~xr€.s Block.g.,s
Email~ otew,kc.k ~ Phone -ii~~444 ‘c4~

.44L,.. 9054
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Q (c) Additional Costs if any, attributable to the building of performing the nonprofit organization’s function within the
context of costs incurred by comparable organizations, particularly in the Houston area

[] (d) Grants received, applied for or available to maintain or improve the property

CI (e) Budget of the nonprofit organization for the current and immediately past fiscal years

Written Description (include the following items, use the area below and/or attach additional pages)
~tSubject ot Demolition description including current location and condition of structure and any prior alterations or additions

Q Criteria Adherence describe how the proposal satisfies the demolition determination criteria as stated in the Historic Preservation
Ordinance, Sec. 33-247 (c) (1) through (4); or, (d) (1) through (3):

Q (c) Determination of an unreasonable economic hardshiD:

Q (1) The property is incapable of earning a reasonable return, without regard to whether the retum is the most
profitable return, including without limitation, whether the costs of maintenance or improvement of the property
exceed its fair market value;

~i2) The property cannot be adapted for any other use, whether by the current owner, by a purchaser or by a lessee,
that would result in a reasonable retum;

(3) The efforts to find a purchaser or lessee interested in acquiring the property and preserving it have failed; and

CI (4) If the applicant is a nonprofit organization, determination of an unreasonable economic hardship shall instead be
based upon whether the denial of a certificate of appropriateness financially prevents or seriously Interferes with
carrying out the mission, purpose or function of the nonprofit corporation

OR,

I~’ (d) Determination of the existence of an unusual or comDellino circumstance:

[31” (1) That the current information does not support the historic or archaeological significance of the building, structure
or object or its importance to the integrity of a historic district, if applicable;

(5j’ (2) Whether there are definite plans for reuse of the property if the proposed demolition is carried out and what effect
such plans have on the architectural, cultural, historical or archaeological character of the surrounding area; and

CI (3) Whether reasonable measures can be taken to save the building, structure or object from further deterioration,
collapse, arson, vandalism or neglect

I (we) request approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness to...
t€MoUGk~ 14’kE.€X \5ThW& ttsse ~RYC~ ~rA-r~Al ~,cto W4 liE

o,9( t7l~, A5 ~XUiQW iptSUP?c~fl~c~ vctVM~N1S -APPTeA1SA_-
r~en~ Lwe4 sfl~.vcflot~ anoy€S - n415 rRca~m’ ~ L-1Tht
c4~F~nntrrr To c~eti€%8~. A ~eASoNfte&s Th{CdM~-, esftnAw’-f
~Pe1~fl1ci I 1~ P~FJ~~y USE. -‘A F~4~$SMCI cur ff)flItE
~1€icaH~’cv~rI.p ≤N-iVt~cf\ S~oFt

o ~i-fl ~A6o ,r’~4 sp~ 1~ ~D
WkS ~ftcit4E~Sr ,k ~wn~wr wxRcioN. ii’~ -j~ç~ ~&~c pp
tWc A~A OF -t~ COb4tX1UNr1~
tSncr, F~W rRcM -iflos~ tW≤ Mt ~~F1 iN 1~ Ate€A oAcK
The- e~JwiN& STAMtS U≤€ u~sc aMa iN qS~4~d$.
lb Ofl~N ‘$4flRNG’ To 1~ fl~uC ~ -Acce~1$41rn
~OJ~tM~Wrs ~q pp~.p g~ ≠Th1 EC~{C~ k-~ O~Th2~I—.

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPL~CATION

PART Ii.D — CHECKLIST AND FORM: DEMOLITION

PLANNINO 5
DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

Attach additional pages as necessary.
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Demolition Application Materials 
Sec. 33-247(b) 

 
 

   

(1) 
Certified appraisal of the value 
of the property conducted by a 
certified real estate appraiser 
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Demolition Application Materials 
Sec. 33-247(b) 

 
 

   

(2) 
Assessed value of the land 
and improvements thereon 
according to the two most 

recent assessments unless 
the property is exempt from 

local property taxes 
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Print Det’ is Page 1 of2

HARRIS COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT
REAL PROPERTY ACCOUNT INFORMATION

0210100000011

Tax Year: 2014

Owner and Property Information

Owner Name & MARTINEZ PEDRO) Legal Description: TRS 11 & 1.2 BLK 278
Mailing Address: 5567 BEECHNUT ST HOUSTON HEIGHTS

HOUSTON TX 77096-1001 Property Address: 3500 WHITE OAK DR

HOUSTON TX 77007

State Class Code Land Use Code Building Class Total Units
Fl -- Real, Commercial 7100 -- Comm. Tabled Land w-Resldential E 0

Imps
Land Area Building Area Net Rentable Area Neighborhood Market Area Map Facet Key Map®

8,800 SF 1,654 0 5938.21 4006 -- American 5358C 493A

General

Value Status Information
Capped Account Value Status Notice Date Hearing Status Shared CAD

No Noticed 3/31/2014 Informal : 4/28/2014 2:00:00 PM No

Exemptions and Jurisdictions
Exemption Type Districts JurIsdictions ARB Status 2013 Rate 2014 Rate

None 001 HOUSTON ISO Not Certified 1.186700
040 HARRIS COUNTY Not Certified 0.414550

~ 041 HARRIS CO FLOOD CNTRL Not Certified 0.028270
.. 042 PORT OF HOUSTON AUTHY Not Certified 0.017160

043 HARRIS CO HOSP 01ST Not Certified 0.170000
044 HARRIS CO EDUC DEPT Not Certified 0.006358
048 HOU COMMUNITY COLLEGE Not Certified 0.097173
061 CITY OF HOUSTON Not Certified 0.638750

Valuations
Value as of January 1, 2013 Value as of January 1, 2014

Market Appraised Market Appraised
Land 279,400 Land 422,400

Improvement 100 Improvement 15,993

0 279,500 Total 438,39

land

Market Value Land

Line Description ~ ~ Units Fr Factor Factor A~PrQ/R TAo~l ~ Unit Value

7100-- Comm. Tabled Land SF1 SF 8,800 1.00 1.00 1.00 Corner or 1.00 48.00 48.00 422,400.00
w-Residential Imps Alley

Building
Building Year Built Type Style Quality Impr Sq Ft Building Details

1 1940 Res. Struct. Or ConversIon Service Station Low 294 Displayed

2 1930 Res. Struct. Or Conversion Single-Family Residence Low 1,360 View

J Building Data

[_ Element Detail
I Cooling Type None

Buildinq Details fl)
Building Areas

Description Area

5/21/2014

Planning Commission 12/18/14 ITEM XII - Exhibit A

85



Print Det •ls Page 2 of 2

BASE AREA PRI

CNPYROOFW/SLAB-C 525

Building Features

Description Units
CANOPY ROOF AND SLAB I

Paving - Light Concrete 1

Construction Type Wood / Steel Joist

Functional Utility Poor

Heating Type Unit Heaters

Partition Type Normal

Physical Condition Poor
Plumbing Type Adequate

Sprinkler Type None

Exterior Wall Brick / Stone

Economic Obsolescence Very Poor

Element Units

Wall Height io
Interior Finish Percent 100

294

5/21/2014

Planning Commission 12/18/14 ITEM XII - Exhibit A

86



Planning Commission 12/18/14 ITEM XII - Exhibit A

87



Planning Commission 12/18/14 ITEM XII - Exhibit A

88



Head AecE: 0210100000011

HOME ABOUT RECORD SEARCH FORMS MAPS

HARRIS COUNTY APPRAISAL DISTRICT
REAL PROPERTY ACCOUNT INFORMATION

0210100000011

State Class Code

Fi -- Real, Commercial

Land Area Building Area

8,800 SF 1,654

Capped Account Value Status

Noticed

Ownership History I Fiduciary Information

Owner and Property Information

Value Status Information

Informal 5/1/2013 1:00:00 PM No
Formal : 6/13/2013 8:00:00 AM

Exemptions and Jurisdictions

Exemption Type Districts

001

040

041
042

043
044

048

061

Market Value Land

Site Unit . Size Site
Code Type Units Factor Factor

Appr O/R Total Unit
Reason Adj Price

_~s

(*)
‘1

Tax Year:

13-Digit Number

Address Owner Name

RESOURCES VIDEOS HELP EN ESPA~OL

Print E-mail

Owner Name & MARTINEZ PEDRO) Legal Description: TRS 11 & 12 BLK 278
Mailing Address: 5567 BEECHNUT ST HOUSTON HEIGHTS

HOUSTON TX 77096-1001 Property Address: 3500 WHITE OAK DR
HOUSTON TX 77007

Land Use Code Building Class Total Units

100 -- Comm. Tabled Land w-Residential Imps E 0

et Rentable Area Neighborhood Market Area Map Facet Key Map®

0 5938.21 5020-- Heights 5358C 493A

Notice Date

4/2/2013

Hearing Status Shared CAD

None

Land

Improvement

Total

2012 Rate 2013 Rate OnlineTax Bill

1.156700 View

0.400210 View

0.028090

0.019520

0.182160

0.006617

0.097173

0.638750

Value as of~January 1, 2013

Jurisdictions ARB Status

HOUSTON ISD Not Certified

HARRIS COUNTY Not Certified

HARRIS CO FLOOD CNTRL Not Certified

PORT OF HOUSTON AUTHY Not Certified

HARRIS CO HOSP DIST Not Certified

HARRIS CO EDUC DEPT Not Certified

HOU COMMUNITY COLLEGE Not Certified

CITY OF HOUSTON Not Certified

Valuations

Value as of January 1, 2012

Market Appraised

264,000 Land

14,938 Improvement

278,938 278,938 Total

5-Year Value History

Land

Appr
O/R

Market Appraised

308,000

15,449

______ 323,449j 323,449

Adj
UnitDescription
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Head Acct: 0210100000011

1 7100 -- Comm. Tabled Land w-Residential SF1 SF 8,800 1.00 1.00 1.00
Imps Alley

Building Details (1)
Texas law prevents us from displaying residential sketches on our website.

You can see the sketch or get a copy at HCAD’s information center at 13013 NW Freeway.

Building Areas

Home Record Search Forms Maps Resources I Help
Thank You for Visiting Harris County Appraisal District. All Rights Reserved.

Factor

Building

Price

Corner or 1.00 35.00 35.00 308,000

Building Year Built Type Style Quality Impr Sq Ft Building Details

1 1940 Res. Struct. Or Conversion 8408 -. Service Station Low 294 Displayed

2 1930 Res. Struct. Or Conversion 8351 -- Single-Family Residence Low 1,360

Building Data

Element Details

Cooling Type None

Construction Type Wood / Steel Joist

Functional Utility Poor

Heating Type Unit Heaters

Partition Type Normal

PhysIcal Condition Poor

Plumbing Type Adequate

Sprinkler Type None

Exterior Wall Bflck / Stone

Economic Obsolescence Very Poor

Element Units

Wall Height 10

Interior Finish Percent 100

Description Area

BASE AREA PRI 294

CNPY ROOF W/ SLAB -C 525

Extra Features

Description Units

CANOPY ROOF AND SLAB 1

Paving - Light Concrete 1
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Demolition Application Materials 
Sec. 33-247(b) 

 
 

   

(3) 
All appraisals obtained by the 
owner in connection with the 

acquisition, purchase, 
donation, or financing of the 

property, or during the 
ownership of the property 
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Demolition Application Materials 
Sec. 33-247(b) 

 
 

   

(4) 
All listings of the property for 

sale or rent that are less than a 
year old at the time of the 

application 
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Demolition Application Materials 
Sec. 33-247(b) 

 
 

   

(5) 
Evidence of any consideration 

by the owner of uses and 
adaptive reuses of the property 
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Demolition Application Materials 
Sec. 33-247(b) 

 
 

   

(6) 
Itemized and detailed 

rehabilitation cost estimates for 
the identified uses or reuses, 
including the basis of the cost 

estimates 
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A
Petersen

Environmental Consultants,
LLC TS€phone (281) 300-6288 Facsimile (281) 933-3387

October 7,2013
Sunnnary of Inspection

On September 27, 2013, an asbestos inspection was completed at the property identified as the former
gas station/utility building found at 3510 White Oak, Texas. The site is located to the north of White Oak
at the northwest corner of Cortlandt and White Oak. Petersen Environmental completed the survey. The
survey included the former office area and restrooms of a gas station that has been abandoned for many
years and used as a storage facility for the restaurant fund at 3510 White Oak. The building has less than
400 square feet. This inspection resulted in collecting a minimum of three samples from each building
material representing a homogenous area within the building on site inspected.

A total of twelve samples have been retrieved from the site during the visit to complete the. DSHS
requirement of three samples per homogenous area- Items or areas sampled represent floor tile, wall
sur11ce~ and wall board/ceiling board as well as caulk around exterior windows and doors. The building
is brick with a flat asphalt roof. Insulation was noted that includes pink fiberglass within the walls and
ceilings. No duct work was noted. The typical building material includes gypsum wall board walls and
ceilings with no texture. The floor is concrete with some vinyl floor file.

A Texas Department of State Health Services (DSHS) approved asbestos survey must be completed prior
to any renovation or demolition as per requirements in obtaining a building permit. A fisH asbestos
survey that has a minimum of three samples from each building material is required that defines each of
the building materials present and attempts to quantffij the square footage in preparation to demolition or
renovation. Single samples are allowed if the material is considered a miscellaneous material that does
not occur in quantity. This survey qualifies for this type of survey, but it can be expected that additional
samples may be required when additional building materials that are hidden or inaccessible and were not
tested during the initial inspection. A general estimate is provided as to the estimated quantity of
asbestos containing building material (ACBM) possibly present at the site.

Representative samples were randomly collected from several walls, ceilings and floors and had any
material that was observed that appeared differently or had a variable appearance. No duct work was
noted, but some insulation that has pink coloring is non-suspect These were not sampled and assumed to
be non-asbestos or labeled as such. J3 Resources in Houston, Texas (Tx. Lab License 30-0273) analyzed
the asbestos samples collected during our inspection of the site. The method uses polarized light
microscopy following EPA test method for bulk analysis EPA/600/R-93/l 16.

Based on the results, asbestos has been inspected for and has been detected within a single material
screened, being identified as exterior caulk around the windows and doors.
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Samples one through nine wem collected from within the building that has minimal build out. Samples
ten to twelve were from the exterior windows with most showing about 4% asbestos present The caulk
can be shipped offwith a screw driver and removed for a few hundred dollars. This should be done prior
to the building being demolished or the windows removed for renovation.

The state requires that any asbestos that is planned for disturbance be handled properly according to state
and federal OSHA regulations. Improper handling~ removal and disposal will result in fines and other
regulatoiy measures.

Petersen Environmental Consultants, LLC appreciates your business. Please contact us if you have any
other questions at 281-300-6288.

Regards,

Harry Petersen
Asbestos Consultant License # 10-5361
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J3 Resources, Inc.
6110W. 34th SiFeet, Houston, Texas 77092
Phone: (113) 2904221 - Fax: (113) 290-0248

J3ftesounes.corn

__ a

resources, inc.

S
Bulk Asbestos Fiber Analysis by Polarized Light MicroscoDy (PLM)

EPA 6001M4-82-020; 6001R-9311 16
Many Petersen
Petersen Environmental
15407 Park Glen Drive
Sugarland TX 77478

3510 STATIONI35IO WHITE OAK

J3Order#: JH1354152
Project #:
Date Received: 27-Sep-20 13
Date Analyzed: 03-Oct-2013
Date Reported: 03-Oct-2013

LAYER
FTOOrliC. Tan. Homogeneous

LAYER 2 None Detected
Masdc? Float, Yellow? Gray
Homogeneous

LAYER I
floor Tie, Tan, Homogeneous

LAYER 2 None Detected
Mastic? Float Yellow? Gray
Homogeneous

LAYER I
floor Tile, Tan, Homogeneous

LAYER 2 None Detected
Mastic? Float Yellow? Gray

LAYER I None Detected Non-Fiteous Material
Painted Texture. Orange? Wine,
Homogeneous

LAYER 2 None Detected
Tape. Beige. Homogeneous

None Detected

FT-OCt

Asbestos Non-Asbestos
Sample ID $ Sample Description Constituents Constituents

I None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 1003.

None Detected

Non-Fibrous Material

NonStbrous Material

NOn-FibrOUs Material

Non- fibrous Matfl

N~ous Ma

None Detected

1003.

FT-002 100%

100%

PT’003 100%

100%

WB-004 100~

Cellulose Fther 100%

LAYER 3 Cellulose Fiber 10%
Wallboard. Brow,? White, Homogeneous NonS.brous Material 90%

Duar~è’S~nas ‘‘~Malyst Lee W. P~’~i)irector
Tias repo., relates o~dy to the areletols lasted. Mu report a for the oxtiusue use & the addressed dat raid not be reproetsoef e~ept n bJL v-idiots ante,
appcral by ,l3 Rewscae. na tJ3l Sanples are snIped ac~dffig to the methods feted abo’ aid are 55*05 Ic the bidWe thi~tons 01 PSi? aid lnte.ferer,oe
& mat usniponents Repodkig teit for the tat method is a bjndio., at the q.ra.lty or eenp.Se a.slyzed, mats biterfew-ce. send. wec*atiai. — tize~ srd
darthetirn Aaestcs stay be delecad ii ooncsuraacne 01.1% by area? sssttoent matatal is snIped. J3 .econana.ds TEN confrmnaton 01 toes, wmicite
and na.-ftite ot~dts5y board aerials (NOB) reported as None Defaced ore 1% A,tessos by Ft,M. Al eØes received te good corideon taress ot.w.dsa
noted. Mu report shell not be uSed to dan podrict xoroaal, certification. orsidonetrerit by NVLAP. P41ST. or arty agency at the federal ~C.etTWfleflt

MVL*P Lab Code: 200525-0; AIHA Lab ID; 157714; 1DSHS License: 30-0273 Page 1 of 3
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J3 Resources, Inc.
811GW. 34th Sneet, Hooston, Texas 77092
Phone: (713) 290-OflI - Fax: (713) 2904248

J3Resowces.corn
resources. inc.

Bulk Asbestos Fiber Analysis by Polarized Light MicroscoDy (PLM)
EPA 600 4-82-020; 6001R-9311 16

Ham, Petersen
Petersen Environmental
15407 Park Glen Drive
Sugarland TX 77478

3510 STATIONI35IO WHITE OAK

J3Ordert .JH1354152
Project #:
Date Received: 27-Sep-20 13
Date Analyzed: 03-Ocl-201 3
Date Reported: 03-Oct-201 3

Asbestos Non-Asbestos
Sample ID # Sample Description Constituents Constituents

WB-005 LAYER
Painted Tetture. Orange? White

LAYER 2
Tape, Beige. Homogeneous

1 None Detected Non-Fibrous Matedal 100%

LAYER 3 None Detected
Joint Compound, White, Homogeneous

LAYER 1
Painted Texture. Orange? White.

None Detected

LAYER 2 None Detected
Tape. Beige. Homogeneous

LAYER 3 None Detected
Joint Compound. Whlt~ Homogeneous

None Detected

NoneDeleded Ce ulose Fiber 100%

Non-Fibrous Matedal 100%

Cellulose Fiber 10%
Non-FIbrous Matedal 90%

None Detected Non-Fbous Mateitat 100%

Cettiose Fiber 100%

NOn-Ft&OUS Matedal 1003,

Cetufose FIber 10%
Non-F~ous Matedal 90%

None Detected Cellulose Ft,er 10%
Na~Fbous Maed 90%

None Detected Cemilose Fiber 10%
Non-Fibrous Materiel 90%

None Detected Ceibiose Fiber 10%
Non-Fibrous Material 90%

TIn repta&iy to the mata,ets fealet Tea repel eta the exajsw ~e of the addressed dent and than nit be repci*iocd oxoept is Ml. ‘et,oui yemen
apxovei by .13 Reacur~. no. (.13). SsT5lee as sna4eed ardr.g to the methods ilsied above at as me1ect to the Wterent Iii*atere cit PLM end itgeyteysnce
of nfl cuep~wita. Repelbig toil tom the above method to tendon crete qu..tty cit aaafl analysed. mate Wilmln,oe. sample prepestoe’. tea ace, and
dixotuison Asbaos may — detoetcaf a ocncanea~m ci cl% by eisa it niftoent ntatel to alatodo. .13 ....4 Tat oo.tinette. ci sols. vnc.ifits
ad non-ttable Ugai~ay teajal matatala (1(00)rfl se Note DtI~ U C 1% A~ by Pal. Da ami~iea macSited a — rorsisni UlieSS omereise
rand This neat altan not be med to dan ptoduot appyovei. oetecala,. om endasen.ett by PA.AP, lOST or any agency ci the fedesi ga.ssnmenit.

NVLAP Lab Code: 200525-0; AMA Lab ID: 157714; TDSHS License: 30-0273 Page 2 of 3

LAYER 4
Watboard, 9.o’eoV White. Homogeneous

WB-006

CT-007

CT-GOB

CT-009

LAYER 4
Walboard, Brown? White. Homogeneous

Ceiling Tile. Brown? White,

Ceting Tile. Biovazi White.

Ceiling Tile. Grove,? Wiles.

zC
Dua~’Saii1as ‘~‘“~Analyst Lee W. P6y~’~ Director
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J3 Resources, Inc.
6110W. 34th Sl,.t, Houston, Texas 77092
Phone: (713) 2994221 - Far (713)2904248 resources, Inc.

J3Resources.coni

Bulk Asbestos Fiber Analysis by Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM)
EPA 6001M4-82-020; 6001R-931116

Harry Petersen J3Ordert .JH1354152
Project #:Petersen Environmental
Date Received: 27-Sep-20 1315407 Park Glen Drive
Date Analyzed: 03-Oct-20 13Sugarland TX 77478 Date Reported: 03-Oct-201 3

3510 STATIONI35IO WHITE OAK
Asbestos Non-Asbestos

Sample ID # Sample Desciiption Constituents Constituents

C-mo Paint! Ca&tlc MuW-~laed. ChrysalIs 4% Non-Fibrous Matesid 96%

C-Cl I Pant. Mum-cdo,ed. Homooeneous None Detected NO.I-Fi&OUS Matadal 100%

C-012 Pant! Caulk. Multi-coloted Ct.syscllle 4% Non-Fbws Maledal 96%
Honogeleran

ouanWji~as ~AnaIyst Lee W. 4wtZSoirector
Ths rapat ‘dates oily to at. mal&t.s teffed. Thti taper! titer mc eaabvo tee alma addressed lIons and halt not be reptoajoed otceçt ti fiJI~ v.dtho.s staten
approval by iS Rsscnc~ etc (33) Samples ate analysed a~hsg to the maods Sated above and ma neled to the blne tedabons at PIN mid buedereeta.
of ret ~enponeiqs. Reeeibsg taut r~ the above readied ~ Ojetaderu alms qviatttiy at sample asalyzed saute buattamice. sample pra~,, ftw size, arid
duttuton. AateeCa may be detected th ~icathaIow at <1% by staid ault~t material is a,te~wl. is~‘a voWamsdtn at acts. sear ale
and ean-thatle erganay t~ mslaia pta) repined a None Detected a C 1% Asbestos by Pill. AS Samples receved tt good condifion wless cteeniAse
noted This repel that not be used to dan product approva& cadSoabon. a endereemens by NVLW 541ST a sq agency state federal go%s nned
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CHAIN OF CUSTODY

Your Name: L’ Let?4r~ BIN to:

Comp~: J44”7 jWflt1F~ Address:

Address: /çjl& 7AI4t a’—’
0ri’L#-t4’~f~ 72~77V% Cltymtate: Zip: —

CilyiState: Zip: P0 t

Project *Name: fl7O t7’,ó0.
ResulaTo: ~ / Tql:

Repo.t Optioss: Vertal E4Vb11 I4#~,4°&%dt4ar
Turnaround Time

~

Media and Methodoloqy
la-AIR Ta-BULK PIM-BULX MQD-AIR LEAD-FAA
0 AHERA 0 Quafltati.e + I - )~~‘A ~0iR-93!1 *6 0 ~,ofe Ti~ Non-Vale 0 Paint (EPA 7420)
0 NIOSH 7402 0 NOB 1984! Chalfiold /0 Pant Cow* (400) (M’O-Cd I Mergcico) 0 D~%t~es
0 Laul II 0 Grav~nebtc Reth,ction 0 NOB *98.6 0 Qitre Retet ~le 0 Air (NIOSlI 7~2)

0 Gravinietic Redudion 0 TCLP (EPA 1311)

T~ -WAT~ ThM - DUST LUTfl S~ PCE - Am M~o - BINS LEAD - GFAA
0 DrWddng ~tw 0 Mba-Va Quan&tve 0 NIOSH 7400 0 Tape LIPJBIJC ID 0r4 0 ~ter(EPA 7421)

100.2! 186.2 0 Mba-Vat QialbUvi 0 OSI{& TWA 0 Qjtwe ~ta 1001* 0 Effhiit
Owmwaetr OAk

Sample lntonnatlon
~NUMBER LOCATiON VOUNE

,C7t001-2-3
~ c~cV-r-~

cr col-s-7
a- o~o-if-n-

Total Number of Samples Submitted: -~ Positive Stop: Yes — No_

Relinquished By: Date: ~S] 13 mae: /7,3
Received By: 4 ( Date: tficlf15mne:

Relinquished By: Date: lime:

Received By: Date: Thee:

J3 Resaurces Inc. • 5110 West 34° Street • Houston, Texas 77092 • tel: 7131290-0221 • far 7131290.0248
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Demolition Application Materials 
Sec. 33-247(b) 

 
 

   

(7) 
A comparison of the cost of 
rehabilitation of the existing 

building with the demolition of 
the existing building and the 

construction of a new building 
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Property at 3500 White Oak, Houston

Robert Pate <robertwpate@yahoo.com> 11:44 AM (2
hours ago)

Mr. Banks,

ELIM-A-TANK abandoned in-place five underground storage tanks at the above
referenced site several years ago and received assurance from the TCEQ that no
further action was required for environmental concerns at that time. The owner wants to
redevelop the site into residential and wants the abandoned tanks removed from the
ground for this purpose.

An old gasoline station and a duplex apartment building will also need to be demolished
to clear the area for this purpose.
We anticipate the total cost to remove the two buildings, all the concrete driveways and
the tanks to be approximately $25,000.

Robert W. Pate
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1

Harris-Finch, Delaney - PD

From: Timothy Kirwin < >
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 9:25 AM
To: Harris-Finch, Delaney - PD
Cc: Izfar, Omar - LGL; ' ; 'Spencer Howard'
Subject: FW: 3500 White Oak- Pedro Martinez

Ms. Harris-Finch: As I stated last week, I asked my consultant to provide the City with information you 
requested regarding the cost to rehabilitate the duplex structure and the subsequent rental income 
that could be expected.  Mr. Howard’s analysis is detailed below. 
 
Thank you, Tim  
 
From: ] On Behalf Of Spencer Howard 
Sent: Sunday, November 02, 2014 2:30 PM 
To: Timothy Kirwin 
Subject: Re: 3500 White Oak- Pedro Martinez 
 
Hi Tim, 
 
The estimated cost of rehabilitating the duplex for its current use as two rental units is $122,400.  The estimated 
value the rehabbed units could be leased for is $825/month.  The lease rate is based on comparable rental units 
nearby that have been rehabbed.  The biggest drawbacks hurting these units as rentals compared to the 
competition is that they are on the first floor, share a common wall, have no indoor laundry area or room to 
place one, and the units are far closer to the street (encroaches on the front building line) than any other single-
family house or garage apartment nearby.  Those issues cannot be fixed with a rehab. 
 
ᐧ 
Thank you, 
Spencer  
 
SPENCER 
HOWARD 
DESIGN          + 
CONSTRUCTION 
MANAGEMENT 
 
713-213-6333 
www.spencerhoward.net 
www.facebook.com/spencerhoward.net 
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Demolition Application Materials 
Sec. 33-247(b) 

 
 

   

(8) 
Complete architectural plans 
and drawings of the intended 

future use of the property, 
including new construction, if 

applicable 
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Complete all sections and attach all necessary documentation as an incomplete application may cause delays in
processing. A complete application Includes two parts: part 1- general form; and part 2 - COA checklist(s) for project type
and all applicable documentation requested within the checklist(s). Please review the criteria to be considered by the
HAHC f& Certificates of Appropriateness in the Houston Code of Ordinances, Historic Preservation Ordinance, Chapter
33 VII, Sections 33-240 through 33-249. Refer to the Historic Preservation section on the City of Houston Planning
Department website for more Information at www.houstontx.povlplanning.

AITACHED DOCUMENTATION
2’Wrltten Description detailing existing site conditions including lot size, structures on lot, area of structures in square feet,

setbacks, driveways, and other unique conditions, AND detailed description of the proposed activity; refer to checklists for details

Current Photographs showing the overall structure for each elevation visible from a public right-of-way

~‘Renderlngs illustrating existing conditions and proposed activity; refer to checidists for project-specific rendering requirements

E’9ADPfld Restriction compliance of proposed activity and approval of neighborhood or civic association, if applicable
[9” Application Checklist for each proposed action checked above and all applicable documentation listed within checklist

t0wneris the record tlUe property owner. Applicant may be own ez~ tenant, architect, contractor, etc.
2 Application will not be accepted as complete without a signature of the record title property owner

3Applies to any landmark, protected landmark or structure within a historic distitct or archaeological site
4subnit a separate checklist for each proposed action (i.e. a project including an AdditIon to a house and New construction of a detached garage)

ITobecamp.bmdby AI*IIcatknv.celvedb)v n-—.
~ PLANNING STAn: Accepted as soaper. 6y Oat

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION

PART I — GENERAL FORM

liii, ~

iI~~ ~

PLANNING 8
DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

OWNER

~ThEfDRO i. WRXLM~t
Company

Mailing
Address

9567 Øt~CH ROT ST

Phone 1I3.~44-.O4w
Email

SITE

PROPOSED ACTION (refer to definitions on next page)

U RelocatIon

Q Addition, Alteration, Rehabilitation and/or RestoratIon3

fl Mandatory Repair by order or citation Q Excavation of an archaeological site

New Construction in an historic district

Q Demolition3
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CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION

PART II.B — CHECKLIST AND FORM:
NEW CONSTRUCTION

PLANNING 5
DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

Please complete all applicable sections and submit with the Certificate of Appropriateness application; digital application
documents preferred. An incomplete application may cause delays in processing or may be deferred to the next agenda.
Refer to Houston Code of Ordinances, Ch. 33 VII, Sec. 33-242 for HAHC consideration criteria for approval for new
construction in a historic district.

NEW CONSTRUCTION TYPE: (select all applicable)

~Residential Structure Garage or Carport fl Commercial Structure E Other

NEW CONSTRUCTION APPLICATION DOCUMENTATION:

Photographs (label each photo with a description and location)
Current Condition photo(s) of property from front (street) facing facade and side facade if on a corner lot

Renderings (accurately scaled and dimensioned)
IV’slte Plan of the property subject to the proposal showing any existing site conditions and footprint of the new construction;

include dimensions for all setbacks from property lines

Architectural Plans and Elevations of the proposed new construction, including:

(1 Floor Plans of the proposed new construction

~Roof Plans of the proposed new construction

~Elevations of all sides of the proposed new construction; include eave and overall height dimensions

Window & Door Schedule specifying types, sizes, material and note or key for locations on floor plans and elevations

Writte~ Description (include the following items, use the area below and/or attach additional pages)
[~( Proposed Work complete and detailed description of proposed new construction including: square footage; foundation type

and height; floor levels; wall, window and door details; roof shap~nd pitch; and any other architectural or decorative details

MaterIals list and description of materials to be used in the new construction; product information or specification sheets

t~4’\ Q Deed Restriction description of compliance if property is deed restricted; description of correspondence regarding theproposal with the local neighborhood or civic association or other public entity that assesses design or land use in the area

l9’criteria Adherence describe how the proposal satisfies the new construction in an historic district determination criteria as stated
in the Historic Preservation Ordinance, Sec. 33-242 (1) through (5):

(1) The new construction must match the typical setbacks of existing contributing structures in the historic district

(2) The exterior features of new construction must be compatible with the exterior features of existing contributing
structures in the historic district

l2~(3) The proportions of the new construction, including width and roofline, must be compatible with the typical proportions
of existing contributing structures and objects in the historic district

(4) The height of the eaves of new construction intended for use for residential purposes must not be taller than the
typical height of the eaves of existing contributing structures used for residential purposes in the historic district

Q (5) The height of new construction intended for use for commercial purposes must not be taller than the typical height of
the existing structures used for commercial purposes in the historic district

site Address (.€~fl4~~çy Subdi~~~~.3 iti~~t~~ Block 2.1$
Primary Project Contact ~i s*~ttE. Email ~ acew,.tc~i .com Phone ~ js .444. Mw

~I~G4~1~S Z4~€5 ifleM4Cfli ~.Gi .44b~ 9io54
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CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS APPLICATION

PART II.B — CHECKLIST AND FORM:
NEW CONSTRUCTION

I (we) request approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness to...

PLANNING a
DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

iS AS~I&4Xb1> AS ThS. ?Kt-≥&6$y HDWKII

~SL~LC-1V~p~ AF$i~ t~t~ t-r-uFEflt.

~ck,Tt~U0r A ii&W Su4aE.MrIKT p&Lt*NcE
CON S~srflb4& OF ~rj w trk\ tE~Lflcp c~wcc
L%q~L CABANA cz1 11.44 ~t~S(.
ca ~ O~ 1EH5 kkck’i~ yVLwa~

SthijtAtc-co ot1~fl Lu. 1[~€.PI9~~1CV, [Mf7~r, ar~~

* stet ,cow.na,T, WH~AU~4<.
NeW C9N $TRUCUCM &F~. ~&~~To~cc.

¶at,k C~OkWAN’~1 Lt.1& S~W1 4*- ~IAN~ -fVR 1k~C

. tKWOS~O f?.CSIP€14c6 ,~&4~we. TO T4kS tt~Sç

. 4 cL~JT~n4 t’NW~ ~c, ~3- ‘.2Az a<
~q4s9~vcrfl IN HW I~7RkC- PI91ELC(’.

-c~ s-AN S ACCVRSV€4}1 LtSZ~4EE Mg~ft~~s
ci,4 fr~mci4≠9 ç~ ~ E Us& U~ C~N cYKotUuN.

sitEEcu A•~ P~1AII& 14I4E~ ~&N134t1UN Cv N~NCn oN
wn’t4 ~çp~ ~4~p~ t~t4~qo~ 44$ A4IWYt
s1k~ ~wt.

. —.

NO ADt~SS~

ic ~Ik~J°i 1~WAT ~tM ~vMMl~YcL4U
c% ~E≤iI6?t]fl~. iTh.. ~-fl~steti. W, ND EfkI)
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Demolition Application Materials 
Sec. 33-247(b) 

 
 

   

(9) 
Plans to salvage, recycle, or 
reuse building materials if a 

certificate of appropriateness is 
granted 
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Preservation Law Educational Materials . . .  

ASSESSING ECONOMIC HARDSHIP CLAIMS 
UNDER HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
ORDINANCES  

Historic preservation ordinances in effect around the country often include a process for 
administrative relief from preservation restrictions in situations of “economic hardship.” Under 
typical economic hardship procedures, an applicant may apply for a “certificate of economic 
hardship” after a preservation commission has denied his or her request to alter or demolish a 
historic property protected under a preservation ordinance. In support of an application for relief 
on economic hardship grounds, the applicant must submit evidence sufficient to enable the 
decisionmaking body to render a decision. The type of evidence required is generally spelled out 
in preservation ordinances or interpreting regulations. The burden of proof is on the applicant. 

The exact meaning of the term “economic hardship” depends on how the standard is defined in 
the ordinance. Under many preservation ordinances economic hardship is defined as consistent 
with the legal standard for an unconstitutional regulatory taking, which requires a property 
owner to establish that he or she has been denied all reasonable beneficial use or return on the 
property as a result of the commission’s denial of a permit for alteration or demolition.  

Requests for relief on economic hardship grounds are usually decided by historic preservation 
commissions, although some preservation ordinances allow the commission's decision to be 
appealed to the city council. In some jurisdictions, the commission may be assisted by a hearing 
officer. A few localities have established a special economic review panel, comprised of members 
representing both the development and preservation community. 

Economic  Impac t  
In acting upon an application for a certificate of economic hardship, a commission is required to 
determine whether the economic impact of a historic preservation law, as applied to the property 
owner, has risen to the level of economic hardship. Thus, the first and most critical step in 
understanding economic hardship is to understand how to evaluate economic impact. 

Commissions should look at a variety of factors in evaluating the economic impact of a proposed 
action on a particular property. Consideration of expenditures alone will not provide a complete 
or accurate picture of economic impact, whether income-producing property or owner-occupied 
residential property. Revenue, vacancy rates, operating expenses, financing, tax incentives, and 
other issues are all relevant considerations. With respect to income-producing property, 
economic impact is generally measured by looking at the effect of a particular course of action on 
a property’s overall value or return. This approach allows a commission to focus on the “bottom 
line” of the transaction rather than on individual expenditures. 

In addition to economic impact, the Supreme Court has said that “reasonable” or “beneficial use” 
of the property is also an important factor. Thus, in evaluating an economic hardship claim based 
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on the constitutional standard for a regulatory taking, commissions will need to consider an 
owner’s ability to continue to carry out the traditional use of the property, or whether another 
viable use for the property remains. In Penn Central Transportation Co. v. City of New York, 438 U.S. 
104 (1978), the landmark decision upholding the use of preservation ordinances to regulate 
historic property, the Supreme Court found that a taking did not arise because the owner could 
continue to use its property as a railroad station. 

The Supreme Court has also said that the applicant’s “reasonable investment-backed 
expectations” should be taken into consideration. Although the meaning of this phrase has not 
been delineated with precision, it is clear that “reasonable” expectations do not include those that 
are contrary to law. Thus, an applicant’s expectation of demolishing a historic property subject to 
a preservation ordinance at the time of purchase, or likely to be subject to a preservation 
ordinance, would not be “reasonable.” Also pertinent is whether the owner’s objectives were 
realistic given the condition of the property at the time of purchase, or whether the owner simply 
overpaid for the property.  Under takings law, government is not required to compensate 
property owners for bad business decisions. Nor is the government required to guarantee a 
return on a speculative investment. 

Commissions may also be able to take into account whether the alleged hardship is “self 
created.” Clearly relevant is whether the value of the property declined or rehabilitation expenses 
increased because the owner allowed the building to deteriorate.  

Application of the takings standard in the context of investment or income-producing property is 
usually fairly straightforward. The issue can be more complex, however, in situations involving 
hardship claims raised by homeowners. In the context of home-ownership, it is extremely 
difficult for an applicant to meet the standard for a regulatory taking, that is, to establish that he 
or she has been denied all reasonable use of the property. Even if a commission insists that 
houses be painted rather than covered with vinyl siding, and windows be repaired rather than 
replaced, the applicant can still live in the house. The fact that these repairs may be more costly is 
not enough. Even if extensive rehabilitation is required, the applicant must show that the house 
cannot be sold “as is,” or that the fair market value of the property in its current condition plus 
rehabilitation expenditures will exceed the fair market value of the house upon rehabilitation. See 
City of Pittsburgh v. Weinberg, 676 A.2d 207 (Pa. 1996). It is also important to note that 
“investment-backed expectations” are different in the context of home ownership; owners often 
invest in home improvements or renovations without the expectation of recouping the full cost of 
the improvement in the form of increased property value.  

In addressing hardship claims involving historic homes, commissions must be careful to be 
objective and consistent in their approach. Otherwise, a commission may undermine the integrity 
of its preservation program and raise due process concerns as well. Ideally, grant money, tax 
relief, and other programs should be made available to historic homeowners who need financial 
assistance. 

Special standards for economic hardship may apply to nonprofit organizations. Because these 
entities serve charitable rather than commercial purposes, it is appropriate to focus on the 
beneficial use of their property, rather than rate of return, taking into account the particular 
circumstances of the owner (i.e., the obligation to serve a charitable purpose.) In such situations, 
hardship analysis generally entails looking at a distinct set of questions, such as: the 
organization’s charitable purpose; whether the regulation interferes with the organization’s 
ability to carry out its charitable purpose; the condition of the building and the need and cost for 
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repairs; and whether the organization can afford to pay for the repairs, if required?  (Note, 
however, that while consideration of financial impact may be appropriate, a non-profit 
organization is not entitled to relief simply on the basis that it could raise or retain more money 
without the restriction.) 

The  P roceed ing  
Under a typical hardship process, the applicant will be required to submit specific evidence in 
support of his or her claim. Once a completed application has been filed, a hearing will be 
scheduled, at which time the applicant generally presents expert testimony in support of the 
economic hardship claim on issues such as the structural integrity of the historic building, 
estimated costs of rehabilitation, and the projected market value of the property after 
rehabilitation. Once the applicant has presented its case, parties in opposition or others may then 
present their own evidence. The commission may also bring in its own expert witnesses to testify. 
As noted above, the burden of proof rests on the property owner. 

In hearing economic hardship matters, commissions must be prepared to make a legally 
defensible decision based on all the evidence presented. In the event of conflicting expert 
testimony, which is often the case in economic hardship proceedings, the commission must be 
prepared to weigh the evidence, making specific findings on the relative credibility or 
competency of expert witnesses. 

In evaluating the evidence, the commission should ask itself five distinct questions: 

1) Is the evidence sufficient?  Does the commission have all the information it needs to 
understand the entire picture, or is something missing. The application is not complete 
unless all the required information has been submitted. If additional information is 
needed, ask for it. 

2) Is the evidence relevant?  Weed out any information that is not relevant to the issue of 
economic hardship in the case before you. Commissions may be given more information 
than they need or information on issues that are not germane to the issue, such as how 
much money the project could make if the historic property were demolished. The 
property owner is not entitled to the highest and best use of the property.  

3) Is the evidence competent?  Make an assessment as to whether the evidence 
establishes what it purports to show.  

4) Is the evidence credible?  Consider whether the evidence is believable. For example, 
ask whether the figures make sense. A commission will need to take into consideration 
the source of the evidence and its reliability. (If the evidence is based on expert 
testimony, the commission should determine whether the expert is biased or qualified on 
the issue being addressed. For example, it may matter whether a contractor testifying on 
rehabilitation expenditures actually has experience in doing historic rehabilitations.) 

5) Is the evidence consistent?  Look for inconsistencies in the testimony or the evidence 
submitted. Request that inconsistencies be explained. If there is contradictory evidence, 
the commission needs to determine which evidence is credible and why. 

In many instances the applicant’s own evidence will fail to establish economic hardship. 
However, in some situations, the question may be less clear. The participation of preservation 
organizations in economic hardship proceedings can be helpful in developing the record. 
Commissions should also be prepared to hire or obtain experts of their own. For example, if a 
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property owner submits evidence from a structural engineer that the property is structurally 
unsound, the commission may need to make an independent determination, through the use of a 
governmental engineer or other qualified expert, as to the accuracy of that information. It may be 
impossible to evaluate the credibility or competency of information submitted without expert 
advice. 

The record as a whole becomes exceedingly important if the case goes to court. Under most 
standards of judicial review, a decision will be upheld if it is supported by substantial evidence. 
Thus, in conducting administrative proceedings, it is important that evidence provides a true and 
accurate story of the facts and circumstances and that the commission’s decision is based directly 
on that evidence. 

EVIDE NT IARY C H ECKLIST  

The following checklist is a useful tool for local commissions and other regulatory agencies 
considering economic hardship claims: 

1. Current level of economic return 

· Amount paid for the property, date of purchase, party from whom purchased, and 
relationship between the owner of record, the applicant, and person from whom 
property was purchased; 

· Annual gross and net income from the property for the previous three years; itemized 
operating and maintenance expenses for the previous three years, and depreciation 
deduction and annual cash flow before and after debt service, if any, during the same 
period; 

· Remaining balance on the mortgage or other financing secured by the property and 
annual debt-service, if any, during the prior three years; 

· Real estate taxes for the previous four years and assessed value of the property according 
to the two most recent assessed valuations; 

· All appraisals obtained within the last two years by the owner or applicant in connection 
with the purchase, financing, or ownership of the property; 

· Form of ownership or operation of the property, whether sole proprietorship, for-profit 
or not-for-profit corporation, limited partnership, joint venture, or other; 

· Any state or federal income tax returns relating to the property for the last two years. 

2. Any listing of property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers received, if any, 
within the previous two years, including testimony and relevant documents 
regarding: 

· Any real estate broker or firm engaged to sell or lease the property; 

· Reasonableness of price or rent sought by the applicant; 

· Any advertisements placed for the sale or rent of the property. 

3. Feasibility of alternative uses for the property that could earn a reasonable 
economic return: 

· Report from a licensed engineer or architect with experience in rehabilitation as to the 
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structural soundness of any buildings on the property and their suitability for 
rehabilitation; 

· Cost estimates for the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal, and an 
estimate of any additional cost that would be incurred to comply with the requirements 
for a certificate of appropriateness; 

· Estimated market value of the property: (a) in its current condition; (b) after completion 
of the proposed alteration or demolition; and (c) after renovation of the existing property 
for continued use; 

· Expert testimony or opinion on the feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the existing 
structure by an architect, developer, real estate consultant, appraiser, and/or other real 
estate professional experienced in historic properties and rehabilitation. 

4. Any evidence of self-created hardship through deliberate neglect or 
inadequate maintenance of the property.  

5. Knowledge of landmark designation or potential designation at time of 
acquisition. 

6. Economic incentives and/or funding available to the applicant through federal, 
state, city, or private programs. 
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Harris-Finch, Delaney - PD

From: PD - Planning Public
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 11:33 AM
To: DuCroz, Diana - PD; Harris-Finch, Delaney - PD
Subject: FW: 605 Cortlandt / 3500 White Oak

Please forward this to the reviewing planner.  
 
Suzy Hartgrove, Public Affairs Manager, CPM 
City of Houston Planning & Development Department 
611 Walker, 6th Floor, Houston TX 77002, 713‐837‐7719 
www.houstonplanning.com 
Suzy.Hartgrove@houstontx.gov 

 
Become a Fan on Facebook I Follow us on Twitter 

 

From: Catherine & Roger Watkins [mailto: ]  
Sent: Saturday, November 15, 2014 10:15 AM 
To: PD - Planning Public 
Subject: 605 Cortlandt / 3500 White Oak 
 
HAHC Members 
 
It would appear that the submitted COA for 605 Cortlandt / 3500 White Oak is essentially the same as the previous 
submittal which was deferred at a previous meeting and again we strongly object to the granting of a COA. These are 
both contributing structures which will require demolition so that a completely inappropriate 3,700 sq ft residence can 
be constructed. This a very visible location on White Oak which requires a much more sympathetic solution. This is 
exactly the type of properties that the Historic Ordinance was drafted to protect. It’s hard to imagine that economic 
conditions can be the basis for totally demolishing these historic properties. 
 
Regards 
 
Roger Watkins 
816 Arlington Street 
Houston, TX 77007 
 
Heights Historic District South 
 
 

B.35 - 605 Cortlandt / 3500 White Oak ATTACHMENT C

11/20/14 - Public Comment 1
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Transcription of Item B.35 – 605 Cortlandt/3500 White Oak Street 
HAHC November 20, 2014  

(Unofficial transcript, prepared by Planning staff from audio of meeting for informational purposes) 

 

Staff – Good afternoon Mr. Chair and members of the Commission.  My name is Delaney 
Harris-Finch and I submit for your consideration item B 35. The applicant proposes to demolish 
a Contributing duplex bungalow and a Contributing filling station. The structures are situated on 
an 8,800 square foot corner lot that is assessed as a single property with two structures. The 
filling station is on the corner of White Oak and Cortland and the duplex is on the interior 
property. The applicant would like to remove the structures to construct a single family 
residence. The application was first heard in by the HAHC in their June of 2014 meeting. The 
Commission deferred the item to allow the applicant time to provide further information.  The 
applicant has requested further time to prepare the application, choosing not to be heard at the 
latest several HAHC meetings.    

There are two situations in which the HAHC may approve demolition of a Contributing Structure 
within the district. One: establishment of an unreasonable economic hardship or two: 
establishment of an unusual and compelling circumstance.  To establish an unreasonable 
economic hardship, the applicant must establish that they satisfy three criteria. The first is that 
the property is incapable of earning a reasonable return, without regard to whether the return is 
most profitable, including without (inaudible) whether the cost of maintenance or improvement of 
the property exceed fair market value. The owner purchased the property in 1989 for $64,000. 
The most recent HCAD appraisal for the property is $427,000. In the twelve month period 
between August 2013 and July 2014, the applicant earned $33,000 from leasing the property: 
$18,000 from the duplex and $15,000 for use of the space around the filling station for parking. 
Recently, the units have been leased for between $650 and $1,000 per month for each unit. 
According to the owner, the $650 unit is being leased below market value as a favor to the 
tenant.   

The information provided indicates that the duplex may be rehabilitated at a cost of $122,000 to 
$137,000 and leased as updated units. The applicant’s materials indicate that post rehab units 
could be rented for $825 per month, however this seems to be undervalued and is under the 
current rental rate of one of the units for $900. A more reasonable lease estimate for each unit 
post renovation would be $1300 or more per month, indicating that the duplex is capable of 
earning a reasonable return.   

Information was not provided on what the filling station could be leased for currently or if 
rehabilitated. Whether the filling station is reused or removed, the underground tanks will need 
to be removed.  In July the applicant provided an estimate of $7,000 to remove the tanks and 
then another $7,000 to demolish the filling station. In October, the applicant provided a new 
estimate of $82,000 to $322,000 to remove the underground storage tanks and demolish the 
filling station.  Both estimate reports indicated that the work to remove the tanks may 
substantially damage the filling station canopy.  No information was provided on any methods 
available to protect the filling station structure during tank removal, or options to partially de-
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construct than reconstruct.  It is not uncommon for the reuse of filling station structures that 
tanks are able to be removed without damage to the structures above. 

The second criteria states that the applicant must establish that the property cannot be adapted 
for any other use that would result in a reasonable return. Estimates provided by the applicant 
for conversion of the duplex to a single-family residence, and rehab of the property, range from 
$23,000 to $841,000. Staff discussed options with the applicant to re-plat the property, 
swapping portions of the lot with the neighboring business, as well as the option to convert the 
duplex into a single family residence, construct an addition, and utilize the filling station as an 
accessory structure to the residence. No information was provided on the exploration of 
feasibility of such plans or other plans to adapt the property.  Based upon the information 
provided, an inability for adapting the property for any other use has not been established.  

The third criteria, to establish an unreasonable economic hardship, that efforts to find a 
purchaser or leasee interested in acquiring the property and preserving it have failed.  
Documentation and discussions with staff indicate the prior tenant of the filling station parking 
area, which is an adjacent business, may have been given the option of purchasing the 
property. However, no information was provided regarding these discussions. In a lease 
agreement between the former tenant and owners of the neighboring business, at the end of 
each year the tenant was to be given the option to purchase the leased property. Staff 
discussed with the applicant the option I mentioned before: to swap land from the neighboring 
property, returning the lots back to approximately their original configuration of two 6,600 square 
foot lots. This would allow the filling station to become part of the neighboring restaurant 
business and provide the duplex with a backyard and access to the alley. No information was 
provided on if a sale was discussed with the neighbors, or if any efforts to sell or lease the 
property to a party interested in preserving the contributing structures.  

Under the second set of demolition criteria, the applicant must establish an unusual and 
compelling circumstance satisfying the following three criteria. First, the applicant must prove 
that the historic significance of the structure, or its importance to the integrity of the historic 
district is supported through current evidence. None of the application materials provided by the 
applicant suggests that the duplex or filling station are not contributing historic structures. The 
Houston Heights Historic District South Designation Report states the value of simple small 
frame or brick filling stations as valuable historic resources which served an important 
supporting function when Houston Heights evolved from an early dependence on mass transit 
to the use of the car. The filling station at 3500 White Oak was cited in the report as one of 
these valuable stations. And based on the research performed by staff, it is the last remaining 
historic filling station in the area. The architectural significance section of the designation report 
includes bungalow duplexes as part of the District’s character. Both the duplex and filling station 
are original structures on the property and both retain their original footprint, materials, 
architectural character and contribute to the historic district. The second criteria requires that the 
applicant explain if there are any definite plans for use of the property if the proposed demolition 
is carried out and what impact the plans have on the surrounding character. The applicant 
intends to construct a new two-story 3,700 square foot single family residence facing Cortlandt 
that complies with the criteria for new construction. The proposed residential construction alters 
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the configuration of the corner of White Oak and Cortlandt, which originally had structures facing 
White Oak on all four corners.   

The third criteria requires establishment of whether reasonable measures can be taken to save 
the building from further deterioration, collapse, arson, vandalism, or neglect. The information 
provided indicates that measures can be taken to reverse deterioration and neglect. No 
condition of collapse or vandalism is present.   

Based on review of the information provided, staff finds that the application does not meet the 
approval criteria for either demolition criteria set. Staff is recommending denial of the COA.  We 
received one letter in opposition to the demo, it’s Attachment C in your packets, and if it pleases 
the Commission, I can now take questions or listen to speakers. 

Chairman Maverick Welsh – Actually I do have several speakers signed up to speak so I’d like 
them to have a chance to speak first. Our first speaker is Mr. Pedro Martinez, who I believe is 
the applicant.   

Timothy Kirwin – Can I go first instead? 

Chairman Maverick Welsh – Of course Mr. Kirwin. By all means. I will assume you are 
speaking for the applicant? 

Timothy Kirwin – Yes.  

Chairman Maverick Welsh – Go right ahead.   

Timothy Kirwin – My name is Timothy Kirwin. I represent the applicant and the owner of 3500 
White Oak. We are asking this Commission to grant a Certificate of Appropriateness to 
demolish the duplex as well as the abandoned commercial gas station that is on the property 
(58:00). 

To receive a COA to demolish a contributing structure in a historic district the applicant and 
owner must demonstrate by a preponderance of credible evidence that an unreasonable 
economic hardship exists or that there is an unusual and compelling circumstance. Think about 
it like a scale: if the scale is balanced and we tip the scale, according to the law you are required 
to issue a Certificate of Appropriateness. And I will get back to that at the end of my 
presentation.   

When applying for a COA to demolish a contributing structure, section 33-247 of the City’s 
ordinance requires the applicant and the owner to produce 9 categories of information. We 
produced all 9 categories of information. But we did more than that. We went out and hired 
experts to tell us what we could or could not do with this property. Based on their expert reports. 
First, we hired a certified real estate appraiser. That real estate appraiser stated that there is no 
value to the structures on that property. The only value is the land itself. And that is supported 
by the Harris County Central Appraisal District’s evaluation of the property, as well as the Tax 
Assessor. Both of those entities, as well as the appraisal report say that the duplex and the gas 
station have no value.   
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We then hired Peterson Environmental Consulting LLC to conduct an asbestos study and 
inspection of the gas station. Asbestos is present and will have to be remediated. We then hired 
In Control Technologies Incorporated to conduct an inspection and analysis to remove and 
remediate underground petroleum storage tanks located on the property. There are three 
underground petroleum storage tanks that held gasoline or diesel on the southwest corner of 
the site. There is an underground waste oil tank on the west property. There are two 
underground storage tanks that are underneath the canopy, and there’s gas dispensing 
locations as well as all of the product piping. We then hired Professional Engineering 
Inspections to conduct a full inspection of the duplex as well as the gas station. We then took 
the appraisal report, we took the asbestos report, we took the full inspection report, and we took 
the environmental ground report, and we hired an architect who works in historic districts and 
we asked them – what can we feasibly do with this property based on all of these experts. And 
that is in your packet… (Bell rings) I’ve only gone three minutes (60:50).   

Chairman Maverick Welsh – I’m sorry Mr. Kirwin that’s time. 

Timothy Kirwin – But I have 5 minutes to speak.   

Chairman Maverick Welsh – The next speaker I have is Mr. Pedro Martinez. That’s time Mr. 
Kirwin. Thank you.  Mr. Martinez?  

Pedro Martinez - How y’all doing. Pedro Martinez. I’m the property owner. I bought the property 
in 1989 and it was very hard to keep it up. Now it’s come time for me to do something with it 
because there’s nothing more I can do with it. I can’t fix it up reasonably. The ordinance itself 
has restricted me from advancing any dollars on it, meaning there’s no way I can feasibly keep 
renting it as it is, in the same condition as it is with the taxes and the maintenance, and fix it up 
and make it a viable piece of land. Also, the way the ordinance is written, it has rendered my 
property valueless. I’m going to have to spend a ton of money to try to get it to some type of 
workable order to make it sellable to anyone who actually wants to buy it. I’ve gone through an 
extensive expense and I’ve hired many experts, including Mr. Kirwin here who was supposed to 
finish his presentation. We’ve gone through a great expense, there’s a large report with all of the 
inspections in it. They’re all licensed we’ve looked at this thing carefully and even hired some 
people in the neighborhood that do these, you know, add on to the back of it to try to do any 
type of configuration with whatever is there. The cost alone is going to be prohibitive. So then I 
decided, well, I’m kind of a moderate on the whole issue. I’ve talked to some folks in the 
neighborhood up and down the street, a couple of neighbors who have been in the 
neighborhood for 25 years, and they said, Pete, if you just want to put up a nice house there 
that’s kind of like the rest of the area, we don’t have a problem with that. What we don’t want is 
for somebody to put Pete’s Lawnmower Repair or a bar or something that’s not going to be 
conducive with the area. I don’t think anyone can go in there and spend money on it, and fix it 
up, and keep up with the latest costs… everything is going up in the area.   

We’ve also had a candid conversation with the gentleman who performed the report on the 
underground storage tanks, that you’ve got the newer tanks on the ground on one side and the 
old tanks under the building on the other side because they were probably leaking or had some 
kind of other problem, so they installed new tanks. So now nobody wants to buy this property 
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now that… I used to have offers and folks coming after me saying let’s build, let’s do something, 
no one wants to touch it anymore because that could be a problem in itself.  So we said, we 
have 4 or 5 tanks there that need to be removed, that potentially have issues, it has to be 
removed, it has to be addressed. It could be, I’m not saying it is, it could be a problem in the 
future. But what it does is it stops anybody, reasonably, from wanting to buy the place for any 
reasonable amount of money. They’re going to look at this and say, wait a minute, we’ve got a 
tank issue, we’re going to have to take these out.  

Staff has suggested that I build onto the back of it and put a swimming pool in next to the gas 
station, then put a garage on the other side, and all of these marvelous ideas. I don’t know, if I 
was a young attorney or someone who wanted to live in this area, that I would want to buy into a 
piece of property that has tanks in the ground, a swimming pool next to it, and a big something 
or another built on the back of the building… You just can’t configure it to make it usable or 
sellable. You can’t take what is there, any investor, and plunk down a bunch of money to make 
it into some type of workable business. Not to mention it’s going to put a large parking load on 
the streets already that the neighbors are not happy about, and I’ve directly talked to them about 
that. No matter what we do to try to configure that property, and I’ve studied it for years. This 
didn’t just happen yesterday. With what I’ve got there, nothing I can do, and then if you go and 
invest the money on it, anybody who’s going to make the investment is not going to want to put 
that kind of money in there because they’re going to be putting a lot of money on top of a 
potential problem.  I don’t think anybody would reasonably want to do that.   

And again, I want to build a nice house. The one I first suggested to y’all was kind of a little bit 
too big or the doors are in the wrong place or whatever. I’m glad to build a house any which 
way, size wise or siding wise that would accommodate the area, which some of the neighbors 
who have lived there for a long time said that’s all they really want. I think we should study the 
report carefully.  Have y’all had a chance to look at it?  Every item was covered and looked at in 
detail.  I don’t know what else to say.  It’s overwhelming for me.  Are there any questions that I 
can help you with or answer the best I can?   

Chairman Maverick Welsh -   Do we have any questions for the applicant?  Ms. Collum.   

Commissioner Ann Collum - You’ve had the property for 25 years? 

Pedro Martinez – Yes ma’am. 

Commissioner Ann Collum – When was the last time it was used as a gas station?  

Pedro Martinez – Oh my gosh… 

Commissioner Ann Collum - My question is, when it quit being a gas station why didn’t you 
remove the tanks then? 

Pedro Martinez -  Oh, poor.  It’s a huge expense.  It was one of those things… Twice in life I’ve 
been caught under the wheels of justice. (Inaudible) rcc came out and said if you’re not using it 
you’ve got to seal them in place or we’re going to start fining you $1000 a day. I didn’t have any 
money.  I went to the dead man’s estate and said guys we’ve got a problem. They loaned me 
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the money and Mr. Pete, I don’t know if his report is in there as well, he does tanks and 
construction and everything, and we got the Fire Marshal out and we sealed all of the tanks in 
place with a concrete slurry solution. And it kind of gave me a payment program.  Boy that got 
me out of a bunch of trouble.   

Commissioner Ann Collum – Okay so you’ve had previous offers to purchase this property.   

Pedro Martinez – Yeah. 

Ann Collum – And you didn’t act on it then? 

Pedro Martinez - No.  

Commissioner Ann Collum - If you knew it was a problem for you, you should have sold it a 
long time ago.   

Pedro Martinez - I don’t have a crystal ball. I couldn’t look into the future and realize that all of 
the sudden, what everybody in the area was calling an eyesore. I don’t know if any of y’all have 
grown up in The Heights, I’ve lived there my whole life. They dreaded those gas stations, you 
didn’t want one of them next to you. After 2010 the Ordinance came in all of the sudden it 
became a fabric of the community and it became a historical thing. I could have never foreseen 
that. I don’t think I had the intent back then of demolishing it. It kind of worked. My taxes were 
cheap. I kept renting it, I kept working and everything is moving along. Well, I’m a little older now 
and 25 years later, I think that I can make it into a nice productive corner, put a nice house 
there, get rid of a potential problem, the tanks are there.  I wish I knew how to answer that for 
you.  I just couldn’t look in the future.  And it’s a real question but there’s no way I could have 
known that.   

Chairman Maverick Welsh – Do we have any other questions for the applicant? 

Commissioner Doug Elliott – I have a question. The idea is that this property if fixed up or 
rehabbed would not be capable of earning a reasonable return on the additional investment 
required. And I think the estimates in there are about $122,000 to rehab the rental units and 
they would be able to rent for $825 a month, was within the estimate provided. Are you renting 
the lot for parking right now?   

Pedro Martinez – Yes we are.  And we’re very lucky.  It is a good corner. It has viability. It’s 
just… the structures that are on it, anybody who wants to… there are no people out there who 
want to buy it right now as is. 

Doug Elliott – I understand and I know that is your concern.  But when we are looking at the 
Ordinance… Is the requirement to rehab instead of demolish depriving you of the ability to earn 
a return on the property?  And what I am looking at is if you rehab it, it is $122,000, $825 for two 
units so it would be a total of $1,650 a month, is that correct?  Okay so that’s over $15,000 a 
year, more than a 10% return on that rehab cost not including the parking. So, to me, you’d 
have to be making the argument that that’s an unreasonable economic return. That that’s a 
hardship. I think that’s going to be a hard case to make.  And I don’t know if you’re looking at it 
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in terms of,  I could be making a lot more if you’d let me sell something and build something, 
and I would probably agree with you, that makes sense.  If those other buyers knew about these 
underground tanks that need to be remediated. I don’t know if they did.  But that’s not what the 
Ordinance is asking.  There actually is a cost to this.  It means that these things get preserved 
as long as long as it does not deprive you of any economic return, any reasonable economic 
return. But you are able to make an economic return on this as it is. Or even with the rehab 
expense it would still seem to me to be a reasonable economic return. And so that’s what I’m 
really narrowing in on the issue there.  It seems like from your own evidence, it’s possible to 
rehab it and still make an economic return on the property, although it’s not really what you want 
to do.   

Pedro Martinez – Right. What’s happened is with the increase in land value, they just took my 
taxes up now to $13,000, I’m having to fight them on that as well. $1,000 a month in taxes just 
to own it. The figures I first presented are extremely conservative.  I went and got some other 
folks that have the license and that’s what they do for a living, and they said you’re in outer 
space.  It’s going to be a lot more money than that. I used some extremely conservative figures.  
That’s just addressing the house itself. The station itself, you can’t put two barber chairs in 
there, and a table, and turn around in there. There’s not enough room to do anything. You’d 
have to expand off to the side of it, again invest money on top of old tanks, nobody’s going to 
walk in there and do that, instead of me going… The taxes are going north and the value is 
going south and there’s a big difference.  And when I get into, if I ever have the opportunity to 
remove it, there’s no telling what kind of hornet’s nest I’m going to get into.  I don’t know how to 
explain the numbers here. I do know that I’m already at the point of what I’m bringing in and 
what I’m going to have to potentially spend just to keep it up, it’s going to drown me.  There’s 
not even an and/if.  We’re already at that breaking point and I went to the bank and said I’ve got 
this neat piece of property. Let’s develop it, and let me get out from under that before I’m forced 
to do something. Then when I’m forced to do something, who’s going to want to buy it for any 
reasonable return. Even for what they are appraising it at. Who’s going to want to ‘wait a minute 
Pete you’ve got tanks in the ground. Wait a minute Pete, they’re not going to let us tear it down 
and rebuild anything.’  They are going to be restricted to the fact that the people who want to 
buy it, the pool is very small.  I’m all ears for somebody who wants to come in and do something 
with it.  That was my intent.   

Commissioner Doug Elliott – Let me ask you also, one of the criteria is that efforts to find a 
purchaser have failed.  Did you have it listed for sale as is at any time in the past?   

Pedro Martinez – I have not.  Over the years people have come to me, Houston Door Check, 
Acres Electric, and it was going to be an open yard, park your truck, stuff out there, which 
people don’t want. They want a nice looking house. Something that’s nice for the area and that’s 
what I’m willing to do with it.   

Chairman Maverick Welsh – Any more questions for the applicant?  Thank you, Mr. Martinez. 
We have two more speakers signed up, Mr. Brian Wozniak, followed by Mr. Kent Marsh.   

Brian Wozniak – Thank you Mr. Chairman.  I’m actually one of the neighbors in the area.  I 
don’t represent anybody. I’ve been talking to Mr. Martinez over the past couple of months and 
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the conversation that of.  I’ve been talking with the owner of the restaurant in the area and I’ve 
found out a couple of things. They had offered a little bit of a land swap to get the area back in 
so that he could have at least something behind it.  I’m not exactly sure where their 
discussions…  The neighbors themselves that actually live in the area, we’re the ones who 
actually fought for the Preservation Ordinance. We want to keep stuff like this. We do like these 
ideas that include the gas station being there.  It’s kind of funky, it’s what the Heights was about, 
we’ve been that way for a long time, and we kind of want to preserve some of it. It has gone 
through and done a lot to help contribute to our area and the neighborhood itself.  We followed a 
lot of what the Sixth Ward did when they did their historic preservation ordinance, we learned 
from that and we had to get it in. The neighbors themselves do not want to have a 3,700 square 
foot home put in. They like the idea of having the bungalow there. We have a nice apartment 
complex that’s living right next door.  I empathize with Mr. Martinez.  I know that he has had the 
opportunity to sell it in the past, and trying to cull the market is an awful tough thing to do when 
you’re trying to cull it at the top. It’s not the City that brought this forward, we brought it forward, 
to get this ordinance in place.  Even if you look on page 40 of the presentation, there is a picture 
of the designation from the street, across the street, that says we’ve got our designation. We did 
this so our stuff wouldn’t be torn down anymore.  We don’t want to have our houses torn apart 
and that’s one of the reasons we got into it. There were some neighbors that weren’t happy 
about it because they weren’t grandfathered in. Yes, they tore down some of the bigger 
structures and put up some bigger houses that, quite frankly, do not fit the neighborhood. We 
like our bungalows with the camel back, we like our bungalows the way they sit, we like some of 
the smaller duplexes, we like the old apartment complex that’s down the street.  We urge you to 
deny the application. Any questions that I can answer?  

Commissioner Maverick Welsh – Any questions?  Okay thank you. 

Commissioner Anna Mod – Thank you for coming down. 

Commissioner Maverick Welsh – Okay Mr. Kent Marsh.   

Kent Marsh – Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, for the record, Kent Marsh, 1538 
Arlington of the Houston Heights East Historic District.  I object to the demolition of these 
structures based on a lack of evidence that these structures on site are not original and 
constructed within the time frame of the Historic District development, which opts that particular 
point out completely.  Also, no evidence of attempting to reuse the structure has been 
presented. The residential structure provides a current return on investment and consideration 
should be presented to upgrade the existing structures. They are part of the historical context of 
the south district and should be retained, repaired, and restored. The loss of one of these few 
historic filling stations remaining within the Houston Heights South Historic District would be 
very detrimental to the existing context of this district. The brick veneer structure seems to be in 
fair shape. The roof can be repaired. Reuse of the structure with a sympathetic addition can be 
obtained (inaudible). There is no evidence that a reuse for this structure has been contemplated 
as such. This application should be denied. A couple of points also, I used to be on the City of 
Houston’s Brownfield Redevelopment Committee. Their whole purpose was to provide phase 1 
and phase 2 environmental funds, taking out tax.  I haven’t heard anything at all about that 
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particular address being used and would suggest that as an option for the developer and the 
owner, that they may want to look into. Thank you.   

Chairman Maverick Welsh – Thank you Mr. Marsh.  I believe that is all of our speakers.  

Timothy Kirwin – Rebuttal?        

Chairman Maverick Welsh- Go ahead Mr. Kirwin.  We’ll give you your three minute rebuttal.  
Three minutes.   

Timothy Kirwin -   To address your question Mr. Elliott, when you look at the cost analysis to 
rehabilitate that building, that includes net. That does not include the taxes, the insurance, the 
interest, the note that we have to carry, and the maintenance on the property. That all has to be 
taken into consideration when you look at the economic analysis. So what you’re looking at is 
just the net. It doesn’t include those four items.   

These buildings are also connected to each other. There is a pipe that runs from the filling 
station to the duplex. They’re connected.  If we go pull a permit to rehabilitate, because it’s one 
piece of property, the duplex, I can imagine they would want us to remediate those tanks.  
Because we don’t know what the soil is on that side of the property. It’s only three feet away and 
they’re connected with each other. And as for have you offered to sell it, we have been in talks 
with the neighbors, the restaurant next door to us.  They are the ones who lease the parking 
space. Mr. Martinez has been in talks with them for quite some time to purchase it.  Not an offer. 
There’s talks but no offer. And also what I want to point out, if you look at the report from In 
Control Technologies, it states that currently there are soil issues on the property. It states that 
the current soil that is on the property does not meet current standards. Because this was done 
back in 1994 when they tested it. They also didn’t test 75 feet where the product piping is, nor 
did they test underneath the portico right there. So we don’t know what the soil is. But we do 
know that this commission has a report in front of you that says there are soil issues that have 
to be remediated. And when you remediate it, that report says it is nearly impossible to save the 
structure. That is not me just saying that. That is an expert in the field.   

And when you look at the analysis, I told you at the beginning, that if you have a scale at 50/50, 
we have to show you by 51% that we meet the Ordinance for unreasonable economic hardship 
or an unusual and compelling circumstance.  And Mr. Cosgrove, you were willing to look at 
termites as an unusual and compelling circumstance.  How is underground storage tanks that 
we know has problems in the soil not an unusual of compelling circumstance?    

When you look at the scales, look at this: appraisal, no value, inspection, architectural report on 
the cost analysis, asbestos study, and the environmental study. This is how much we tip the 
scales, Mr. Elliott. This is how we meet the Ordinance.  It is absolutely an economic hardship.  
There is nothing that can be done with this property and we have multiple reports from experts 
that tell you that.  And we do meet the unusual and compelling circumstance, because if we 
don’t, if we sit on underground contaminated storage tanks, and that doesn’t make it than 
nothing will.   
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Chairman Maverick Welsh – That’s time Mr. Kirwin, thank you.  Could staff please approach 
and give their recommendation?  

Staff - Staff is recommending denial of the COA.   

Chairman Maverick Welsh – Staff is recommending denial, do we have any questions for 
staff?  Okay Mr. Garcia-Herreros  

Commissioner Jorge Garcia-Herreros – You mentioned earlier that this may be one of the 
last gas stations within the area?   

Staff – Correct.   

Commissioner Jorge Garcia-Herreros – Has anybody approached the concept of that this 
one of the last gas stations that there may be some tax breaks?   

Staff – Both of these structures would be considered for tax incentives for rehabilitation. 

Commissioner Jorge Garcia-Herreros –  So I would like to suggest to the client that they go in 
that direction to lower the taxes on their property.   

Commissioner Rob Hellyer – You say tax breaks on rehabilitation costs but not just tax breaks 
on… 

Staff – I am not completely fluent on our current tax system, but yes, rehabilitation costs and 
renovations.   

Commissioner Jorge Garcia-Herreros – Off the property taxes, if it is a historical structure.   

Commissioner Anna Mod – For income producing properties there is a new State of Texas 
25% rehabilitation tax credit available to income producing properties, which this one would 
qualify.  It could be combined with the 20% federal income tax credit.  And then of course it’s 
listed on the National Register so they don’t have to pay sales tax on labor. Then the city 
provides the abatement on the improvement, ad-valorem City of Houston taxes.  So all of those 
can be packaged and combined, and sold for cash.   

Chairman Maverick Welsh – Any other questions for staff?  Okay staff has recommended 
denial, do I hear a motion to deny?  Okay Commissioner Collum motions that we deny the 
certificate.  Do I hear a second?  Commissioner Mod seconds.  All of those in favor please raise 
your hands.  Any opposed?  Okay one opposed.  Any abstained?  One abstained.  So that item 
has been denied a Certificate of Appropriateness.        
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DuCroz, Diana - PD

From: Izfar, Omar - LGL
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 9:52 AM
To: Wallace Brown, Margaret - PD; DuCroz, Diana - PD
Subject: FW: Notice of appeal

 
 
S. Omar Izfar 
Assistant City Attorney 
Real Estate Section 
900 Bagby, 3rd Floor 
Houston, Tx 77002 
832 393 6295 
832 393 6259 fax 
omar.izfar@houstontx.gov 
 
From: Timothy Kirwin [mailto:Tim@jgradyrandlepc.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 6:58 PM 
To: Walsh, Patrick - PD 
Cc: Izfar, Omar - LGL; Grady Randle 
Subject: Notice of appeal 
 
Mr. Walsh. Pursuant to Section 33-253 of the City of Houston Code of Ordinances, please consider 
this written correspondence as the Applicant and Owner of 605 Cortlandt Street/ 3500 White Oak 
Drive in the Houston Heights Historic District South Notice of Appeal to the Houston Planning 
Commission from the denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness by the Houston Archeological and 
Historical Commission. 

Grounds for the Appeal: The City misapplied the law, and the Applicant and Owner met all elements 
of the City’s Ordinance being an unreasonable economic hardship and unusual and compelling 
circumstance to demolish the duplex and commercial gas station structures. 

We look forward to appearing before the Planning Commission at its December 4th meeting. 

Tim Kirwin 

820 Gessner, Suite 1570 

Houston, TX 77024 

 
Sent from my Sprint Samsung Galaxy® Note 4. 
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