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RICHARDSON CITY COUNCIL 
MAY 14, 2012 

7:30 P.M. 
CIVIC CENTER/CITY HALL, 411 W. ARAPAHO, RICHARDSON, TX 

 
1. INVOCATION – KENDAL HARTLEY 
 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  U.S. AND TEXAS FLAGS – KENDAL HARTLEY 

 
3. MINUTES OF THE APRIL 23, 2012 AND MAY 7, 2012 MEETINGS 
 

 
4. VISITORS.  (THE CITY COUNCIL INVITES CITIZENS TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL ON ANY 

TOPIC NOT ALREADY SCHEDULED FOR PUBLIC HEARING.  PRIOR TO THE MEETING, 
PLEASE COMPLETE A “CITY COUNCIL APPEARANCE CARD” AND PRESENT IT TO THE 
CITY SECRETARY.  THE TIME LIMIT IS FIVE MINUTES PER SPEAKER.) 

 
 
5. CONSIDER APPOINTMENTS TO THE ARTS COMMISSION, ANIMAL SERVICES ADVISORY 

COMMISSION, CIVIL SERVICE BOARD, LIBRARY BOARD, NORTH TEXAS MUNICIPAL 
WATER DISTRICT, AND ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT/BUILDING & STANDARDS 
COMMISSION. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 

 
 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 
 

6. PUBLIC HEARING, ZONING FILE 12-06:  A REQUEST BY TYLER ISBELL, REPRESENTING 
HARTMAN RICHARDSON HEIGHTS PROPERTIES, LLC, FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FROM 
C-M COMMERCIAL WITH SPECIAL CONDITIONS TO PD PLANNED DEVELOPMENT TO 
ACCOMMODATE THE CONSTRUCTION OF A MOVIE THEATER ON A PROPERTY LOCATED 
AT 100 S. CENTRAL EXPRESSWAY.  THE PROPERTY IS CURRENTLY ZONED C-M 
COMMERCIAL. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 

 
 

ALL ITEMS LISTED UNDER ITEM 7 OF THE CONSENT AGENDA ARE CONSIDERED TO BE 
ROUTINE BY THE CITY COUNCIL AND WILL BE ENACTED BY ONE MOTION IN THE FORM LISTED 
BELOW.  THERE WILL BE NO SEPARATE DISCUSSIONS OF THESE ITEMS.  IF DISCUSSION IS 
DESIRED, THAT ITEM WILL BE REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA AND WILL BE 
CONSIDERED SEPARATELY: 
 
7. CONSENT AGENDA: 

 
A. CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING ORDINANCES: 

 
1. ORDINANCE NO. 3866, AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE ZONING ORDINANCE 

AND ZONING MAP TO AMEND THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT FOR 
TOWNHOME DEVELOPMENT, ORDINANCE NO. 3505, BY ALLOWING A REDUCED 
MINIMUM LOT AREA ON EIGHT (8) LOTS, ALLOWING ONE (1) 7-UNIT TOWNHOME 
BUILDING AND APPROVAL OF BUILDING ELEVATIONS FOR THE 8.76-ACRES 
ZONED PD PLANNED DEVELOPMENT LOCATED ON THE NORTH SIDE OF LAKE 
PARK WAY, EAST OF COIT ROAD. 
 

2. ORDINANCE NO. 3867, AMENDING THE CODE OF ORDINANCES BY AMENDING 
SECTION 23-98 TO ESTABLISH RATES TO BE CHARGED FOR WATER SERVICES 
FURNISHED BY THE CITY. 
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3. ORDINANCE NO. 3868, AMENDING THE CODE OF ORDINANCES BY AMENDING 

SECTION 23-168 TO ESTABLISH RATES TO BE CHARGED FOR SEWER SERVICES 
FURNISHED BY THE CITY. 

 
B. CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTIONS: 

 
1. RESOLUTION NO. 12-05, APPROVING THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE 2012 

BYRNE JUSTICE ASSISTANCE GRANT (JAG) PROGRAM FUNDS SHARING AND 
FISCAL AGENCY AGREEMENT; AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO 
EXECUTE SAID AGREEMENT. 
 

2. RESOLUTION NO. 12-06, APPOINTING MAYOR PRO TEM LAURA MACZKA TO THE 
AGGREGATED POSITION OF PRIMARY VOTING REPRESENTATIVE TO THE 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL OF THE NORTH CENTRAL TEXAS 
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS, WHICH FRACTIONAL ALLOCATION MEMBERSHIP 
IS SHARED WITH THE TOWN OF ADDISON, AND THE CITIES OF MURPHY, 
SACHSE, AND WYLIE. 

 
3. RESOLUTION NO. 12-07, APPROVING THE GUARANTEED MAXIMUM PRICE (GMP) 

PROPOSAL OF $13,575,343.00 SUBMITTED BY CONSTRUCTION MANAGER-AT-
RISK HILL & WILKINSON CONSTRUCTION GROUP, LTD FOR THE TOTAL 
ESTIMATED COST OF CONSTRUCTION OF THE HEIGHTS RECREATION CENTER, 
HEIGHTS AQUATICS CENTER, AND GYMNASTIC CENTER, INCLUDING 
SUBMITTED CONDITIONS AND EXCLUSIONS, CONDITIONED UPON EXECUTION 
OF THE FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER-AT-RISK 
AGREEMENT; AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE FIRST 
AMENDMENT TO CONSTRUCTION MANAGER-AT-RISK AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE CITY AND HILL & WILKINSON REVISING THE TOTAL COST OF ESTIMATED 
CONSTRUCTION TO $13,575,343.00. 

 
C. CONSIDER ADVERTISEMENT OF BID #43-12 – 2012 PUBLIC BUILDINGS ENERGY 

REDUCTION INITIATIVES.  BIDS TO BE RECEIVED BY THURSDAY, MAY 31, 2012 AT 
2:00 P.M. 
 

D. CONSIDER AWARD OF THE FOLLOWING BIDS: 
 

1. BID #37-12 – WE RECOMMEND THE AWARD TO INTERCON CONSTRUCTION 
COMPANY FOR THE DEMOLITION OF THE FORMER 36-UNIT APARTMENT 
COMPLEX KNOWN AS THE WILLOWS IN THE AMOUNT OF $193,300. 
 

2. BID #39-12 – WE RECOMMEND THE AWARD TO JIM BOWMAN CONSTRUCTION 
COMPANY, LP FOR THE 2010 BOND PROJECT FOR THE DUMONT DRIVE 
REHABILITATION PAVING, WATERLINE AND DRAINAGE PROJECT IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $1,337,061.80. 

 
3. BID #42-12 – WE REQUEST AUTHORIZATION TO ISSUE AN ANNUAL CONTRACT 

PURCHASE ORDER TO SUNBELT POOLS, INC. FOR SWIMMING POOL WATER 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES PER A FIXED MONTHLY MAINTENANCE FEE OF $8,950 
FOR CANYON CREEK, COTTONWOOD, GLENVILLE, AND TERRACE POOLS AND A 
FIXED MONTHLY MAINTENANCE FEE OF $11,950 FOR ALL FIVE POOLS PLUS 
ARAPAHO AQUATICS CENTER WHEN COMPLETED. 

 
 

8. RECEIVE THE SIGN CONTROL BOARD MINUTES OF THE MAY 9, 2012, MEETING.   
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
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THE RICHARDSON CITY COUNCIL WILL MEET AT 5:30 P.M. ON MONDAY, MAY 14, 2012, IN THE 
RICHARDSON ROOM OF THE CIVIC CENTER/CITY HALL, 411 W. ARAPAHO, RICHARDSON, 
TEXAS.  AS AUTHORIZED BY SECTION 551.071(2) OF THE TEXAS GOVERNMENT CODE, THIS 
MEETING MAY BE CONVENED INTO CLOSED EXECUTIVE SESSION FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
SEEKING CONFIDENTIAL LEGAL ADVICE FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY ON ANY AGENDA ITEM 
LISTED HEREIN.  THIS BUILDING IS WHEELCHAIR ACCESSIBLE.  ANY REQUESTS FOR SIGN 
INTERPRETIVE SERVICES MUST BE MADE 48 HOURS AHEAD OF THE MEETING.  TO MAKE 
ARRANGEMENTS, CALL 972-744-4000 VIA TDD OR CALL 1-800-735-2989 TO REACH 972-744-4000. 
 
WORK SESSION – 6:00 P.M.: 
 
• Call to Order 
 
A. Review and Discuss Items Listed on the City Council Meeting Agenda 
 
B. Review and Discuss the Promotion and Marketing of Local Events 
 
C. Review and Discuss the Recommended Enhancements to Chapter 18 of the City's Code of 

Ordinances Concerning Sign Regulations 
 
D. Review and Discuss the Wildflower! Richardson’s Arts and Music Festival 2012 
 
E. Report on Items of Community Interest 
 
 
I CERTIFY THE ABOVE AGENDA WAS POSTED ON THE BULLETIN BOARD AT THE CIVIC 
CENTER/CITY HALL ON FRIDAY, MAY 11, 2012, BY 5:00 P.M. 
 
 
____________________________ 
DEPUTY CITY SECRETARY 



MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
April 23, 2012 

City of Richardson, Texas 
 
A Regular Meeting of the City Council was held at 7:30 p.m., Monday, April 23, 2012 with a 
quorum of said Council present, to-wit: 
 
 Bob Townsend Mayor  
 Laura Maczka Mayor Pro Tem 
 Mark Solomon Council member 
 Scott Dunn Council member 
 Kendal Hartley Council member 
 Steve Mitchell Council member 
 Amir Omar Council member 
 
City staff present: 
 
 Bill Keffler City Manager 
 Dan Johnson Deputy City Manager 
 Michelle Thames Assistant City Manager Administrative Services 
 David Morgan Assistant City Manager Community Services 
 Cliff Miller Assistant City Manager Development Services 
 Samantha Woodmancy Management Analyst 
 Pamela Schmidt  City Secretary 
 Michael Spicer Director of Development Services 
 Don Magner Director of Community Services 
 Steve Spanos Director of Capital Projects – City Engineer 
 Gary Beane Budget Officer 
 Robbie Hazelbaker Asst. Director of Parks & Recreation  
 
1. INVOCATION – LAURA MACZKA 
 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  U.S. AND TEXAS FLAGS – LAURA MACZKA 
 
3. MINUTES OF THE APRIL 9, 2012 MEETING 
 

ACTION TAKEN:  Mr. Omar moved approval of the minutes as presented; second by 
Mr. Hartley and the motion was approved with a unanimous vote. 

 
 
4. VISITORS.  (The City Council invites citizens to address the Council on any topic not already 
scheduled for Public Hearing.  Prior to the meeting, please complete a “City Council Appearance Card” 
and present it to the City Secretary.  The time limit is five minutes per speaker.) 
 
Representative Angie Chen Button read and presented a State Resolution recognizing the 11 
miles of bike lanes in the City of Richardson in addition to the 24 miles of multiuse trails and 
plans trails.  She congratulated Richardson on its designation as the Most Bike Friendly 
Neighborhood for 2011 by Bike Friendly Oak Cliff. 
 
Darrell Day, 1303 Chickasaw, representing Neighborhood Protection Alliance of Richardson 
(NPAR), congratulated the Council for moving forward on the closure of the Willow Apartment 
Complex.  He encouraged the Council to continue improving Richardson neighborhoods.  He 
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asked if a decision had been made about the use of the land.  Mr. Keffler replied that Council 
has not had any specific discussion and stated the biggest interest is to demolish the building. 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 
 
5. PUBLIC HEARING, ZONING FILE 12-04:  A REQUEST BY BO CHAPMAN, 
REPRESENTING LAKE PARK TOWNHOMES LTD, FOR AMENDMENTS TO THE EXISTING 
PD PLANNED DEVELOPMENT SPECIAL CONDITIONS ON AN 8.76-ACRE SITE TO 
REDUCE THE MINIMUM LOT SIZE FOR LOTS ALONG THE NORTHERN PROPERTY LINE, 
INCREASE THE NUMBER OF UNITS ALLOWED IN A TOWNHOME BUILDING, AND FOR 
APPROVAL OF BUILDING ELEVATIONS FOR A PROPOSED TOWNHOME 
DEVELOPMENT LOCATED ON THE NORTH SIDE OF LAKE PARK WAY, EAST OF COIT 
ROAD. 
 
Mr. Keffler referred to the approval of the development in 2005, which will total approximately 
253 townhomes when completed.  He reported that the City Plan Commission recommended 
approval with a 6-0 vote on April 3, 2012 and he asked Mr. Spicer to brief the Council. 
 
Mr. Spicer stated the project is Phase II of a development approved in 2005.  He used an aerial 
map to illustrate the tract of land in question and pointed adjacent uses.  He used the site plan 
and conceptual plan to highlight the buildings in question.  He stated the request is to amend 
the district to allow for a reduction in the size of eight “estate” townhome lots; to allow a single 
“seven unit” townhome building; and approval of building elevations.  He provided elevations of 
the various styles of units and photos of similar units constructed in Phase I.  He stated there 
were no speakers during the Plan Commission public hearing and they received three letters 
regarding issues with visitor parking and driveway length in Phase I; two of the letters from the 
same individual.  He reported that the City Plan Commission recommended approval with a 
unanimous vote. 
 
Mr. Omar asked about the concerns with the lot depth and Mr. Spicer explained there would be 
less lot space for the eight lots noted in the request and the lot depth would be 75 ft. which 
would only allow a 1,800 sq ft lot area. He stated that part of the request is really a clarification 
of eliminating contradictions or confusion between the approved concept plan and the text of the 
ordinance. He stated the plan anticipated 75 ft depths for the lots, and similarly with the single 
seven-unit building.  With regard to parking, 68 spaces are required by ordinance and 72 would 
be provided by the proposal.  Mr. Mitchell asked about the impact of the lot depth reduction and 
Mr. Spicer replied that the lot space available was adequate to have a unit that complies with 
the zoning. 
 
Mayor Townsend opened the public hearing and invited the applicant to present the request. 
 
Harley Rice, 5339 Alpha Road, Ste. 300, Dallas, representing the applicant, stated the units 
needed to be reduced due to the geometry of the site and would center the building to fit the lot 
size.  He stated they are asking approval of the request to clarify the ambiguous language in the 
ordinance.  The building elevations are consistent with Phase I and the conditions of the 
ordinance.  With regard to parking, he felt there was a more favorable distribution of parking 
throughout the site and the goal is to preserve some open space. 
Mr. Hartley asked about the price range for the homes and Mr. Rice stated he did not have the 
information. 
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Mr. Dunn asked about the difference in elevation between the existing Home Depot site and the 
proposed development, and Mr. Rice stated they would be take land from the west side of the 
site and push it to the east to create a relatively level site.  He advised they would take care of 
drainage concerns by constructing storm drains. 
 
Mr. Omar asked if there was any ability to construct a sidewalk that is not adjacent to the curb 
and Mr. Allen replied that the sidewalk is already in existence. 
 
Mr. Mitchell asked when the project would begin and Mr. Allen stated it would be HUD financed 
project and they hoped to break ground within the year. 
 
Mr. Dunn moved to close the public hearing; second by Ms. Maczka and the motion was 
approved with a unanimous vote. 
 

ACTION TAKEN:  Mr. Solomon moved approval of ZF 12-04; second by Mr. Dunn and 
the motion was approved with a unanimous vote. 

 
 
6. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDER ORDINANCE NO. 3863, ADOPTING 
STANDARDS OF CARE FOR YOUTH PROGRAMS OFFERED BY THE RICHARDSON 
PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT. 
 
Mr. Keffler stated the Texas Human Resources Code requires a public hearing if a municipality 
seeks an exemption from State Child Care licensing.  He asked Robbie Hazelbaker, Asst. 
Director of Parks & Recreation, to brief the Council. 
 
Mr. Hazelbaker stated the public hearing and adoption of Standards of Care for youth programs 
is required to occur annually.  He recommended approval. 
 
There were no speakers regarding the request. 
 
Ms. Maczka moved to close the public hearing; second by Mr. Solomon and the motion was 
approved with a unanimous vote. 
 

ACTION TAKEN:  Mr. Mitchell moved to approved Item No. 6; second by Mr. Hartley 
and the motion was approved with a unanimous vote. 

 
 
ACTION ITEMS: 
 
7. CONSIDER THE REQUEST OF THE CVS CORPORATION FOR A VARIANCE TO 
THE CITY OF RICHARDSON CODE OF ORDINANCES, CHAPTER 18, ARTICLE I, SECTION 
18-5(4) TO ALLOW A DIGITAL DISPLAY DEVICE SIGN SHOWING A PRINTED MESSAGE 
ON THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 2129 E BELT LINE RD; AND A VARIANCE TO THE 
CITY OF RICHARDSON CODE OF ORDINANCES, CHAPTER 18, ARTICLE IV, SECTION 18-
125(5) TO ALLOW FOR A 22.65 SQUARE FOOT VARIANCE INCREASE IN THE MAXIMUM 
60 SQUARE FEET ALLOWED FOR A MAJOR FREESTANDING SIGN; AND TAKE 
APPROPRIATE ACTION. 
 
Mr. Keffler stated the item was brought forward for review on the request of the Council and 
asked Mr. Magner to review the request. 
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Mr. Magner advised that the item is a request of the CVS Corporation for the property located at 
2129 E. Belt Line Road.  He stated that electric message center requested is only allowed with 
a special permit by the Sign Control Board and acceptance by the City Council.   The applicant 
also requests a variance to exceed the allowable size.  If permitted, the old sign would be 
removed and replaced with the new sign.  He provided photos of the existing sign and a 
superimposed sign as well as photos of various existing signs located in several cities.  He 
advised that the Sign Control Board approved the request with the additional stipulation that the 
message can only change once every 24 hours.  Mr. Magner concluded the presentation noting 
that there had been a previous policy allowing such signage so long as the electronic sign did 
not change more than once every 24 hours.  He explained that the policy has been discontinued 
to insure that staff did not do anything that would be inconsistent with any potential new 
regulation that the Council might adopt. 
 
Mr. Omar stated he was not opposed to a digital display so long as it remained on the existing 
two-pole sign at the current height and was the same size as the existing sign.  His concern is 
professional image of the sign.  Mr. Solomon expressed his preference for the double pole with 
the skirting on the poles.  Mr. Mitchell asked if the height was in question and Mr. Magner stated 
the request pertained to the square footage and the digital sign rather than the height.  He 
clarified that 20 ft high was allowed by right. 
 
Pauline Wright, 809 Greenbriar Road, Fate, stated she represents the CVS Corporation and 
would be responsible for the sign installation.  She stated there are three sizes for the digital box 
and the proposal includes the middle sized sign size.  She explained that the smaller sign was 
too small and the medium sized sign would allow them to maximize the area.  She stated they 
would be willing to increase the size of the proposed CVS sign to meet the size of the electronic 
sign.  The reason for the single pole is because the applicant cannot get approved engineering 
for the existing poles to support the weight of the sign.  Mr. Omar stated he would prefer 
something that integrates the two signs, with similar width and with two poles.  Ms. Wright 
stated they would be willing to go to a larger top cap sign to meet the width of the electronic 
sign.  Mr. Solomon stated his preference was a sign similar to slides 57 or 51 with the electronic 
sign pressed up against the top cap because looks like one solid unit.  A lengthy discussion was 
held regarding the size of the sign. 
 
Mr. Mitchell stated he would like to wait until the Sign Board presents its recommendations for 
amendments to the current ordinance and also was struggling with the increase in sign size.  
Mayor Townsend stated he has heard that Richardson is difficult to do business with because of 
the sign ordinance.  Mr. Omar talked about his desire to insure that the signs in Richardson 
have an upscale appearance and are uniform in nature. 
 

ACTION TAKEN:  Mr. Solomon moved that Item 7 be approved with the following 
conditions: allow the 9’ 11” on the top sign and 9’ 11” on the bottom sign; that they be 
joined together; remaining to the current height of the current sign; they be on two poles, 
cladded; and limit the digital sign to change no more often that once every 24 hours.  
Discussion.  Mr. Magner clarified that 20 ft height is allowed for any major freestanding 
sign by right.  Mr. Solomon added a stipulation that the sign be no more than 15 ft high.  
Second by Mr. Omar.  Discussion.  Mr. Mitchell felt the approval may be a little 
premature and felt Richardson is seen as a pro business community.  He understood the 
need for signature signage, but would vote in opposition to the motion.  Ms. Maczka 
underscored that the change only increases the sign by 5 sq ft and felt the joining of the 
two was more important. The motion was approved 5-2 with Mr. Mitchell and Mayor 
Townsend voting in opposition. 
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ALL ITEMS LISTED UNDER ITEM 8 OF THE CONSENT AGENDA ARE CONSIDERED TO BE 
ROUTINE BY THE CITY COUNCIL AND WILL BE ENACTED BY ONE MOTION IN THE FORM 
LISTED BELOW.  THERE WILL BE NO SEPARATE DISCUSSIONS OF THESE ITEMS.  IF 
DISCUSSION IS DESIRED, THAT ITEM WILL BE REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT 
AGENDA AND WILL BE CONSIDERED SEPARATELY: 
 
8. CONSENT AGENDA: 
 

ACTION TAKEN:  Mr. Solomon moved approval of the Consent Agenda; second by Mr. 
Hartley and the motion was approved with a unanimous vote. 

 
A. Consider the following Ordinances: 

 
1. Ordinance No. 3864, re-appointing a Presiding Municipal Judge, Assistant 

Municipal Judges of the Municipal Court of Record No. 1 of the City of 
Richardson. 
 

2. Ordinance No. 3865, amending the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance and 
Zoning Map to grant a change in zoning from I-M(1) Industrial with special 
conditions to PD Planned Development for I-M(1) Industrial with a Special Permit 
for a hospital with special conditions. 

 
B. A request for approval of building elevations for Brick Row multi-family buildings “D” 

and “E” with exceptions to the maximum percentage of one-bedroom units minimum 
floor area for building “D”, and the minimum masonry percentage for buildings “D” 
and “E”. 
 

C. Award of the following bids: 
 

1. Bid #24-12 – award to HD Supply Waterworks for a sole source procurement of 
radio frequency encoders for existing Neptune water meters in the amount of 
$58,675. 
 

2. Bid #41-12 – award to August Industries, Inc., for the 6000 psi breathing air 
compressor station for the Fire Department in the amount of $52,488. 

 
 
Mayor Townsend adjourned the meeting at 8:50 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 
       __________________________________ 
       MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________ 
CITY SECRETARY 



MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
May 7, 2012 

City of Richardson, Texas 
 
A Meeting of the City Council was convened at 6:00 p.m., Monday, May 7, 2012 with a quorum 
of said Council present, to-wit: 
 
 Bob Townsend Mayor  
 Laura Maczka Mayor Pro Tem 
 Mark Solomon Council member 
 Scott Dunn Council member 
 Kendal Hartley Council member 
 Steve Mitchell Council member 
 Amir Omar Council member 
 
City staff present: 
 
 Bill Keffler City Manager 
 Dan Johnson Deputy City Manager 
 Michelle Thames Assistant City Manager Administrative Services 
 David Morgan Assistant City Manager Community Services 
 Samantha Woodmancy Management Analyst 
 Vickie Schmid  Deputy City Secretary 
 Gary Beane Budget Officer 
 Michael Massey Director of Parks and Recreation Services 
 Roger Scott Asst. Director of Parks & Recreation 
 Bruce MacPherson Managing Director – Eisemann Center 
 
 
Call to order – Mayor Townsend called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m. 
 
Visitors –  
Susan Turitz Cooper, 1116 Greencove Lane, Richardson, expressed concern regarding the 
proposed Seaway Tar Sands Pipeline scheduled to be implemented by Enbridge in late-
May/early-June and urged the Mayor and Council to use their influence with the North Central 
Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) to stop the pipeline from transporting tar sands 
crude because of the danger of line ruptures and water contamination.  Ms. Cooper provided 
handouts to the Council. 
 
Dick Guldi, 7228 La Sobrina Drive, Dallas, advised that Enbridge plans to reverse the flow of a 
36-year-old line to transport unrefined crude from Houston to Michigan, crossing two tributaries 
of Lake Lavon and two branches of Richland Chambers Lake.  Mr. Guldi provided Council with 
a map showing the route of the pipeline.  He expressed his concern regarding the possibility of 
water contamination, referring to the rupture of Enbridge’s repurposed pipeline which 
contaminated the Kalamazoo River, Michigan, in 2010 and he urged Council to insist that 
NCTCOG perform an environmental impact study before allowing the pipeline to be converted 
to run tar sands crude. 
 
Mayor Townsend recognized a group of students from Bishop-Lynch High School attending the 
meeting. 
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Presentation of Proclamation for Asian Pacific American Heritage Month 
 
Mayor Townsend welcomed guests from the DFW Asian-American Citizens Council (DFW 
AACC) and presented them with a proclamation.  Those present to accept the Asian Pacific 
American Heritage Month proclamation from the Mayor and Council include Marian Gallemore, 
David Way, Lily Mak, Sammy Yang, Shobhaa Ravi, Jennifer Nguyen, Jessica Yang and Sury 
Thiagrajan. 
 
Consider Resolution No. 12-04, nominating Councilmember Steve Mitchell to serve 
as a member of the North Central Texas Council of Governments Executive Board 
 
Mayor Townsend noted that Mr. Mitchell’s nomination to serve as member of the NCTCOG 
Executive Board was before Council for consideration.  Mr. Solomon made a motion to approve 
Resolution 12-04 nominating Steve Mitchell to the NCTCOG Executive Board; second by Mr. 
Hartley and the motion was approved with a unanimous vote. 
 
Review and Discuss the Water and Sewer Proposed Rate Increase 
 
Mr. Keffler noted that on April 23, preliminary work relative to the proposed rate consideration, 
which allowed the City to withstand the need to address rates for the past three years, was 
presented to Council.  He noted that the last rate increase was 2008-2009.  Mr. Keffler stated 
that discussions last October identified an imminent need to review water/sewer rates for 
possible increase.  He advised that the 90 Day Reserve balance was at risk if the rate increase 
is not considered due to the continued rise in debt rate for NTMWD member cities.  Mr. Keffler 
advised that the proposed rate increase anticipates easing Stage 3 restrictions to allow twice 
weekly watering during summer months.  He asked Gary Beane to brief the Council placing a 
focus on financial indicators for the proposed increase. 
 
Mr. Beane stated that prior to rates established in 2001/2002 , NTMWD rates were relatively 
stable for a 10-year period with yearly wholesale increases thereafter; since that time the City 
retail water rates were increased five times and sewer rates five times.  City wholesale 
water/sewer rates account for 71% of the operating expenses in the Water/Sewer Fund so any 
NTMWD increase in costs to the City dramatically impacts expenditures for that fund.  He 
advised that without the increase, the Fund balance would be reduced to 74 days; with the 
increase, the Fund Balance would be 88-90 Days by year end.  Mr. Beane noted that the 
increase would be split into five usage-based tiers for water and two for sewer and would 
include a $1.00 base rate increase from $7.00 to $8.00.  The average household increase would 
be $6.50 per month - $4.08 water and $2.42 sewer.  He said staff would continue to monitor 
NTMWD watering restrictions and weather conditions relative to easing the restrictions to twice 
weekly watering.  Mr. Beane advised that May 14th adoption of the water/sewer rate increase 
would allow for the first billing at the new rate in June. 
 
In response to Mr. Mitchell’s question, Mr. Beane confirmed that a 74 Day Reserve translates 
into a $2.5 million shortfall in the  Fund.  He also noted that allowing the Fund balance to drop 
and remain below 90 days could adversely affect the City’s Bond Rating.  Mr. Omar felt the City 
should communicate the factors that made the increase necessary and the City should make 
citizens aware that Richardson’s total combined costs are still one of the lowest among NTMWD 
member cities.  Mr. Mitchell suggested communicating to the public that the City has not 
increased rates for the three years.  Ms. Maczka felt communication was key to educate the 
citizens regarding the measures taken to minimize costs, to identify how Richardson rates 
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compare to other NTMWD member cities, and to allow twice weekly watering as part of the 
increase. 
 
It was the general consensus of the Council to move forward with the water and sewer rate 
increases. 
 
Review and Discuss the Heights Recreation Center, Heights Aquatics Center and 
Gymnastic Center Project 
 
Mr. Keffler stated that cost factoring and value engineering was complete on the Heights 
Recreation Center, new pool, and gymnastics center projects.  He asked David Morgan to 
update Council on the progress made. 
 
Mr. Morgan stated that staff had worked hard the past few months to review plans, finalize 
drawings and bid the project.  He detailed the Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) not to exceed 
process for the project.  Mr. Morgan gave an overview of the Construction-Manager-At-Risk 
(CMAR) process utilized for this project as follows: 
 

• CMAR competitively chosen based upon qualifications and fee statement;  
• Selection Process allows ability to interview key staff including superintendent proposed 

for this project; 
• CMAR works with team to establish schedules and budgets at each phase of the project; 

and  
• CMAR prepares numerous bid packages and works with staff on advertising final 

construction documents. 
 
He was pleased to announce that Hill & Wilkinson was selected as the Construction 
Management Team.  Mr. Morgan introduced the team members from Hill & Wilkinson and 
Brinkley Sargent Architects.  Once construction documents were complete, Hill & Wilkinson 
completed a competitive bid process, evaluating costs associated with the project, company 
backgrounds, and familiarity of work to insure the City receives the best value on each part of 
the project.  He noted that the GMP presented here are in line with previous estimates.  The 
recreation center and aquatics center have been combined into one GMP and the gymnasium 
will have a separate GMP, with construction contingencies built in to each of the GMP 
structures.  Mr. Morgan recommended adding $191,000 of the Owners Contingency Fund to the 
GMP construction budget (reserving the remaining $249,000) bringing the total GMP to 
$13,575,343 for the recreation center, pool and gymnasium. 
 
Mr. Morgan advised that the Alternates identified at previous meetings were bid and the slide, 
which was the top alternate item, was bid at an additional cost of $370,000.  He noted that a 
decision on alternate items is not needed at this time and that the consultants would work to 
identify project savings and provide a timeline for decisions on each of alternates.  Mr. Morgan 
confirmed that the Alternates were not included in the GMP and that Council would be asked to 
prioritize the Alternates at a later time.  In response to questions from Council, Mr. Morgan gave 
examples of possible contingencies, including depth of piers and availability of adequate utility 
lines and confirmed that Leed certification process costs were approximately $150,000 for both 
projects.  Mr. Dwayne Brinkley commented that working toward lower end Leed certification 
could be achieved with little additional effort if the certification process is started at the 
beginning of the project, which he felt would maximize use of public funds.  Mr. Morgan also 
confirmed that any change orders for these projects would come back before the Council for 
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review and approval and that Hill & Wilkinson would be held accountable to the agreed upon 
GMP, but the City could increase the GMP if they desired. 
 
Mr. Morgan stated that Hill & Wilkinson is working with Oncor to insure installation of new 
underground utility lines would be complete in accordance with the construction timeline.  He 
stated that the Gymnasium was anticipated to open in January 2013 and the Recreation Center 
and Aquatic Center in May 2013, with as little interruption in service as possible.   
 
Mr. Morgan noted that, with consent of Council, the Resolution requesting approval of the GMP 
is anticipated on May 14, 2012, with groundbreaking planned on May 15 and Hill and Wilkinson 
ready to mobilize on May 16.  It was the general consensus of the Council to move forward with 
the GMP resolution.  Mr. Mitchell asked staff to make the final elevations available to Council for 
viewing. 
 
Review and Discuss the Proposed 2012–2013 Eisemann Center Presents Season and 
Eisemann Center Community Interest 
 
Mr. Keffler stated that Council would have the opportunity to review and evaluate 10 years 
of Eisemann Center productions and to preview the 10th Anniversary Season.  He asked 
Bruce MacPherson to brief the Council. 
 
Mr. MacPherson began with a brief history of the Eisemann Center from initial construction to its 
grand opening on September 12, 2002.  He noted that the Eisemann Center has worked with 
UTD's Arts & Humanities Dept. on residency programs over the past 7 years and sees an 
opportunity to work with the new UTD creative arts/technical arts degree programs to provide 
additional residency opportunities for students moving forward.  Mr. MacPherson noted that the 
City is moving into the second half of the parking agreement with the Renaissance Hotel that 
will result in increased parking revenues once the agreement term is fulfilled.  Mr. Johnson 
confirmed that a price structure was built in to the agreement which included an inflation index 
for the remainder of the 55 year lease.   
 
Since its opening, 1.7 Million patrons have attended more than 4,100 events, presented by over 
600 clients; volunteers have donated nearly 100,000 hours of time; and 76 art exhibits have 
been held at the Eisemann Center.  Mr. MacPherson also noted that Dallas Business Journal 
has recently named the Eisemann Center as one of the Top 25 Entertainment Centers in the 
Metroplex.  Of particular note, Patti LuPone and Mandy Patinkin, brought together again by Mr. 
MacPherson in 2002 as a grand opening act for Eisemann Center, will return on September 15, 
2012, after a ten year run touring the nation including 63 performances on Broadway, to join in 
the 10th Anniversary celebration.  Mr. MacPherson stated that a Community Arts Day is 
planned for September 16th, featuring local artists, hands-on lighting and sound operations 
experience, talent showcase, and a puppet show for the children.  He noted that the 10th 
Anniversary weekend plans are continuing that will include receptions for front-line staff and 
contractors, clients, and major donors/sponsors and supporters.  A commemorative program is 
being created with the help of Richardson Living Magazine.  Mr. MacPherson presented a 
sneak-peak video of upcoming 10th Anniversary Season events and programs.  He presented a 
break even budget for the 10th Anniversary Season.  Mr. MacPherson concluded by stating that 
the Eisemann Center will work diligently to establish new programs, tie in to the Cultural Arts 
Master Plan, identify and build relationships with next-generation donors, create a synergy with 
the community, and continue to respond to new technical needs of the community and the City. 
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The Mayor and Council expressed their appreciation for the creative and innovative 
programs brought to the Eisemann the first ten years and their excitement for the upcoming 
10th Anniversary Season.  It was the general consensus of the council that the Near Term 
Action Item – Eisemann Center Community Interest had been sufficiently addressed and is 
complete. 
 
Report on Items of Community Interest 

 
Mr. Omar reported that a tribute grove of 40 trees was planted at the Cancer Center, each 
dedicated to family members affected by cancer, which resulted in approximately $20,000 
raised to benefit the Cancer Center.   
 
Mr. Solomon complimented the Parks Department staff for their hard work to make the 
Cottonwood Arts Festival a great event for vendors and patrons. 
 
Mr. Hartley noted that attendance had doubled at the II Creeks program this past weekend, 
lending much needed support to Richardson Area Young Life. 
 
Mayor Townsend adjourned the meeting at 9:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
       __________________________________ 
       MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________ 
DEPUTY CITY SECRETARY 
 



City of Richardson 
City Council Meeting 

Agenda Item Summary 
 
 
 
 
Meeting Date: Monday, May 14, 2012 
 
 
Agenda Item:   Visitors (The City Council invites citizens to address the 

Council on any topic not already scheduled for public hearing.) 
 
 
Staff Resource:   Vickie Schmid, Deputy City Secretary 
 
 
Summary: Members of the public are welcome to address the City 

Council on any topic not already scheduled for public 
hearing.  Speaker Appearance Cards should be 
submitted to the City Secretary prior to the meeting. 
Speakers are limited to 5 minutes and should avoid 
personal attacks, accusations, and characterizations. 

 
 In accordance with the Texas Open Meetings Act, the 

City Council cannot take action on items not listed on 
the agenda.  However your concerns will be addressed 
by City staff, may be placed on a future agenda, or by 
some other course of resolution. 

 
Board/Commission Action: N/A 
 
 
Action Proposed: Receive comments by visitors. 



City of Richardson 
City Council Work Session 

Agenda Item Summary 
 
 
 
 
Work Session Meeting Date: Monday, May 14, 2012  
 
 
Agenda Item:   Consider appointments to the Arts Commission, Animal 

Services Advisory Commission, Civil Service Board, 
Library Board, North Texas Municipal Water District, and 
Zoning Board of Adjustment/Building & Standards 
Commission.  

 
 
Staff Resource:   Bill Keffler, City Manager 
 
 
Summary: The City Council met on May 1st to discuss 

appointments to various boards and commissions.  This 
item is set to provide Council the opportunity to take 
action regarding the various appointments. 

 
 
 
Board/Commission Action: NA 
 
 
Action Proposed: Take action making appointments to the various boards 

and commissions. 
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DATE:  May 11, 2012 
 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 

FROM: Michael Spicer, Director of Development Services MS 
 
SUBJECT: Zoning File 12-06 – Revised Movie Theater Elevations 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
On May 1, 2012, the City Plan Commission recommended approval of the applicant’s request with the 
condition that Exhibit “C”; the proposed building elevations be removed and encouraged the applicant 
to prepare revised elevations for the May 14, 2012, City Council meeting that would be more 
compatible with the existing shopping center and surrounding Richardson Heights neighborhood.  
Specifically, the Commission requested the elevations provide a mid-century modern design consistent 
with the surrounding area. 
 
Attached are the revised elevations (Exhibit “C-1” and “C-2”) and a color rendering (Exhibit “D”) that 
reflect changes suggested by the Commission.  Signs for the theater and lounge have been added at 
either end of the lease space along with architectural elements more indicative of a mid-century modern 
design.  The proposed architectural elements also serve as a symbol of the City of Richardson’s history 
as a radio innovator.   
 
As part of the proposed elevations, the applicant is requesting flexibility in use of materials as noted on 
the black and white elevations to allow for minor design changes during construction.  However, the 
minimum masonry requirements of 50% still apply.  With the exception of the tallest architectural 
elements located on the east elevation, which are proposed at a height of approximately sixty-three (63) 
feet, the structure’s height will be maintained at thirty-five (35) feet to the top of the roof.  
 
If the revised elevations are to be considered, the following revisions to the proposed development 
standards regarding building elevations and signage as listed in the agenda packet for “ZF 12-06 
Proposed Standards” are suggested: 
 

1.(iii.)  The maximum height of Building B in conjunction with a movie theater shall be thirty-
five (35) feet to the top of the roof and the tallest façade element shall be forty-eight (48) feet 
sixty-three (63) feet. 
 
3.  The maximum area of all attached signage for a movie theater shall not exceed 487 square 
feet, not to exceed 451 square feet on the east elevation 698 square feet for the portion of the 
building occupied by a movie theater.  All signage shall be located on the east elevation. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Revised Elevations – Black & White  
Revised Color Rendering 
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DATE:  May 10, 2012 
 

TO:  Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 

FROM: Michael Spicer, Director of Development Services MS 
 

SUBJECT: Zoning File 12-06 – Planned Development – Movie Theater 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
REQUEST 
Tyler Isbell, Hartman Richardson Heights Properties, LLC, is requesting to rezone a 16.85-acre site located at the 
southwest corner of Central Expressway and Belt Line Road (Richardson Heights Shopping Center) from C-M 
Commercial with special conditions to PD Planned Development to accommodate a movie theater. 
 

BACKGROUND 
The Richardson Heights Shopping Center was constructed in the late 1950’s.  The Center’s site elements (lighting, 
paving, and landscaping) and building facades were renovated in 2007-2008 to attract additional tenants. 
 

The proposed PD would establish specific standards necessary to accommodate the proposed movie theater.  The 
movie theater would occupy approximately 35,350 square feet of Building B; the former Pep Boys and provide 
744 seats in seven (7) theaters.  A 4,000-square foot mezzanine is also proposed to accommodate projection areas.  
The proposed standards include: 
 

• A residential adjacency setback requirement of 35 feet to allow Building B to remain in its current 
location. 

• A minimum of 988 parking spaces for the entire shopping center. A parking study was conducted that 
determined the existing 988 parking spaces would be adequate to serve the proposed movie theater and 
any other mix of uses in the Center. 

• A maximum building height of thirty-five (35) feet to the top of the roof and forty-eight (48) feet for the 
tallest building façade elements to accommodate the theater portion of Building B. 

• Specific sign standards related to a pylon sign and building signage for the movie theater. 
 

At its May 1, 2012 public hearing the City Plan Commission expressed concerns related to the proposed building 
elevations and the pylon sign.  The building elevations were found to be incompatible with the shopping center 
and surrounding neighborhood.  The applicant was urged to revise the building elevations.  Issues related to the 
pylon sign included its size, height, and location.  
 

One (1) letter of opposition has been received.  At the May 1st public hearing nine (9) residents spoke in support of 
the requested zoning change and two (2) residents spoke in opposition.  
 

PLAN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
The City Plan Commission, by a vote of 7-0, recommended approval of the request as presented, exclusive of the 
proposed building elevations illustrated in Exhibit “C”.  The Commission encouraged the applicant to prepare 
revised elevations for City Council consideration that would be more compatible with the existing shopping center 
and the surrounding Richardson Heights neighborhood.  Revisions to the building elevation (Exhibit “C”) are 
forthcoming. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
Proposed Standards Building Elevations (Exhibit “C”) 
CC Public Hearing Notice Color Rendering (Exhibit “D”) 
City Plan Commission Minutes 05-01-2012 Site Photos (Exhibits “E-1” through “E-3) 
Staff Report Parking Study (Exhibit “F”) 
Zoning Map Applicant’s Statement 
Aerial Map Notice of Public Hearing 
Oblique Aerial Looking West Notification List 
Zoning Exhibit (Exhibit “B”) Correspondence 
 



PROPOSED STANDARDS ZF 12-06 
 
1. The subject site shall be zoned PD Planned Development for the C-M Commercial District 

and shall be developed in accordance with the zoning regulations of the C-M Commercial 
District, Exhibit “B”, and Exhibit “C” except as otherwise provided herein.  The addition of 
mezzanine area within the movie theater space shall be subject to administrative approval. 

 

i. Building B as depicted on Exhibit “B” shall be allowed a minimum 20-foot rear 
setback from the property line. 

ii. A minimum of 988 parking spaces shall be provided. 
iii. The maximum height of Building B in conjunction with a movie theater shall be 

thirty-five (35) feet to the top of roof and the tallest façade element shall be forty-
eight (48) feet. 

 
2. The following sign standards pertain only to a freestanding pylon sign for a movie theater: 

 

i. Maximum height shall not to exceed fifty (50) feet. 
ii. The pylon sign shall not be located closer than sixty (60) feet to any other 

freestanding sign. 
iii. The maximum area shall not exceed 296 square feet, including the digital display.  

The digital display shall not exceed 50% of the total sign area and images shall  not 
change at a frequency of less than one (1) change per six (6) seconds. 

iv. Moving, flashing, animated, intermittently lighted, changing color, beacons, 
revolving, scrolling, dissolving, or similarly constructed signs are prohibited. 

v. Intensity of display brightness shall automatically adjust to natural light conditions.  
Brightness cannot interfere with the vision of traffic on an adjacent road. 

vi. A programmable sign shall be equipped with a properly functioning default 
mechanism that will cause the sign to revert immediately to a single, fixed, non-
transitory image or to a black screen if the sign malfunctions. 

vii. The illumination intensity of the display of the digital display shall not exceed one 
(1) foot candle measured at the property line. 

viii. The digital display shall not be used to display commercial messages relating to 
products/services that are not offered on the premises. 

 
3. The maximum area of all attached signage for a movie theater shall not exceed 487 square 

feet, not to exceed 451 square feet on the east elevation.  The building signage shall be placed 
in general conformance with Exhibit “C”. 

 



City of Richardson 
Public Hearing Notice 

 
The Richardson City Council will conduct a public hearing at 7:30 p.m. on Monday, May 14, 
2012, in the Council Chambers, Richardson Civic Center/City Hall, 411 W. Arapaho Road, to 
consider the following requests. 
 

Zoning File 12-06 
A request by Tyler Isbell, representing Hartman Richardson Heights Properties, LLC, for a 
change in zoning from C-M Commercial with special conditions to PD Planned Development to 
accommodate the construction of a movie theater on a property located at 100 S. Central 
Expressway; currently zoned C-M Commercial. 
 
If you wish your opinion to be part of the record but are unable to attend, send a written reply 
prior to the hearing date to City Council, City of Richardson, P.O. Box 830309, Richardson, 
Texas 75083. 
 
     CITY OF RICHARDSON 
     Pamela Schmidt, City Secretary 
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DRAFT EXCERPT 
CITY OF RICHARDSON 
CITY PLAN COMMISSION MINUTES – 05/01/2012 
 
 
Zoning File 12-06:  Consider and take necessary action on a request by Tyler Isbell, 
representing Hartman Richardson Heights Properties, LLC, for a change in zoning from C-M 
Commercial with special conditions to PD Planned Development to accommodate the 
construction of a movie theater on property located at 100 S. Central Expressway.  The 
property is currently zoned C-M Commercial. 
 
Mr. Shacklett stated the request was to rezone the property to accommodate a movie theater, 
which under the current zoning is an allowable use; however, the PD request is to 
accommodate some additional standards.  He added that the proposed theater would be a 
movie grill type facility with a bar, seven movie screens, and 744 seats.   
 
Mr. Shacklett noted that the applicant was requesting specific standards for the site in general 
as well as the proposed use that includes: 
 
• Allow 25-foot encroachment into the 60-foot required open area, which would keep 

the building within its existing location. 
• Require a minimum 988 parking spaces (based on parking study) for the entire 16.85-

acre site, a 167 space deficit from what would normally be required by City parking 
standards. 

• Proposed building height at tallest point of 47’6”, which exceeds the City’s building 
heights standards for one-story buildings and buildings within 150 feet of a residential 
district.  (Majority of building will have a minimum roof height of 35 feet, but taller 
architectural elements will exceed that height and will be placed on the far side of the 
building away from residential areas.) 

• Proposed pylon sign located along the east side of the property with visibility from 
Central Expressway. 

- Allow a 131-square foot digital display board on pylon sign with regulations 
governing the movement, flashing, animation, color change, etc. 

- Allow maximum of 296 square feet of signage area on pylon sign. 
- Allow pylon sign to exceed the 20-foot height regulation by being 50 feet in 

height. 
• Allow maximum of 487 square feet of building signage; 451 square feet on east 

elevation and 36 square feet on north elevation. 
• Proposing a combination of glass wall store front, tilt wall stone, stucco with 72% 

masonry (exceeds required 50% masonry). 
 
Commissioner DePuy asked where the pylon sign would be located and felt it might be 
blocked by the existing trees if it was along the eastern edge of the property. 
Mr. Shacklett replied there had not been a specific site designated, but it would probably be 
located adjacent to the former Palomina’s restaurant just off the southbound frontage road for 
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Central Expressway.  In addition, the request for the additional height of the sign took into 
consideration the trees along that edge of the property. 
 
Commissioner DePuy asked if lighting would be added to the rear of the business for security 
during the evening hours without affecting the adjacent homeowners. 
 
Mr. Shacklett replied that wallpaks and wall sconces pointed down towards the ground could 
be used to provide the 1-foot candle or less requirement at the property line so as not to affect 
the area homeowners. 
 
Commissioner Frederick asked if the applicant was planning any changes for the utility poles 
to the rear of the building. 
 
Mr. Shacklett replied that the applicant was planning to retrofit the building, but that could 
turn into a complete rebuild depending on the cost and how the utilities are regulated, which 
could affect what changes are made. 
 
Commissioner Maxwell asked if changing zoning from C-M Commercial to PD imposed any 
additional submittals or requirements for the remainder of the site.  He also wanted to know 
if the facility would have other events such as concerts or rent out for churches, and could it 
become something else if the applicant moved his business. 
 
Mr. Shacklett replied that the site would be a rezoned to a Planned Development District, but 
would be governed by the base regulations of C-M Commercial except as otherwise stated.   
 
Regarding other events, Mr. Shacklett said the primary use would be for showing movies, but 
as long as anyone was using the building for the purpose it was intended for there should be 
no problems.  He added that if the applicant decided to move his business, another tenant 
could use the building for anything that was allowed in the base C-M Commercial 
regulations. 
 
Commissioner Linn expressed concern over the pylon sign and asked how difficult it would 
be to alter the sign if a redevelopment/enhancement study, similar to the standards set for 
West Spring Valley, were put in place. 
 
Mr. Shacklett replied that if the sign was approved by the Commission and City Council it 
would be allowed to remain; however, the conditions mentioned in the staff report limited the 
sign to be used only for a movie theater. 
 
Chairman Gantt asked to clarify who would have control over approving the location of the 
pylon sign on the property – the Commission, the City Council, or the Sign Control Board. 
 
Mr. Shacklett replied that as far as the location was concerned, there is a distance 
requirement on how close the sign can be to another property and how close it can be to 
another pylon sign.  He added that the 60 feet mentioned in the conditions of the PD did not 
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specifically say where the sign would be located, but the location would have to meet the 
regulations. 
 
Vice Chair Hammond asked to clarify if the sign would or would not go before the Sign 
Control Board and pointed out that the conditions in the PD regarding the sign were 
violations of the City’s Sign Ordinance. 
 
Mr. Shacklett replied that most signs do not go before the Sign Control Board, only those that 
do not meet the criteria.   
 
Regarding the conditions for the pylon sign, Mr. Shacklett said that through the PD process 
the construction and design of the sign would be similar to the standards set in the West 
Spring Valley area. 
 
Chairman Gantt summarized that the five conditions listed in the staff report would be would 
be the only variances from the standards listed in Chapter 18 of the City of Richardson Code 
of Ordinances Sign Ordinance. 
 
Mr. Chavez added that the five conditions would become the design standards for the 
property. 
 
With no further questions for staff, Chairman Gantt opened the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Frank Bullock, SRS Real Estate, 8343 Douglas Avenue, Dallas, Texas, representing the 
owner, Hartman Real Estate Investment Trust, said his company was hired by the owner of 
the property to reposition the shopping center by bringing in new tenants.  He added that they 
had spoken with many major retailers over the past year including Alamo Drafthouse, who, 
they felt would help revitalize the shopping center. 
 
Mr. Bill DeGaetano, Alamo Drafthouse Cinemas, 3913 Woodstock Drive, Colleyville, 
Texas, stated that Alamo was excited about the opportunity to come to Richardson and noted 
that this theater would be their first in the DFW Metroplex.   
 
Commissioner Hand asked if there were plans for valet parking for the theater because it was 
not mentioned in the parking analysis. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano said they typically did not do valet parking; however, if the center did get 
busy they would institute it because one of their main concerns is customer satisfaction.  In 
addition, they like to see a one to three parking ratio and since their peak time is when many 
of the other local retailers would be closed, he felt the parking would be sufficient.   
Mr. DeGaetano also pointed out that since the business served dinner from their 3,000-square 
foot kitchen, they will not seat all seven theaters at once so they will not have 744 people in 
the facility at any one time. 
 
Commissioner Maxwell asked about the other type of events that would be held at the 
facility.   
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Mr. DeGaetano replied that during the fall and the spring Alamo would have most of their 
special events, which are based around movies and include audience sing-a-longs or specially 
theme dinners to go with a movie.  He added that they will not have concerts or events that 
would disturb the other theaters or surrounding neighborhood. 
 
In addition, Mr. DeGaetano said they would address the concern regarding lighting at the rear 
of the facility, both for the safety for their employees and customers, as well as making sure 
the lighting does not disturb the adjacent neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner DePuy asked what the busiest times would be.  She also wanted to confirm 
there will be security lighting at the back of the theater. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano replied that it would typically be Friday and Saturday nights from 7:00 p.m. 
to 10:00 p.m.  He added that they will definitely have security lighting at the back of the 
theater both for employees and any customers who park there. 
 
Commissioner Hand asked if the applicant was tied to the design for the façade because most 
of the property in the area tended to be mid-century modern and he felt the applicant was 
missing out on a marketing opportunity to solidify their brand in the area.  He added that the 
Commission may want to consider not including the elevation if the item was approved in 
case the tenant might want to improve on the design. 
 
Commissioner DePuy said she liked mid-century design and was not a big fan of the façade 
presented, but cautioned the Commission that the elevation should stay true to the company’s 
branding.  In addition, the remainder of the stores in the shopping center did not have mid-
century facades. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano replied any modifications would depend on what changes were being 
requested.  He added that they were a franchise and there were constraints from the corporate 
office, but their buildings are not a cookie-cutter design and they like to blend into the 
neighborhood, which is what prompted the proposed stone accents and building signage, but 
they also wanted to make it clear they were a movie theater. 
 
Commissioner Linn concurred with previous comments about the elevation and felt there was 
an opportunity to stand out.  He also wanted to know the length of the lease. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano replied they have a 15-year lease with three 5-year renewals. 
 
Vice Chair Hammond asked if the theater would be used for business meetings, and he 
encouraged the applicant to blend in and compliment the already existing architecture in the 
shopping center. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano replied that with so many corporate headquarters located in the City, they 
anticipated quite a few private corporate events and they would have a full time special 
events coordinator on staff. 



Page 5 of 12 
 

 
Commissioner Bright asked about the bar located in the front of the building and if it would 
operate only in conjunction with the movie theater. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano replied that the primary use of the bar was for customers before and after a 
movie, but customers did not have to attend a movie to come to the bar. 
 
Vice Chair Hammond stated he was previously on the Sign Control Board and expressed 
concern over the proposed signage and felt it violated most of the ordinances in the City.  He 
agreed there needed to be visibility, but he was going to be tough on what would be allowed. 
 
Mr. Bullock thanked the Commission for hearing the item and the City staff for all their 
work. 
 
Chairman Gantt announced he had five speaker cards for those wanting to speak in favor of 
the option; 19 cards from those in favor who did not want to speak; and two speaker cards in 
opposition. 
 
Mr. David Knepper, 101 Shadywood Lane, Richardson, Texas, said he was a little 
apprehensive about the pole sign, but was in favor of the item because he felt it would help 
an underperforming shopping center and could be a catalyst for other investments in the area. 
 
Mr. Andrew Laska, 502 Hyde Park, Richardson, Texas, President of Richardson Heights 
Neighborhood Association (RHNA), stated the RHNA was in support of the item and 
believed it would be very important to the all the Heights neighborhoods and the shopping 
center.  He presented copies of Facebook postings with one thread alone showing 27 postings 
in favor of the zoning request. 
 
Mr. Laska asked the Commission to seriously consider the adjacency of parking to the 
surrounding neighborhood noting that Devonshire Drive was open to the shopping center, but 
felt any potential problems were completely solvable.  He asked the Commission to move 
forward and approve the request and suggested the RHNA could work together with the City 
and the applicant to address any problems. 
 
In closing his presentation, Mr. Laska concurred with Mr. Hand’s comments regarding the 
façade, and noted that the sign request was not out of scale with the other large sign in the 
area that was formerly a clock.  He added that given the gravity of the Alamo Drafthouse on 
revitalization in the area, he asked the Commission to approve the zoning request and note 
their concerns when passing the item on to the City Council for their review and possible 
approval. 
 
Ms. Christina Stock, 819 Sherwood Drive, Richardson, Texas, said she was very excited 
about the possibility of the Alamo Drafthouse coming to Richardson and felt it would bring a 
great deal of business to the City. 
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Mr. Richard Dodson, 733 Nottingham, Richardson, Texas, stated he had been saddened by 
the decline of the shopping center and felt Alamo Drafthouse would bring additional business 
to the area.  He also asked the Commission to take into consideration the other signs in the 
area and felt the item should be approved and the details of the sign could be addressed at a 
later time. 
 
Commissioner Hand asked how often the speaker shopped in Richardson Heights Shopping 
Center. 
 
Mr. Dodson said he shopped at the TJ Maxx sometimes, but the only other shop he 
frequented was a restaurant that has since closed down. 
 
Mr. Kent Whitefield, 801 James Drive, Richardson, Texas, was in support of the item and 
felt that any issues with Devonshire Drive and/or the sign could be addressed later and urged 
the Commission to approve the item. 
 
Ms. Terri Duhon, 2202 Blackberry Drive, Richardson, Texas, said she was in support of the 
item, but had concerns about noise and traffic for the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
Ms. Sandy Hanne, 637 W. Belt Line, Richardson, Texas, was in favor of the item and asked 
the Commission to keep an open mind regarding the signage. 
 
Mr. Robin Roberts, 722 Dumont, Richardson, Texas, said he supported the request and 
thought it was a fantastic concept.  In addition, he was hoping the façade on the theater 
would reflect more of the older architecture of the neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Angela Epley, 627 Scottsdale, Richardson, Texas, was in favor of the item and suggested 
the theater would be similar in nature to the Angelika Theater and felt that keeping an open 
mind on the signage would be worth while. 
 
Chairman Gantt called for any comments in opposition. 
 
Ms. Beverly Whittington, 304. S. Lindale Lane, Richardson, Texas, said she had been a 
resident for 47 years and was opposed to the theater because of the close proximity to the 
neighborhood and felt there would be an increase in traffic, trash, noise and possibly an 
increase in crime because alcohol would be served.  She added that three or four of her 
neighbors were also in opposition, but were unable to attend the meeting. 
 
Mr. Ramona Powers, 303 S. Lindale Lane, Richardson, stated her home backed up to the 
shopping center and was concerned about safety in the area, trash, noise pollution, and glare 
from the proposed sign.   
 
Chairman Gantt asked if the applicant had any comments in reply to the statements made. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano replied that unaccompanied minors cannot get in to the theater without a 
parent and their clientele was typically young professionals.  He added that all their 
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beverages and food are served in real glasses and plates that cannot be removed from the 
theater.   
 
Mr. DeGaetano said he understood the concerns about noise pollution and felt that the 
employees would be the ones parking at the rear of theater and he would work with his staff 
to ensure the area is quiet.  He added that in regard to the concerns about alcohol being 
served, the theater usually does a last call 45 minutes prior to a movie ending and they are 
adamant about making sure their customers do not over indulge. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano closed his comments stating that he had spent 18 months courting the Alamo 
Drafthouse company before obtaining his franchise and then another 12 months in training.  
He noted that the brand was of the highest quality and he hoped to bring it to Richardson 
very soon. 
 
Commissioner Linn stated he did not think visibility of a sign would make or break the 
business because of their reputation noting the number of people in favor in attendance. 
 
Commissioner Frederick suggested that the façade on the Winchester, Virginia, store seemed 
to be in keeping with mid-century modern theme mentioned earlier. 
 
Commissioner Bright asked if any other Drafthouse locations backed up to residential areas 
and did they have problems with noise or complaints. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano replied their busiest location in Austin, Texas, backed up to a neighborhood 
and the only buffer was the fences of the homes.  He added that since he had been with the 
company they have not had a problem with complaints. 
 
Vice Chair Hammond said he wanted to set the stage for his opinions and noted the signs in 
Richardson were much different than those in other cities.  He added that any reader boards 
in the City had to be approved by the Sign Control Board and the Board had even turned 
down a request from the City itself for a reader board. 
 
Mr. Hammond asked if the applicant was willing to move ahead if the pylon sign, the digital 
reader, and the pylon sign height increase were removed from the application. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano replied that the proposed location would be their first in a very competitive 
market and to take advantage of the 300,000 cars that pass by on Central Expressway they 
needed signage on the road.  He added that speaking from his, his investors, and the 
corporate office point of view, the approval of the site could hinge on the signage. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano said he was not opposed to moving the sign or making it smaller as long as it 
was visible from Central Expressway.   
 
Vice Chair Hammond asked if the applicant had spoken with the owner of the property about 
co-locating on the tall grandfathered sign already on the property and felt it was a great 
opportunity for Alamo Drafthouse to be the anchor tenant listed on the sign. 
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Mr. DeGaetano said they had not discussed that possibility with the property owner. 
 
Mr. Bullock asked the Commission to remember that their goal was to lease the entire center 
and there was still a couple of large spaces to lease so they were saving the large pole sign 
for the future retailer because they would not have the cult following that Alamo Drafthouse 
has. 
 
With no further comments, Chairman Gantt closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Hand asked staff if alcohol could be served at any of the current locations in 
the shopping center.  He also wanted to know if the sign was on the frontage road would it 
reflect or cause glare to the homes on Lindale Lane. 
 
Mr. Shacklett replied there are currently approved alcohol permits in the shopping center, 
and regarding the sign, he felt the sign was the approximate size of the building and was 
located 700 feet from the homes.  He added that the sign would be required to meet glare 
standards at the property line. 
 
Commissioner DePuy said she did not have a concern about the signs and noted that the 
theater location would be at the back of the shopping center and, with the trees along the 
frontage road, the theater would not be visible from Central Expressway.  She added that she 
was excited about the revitalization of the shopping center and would not like to see anything 
happen to the proposal because of signage. 
 
Commissioner Hand stated that he thought this project could be the catalyst for the shopping 
center and something that had been needed for decades.  In addition, knowing how the 
shopping center had struggled in the past, he felt it would be hard to limit them on the sign 
when the applicant needed to establish their brand in the area. 
 
Commissioner Maxwell reported his only concerns were the elevation and the disturbance 
additional traffic might bring to the neighborhood.  He asked if the back access along 
Devonshire could be closed off. 
 
Mr. Shacklett replied there have been no discussions about closing that access and pointed 
out that there were a few homes that had rear entry garages off that alley. 
 
Commissioner Bright thanked the applicant for bringing the project to the City, and thanked 
the residents for coming out and giving their comments.  He said he supported the item, but 
did have a concern about the residents backing up to the alley and a possible problem with 
parking along residential streets. 
 
Mr. Chavez said the staff would like to have the opportunity to monitor the situation and the 
City was committed to having the site functioning properly.  He added that within 300 feet of 
the front door of the theater there are approximately 320 parking spaces. 
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Commissioner Bright asked if it would be possible to pass the item without limiting the 
applicant to the current elevations and suggested giving the applicant the freedom to come up 
with another design. 
 
Vice Chair Hammond said he wanted to make sure the record reflected he was in favor of the 
application, but just wanted to caution the applicant that others had requested variances to the 
sign ordinance and only a very few of those requests had been granted. 
 
Commissioner Linn stated he was in favor of the item and felt the Commission could still be 
responsible and have oversight while allowing the item to proceed without compromising 
long held standards for the sake of economic development.  He suggested that the 
demographic being targeted by the applicant would get their information from alternative 
sources (i.e., Facebook, Fandango.com, Movies.com, etc) as opposed to signage.   
 
Mr. Linn commended the 15-year commitment and asked if the Commission could move the 
item forward without the pylon sign changes because he did not support the sign changes. 
 
Chairman Gantt said he agreed with Mr. Bright and felt the theater needed a sign, but he also 
agreed with Mr. Linn that there are plenty of other ways to find out what movies were 
playing at what theater; however, it would not hurt to have a sign.  He said he was in favor of 
moving it forward as presented and let the City Council decide if they want to enforce the 
sign ordinance. 
 
Chairman Gantt also noted that Exhibit C, the elevations, were listed as part of the ordinance 
and asked if it was possible to move the item forward while at the same time giving the 
applicant the flexibility to modify the elevations. 
 
Mr. Chavez replied that if the Commission chose to recommend approval, subject to the 
conditions found in the staff report, and included that the applicant would submit a site plan 
showing the location of the pylon sign in addition to new elevations, it would give them the 
flexibility to bring the final elevations back before the Commission at Site Plan approval. 
 
Regarding the proposed standards, Mr. Chavez noted that the staff looked at future proposed 
standards for digital signage, which is the trend throughout the nation, and at other 
municipalities who have design standards to address glare, brightness, distraction from road, 
and a default features that cause the sign to go blank if there is a problem. 
 
Commissioner Maxwell asked if the Commission followed Mr. Chavez’ suggestion and the 
elevation was still not what the Commission wanted, what would be the options.  He also 
wanted to know if the site plan and elevation meeting would be a public hearing. 
 
Mr. Chavez replied that the option could be rejected at a future meeting, but suggested the 
Commission give some direction to the applicant as to what they would like to see. 
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Regarding a future hearing, Mr. Chavez pointed out that those items would be on the Consent 
Agenda and reminded the Commission the applicant would only be submitting the building 
elevations and a site plan showing the location of the pylon sign. 
 
Commissioner Bright asked if the proposed sign standards in the PD are forward thinking in 
the types of lighting being requested and could it be something the existing sign ordinance 
did not address because it was more modern. 
 
Mr. Chavez replied yes, that the standards were such that the City may or may not adopt 
them in the future. 
 
Commissioner Hand asked if Exhibit B (site plan) and C (elevations) were removed from the 
zoning request did it jeopardize the approval process and/or progress.  He also wanted to 
know if the actual location of the pylon sign was known and, if not, did that cause any 
concerns for the staff. 
 
Mr. Shacklett replied that if Exhibit C was removed it would slow down the progress if it had 
to come back for approval.  He noted that the location would most likely be on the east side 
of the buildings along Central Expressway for visibility purposes.   
 
Mr. Chavez added that the sign would most likely not be along the parkway because of the 
lack of space, but would probably be along the Central Expressway side of the property and 
not in the actual parkway.  He added that the staff was not concerned about placement of the 
sign because the placement would have to conform not only to Chapter 18, but also to the 
provisions of the PD. 
 
Mr. Chavez suggested the Commission could provide staff with the ability to 
administratively approve any buildings elevations as long as the Commission provides some 
type of guidelines similar to those listed in the West Spring Valley guidelines. 
 
Motion: Commissioner Hand made a motion to recommend approval Zoning File 12-06 

with the exception that Exhibit C is removed from the submission; second by 
Vice Chair Hammond.   

 
Commissioner DePuy asked if any of the exhibits were removed would it cause a 
delay in the process. 
 
Mr. Chavez replied that it would allow the applicant to refine the product. 
 
Commissioner Hand asked if the applicant came back in two weeks with the same 
elevation and said that elevation was what they really want what would happen. 
 
Mr. Shacklett pointed out that once the Commission “recommends approval” the 
full package goes forward to the City Council and they have the final say so 
whether they agree with the Commission or not. 
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Commissioner Maxwell asked if the motion could be amended to have the 
applicant come back with elevations for approval by the Commission. 
 
Mr. Shacklett replied that would cause a slowing down of the process as 
previously mentioned. 
 
Chairman Gantt said it was Mr. Hand’s intent when he made the motion to have 
the applicant return before the Commission with new elevations. 
 
Mr. Chavez stated that it would add additional time to their process. 
 
Commissioner Maxwell asked if there was any advantage or disadvantage to the 
applicant by proceeding with the process as proposed under the current motion, or 
continuing the item to the next Commission meeting. 
 
Mr. Chavez replied that a continuation would add an additional three to four 
weeks to the process as opposed to requiring that the applicant come back through 
the site plan process, which would add only two weeks. 
 
Commissioner Maxwell asked if there were any comments regarding the urgency 
of the process and Chairman Gantt said he did not perceive any, but suggested 
calling the applicant back to answer the question. 
 
Commissioner Hand said his intent was not to tell the applicant to do it again, but 
he was suggesting there was an opportunity to improve the design and cautioned 
the Commission about approving the request and locking in the current elevation 
when the applicant was open to making changes. 
 
Mr. Chavez replied that if even if the Commission recommended approval and 
removed Exhibit C (elevations), the whole packet would go forward to the City 
Council and it would be up to the Council to either accept the recommendation 
and approve the request as stated by the Commission, or they could approve it as 
is, or approve it with another elevation. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano said he was very open to changing the design of the elevations. 
 
Regarding the urgency of the request, Mr. DeGaetano explained that the request 
was very urgent because if another theater group came into the old theater on the 
south side of Spring Valley before Alamo announced their intentions, it would 
make it impossible for another theater to open within three miles of it and shows 
first run movies.  In addition, the lease signed by Alamo contained contingencies 
that state if something of that nature would happen then the lease could be voided. 
 
Vice Chair Hammond suggested an option that would give flexibility to the 
motion to allow the applicant the time to address Exhibit C (elevations) and not 
have to come back before the Commission.   
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Commissioner Linn asked how soon the City Council would see the application. 
 
Mr. Chavez replied the request was scheduled to be viewed by the Council on 
May 14, 2012. 
 
Commissioner Maxwell expressed concern and asked for clarification that if the 
elevations were attached to the request when it was forwarded to the City Council, 
and the Council accepted the Commission’s recommendation to strike Exhibit C, 
there was no other requirement for the applicant to present an elevation as the 
motion was currently worded. 
 
Mr. Chavez replied that was not correct and explained that the Commission was 
recommending that Exhibit C be struck from the request, but the same package 
the Commission viewed would be the exact same package presented to the 
Council with the Commission’s recommendation to remove Exhibit C.  Also, the 
applicant would be required to submit a building elevation that would have to 
conform to the base zoning in the C-M Commercial District. 
 
Mr. Chavez suggested the motion could state to strike Exhibit C and final 
elevations be approved by City Council. 
 
Mr. DeGaetano agreed that they would work to bring new elevations to the City 
Council in two weeks. 
 
Commissioner Hand amended his motion to include the verbiage suggested by 
Mr. Chavez and Mr. Hammond concurred. 

 
Motion passed 7-0. 

 
 
 

 



D E V E L O P M E N T  S E R V I C E S  

Staff Report
 

 

TO: City Council 
 

THROUGH: Michael Spicer, Director of Development Services MS 
 

FROM: Sam Chavez, Assistant Director – Development Services    SC 
 
DATE: May 10, 2012 
 
RE: Zoning File 12-06:  Planned Development – Movie Theater 
 

REQUEST: 
 
Rezone 16.85 acres from C-M Commercial with special conditions to PD Planned Development 
to accommodate a movie theater at the Richardson Heights Shopping Center located at the 
southwest corner of Central Expressway and Belt Line Road.  The request includes standards 
regarding the maximum height of the theater, the rear open space requirement for the rear of a 
building adjacent to a residential zoning district, parking standards, and signage standards. 
 

APPLICANT / PROPERTY OWNER: 
 
Tyler Isbell – SRS Real Estate Partners / Allen Hartman – Hartman Richardson Heights 
Properties, LLC. 
 

EXISTING DEVELOPMENT: 
 
The property is currently developed as a multi-building retail shopping center and supports six 
(6) retail buildings totaling 203,424 square feet. 
 

ADJACENT ROADWAYS: 
 
Central Expressway: Freeway/Turnpike; 26,154 vehicles per day on all lanes of southbound 
frontage road between Belt Line Road and Spring Valley Road (2012). 
 

Belt Line Road:  Six-lane, divided arterial; 24,800 vehicles per day on all lanes, eastbound and 
westbound between Inge Drive & Lindale Lane (May 2011). 
 

SURROUNDING LAND USE AND ZONING: 
 
North:  Retail/Commercial; C-M Commercial 
South:  Retail/Commercial & Single Family; C-M Commercial & R-1100-M Residential 
East: Retail/Commercial; LR-M(2) Local Retail 
West: Single Family; R-1100-M Residential 
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FUTURE LAND USE PLAN: 
 

Enhancement/Redevelopment 
 

These are areas where reinvestment and redevelopment is encouraged.  Further study may 
be necessary to understand the full potential for redevelopment.  This property is located in 
the Central enhancement/redevelopment area and is part of the City’s Tax Increment 
Finance (TIF) district.  Enhancement/redevelopment should include new and renovated 
office space, upgraded retail centers, and additional hospitality uses such as restaurant, 
hotel, and entertainment.   
 
Future Land Uses of Surrounding Area: 
 

North: Enhancement/Redevelopment 
South: Enhancement/Redevelopment & Neighborhood Residential 
East: Regional Employment 
West: Neighborhood Residential 
 

EXISTING ZONING: 
 
C-M Commercial (Ordinance Number 159-A). 
 

TRAFFIC/ INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACTS: 
 
The requested changes will not significantly impact the surrounding infrastructure.  The applicant 
will be providing a parking study addressing the parking deficiency on the site. 
 

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT 
 
(Please refer to the complete Applicant’s Statement.) 
 

STAFF COMMENTS: 
 

Background: 
The subject property known as the Richardson Heights Shopping Center was constructed in the 
late 1950’s and early 1960’s.  In 1989, a variance was granted by the Zoning Board of 
Adjustment (ZBA) to reduce the minimum landscaping percentage from 10% to 5.02% for a 
development exceeding 75,000 square feet.  The property was purchased by Shafer Property 
Company in 2005, with plans to renovate the shopping center facades, paving, lighting, and 
landscaping.  In 2007, a variance was granted by the ZBA to allow up to 50% of the exterior 
elevations to be non-masonry to accommodate proposed façade renovations.  The site and 
building facades were renovated in 2007 and 2008 to attract additional retailers to the shopping 
center.  Site updates included improvements to lighting, paving, and landscaping. 
 
Applicant’s Request: 
The applicant’s request is to accommodate a movie theater in Building B – formerly Pep Boys.  
A movie theater is an allowed use in both the C-M Commercial District and in a PD Planned 
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Development District.  The proposed zoning change is to accommodate specific development 
standards that are necessary to accommodate a movie theater at this particular location. 
 
The theater will occupy approximately 35,350 square feet of the existing 39,407-square foot 
building and will provide 744 seats in seven (7) theaters.  The theater will be a movie grill type 
of theater where patrons will be seated in a theater at tables and can order dinner during the 
movie.  They would be served by wait staff at their seats while watching the movie.  The theater 
includes an additional 4,000-square mezzanine addition to the space which will include the areas 
for projection rooms.  Information regarding the proposed theater and overall site is listed below: 
 

• Lot Area: 16.85 acres / 734,011 square feet 
 

• Building Area: Current total 203,424 square feet / Proposed total 207,424 square feet 
with proposed 4,000-square foot mezzanine in proposed movie theater 

 

o Building A – 53,154 square feet 
o Building B – Current total 39,407 square feet / Proposed 43,407 square feet with 

proposed 4,000-square foot mezzanine in proposed movie theater 
o Building C – 35,710 square feet 
o Building D – 37,818 square feet 
o Building E – 11,713 square feet 
o Building F – 25,622 square feet 

 
• Setbacks:   

 

o Front: 40 feet along Central Expressway and Belt Line Road 
o Rear (Open space requirement per Chapter 21 of the Code of Ordinances-

Subdivision and Development Code: 60 feet where the rear of a building abuts 
upon a residential district.  Buildings A-C do not conform to this requirement 
and are allowed to remain as existing non-conforming structures; Building B 
is located approximately thirty-five (35) feet from the residential district to 
the west. 
 

• Number of Parking Spaces: 1,155 required/988 proposed (per approved site plan).  As 
part of the PD, the applicant is requesting that a minimum of 988 parking spaces be 
required for the subject property.  A parking study has been conducted and is 
attached as Exhibit “F”.  According to the study, the expected peak demand of 910 
spaces would occur on a weekend around 7:00 pm; therefore, 988 parking spaces 
would be adequate. 
  

• Building Height:  One (1) story with a mezzanine/thirty-five (35) feet to top of the roof 
and 47’6” to the top of the tallest façade element.  The applicant is requesting a 
building height standard of forty-eight (48) feet to accommodate the theater portion 
of the building. 

 
• Building Materials:  The building will be constructed with concrete tilt wall panels and 

stone.  The facades will incorporate stucco accent bands and corrugated metal for accent 
features.  The proposed masonry percentage for the three (3) facades is approximately 
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72% which exceeds the 50% minimum masonry percentage as approved by the ZBA in 
2007. 

 
• Landscaping: 5.02% required per ZBA variance granted in 1989 / 10.6% provided per 

approved landscape plan which includes enhanced paving and plant material. 
 

Proposed PD Standards: 
60-foot rear open space – Buildings A, B, and C are currently built within the 60-foot open space 
area required where the rear of a building backs upon a residential zoning district.  The 60-foot 
measurement includes the adjacent alley right-of-way.  The northwest corner of the building is 
located approximately twenty (20) feet from the property line, and approximately thirty-five (35) 
feet from the residential district to the west.  The proposed movie theater will be located in 
Building B, and the footprint of the building is proposed to remain unchanged. 
 
Although the applicant is not proposing to modify the footprint of the building, staff suggested a 
standard to acknowledge the existing 35-foot rear open space area to ensure the building is a 
legal conforming structure. 
 

• Minimum Parking Standards – The applicant is requesting that a minimum of 988 
parking spaces be required for the subject property.  The approved site plan (Exhibit B) 
shows the site has 988 approved parking spaces.  Based on the current tenant mix for the 
shopping center, 1,155 parking spaces are required per the City of Richardson parking 
standards which results in a 167-space deficit.  The applicant has conducted a parking 
study to determine if the site contains adequate parking even though it does not meet the 
minimum parking requirements per the minimum City of Richardson parking regulations.  
Based on the parking study, the peak demand for the site would occur around 7:00 pm on 
the weekend, and the peak demand would be 910 spaces therefore, 988 parking spaces 
would be adequate. 

 
The City of Richardson's parking regulations requires parking on a per square foot basis or a per 
seat basis depending on the type of use.  The following ratios are the City’s standard parking 
ratios for the current and proposed uses in the Richardson Heights Shopping Center. 
 

• Retail: 30 spaces for the first 10,000 square feet / 1 space per 200 square feet for any 
retail space over 10,000 square feet. 

 

• Restaurant: 1 space per 100 square feet. 
 

• Office: 1 space per 250 square feet. 
 

• Auto Repair: 5 spaces + 2 per service bay 
 

• Movie Theater: 1 space for every 3 seats. 
 
In the recently approved West Spring Valley Corridor Planned Development District, a parking 
ratio of 1 space per 250 square feet was approved for all retail, restaurant and office uses within 
the district.  If that ratio were applied the subject site, and the movie theater were still parked at 1 
space per 3 seats, 936 parking spaces would be required.  If these ratios were used, the subject 
site would have a surplus of 52 spaces.   
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The Spring Valley Station District applies similar parking standards, except the requirement for a 
movie theater is reduced to 1 space per 4 seats, which would result in 874 required parking 
spaces.  If these ratios were used, the subject site would have a surplus of 114 spaces.   
 
The City has also been considering changes to the parking standards for several uses including 
retail and movie theaters.  Although these have not been adopted, a ratio of 1 space per 250 
square feet of retail for centers greater than 50,000 square feet and a ratio of 1 space per 4 seats in 
a movie theater have been consider by staff and are common parking standards utilized 
throughout the metroplex.  If these ratios were used in combination with the existing office 
and restaurant ratios, the subject site would have a deficit of 122 spaces. 
 
Building Height – The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance restricts the building height of 1-story 
buildings to a maximum of twenty-five (25) feet.  In addition to the twenty-five (25) foot height 
restriction, a 4-foot parapet wall is allowed.  Buildings are also limited to one (1) story, not to 
exceed twenty-five (25) feet within 150 feet of a residential district.  The proposed movie theater 
will be a 1-story building located within 150 feet of a residential district.  The proposed movie 
theater will be approximately thirty-five (35) feet to the top of the roof.  The highest element of 
the façade will be approximately 47’6”.  The façade elements that exceed thirty-five (35) feet 
will be located on the east façade and the eastern corner of the north elevation, which will be 
located further than 150 feet from the residential district to the west. 
 
The proposed standard is necessary to accommodate the increased 1-story height that is typical of 
movie theaters for the large screens and seating areas.  The portion of the building where the 
tallest façade elements will be located will be on the east side of the building, which is not within 
150 feet of the residential district. 
 
Signage – As part of the PD Planned Development request, the applicant’s proposed sign 
standards are specific to the proposed movie theater.  Generally all signage unless regulated 
through a PD is regulated by the Community Services Department through Chapter 18 of the City 
of Richardson Code of Ordinances (Sign Ordinance), and sign variances/special permits are 
processed through the Sign Control Board.  Since the applicant is requesting a PD Planned 
Development District, the sign standards shall be reviewed and considered by the City Council 
after recommendation by the City Plan Commission through this PD process.  The proposed sign 
standards are listed and detailed below: 
 

1. A maximum number of six (6) pole/pylon shall be allowed on the site – The site currently 
exceeds the maximum number of allowable freestanding pole/pylon signs allowed by the 
Sign Ordinance, which limits the number of pole/pylon signs on a site to a maximum of 
three (3) signs.  However, the site currently contains five (5) freestanding pole/pylon 
signs; the additional signs have been approved through sign variances in the past.  The 
proposed movie theater intends to install a sixth pylon sign on the east side of the 
property to provide signage along Central Expressway. 

 
2. A digital display board shall be allowed on a pylon sign limited to use by a movie theater 

– The proposed pylon sign will contain a digital display board located below the logo 
sign.  The sign will be approximately 131 square feet as shown on Exhibit “C”.  The 
display board would display images related to the movies playing at the theater and 
associated show times.  The Sign Code only allows digital display boards upon approval 
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of a special permit by the Sign Control Board; however, the City is looking into standards 
that would allow digital signage in the future.  Development standards for the digital 
display board are listed in the proposed standards section at the end of the staff report. 

 
3. A pylon sign not to exceed fifty (50) feet in height shall be allowed limited to use by a 

movie theater – The proposed pylon sign will be fifty (50) feet tall.  The Sign Ordinance 
does not allow single use pole/pylon signs to exceed twenty (20) feet in height.  The 
applicant is requesting the increased height since the sign will be located along Central 
Expressway and may not be visible if limited to twenty (20) feet due to the location of 
trees along the frontage road and because the main travel lanes are above grade.  Existing 
signs on the property exceed the 20-foot height limitation and the multi-tenant 
Richardson Heights sign next to Party City is approximately 55 - 60 feet in height. 

 
4. A pylon sign limited to use by a movie theater shall be allowed a maximum area of 

signage (including digital display) of 296 square feet –The proposed pylon sign area will 
be 296 square feet.  The Sign Code limits a single use pole/pylon sign to a maximum of 
sixty (60) square feet in area.  The proposed logo sign will be 165 square feet, but with 
the addition of the 131-square foot digital display board, the maximum sign area will be 
296 square feet. 

 
5. A maximum 487 square feet of building signage shall be allowed for a movie theater use 

– The proposed building signage exceeds the maximum 200 square feet of signage 
allowed for the east elevation of the proposed movie theater.  The proposed signage area 
for the east elevation will total 451 square feet.  This area includes the main “Alamo 
Drafthouse Cinema” sign, the two movie reel sconces, and the individual channel letter 
signs as depicted on Exhibit “C”. 

 
Mezzanine Area – The attached zoning exhibit (Exhibit “B”) represents the current approved site 
plan for the subject property with an additional 4,000-square foot mezzanine area noted for the 
movie theater.  The mezzanine area will be located within the existing building footprint and 
does not increase the required parking for the site; therefore, staff feels it would add an 
unnecessary step to require the site plan to be approved a second time prior to building permit 
submittal.  If the PD is approved, the approved site plan should be administratively approved to 
reflect the addition of the mezzanine. 
 
Correspondence:  One (1) letter of opposition has been received.  At the May 1, 2012 City Plan 
Commission meeting, nine (9) residents spoke in support of the proposed change and two (2) 
residents spoke in opposition to the request.  
 
Motion: On May 1, 2012, the City Plan Commission recommended approval of the request 

with the removal of the attached elevations (Exhibit “C”) on a vote of 7-0 subject to 
the following conditions.  The Commission requested the applicant move forward 
with elevations that were more compatible with the existing shopping center and 
surrounding Richardson Heights neighborhood style. 
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1. The subject site shall be zoned PD Planned Development for the C-M 
Commercial District and shall be developed in accordance with the zoning 
regulations of the C-M Commercial District, Exhibit “B”, and Exhibit “C” 
except as otherwise provided herein.  The addition of mezzanine area within 
the movie theater space shall be approved by administrative approval. 

 

i. Building B as depicted on Exhibit “B” shall be allowed a minimum 20-
foot rear setback from the property line. 

ii. A minimum of 988 parking spaces shall be provided. 
iii. The maximum height of Building B in conjunction with a movie theater 

shall be thirty-five (35) feet to the top of roof and the tallest façade 
element shall be forty-eight (48) feet. 

 
2. The following sign standards pertain only to a freestanding pylon sign for a 

movie theater: 
 

i. Maximum height shall not to exceed fifty (50) feet 
ii. The pylon sign shall be located no closer than sixty (60) feet of any other 

freestanding sign. 
iii. The maximum area shall not exceed 296 square feet to include the digital 

display.  The digital display shall not exceed 50% of the total sign area 
allowed and images shall be allowed to change at a frequency of no less 
than one (1) change per six (6) seconds. 

iv. Moving, flashing, animated, intermittently lighted, changing color, 
beacons, revolving, scrolling, dissolving, or similarly constructed signs are 
prohibited. 

v. Intensity of display brightness will automatically adjust to natural light 
conditions.  Brightness cannot interfere with the vision of traffic on an 
adjacent road. 

vi. A programmable sign shall be equipped with a properly functioning 
default mechanism that will cause the sign to revert immediately to a 
single, fixed, non-transitory image or to a black screen if the sign 
malfunctions. 

vii. The illumination intensity of the display of the digital display shall not 
exceed one (1) foot candle measured at the property line. 

viii. The digital display shall not be used to display commercial messages 
relating to products/services that are not offered on the premises. 

 
3. The maximum area of all attached signage for a movie theater shall not exceed 

487 square feet, not to exceed 451 square feet on the east elevation.  The 
building signage shall be placed in general conformance with Exhibit “C”. 
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Exhibit F 

Technical Memorandum 
To: 
From: 
Date: 

Mr. Matthew Calvano- Hartman Income REIT 
DeShazo Group, Inc. 
May 1, 2012 

Re: Parking Analysis Services for Richardson Heights Shopping Center in Richardson, Texas 
DeShazo Project No. 12061 

INTRODUCTION 
The services of DeShazo Group, Inc. (DeShazo) were retained to study the parking needs for Richardson 
Heights Shopping Center- an existing retail shopping center in Richardson, Texas located in the 
southwest corner of Beltline Road and North Central Expressway (US Highway 75). DeShazo is an 
engineering consulting firm providing licensed engineers skilled in the f ield of traffic/transportation 
engineering and parking design and analysis. 

The existing shopping center contains approximately 203,000 square feet of f loor area as a mix of 
restaurant, retail, service, and medical office uses. At the time of t his study, just under 100,000 square 
feet of the center was vacant. The impetus for this parking study is the proposal to occupy a portion of 
the current vacancy with a mult i-screen movie theater, which will increase the overall parking 
requirement of the center. Leasing program information is provided in Appendix A, and a current site 
plan is provided in Exhibit 1. 

The purpose of this study is to develop a detailed estimate of the mixed-use parking demands for the 
site under the proposed development scenario and demonstrate that the net parking needs are lower 
than the corresponding base code requirement. Based upon these findings, the study will provide a 
basis for a reduction of the base parking requirement. 

PARKING ANALYSIS 

Existing Parking Supply 

DeShazo conducted a field-verified inventory of parking spaces at Richardson Heights Shopping Center 
on April 24, 2012. The inventory revealed a total of 998 off-street parking spaces (excludes parking 
spaces located on independent outparcels). 

However, for code analysis purposes, the City of Richardson only recognizes the parking supply reflected 
on the approved site plan. The latest recorded site plan for the subject site was approved in 2008, 
wh ich indicates a parking supply of 988 parking spaces. 

Parking Demand Study for 
Richardson Heights Shopping Center 

Pagel 
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NOTE:  DeShazo recommends that the appropriate actions be taken to amend the parking supply total 
for the property from the current, site-plan-approved value of 988 to the field-verified total of 998. 

Base Code Parking Requirement 

Richardson Height Shopping Center is zoned Commercial (C-M) and is subject to direct application of the 
parking requirements stipulated in the Code of Ordinances of the City of Richardson.  Direct application 
of the base code parking criteria for the site at full occupancy, including the proposed theater use, is 
summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1.  Base Code Parking Requirement Per Section 21-52 (Proposed) 

LAND USE QUANTITY 
PARKING RATE          
(1 space per) 

CODE PARKING 
REQUIREMENT 

Retail and Service Total: 131,402 SF   

 First 10,000 SF  30 

 Remaining: 121,402 SF 200 SF 607 

Restaurant 39,471 SF 100 SF 395 

Movie Theater Existing: 31,350 SF 

Addition: 4,000 SF 

Total: 35,350 SF 

  

 744 Seats 3 Seats 248 

Medical Office 760 SF 250 SF 3 

SUBTOTAL 206,983 SF -- 1,283 

Less 10% Allowable 
Reduction for Retail Center 
Greater Than 100,000 SF 

  -128 

TOTAL   1,155 

 
Based upon the existing official parking supply of 988 spaces, the property would be deficient of code 
requirements by 167 parking spaces.  If the parking supply were formally amended to 998, the 
deficiency would decrease to 157 parking spaces. 
 
Parking Demand 

Existing Conditions (Current Occupancy) 

For the current occupancy, DeShazo conducted on-site observations of actual parking demand at the 
subject site during the periods of peak parking demand -- the lunch period and the evening – on 
Wednesday, April 25, Friday, April, 27, and Saturday, April 28, 2012.  A summary of the findings are 
graphically summarize in Exhibits 2A-2C.  [NOTE:  Some parking demand located on the two of the 
outparcel sites (7-Eleven and McDonald’s restaurant) were included in the parking accumulation counts.  
Technically, the parking demand reported herein is slightly overstated (hence, conservative) by up to 17 
vehicles.] 
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As noted, the peak parking demand of 320 parked vehicles occurred during the lunch period on Friday 
and 329 parked vehicles during the mid-afternoon on Saturday.  [NOTE:  By comparison, the theoretical 
code parking requirement for the currently-occupied floor area is 534 parking spaces.  Therefore, the 
existing parking demand at the site is 38% or more below the base code requirement.] 

Projected Conditions (Full Occupancy) 

To project the peak parking demand for the site at full occupancy, including the proposed movie theater 
use, a parking model was developed using the existing parking demand characteristics for the currently 
occupied space and a project parking demands for the remainder of the space. 

The projected parking demands are based upon the customized shared parking model developed by 
DeShazo Group.  The model reflects the complementary nature of mixed use development by applying 
detailed hourly parking demand characteristics for individual uses.  In some cases, the additional 
efficiency created by multi-purpose trips (known as “synergy”) can be considered; however, for 
purposes of this study, no synergy credits were applied to represent a more conservative analysis. 

The DeShazo Shared Parking Model is predominantly derived from published data from the Urban Land 
Institute (ULI) Shared Parking model with select parking demand data from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation manual. DeShazo has thoughtfully and vigilantly 
integrated the two sources to develop the model framework, and where appropriate, supplemented 
these data with proprietary knowledge based upon many years of experience in performing regional 
parking demand studies.  [Note, in many cases, the parking demand rate at the peak hour is greater than 
the comparable city code parking requirement ratio.] 

For Richardson Heights Shopping Center, the parking demands were modeled for the currently-vacant 
retail/service and restaurant space and for the theater uses.  For the hours corresponding to the on-site 
data collection, the observed parking demand for the currently-occupied space (from Exhibits 2A-2C) 
was added to that of the projected demand.  Exhibits 3A-3C graphically depict the projected cumulative 
parking demands.  An overall peak parking demand of 910 vehicles is expected to occur during the 7:00 
PM hour (909 in the 1:00 PM hour) on a weekend.  This peak demand is 78 less/more than the current 
official parking supply of 988 and 88 less than the actual supply of 998 spaces. 

CONCLUSION 

Richardson Heights Shopping Center is currently only about half occupied.  However, the existing tenants 
were shown to generate appreciably lower parking demand than the corresponding number of spaces 
theoretically required by the City code. 

By occupying a portion of the vacant retail space with a proposed movie theater, the adjusted parking 
requirement for the property based upon default parking code ratios would increase and exceed the 
current supply.  This analysis demonstrated that the projected parking demand at full occupancy, 
including the proposed movie theater, can be supported by the existing parking supply.  Therefore, a 
request to reduce the site’s base parking requirement is justified. 

END OF MEMO 
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Exhibit 2B. Weekday (Fri., 04/28/12) 
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Exhibit 2A. Weekday (Wed., 04/26/12) 

Existing Demand 

Richardson Heights Shopping Center



DeShazo Group, Inc.

5/1/2012
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Exhibit 3C. Weekend (Sat., 04/29/12) 

Existing Demand Projected Demand 
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Exhibit 3B. Weekday (Fri., 04/28/12) 

Existing Demand Projected Demand 
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Exhibit 3A. Weekday (Wed., 04/26/12) 

Existing Demand Projected Demand 

Richardson Heights Shopping Center



DeShazo Group, Inc. 

Appendix 

Appendix A. 



            RICHARDSON HEIGHTS TENANT LIST
Address/Suite # Square Footage Tenant/Company Name Use

501-116 1,896 Masami Restaurant

501-112 813 Vacant Dry Cleaner pick-up station

501-108 2,573 Vacant General Retail

100-104 2,534 Payless Shoe Store

100-12 27,953 TJ Maxx Clothing Store

100-14 31,350 Vacant Movie Theater

100-15 1,185 Ashok Gopaldas Jewelers Jeweler

100-16A 1,150 Tahzeen Boutique Clothing Store

100-16B 1,850 Heena Salon Beauty Salon

100-17 1,800 Paradise Indian Grill Restaurant

100-18 1,200 Poshaak Clothing Store

100-19 1,813 Vacant General Retail

100-21 3,410 Zyka Indian Restaurant Restaurant

100-25 3,826 Poshak Fashion & Style Clothing Store

100-26 2,280 Vacant General Retail

100-26C 15,817 Taj Mahal Imports Grocery Store

100-32 2,025 Vacant General Retail

100-33 2,325 Indian Sari Palace Clothing Store

100-35 3,200 Udipi Café Restaurant

100-36 6,852 Vacant Restaurant

100-38 649 Sid's Barber Shop

100-41 12,400 Party City General Merchandise Retailer

100-42A 12,000 Vacant Restaurant

100-43 1,260 Travel King Travel Agency

100-44/45 3,086 Lakme Beauty Parlor & Spa Beauty Salon

100-46 1,604 Vacant General Retail

100-47 2,550 Vacant General Retail

100-49 3,250 Mediterranean Café & Bakery Restaurant

100-50 1,600 Gold & Silver Exchange Jeweler

100-52 4,290 Vacant General Retail

100-57 874 Vacant General Retail

100-60 2,170 Asel Art Art Supply Store

100-63 2,539 Aboca's Italian Grill Restaurant

100-64 1,704 Subway Restaurant

100-65 2,200 Addis Abeba Ethiopian Restaurant Restaurant

100-66 2,122 Vacant Storage/Possible Retail

100-70 29,713 Vacant General Retail

100-71 760 Dr. Richard Burt, DDS Dentist

100-72 1,260 First Cash Advance Pay Day Loans

100-74 480 Huey's Barber Shop Barber Shop

100-75 620 Sonny's Donuts Restaurant

TOTAL SQ. FT. = 202,983



ZF 12-06 - Richardson Heights Shopping Center 
Applicant’s Statement 
 
 
Alamo Drafthouse Cinemas is currently working with HI-REIT, the owner of the 
Richardson Heights shopping center, on a long-term lease for a 30,000 square foot 
building.  The landlord and tenant’s goal is to use Alamo Drafthouse as an 
entertainment anchor and catalyst to revitalize this center.   
 
The reason for the PD request is two-fold.  First, in order to build a theater to the 
brands requirements the outside dimensions of the building must change.  This 
change deals mostly with height in order to accommodate Alamo’s stadium seating, 
large screens and state of the art audio and projection systems.    
 
The second reason for the PD focuses on visibility for both Alamo and the center.  
The Richardson Heights center caters to a very small portion of Richardson’s 
population.  Combine this with the large trees in front of the center and it’s easy to 
see why many potential customers drive past this center everyday without a second 
look.  In order for Alamo to be successful in this center, which currently does not 
cater to the majority of our customer base, visibility is paramount.  An average 
Alamo caters to over 285,000 customers a year.  The average drive time of an Alamo 
customer is 16-minutes.  These generators combined with the great partnership of 
the City of Richardson can help revitalize this center into an entertainment 
destination.  
 
 
Building Height:  The reason for the proposed building height is to build a theater 
to the requirements of our brand.  Without the extra height Alamo cannot put a 
theater into this space.  The stadium seating and height of our screens requires 
significant interior space.  The other aspect of the height is the architectural feature 
that will make this building look like a movie theater.  Our goal is to make it clear to 
customers that we are a movie theater while using paint colors and stone accents to 
blend our space in with the rest of the center.     
 
Parking Standards:  Theaters require more parking then most retail and therefore 
we need a revised parking standards for this increased requirement.  This theater 
will only have 744 seats and most customers arrive in groups, driving only one car.  
Friday and Saturday nights after 7:00pm is the busiest time for our theater and the 
only time our theaters are 100% occupied.  This works well with the center since 
most of the retail will be closing around the time we are busy.  In order to assure 
superior service Alamo staggers movies.  Very rarely will every auditorium be 
showing movies at the same time.  
 
Reduced setback adjacent to residential:  We will not be changing the building 
footprint.   Therefore our setback to residential will remain the same.   



 
Building Signage:  As stated above visibility is imperative to our success and the 
overall goal of this center’s transformation.  Having a sign on our building that is in-
line with our brand’s new standard and explains to new customers what Alamo does 
is something we need to draw new customers. 
 
Pylon Sign Addition:  In order to take advantage of the 300,000 plus cars that drive 
by this site everyday presence on the frontage is important.  It will help to pull more 
customers to Alamo and in-turn bring more customers to the center.  This increase 
in traffic will assist the landlord in his goals to lease up the center and make it a 
retail and entertainment hub for Richardson and DFW.      
 
Pylon Sign Height:  With the trees and other signs on the center’s East property 
line a higher pylon sign is needed in order for Alamo’s logo to be seen.   
 
Pylon Sign Size:  The height increase of this pylon size coupled with the speed of 
cars on Central Expressway makes a larger sign important.  This again comes back 
to visibility being important and how the increase in traffic helps both Alamo and 
the center.   
 
Pylon Sign Digital Display:  We want our signage on Central Expressway to be eye 
catching and show individuals not familiar with our concept that we are a movie 
theater.  This sign will be a 4 color digital display that will show still images and 
graphics.   These images will change every 5 to 10 seconds but will not have 
animation or flashing lights.  For the most part this sign will show digital movie 
placards with a movies title and the graphic the studios have chosen for their new 
film.  We will also use this sign to announce Alamo’s world famous special events.     
 
          
 
   



 

Notice of Public Hearing 

City Plan Commission ▪ Richardson, Texas 
 

Development Services Department ▪ City of Richardson, Texas 
411 W. Arapaho Road, Room 204, Richardson, Texas 75080 ▪ 972-744-4240 ▪ www.cor.net 

 

An application has been received by the City of Richardson for a: 

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

File No./Name: ZF 12-06 / Movie Theater 
Property Owner: Allen Hartman / Hartman Richardson Heights Properties, LLC 
Applicant: Tyler Isbell / SRS Real Estate Partners 
Location: (See map on reverse side) 
Current Zoning: C-M Commercial 
Request: A request by Tyler Isbell, representing Hartman Richardson Heights 

Properties, LLC, for a change in zoning from C-M Commercial with 
special conditions to PD Planned Development to accommodate the 
construction of a movie theater on property located at 100 S. Central 
Expressway.

The City Plan Commission will consider this request at a public hearing on: 

TUESDAY, MAY 1, 2012 
7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 
Richardson City Hall, 411 W. Arapaho Road 

Richardson, Texas 

This notice has been sent to all owners of real property within 200 feet of the request; as such ownership appears on 
the last approved city tax roll. 

Process for Public Input:  A maximum of 15 minutes will be allocated to the applicant and to those in favor of the 
request for purposes of addressing the City Plan Commission.  A maximum of 15 minutes will also be allocated to 
those in opposition to the request.  Time required to respond to questions by the City Plan Commission is excluded 
from each 15 minute period. 

Persons who are unable to attend, but would like their views to be made a part of the public record, may send signed, 
written comments, referencing the file number above, prior to the date of the hearing to: Dept. of Development 
Services, PO Box 830309, Richardson, TX 75083. 

The City Plan Commission may recommend approval of the request as presented, recommend approval with 
additional conditions or recommend denial.  Final approval of this application requires action by the City Council. 

Agenda:  The City Plan Commission agenda for this meeting will be posted on the City of Richardson website the 
Saturday before the public hearing.  For a copy of the agenda, please go to: 
http://www.cor.net/DevelopmentServices.aspx?id=13682. 

For additional information, please contact the Dept. of Development Services at 972-744-4240 and reference Zoning 
File number ZF 12-06. 

Date Posted and Mailed:  04/20/12 



W Belt Line Rd 

ZF 12-06 Notification Map 
Updated By: shacklettc, Update Date: Ap<il17, 2012 
File: DS\Mapping\Cases\Z\2012\ZF1206\ZF1206 notif~eation.mxd 

This product is for informational purposes and may not have 
been prepared ror or be suitable ror legal, engineering, or surveying 
purposes. It does not represent an on-the·ground survey and 
represents only the approximate relative location of property boundaries. s 



 BUDDHIST COMPASSION 
RELIEF TZU CHI FOUNDATION 
534 W BELT LINE RD 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806311 
 

  WHISENANT DAVID ET AL 
3838 OAK LAWN AVE STE 1416 
DALLAS, TX 752194515 
 

  FTB OF TEXAS LLC 
PO BOX 1350 
MADISONVILLE, LA 704471350 
 

 BM CAPITAL INVESTMENT 
GROUP LLC 
3705 HACKBERRY LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750822450 
 

  HARTMAN RICHARDSON HEIGHTS 
2909 HILLCROFT ST STE 420 
HOUSTON, TX 770575815 
 

  MARTIN BETTY 
1601 FAIR OAKS DR 
RICHARDSON, TX 750813047 
 

 KAUR PARMJEET 
103 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806119 
 

  SIMMONS DIANE ELIZABETH 
105 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806119 
 

  MCKINNEY SUE LORENE 
601 W BELT LINE RD 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806114 
 

 ROSA PATRICIA G 
6603 TYREE ST 
DALLAS, TX 752094516 
 

  MARSHALL RAQUEL 
600 DEVONSHIRE DR 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806115 
 

  MAIN MARIAN L & 
SHIRLEY J STROUD 
201 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806120 
 

 FREITES ALMIRA G 
203 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806120 
 

  CAFFEY MARGARET 
714 SCOTTSDALE DR 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806009 
 

  GAPONENKO ALEKSANDR A & 
TATYANA V 
205 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806120 
 

 WASHINGTON BRUCE E & 
ROBERTS KAREN C 
7012 MIDCREST DR 
DALLAS, TX 752547948 
 

  SCURRY THOMAS & LAUREN 
209 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806120 
 

  ORAM JESSICA RENEE & DAVID 
600 SHERWOOD DR 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806123 
 

 MADRID NORMA 
301 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806122 
 

  SEYMOUR CONRAD L 
603 SHERWOOD DR 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806124 
 

  POWERS RAMONA 
303 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806122 
 

 BUDJENSKA H C JR EST OF 
305 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806122 
 

  LYLES GREG T & KATY 
300 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806121 
 

  RAY SHANNON 
307 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806122 
 

 CRANE IVAN LEE 
302 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806121 
 

  WHITTINGTON BEVERLY 
304 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806121 
 

  ASH BERNICE S 
309 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806122 
 

 VESTAL IDA BELLE 
306 S LINDALE LN 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806121 
 

  RUSSELL CARMEN M 
303 NOTTINGHAM DR 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806104 
 

  DUHON TERRI B 
2202 BLACKBERRY DR 
RICHARDSON, TX 750823306 
 



 BESIO PAUL F 
PO BOX 1082 
CANON CITY, CO 812151082 
 

  MURPHREE INVEST II LTD 
2409 DUBLIN RD 
PLANO, TX 750943803 
 

  LIU JU CHIEN 
300 NOTTINGHAM DR 
RICHARDSON, TX 750806103 
 

 GOLDENWEST DIAMOND CORP 
15732 TUSTIN VILLAGE WAY # A 
TUSTIN, CA 927804924 
 

  SIGNATURE LEASING LLC 
PO BOX 481 
CATOOSA, OK 740150481 
 

  BURGER STREET INC 
10903 ALDEER CIR 
DALLAS, TX 752381354 
 

 STATE BANK OF TEXAS 
PO BOX 763009 
DALLAS, TX 753763009 
 

 TYLER ISBELL 
SRS REAL ESTATE PARTNERS 
8343DOUGLAS AVENUE, STE. 200 
DALLAS, TX  75225 

 ALLEN HARTMAN 
HARTMAN RICHARDSON HEIGHTS 
2909 HILLCROFT ST STE 420 
HOUSTON, TX 770575815 
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Apri130, 2012 

Development Services department 
City of Richardson, Texas 
411 W. Arapaho Road, Room 204 
Richardson, Texas 75080 

Re: File No/Name: ZF 12-06 I Movie Theater 

RECEIVED 

M.AY 0 3 20f2 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

I disapproved because it will bring to much traffic to the neighborhood, and 
devalued the property. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
Almira Freites 
203 South Lindale Ln. 
Richardson, TX 75080 

~
~ Almira Freites 

"" 203 S. Lindale Ln. 
' Richardson, TX 75080 ._., 

Development Services Department 
City of Richardson, Texas 
411 W. Arapaho Road, Room 204 
Richardson, Texas 75080 

fi",J,J,J ,J J,llj,,J.IIJ, u ,J, 1 J,J,J,, J,J" .111Jut J It'' Jl" U ,1 



Ordinance No. 3866 (Zoning File 12-04) 1 

ORDINANCE NO. 3866 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS, AMENDING THE 

COMPREHENSIVE ZONING ORDINANCE AND ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF 
RICHARDSON, AS HERETOFORE AMENDED, SO AS TO AMEND THE PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT FOR TOWNHOME DEVELOPMENT, ORDINANCE NO. 
3505, BY ALLOWING A REDUCED MINIMUM LOT AREA ON EIGHT (8) LOTS, 
ALLOWING ONE (1) 7-UNIT TOWNHOME BUILDING AND APPROVAL OF 
BUILDING ELEVATIONS FOR THE 8.76-ACRES ZONED PD PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT LOCATED ON THE NORTH SIDE OF LAKE PARK WAY, EAST OF 
COIT ROAD, SAID TRACT BEING FURTHER DESCRIBED IN EXHIBIT “A”; 
PROVIDING A SAVINGS CLAUSE; PROVIDING A REPEALING CLAUSE; 
PROVIDING A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE; PROVIDING FOR A PENALTY OF FINE 
NOT TO EXCEED THE SUM OF TWO-THOUSAND ($2,000.00) DOLLARS FOR EACH 
OFFENSE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. (ZONING FILE 12-04). 
 

WHEREAS, the City Plan Commission of the City of Richardson and the governing 
body of the City of Richardson, in compliance with the laws of the State of Texas and the 
ordinances of the City of Richardson, have given requisite notice by publication and otherwise, 
and after holding due hearings and affording a full and fair hearing to all property owners 
generally and to all persons interested and situated in the affected area and in the vicinity thereof, 
the governing body, in the exercise of the legislative discretion, has concluded that the 
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map should be amended;  NOW THEREFORE, 
 
 
 BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, 
TEXAS: 
 

SECTION 1.  That the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map of the City of 

Richardson, Texas, duly passed by the governing body of the City of Richardson on the 5th day 

of June, 1956, as heretofore amended, be, and the same is hereby amended by amending the 

Planned Development District for Townhome Development, Ordinance No. 3505, by allowing a 

reduced minimum lot area on eight (8) lots at the northeast corner of the property , allowing one 

(1) 7-unit townhome building and approval of building elevations, for the 8.76-acres zoned PD 

Planned Development located on the north side of Lake Park Way, east of Coit Road, and being 

more particularly described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and made a part hereof for all 

purposes. 



Ordinance No. 3866 (Zoning File 12-04) 2 

SECTION 2.   That Ordinance No. 3505 is hereby amended, in part, for the 8.76-acre tract 

of land located on the north side of Lake Park Way, east of Coit Road, being more particularly 

described in Exhibit “A”, subject to the following special conditions:  

1. All development of conditions in Ordinance No. 3505 shall remain in full force and effect 
except as otherwise provided herein. 

 
2. The minimum lot area for eight (8) of the twelve (12) estate townhome lots located at the 

northeast corner of the property, adjacent to the City of Richardson and Dallas city limit 
boundary line shall be 1,800 square feet. 

 
3. A maximum of one (1) townhome building with seven (7) units shall be allowed. 
 
4. The townhome buildings and amenity building shall be constructed in substantial 

conformance with the building elevations attached as Exhibits “B-1” through “B-14”.  
Elevation variation shall be achieved through the use of varying masonry colors; 
excluding white, and through the interchangeable use of brick or stone meeting the City’s 
masonry construction definition.  Building elevations shall not be required to receive 
development plan approval prior to submitting for building permits. 

 
SECTION 3. That the above-described tract of land shall be used only in the manner 

and for the purpose provided for by the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance of the City of 

Richardson, Texas, as heretofore amended, and subject to the aforementioned special conditions. 

SECTION 4. That all provisions of the ordinances of the City of Richardson in conflict 

with the provisions of this Ordinance be, and the same are hereby, repealed, and all other 

provisions of the ordinances of the City of Richardson not in conflict with the provisions of this 

Ordinance shall remain in full force and effect; provided, however, Ordinance No. 3505 shall 

continue in full force and effect, except as amended herein. 

SECTION 5. That should any sentence, paragraph, subdivision, clause, phrase or 

section of this Ordinance be adjudged or held to be unconstitutional, illegal or invalid, the same 

shall not affect the validity of this Ordinance as a whole, or any part or provision thereof other 
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than the part so decided to be invalid, illegal or unconstitutional, and shall not affect the validity 

of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance as a whole. 

 SECTION 6. That an offense committed before the effective date of this Ordinance is 

governed by prior law and the provisions of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance, as amended, in 

effect when the offense was committed and the former law is continued in effect for this purpose. 

 SECTION 7. That any person, firm or corporation violating any of the provisions or 

terms of this Ordinance shall be subject to the same penalty as provided for in the 

Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance of the City of Richardson, as heretofore amended, and upon 

conviction shall be punished by a fine not to exceed the sum of Two Thousand Dollars 

($2,000.00) for each offense; and each and every day such violation shall continue shall be 

deemed to constitute a separate offense. 

SECTION 8. That this Ordinance shall take effect immediately from and after its 

passage and the publication of the caption, as the law and charter in such case provide. 

DULY PASSED by the City Council of the City of Richardson, Texas, on the 14th day 

of May, 2012. 

       APPROVED: 
 
 
       ____________________________________ 
       MAYOR 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:   CORRECTLY ENROLLED: 
 
 
 
__________________________________  ____________________________________ 
CITY ATTORNEY     CITY SECRETARY 
(PGS:05-03-12:TM 55264) 



Ordinance No. 3866 (Zoning File 12-04) 4 

EXHIBIT “A” 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

ZF 12-04 
 
BEING a tract of land located in the City of Richardson, Dallas County, Texas, part of the J.W. 
Curtis Survey, Abstract No. 345, being all of a 8.755 acre tract of land described in deed to Lake 
Park Townhomes, Ltd. as recorded in Volume 2005141, Page 6040, Deed Records, Dallas 
County, Texas, a portion of said property being all of Lot 5, Block 4, University World, an 
addition to the City of Richardson as recorded in Clerk’s File No. 200600332584, Deed Records, 
Dallas County, Texas, and a portion of said property currently within the right-of-way Tatum 
Street (a.k.a. Lake Park Way), dedicated by plat recorded in Volume 84205, Page 2038, Deed 
Records, Dallas County, Texas, and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at an “X” in concrete found for the southwest corner of said 8.755 acre tract, the 
southwest corner of said Lot 5, the southeast corner of Lot 2, Block 4, University World as 
recorded in Volume 99138, Page 82, Deed Records, Dallas County, Texas, being in the north 
line of Tatum Street (a.k.a. Lake Park Way, an 80’ R.O.W.) 
 
THENCE, along the east line of said Lot 2 and the west line of said 8.755 acre tract, North 00 
degrees 03 minutes 00 seconds East, a distance of 556.46 feet to a 1/2” iron rod with cap 
stamped “FD” found for the northeast corner of said Lot 2, the northwest corner of said 8.755 
acre tract, and being in the south line of a 73.28 acre tract of land described in deed to Texas 
A&M University System as recorded in Volume 72221, Page 2873, Deed Records, Dallas 
County, Texas; 
 
THENCE, along the north line of said 8.755 acre tract and the south line of said 72.38 acre tract, 
South 89 degrees 57 minutes 00 seconds East, a distance of 852.21 feet to a 1/2” iron rod found 
for the northeast corner of said 8.755 acre tract and the northwest corner of Lot 1A, Block 4, 
University World as recorded in Volume 98122, Page 60, Deed Records, Dallas County, Texas; 
 
THENCE, along the east line of said 8.755 acre tract and the west line of said Lot 1A, South 00 
degrees 03 minutes 00 seconds West, a distance of 367.13 feet to an “X” in concrete set, being 
the southeast corner of said Lot 1A and being in the north right-of-way line of Tatum Street 
(a.k.a. Lake Park Boulevard, a 50’ R.O.W.); 
 
THENCE, along the south line of said 8.755 acre tract and the north line of said Tatum Street 
(a.k.a. Lake Park Boulevard) North 89 degrees 57 minutes 00 seconds West, a distance of 96.79 
feet to a 5/8" iron rod set with plastic cap stamped "R.P.L.S. 5199", the beginning of a curve to 
the left;  
 
THENCE, along said curve to the left through a central angle of 69 degrees 07 minutes 08 
seconds, a radius of 127.71 feet, an arc length of 154.06 feet, a chord bearing of South 55 
degrees 29 minutes 26 seconds West AND a chord distance of 144.89 feet to an “X” in concrete 
set, the beginning of a non-tangent curve to the left; 
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THENCE, along said curve to the left through a central angle of 53 degrees 49 minutes 15 
seconds, a radius of 469.00 feet, an arc length of 440.56 feet, a chord bearing of South 84 
degrees 01 minutes 08 seconds West and a chord distance of 424.54 feet to an “X” in concrete 
set, the beginning of a reverse curve to the right; 
 
THENCE, along said curve to the right through a central angle of 33 degrees 17 minutes 30 
seconds a radius of 389.00 feet an arc length of 226.03 feet a chord bearing of South 73 degrees 
45 minutes 15 seconds West and a chord distance of 222.86 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING 
and containing 381,380 square feet or 8.7553 acres of land. 
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TOWNHOME 61 ALT. TOWNHOME 61 

FIBER CEMENT PANEL 
WI STUCCO FINISH 

FIBER CEMENT 
FASCIA BOARD 

TOWNHOME 61 l 
1 

MIDPOINT 
ROOF 

TOWNHOME 61 ALT. l 
1 

COMP. SHINGLE ROOF 
(TYP) 

SAILOR COURSE 

SOLDIER OVER 
ROWLOCK ;:;, 
FIBER CEMENT 
FASCIA BOARD 

ROOF PLATE 9 
ELEV. 120'-83/4" 
WINDOW AS 
SCHEDULED 

WHITE PINE TRIM 

FIBER CEMENT PANEL 
WI STUCCO FINISH 

MATERIAL SUBTOTAL TOTAL / BLDG PERCENTAGE IIBLDGS 

BT I · BRICK VENEER 4,553.35 72% 

BTl · MAAUF. STONE 416.54 6,299.03 7% 

CD~~!L1~"~-~-~ ESTATE TYPE 1- FRONT/STREET ELEVATION 

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1. ALL LOWER SHED ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. ALL BRICK PROJECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 314' FROM FACE OF RUNNING BOND FACE BRICK. 
3. ALL MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. ALL SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS. 
5. ALL MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS. 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS 
7. ALL SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROJECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE 
8. USE FULL SHEETS OF FIBER CEMENT PANELS WITH 
STUCCO FINISH WHENEVER POSSIBLE ·MINIMIZE ALL JOINTS. 
9. ALL BRACKETS NEED TO BE STAINED DARK BROWN. AS 
SELECTED BY ARCHITECT. 

NOTE: 
1. BUILDINGS #4, 7 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "2" 

WINDOWASSCHEDULED---~~~jj~(:::l-i~WTI 
WHITEPINETRIM---~---+-+FJ-1--+..JILJdl 

WOOD TRIM 

BRICK SOLDIER OVER 
ROWLOCK (TYP.) 

WINDOW AS SCHEDULED 
6X6 CEDAR COLUMN - -

BRICK SAILOR (TYP.) I 
BRICK SOLDIER 

BRICK ROWLOCK -<;1';;-!'f4=:1;0;;"=~1 

BTl · FI BER CEM. PANEL 1,329.14 21% 

"NOTE: MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 

OVERSOLDIER (,TYo ;P;.! ---,~~~==±=±E::::::=~=~~~~~~=~==::::±==±=:::::::::::=::±==±:=:::::::r!!!:=~~!!:r::;::r~~~~===l:::=:::±:::::::=:::r::_~-~r+-'~E*VE~L~1(~Fl~N . .!:!FLR,!!j_) ~cl.~ -:: ' f;: ELEV. 100'.()" V 
~~ L 

~ 0 ~~!L1~. ~=~-~ ESTATE TYPE I - REAR ELEVATION 

0 ~~!L1~- ~=~-~ ESTATE TYPE I - RIGHT ELEVATION 2 ~~!L1~.~=~-~ ESTATE TYPE I - LEFT ELEVATION 

xhibit B-1 - Part of Ordinance 

Designed by: G.L 

Drawn by: S.l. 

Architect of Record::...· ___ _ 

Date Plotted: 3/27/12 
lssueforPricing / Bidding: 12/14/11 
Issue for Permit Application· 

Issue for Construction 

Revisions: 

DATE COMMENTS 

Cl 2012 byAtticus-Lak.ePark 
Limited Partnership. All Rights 
Reserved. 

The architectural worKs depicted herein 
are the sole property of Atticus ·Lake Park 
Limited Partnership and may not be 
constructed Of used without its express 
w ri tten permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce any o f the 
architectural worKs, including without 
limitationtheoonstructionofanybuilding, 
is expressed or should be implied from 
delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depicted in sealed construction drawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
timelypaymentofallfeesotherwisedue 
Atticus -Lake Park Limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreementtotheoontrary, is limitedtoa 
ooe-timeuseon lhe site indicate<l on lheseplans 

SHEET CONTENTS: 

BUILDING TYPE 1 ELEVATIONS 
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TOWNHOME B1 Alt 

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1. ALL LOWER SHED ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. ALL BRICK PROJECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 314" FROM FACE OF RUNNING BOND FACE BRICK. 
3. ALL MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. All SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS 
5. ALL MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS. 
7. ALL SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROJECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
8. USE FULL SHEETS OF FIBER CEMENT PANELS WITH 
STUCCO FINISH WHENEVER POSSIBLE ·MINIMIZE All JOINTS. 
9. ALL BRACKETS NEED TO BE STAINED DARK BROWN. AS 
SELECTED BY ARCHITECT. 

NOTE· 

1. BUILDINGS #2, 5 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "2" 

FIBER CEMENT PANEL W/ 
STUCCO FINISH 

TOWNHOME B1 

FIBER CEMENT PANEL W/ 
STUCCO FINISH 

BRICK VENEER 

~;;~~~~;;;;;;~~~~~r-+-----Ti-- BRICKSOLD!EROVER ' I ROWLOCK (TYP.) 
- , -- 6X6 CEDAR COLUMN 

r'..,..-=tr="Tf-rl+--f------,---- ~~~~~g~~~~-3505 ~ 

TOWNHOME B1 Alt. 

MATERIAL SUBTOTAL TOTAL/ BLDG PERCENTAGE #BLDGS TOTAL 

BT II · BRICK VENEER 5,357.69 70% 10,715.3B 

BTII · MANUF. STONE 416.54 7,666.65 5% 2 B33.0B 

BTII · FIBER CEM. PAN EL 1,892.42 25% 3,784.84 CD~~!L3~~-~1~" ESTATE TYPE 2- FRONT/STREET ELEVATION 
'NOTE: MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 

RECT. CHIMNEY HOOD 
W/ SPARK SCREEN, (TYP.) 

WHITE PINETRIM---~~:::--::=-19-W-+""'~f-liFf~Ff~ 
FIB:~~~~~6~~~~-----v¢---ht+-+--+ 

BRICK SOLDIER OVER -~"--mi.-, 
ROWLOCK (TYP.) 

6X6 CEDAR COLUMN--

WINDOW AS -_,;~~
SCHEDULED 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF, (TYP.) 

ROOF PLAT£ 
ELEV.120'-33/4' 

LEVEL2 T.O.D. 
ELEV.111'-73/4" 

LEVEL 1 (FIN. FLR.l C. 
'~ ELEV. 100'..(}" "f' 

0 ~~!L1~.~=~·~ ESTATE TYPE 2 - REAR ELEVATION 

ROOF PLATE 
ELEV.120'-33/4' 

LEVEL 1 FIN. FLR. 
ELEV.100'..(}' 

_, 
0 

RECT. CHIMNEY HOOD 
W/ SPARK SCREEN (TYP.) 

BRICK SOLDIER 
OVER ROWLOCK 

(4) ~~!L1~.~=~--~ ESTATE TYPE 2 - RIGHT ELEVATION 

RECT. CHIMNEY HOOD 
WI SPARK SCREEN, (TYP.) 

COMP. SHINGLE ROOF 
(TYP) 

FIBER CEMENT 
FASCIA BOARD 

ROWLOCK OVER 
SOLDIER OVER 

ROWLOCK 

BRICK SOLDIER OVER --t--f-"==1 
ROWLOCK (TYP.) 

BRICK VENEER 

FIBER CEMENT PANEL 
WI STUCCO FINISH 

_, 
0 

ROOF PLATE 
ELEV. 120'-83/4' 

WINDOW AS --t--t-JJH-~ 1 

SCHEDULED~_Jd~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~l-_;;;k='~-*i~~~~~ LEVEL 1 FIN. FLR. 
ELEV.100'..(}" 

BRICK SOLDIER 
SAILOR COURSE (TYP.) 

ROWLOCK OVER 
SOLDIER 

BUILDING ESTATE TYPE 2- LEFT ELEVATION 
2 SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" 

xhibit B-2 - Part of Ordinance 

Designed by: G.L. 

Drawn by: S.l. 

Architect of Record::.· ___ _ 

Date Plotted: 3/27/12 
lssueforPricing/Bidding: 12/14/11 
Issue for Permit Application: 

Issue for Construction 

Revisions: 

DATE COMMENTS 

Cl 2012 byAtticus - LakePari< 
limited Partnership. AU Rights 
Reserved. 
The architectural worKs depicted herein 
arelhesolepropertyofAtticuS· l akePari< 
limited Partnership and may not be 
constructed or used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce any of the 
architectural worl<s, including without 
limitationtheconstructionofanybuilding, 
is expressed or should be implied from 
delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depicted in sealed construction drawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
Umely payment of all fees otherwise due 
Atticus- Lake Pari< limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreement to the contrary, is limited to a 
one-timeuseonlhesiteindicatedonlheseplans. 
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RECT. CHIMNEY HOOD 
WI SPARK SCREEN, (TYP) 

FIBER CEMENT 
FASCIA BOARD 

BRICKVENEER--------j17'f'-

WHITE PINE TRIM--------j5',j----f-+f-f-- +

FIBER CEMENT PANEL--------jiSlf----f-+ f-f-- -+ 
WI STUCCO FINISH 

wooDTRIM-===~~G~~~~~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~ __ __,----c___ 
BRIG~~~~~~ ~~~-----j=-~j--1 

WINDOW AS SCHEDULED---+----1M-

6X6 CEDAR COLUMN---->

BRICK SOLDIER-----MHrt;;; 

MATERI AL 

BTl II · BRICK VENEER 

BTIII · MANU F. STONE 

STill · FIBER CEM. PANEL 

NOTE. MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 

SUBTOTAL TOTAL / BLDG PERCENTAGE: 

6,226.85 71 % 

416.54 8,721.73 5% 

2,078.34 24% 

FIBER CEMENT 
~Nf---- PANEL WI STUCCO 

FINISH :.;. 

"' 

#SLOGS TOTAL 

24,907.40 

4 1,666.16 

8,313.36 

WWUF.SffiNE -====~~~Jz~~~k=~~~~~~==~==~~~~~~~~====~~~~~~==~~~~~~~~~~~~==~~~~====~~~~~~====~~~~==~~~=r~~==~~~~====~~~~~~-~--1-~ 
SAILOR COURSE 

(TYP.) 

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 

BRICK ROWLOCK 
OVER SOLDIER (TYP.) 

1. All lOWER SHED ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. All BRICK PROJECTIONS OR RECESSES ffi 
BE 3/4' FROM FACE OF RUNN ING BOND FACE BRICK 
3. All MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT 
4. All SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS. 
5. All MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSWW 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS. 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS. 
7. All SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROJECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
8. USE FULL SHEETS OF FIBER CEMENT PANELS WITH 
STUCCO FINISH WHENEVER POSSIBLE ·MINIMIZE All JOINTS. 
9. ALL BRACKETS NEED TO BE STAINED DARK BROWN. AS 
SELECTED BY ARCHITECT. 

NOTE I 1. BUILDINGS #3, 6, 9 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "1". 
2. BUILDING #8 ffi HAVE A BRICK TYPE "2' 

ROOF PLATE 
ELEV. 120'-8314" 

_, 
0 

LEVEL l FIN. FLR. 
ELEV.1 00'-0' 

0 ~~~L1~.~=~·~ ESTATE TYPE 3 - REAR ELEVATION 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF, (TYP.) 

RECT. CHIMNEY HOOD 
WI SPARK SCREEN (TYP.) 

BRICK SOLDIER 
OVER ROWLOCK 0 ~~~L1~.~=~·~ ESTATE TYPE 3 - RIGHT ELEVATION 

RECT. CHIMNEY HOOD 
WI SPARK SCREEN, (TYP) \ 

COMP. SH INGLE---.,="'=;r 
ROOF(TYP) 

FIBER CEMENT 
FASCIA BOARD 

WOOD SHUTIER.--+-tti 
FIXED (TYP.) 

BRICK VENEER 

BRICK ROWLOCK 
OVER SOLDIER (TYP.) ~.::~~~:~:~~"~~~~~f-1-----~~~~~~~-----------~ 

MANUF. SffiNE 

0~~~L1~.~=~·-~ ESTATE TYPE 3- LEFT ELEVATION 

Exhibit B-3 - Part of Ordinance 

Designed by· 

Drawn by: 

G.L 
SJ 

Architect of Record:·:___ __ _ 

Date Plotted: 3/27/1 2 
lssueforPricing / Bidding: 

12/14/11 
Issue for Permit Application· 

Issue for Construction 

Revisions: 

DATE COMMENTS 

C2012 byAtticus-lak.ePark 
Limited Partnership. All Rights 
Reserved. 

Thearchitecturalworksdepictedherein 
arethesolepropertyofAtticus-LakePark 
limited Partnership and may not be 
constructed OJ used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce any of the 
architectural works, including without 
limitationtheconstructionofanybuilding. 
is expressed Of should be implied from 
delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depicted in sealed construction drawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
timelypaymentofallfeesotherwisedue 
Atticus -Lake Park limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreementtothecontrary, is limitedtoa 
ooe-fimeuse oo thesiteindicate<l on theseplans. 

SHEET CONTENTS: 

BUILDING TYPE 3 ELEVATIONS 

SHEET NO. 

A4.33 
2010078 
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LEGEND- BUILDING/ROOF PLANS 

XXIXX.X:X -
WALL TYPE 
REF. A1.03 

2(TWO) -1(0NE) HOUR FIRE RATED WALLS 
TO UNDERSIDE OF ROOF DECK AT EACH 
TOWNHOME TENANT SEPARATION WALL 

WALL SECTION TAG 

NOTES 

1. RETURN BRICK VENEER ALONG SIDE WALL. MATCH 
SOLDIER COURSE 

FIBER CEMENT~ PANEL WI 

STUCCO FINISH T 

12 ,, 

TOWNHOME C2-ALT2 

BUILDING URBAN TYPE 4 -INT. SIDE ELEVATION 
SCALE: 

BT IV- BRI CK VENEER 

BT IV· FIBER CEM. PANEL 

114" = 1'-0" 

"NOTE: MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF(TYP) 

701 SF UNDER ROOF 
337 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

2 LF = 36 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
1 GRAVITY VENTS= 144 SQ. IN. UPPER VENTING PROVIDED 

18 LF = 162 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 

04 

342 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDED 

06/A4.41 b.......-
;!. 1 

........... 
05/A4.41 

ROOF BELOW 

BUILDING 4 PLAN - ROOF 
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0" 03 

EE 
,;, 

$ LEVELJIFIN.FLR.l 
ELEV.t2(1'-3112" ~ -

lr 11 
BRICK VENEER ------+ ----

$ LEVEL2CT.O.O.l 
ELEV.109'-7314" 

BRICKSOLOIEROVER____t~~w.rn~-------;~~?1 ROWLOCK (TYP.) 

~~~~~~~ ----------jf---------t11 ~:_JL__JI I 
2X4@t2"0.C. 
2X10 WD. TRIM 

ROWLOCK SILL 
OVER SOLDIER 

"? 

,;, 

$ LEVELE~~~~,~~ r--------------------------------------~ -----,s 

GARAGE DOOR AS 
SPECIFIED IN ORO. 3505 

TOWNHOME C2-ALT2 

_, , 

BUILDING URBAN TYPE 4- EXT. SIDE ELEVATION 
SCALE: 114" = 1'-0" 

LEGEND- BUILDING/ROOF PLANS 
2 (TWO) -1 (ONE) HOUR FIRE RATED WALLS TO UNDERSIDE 

• - • OF ROOF DECK AT EACH TOWNHOME TENANT SEPARATION WALL 
TURN OUT GYP. BD. 4'-0" MIN. EACH SIDE OF WALL UNDER ROOF 
DECK 

~ :~~~E~E~~EN EA. SIDE OF DRAFTSTOP 

• 14 112" X 14 112" GRAVITY VENT, 
150 SQ. IN. NET FREE AREA 

------ CONT. SOFFIT VENT 

0 D.S. DOWNSPOUT 

= 6"GUTIER 

- ~~~~T~~E:;.~~ ~6~ ~~· 1G~~·~Zt'f.D UNDERNEATH PLYWOOD 

INDICATES 3/4" PlYWOOD DECK ON 2X'S PLATFORM FOR HVAC 
EQUIPMENT AND STORAGE 

22'-7" 

........... 
05/A4.41 

~ 

;;: 

~ 

~;;: i 

~ ~ 

06/A4.41 ........--

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1. All LOWER SHED ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. ALL BRICK PROJECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 314" FROM FACE OF RUNNING BONO FACE BRICK. 
3. ALL MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. ALL SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS. 
5. ALL MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS. 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS. 
7. All SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROJECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE 
8. USE FULL SHEETS OF FIBER CEMENT PANELS WITH 
STUCCO FINISH WHENEVER POSSIBLE -MINIMIZE ALL JOINTS. 
9. All BRACKETS NEED TO BE STAINED DARK BROWN. AS 
SELECTED BY ARCHITECT 

22'-7" 

........... 
05/A4.41 

BUILDING 4 PLAN - LEVEL 3 02 BUILDING 4 PLAN - LEVEL 2 
SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" 

NOTE: 
1. BUILDINGS#10, 12, 13, 15,22, 26,32, 36 

TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "2". 

01 

TOWNHOME 
C2-ALT2 
LEVEL 1 

........... 
05/A4.41 

BUILDING 4 PLAN- LEVEL 1 
SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" 

~ 

Exhibit B-4 - Part of Ordinance 

Designed by: G.L. 

Drawn by: S.l. 

Architect ofRecoJd: _- ___ _ 

Date Plotted: 3127112 
lssueforPricing / Bidding: 

1211411 1 
Issue for Permit Application: 

Issue for Construction 

Revisions: 

DATE COMMENTS 

C 2012 byAtticus-LakePark 
limited Partnership. All Rights 
Reserved. 
The architectural works depicted herein 
arethesolepropertyofAtticus-LakePark 
limited Partnership and may not be 
constructed or used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce any of the 
architectural worXs, including without 
limitationtheconstructionofanybl.lilding, 
is expressed or should be implied from 
delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depicted insealedconstructiondrawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
timelypaymentofallfeesotherwisedue 
Atticus- Lake Park limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreemenltotheconlrary,islimitedtoa 
one-timeuseonlhesilefldicatedonlhese~ns 
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BUILDING TYPE 4 
PLANS & ELEVATIONS 

SHEET NO. 

A4.41 
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LEGEND- BUILDING/ROOF PLANS 

2 (lWO) -1 (ONE) HOUR FIRE RATED WALLS TO UNDERSIDE 
• - • OF ROOF DECK AT EACH TOWNHOME TENANT SEPARATION WALL 

TURN OUT GYP. BD. 4'.{)' MIN. EACH SIDE OF WALL UNDER ROOF 
DECK 

E::==:3 ~~fr~EVTE~~EN EA. SIDE OF DRAFTSTOP 

• 14 112" X 14 112" GRAVITY VENT, 
150 SQ. IN. NET FREE AREA 

----- - CONT. SOFFIT VENT 

0 D.S. DOWNSPOUT 

6'GUTIER 

INDICATES 314" PLYWOOD DECK ON 2X'S PLATFORM FOR HVAC 
EQUIPMENT AND STORAGE 

L_ __________________________ ~ 

WOOD BRACKET 

:sJ 
2x10 __.~. 
WOOD 
TRIM 

12 

101/ 

12 
;:l1o 

1 ~.0~~1LDINGS#11 , 14, 23, 27, 33, 35 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "1". 
2. BUILDING #34 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE '2" 

LEGEND - BUILDING/ROOF PLANS 

XX/XX.XX -
WAll TYPE 
REF. A1.03 

2(1WO)- 1(0NE) HOUR FIRE RATED WALLS 
TO UNDERSIDE OF ROOF DECK AT EACH 
TOWNHOME TENANT SEPARATION WALL 

WALL SECTION TAG 

NOTES 

1. RETURN BRICK VENEER ALONG SIDE WALL. MATCH 
SOLDIER COURSE 

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES 
1. ALL LOWER SHED ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. ALL BRICK PROJECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 314" FROM FACE OF RUNNING BOND FACE BRICK 
3. ALL MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. ALL SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS 
5. ALL MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS. 
7. ALL SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROJECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
8. USE FULL SHEETS OF FIBER CEMENT PANELS WITH 
STUCCO FINISH WHENEVER POSSIBLE -MINIMIZE ALL JOINTS. 
9. ALL BRACKETS NEED TO BE STAINED DARK BROWN. AS 
SELECTED BY ARCHITECT. 

- --".----------- COMP.SHINGLE 
12 

1 10 ROOF (TYP) 

MIDPOINT I 
ROOF 

1 11111111 1 1 1 1 1~ _EB __ EB _ ~!~11111 1 11~1111111 ~:~;~ ~~ 

D 
IEBI IEBI ' ~ ROWLOCK OVER BRICK 

. SOLDIER COURSE 

1- -- ------------ - ---+- +- WINDOWASSCHEDULED 

1--- BRICK VENEER 

-
"-. ' I / r BRICK SOLDIER COURSE 

" "' I ./ LEVEL 1 FIN. FLR. ....... 
" ELEV. 100~· Y 

_, 
ro 

~ 
I "'-- WOOD DOOR "---+- BRICK ROWLOCK OVER 

TOWNHOME C2 L TOWNHOME C2 L SOLDIER (TYP.I 
- c__________:_::==-=---- ----,j'---------'===-=------.r-

MATERIAL 

-'j< 

07 

BUILDING URBAN TYPE 5- FRONT ELEVATION 08 SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0" 

BTV - BRICK VENEER 

BTV- FIBER CEM. PANEL 

"' 
~-
ur -.... 
_, 
ro 

10~~------~!,----------, 

wooo 

"""'" 

WOOD SHUTIER, 
FIXEO(TYP.) 

BRICK ROWLOCK 
OVER SOLDIER (TYP.) 

BRICK VENEER 

BRICK SOLDIER OVER 
ROWLOCK (TYP.) 

SAILOR COURSE 
(TYP.) 

GARAGE DOOR AS 
SPECIFIED IN ORO. 3505 

ROOF PLATE 
ELEV. 129'-4112" 

LEVEL31FIN.FLR.l ~ 
ELEV. 120'-3112" 

LEVEL2CT. O. O.l c\ 
ELEV. 109'-7314" V 

LEVEL 1 (FIN. FLR.) ,-. 
ELEV. 100'-0" V 

BUILDING URBAN TYPE 5- REAR ELEVATION 06 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 5- LEFT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 1/6" = 1'-0" 

SUBTOTAL TOTAL / BLDG PERCENTAGE II BLDGS 

2,970.44 BO% 
3,694.94 

724.50 20% 

SCALE: 1/6" = 1'-0" 

667 SF UNDER ROOF 687 SF UNDER ROOF 
330 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 330 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

2 LF = 36 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 2 LF = 36 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
1 GRAVITY VENTS = 144 SQ. IN. UPPER VENTING PROVIDED 1 GRAVITY VENTS= 144 SQ. IN. UPPER VENTING PROVIDED 

17 LF = 153 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVI DED 07/A4.51 17 LF = 153 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 
333 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDED 333 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDED 

04 BUILDING TYPE 5- ROOF PLAN 
SCALE: 1/6" = 1'-0" 

"NOTE: MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 
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06/A4.51 

BUILDING TYPE 5- PLAN -LEVEL 3 
SCALE: 1/6" = 1'-0" 
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TOWNHOME 
C2 ·LEVEL 2 

07/A4.51 
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06/A4.51 
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TOWN HOME 
C2 ·LEVEL 2 

BUILDING TYPE 5- PLAN - LEVEL 2 
SCALE: 1/6" = 1'-0" 
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C2-ALT 1· 
LEVEL 1 
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SCALE: 1/6" = 1'-0" 

Exhibit B-5 - Part of Ordinance 

Designed by: GL 
Drawn by: S.l. 

Architect of Record: :.· ___ _ 

Date Plotted: 3/27112 
lssueforPricing / Bidding: 

12/14/11 
Issue for Permit Application: 

Issue for Construction 

Revisions: 

DATE COMMENTS 

C 2012 byAtticus - LakePali( 
Limited Partnership. All Rights 
Reserved. 

The architectural worXs depicted herein 
arelhesolepropertyoiAtticus - LakeParl< 
Limi ted Partnership and may not be 
constructed or used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify o r reproduce any of the 
architectural works, including without 
limitationlheconstructionofanybui lding, 
is expressed or should be implied from 
delivery o f preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depictedinsealedconstructiondrawings 
is expresslyconditionedonthefulland 
timelypaymentofallfeesolherwisedue 
Alticus- Lake Pari( Limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreementtothecontrary, islimitedtoa 
one-timeuse on lhesite indicated on lheseplans. 
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MIDPOINT ~ I ROOF 

ROOF PLATE 
ELEV.129'-0112" 

LEVEL 1 FIN. FLR 
ELEV.100'-0" 

j, 

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1. ALL LOWER ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. All BRICK PROTECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 314" FROM FACE OF RUNNING BOND FACE BRICK. 
3. All MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. All SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS. 
5. All MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS. 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS. 
7. All SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROTECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 

NOTE: 
1. BUILDING #39 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "1". 
2. BUILDING #40 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "2" 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF(TYP) 

FIBER CEMENT 
FASCIA BOARD 

BRICK VENEER 

FLASHING AS 
REQUIRED 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF (TYP) 

WOOD DENTIL 
BLOCKING 

6X6 CEDAR COLUMN 

42' HIGH MTL RAILING 

FIBER CEMENT TRIM 

BRICK COLUMN 

BRICK ROWLOCK 
OVER SOLDIER (TYP.) 

BRICK SOLDIER 
TOWNHOMEC1 

0 ~~!LD~,~~·-o·URBAN TYPE 6 - RIGHT ELEVATION 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF(TYP) 12 

10r 
12 
1 10 

12 
1or 

12 
1 10 

I MIDPOINT ~t ROOF 

~ WOOD BRACKET 

~ ~:~;~~~~~ 
~ 

'"' ROOF PLATE 
'j'" ELEV.129'-0112" 

g g WINDOW AS 
SCHEDULED 

EEJ FIBER CEMENT PANEL 
1-- -

W/STUCCO FINISH 

;;;, FLASHING AS 

~ r--t±j REQUIRED 
COMP. SHINGLE 

ROOF(TYP) 

~~-m I 
BRICK SOLDIER OVER 

ROWLOCK (TYP.) 

--~~ ; $ LEVEL3{FIN. FLR.) = ELEV.119'-111/2" 

- -

WOODDENTIL 
BLOCK 

6X6 CEDAR COLUMN 

BRICK VENEER ; 

~ BRICK SOLDIER 
OVER ROWLOCK 

(TYP.) 

42' HIGH METAL RAILING 

II IIIII ; 1111111 ; 111111111111 
(TYP.) 1---

LEVEL2 T.O.O. = ~ 'j'" 
ELEV. 109'-53/4' i= = 

-

-----~' SAILOR COURSE 
(TYP.) f::2 ---- ' ' 

FIBER CEMENT TRIM ----- -----
WINOOWA~~ / f _, SCHEOULEO / 

~ 
BRICK ROWLOCK 

OVER SOlDIER (TYP.) 

SOLIOER COURSE 

------------
$ LEVEL 1 {FIN. FLR.) 

I ELEV.I00'-0' 

l TOWNHOMEC1 l TOWNHOMEC1 TOWNHOMEC1 -

0 ~~!LD~,~~·-o~RBAN TYPE 6 - FRONT ELEVATION 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF(TYP) 

FIBER CEMENT 
FASCIA BOARD 

WOOD TRIM 

FIBER CEMENT PANEL 
WI STUCCO FINISH 

WOOD TRIM 

WOODSHUTIER, 
FIXED (TYP.) 

WINDOW AS 
SCHEDULED 

BRICK SOLDIER OVER 
ROWLOCK (TYP.) 

BRICK 

SAILOR COURSE 
(TYP.) 

BRICK ROWLOCK 
OVER SOLDIER (TYP.) 

GARAGE DOOR AS 
SPECIFIED IN ORO. 3505 

03 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 6- REAR ELEVATION 
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0" 

MATERIAL 

BTVI - BRICK VEN EER 

BTVl · FI BER CEM. PAN EL 

'NOTE: MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF(TYP) 

FIBER CEMENT 
FASCIA BOARD 

BRICK (TYP.) 

FLASHING AS 
REQUIRED 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF(TYP) 

WOODDENTIL 
BLOCKING 

6X6 CEDAR COLUMN 

42' HIGH MTL. RAILING 

FIBER CEMENT TRIM 

BRICK COLUMN 

BRICK ROWLOCK 
OVER SOlDIER (TYP.) 

BRICK SOLDIER 

SUBTOTAL TOTAL / BLDG 

3,796.05 
4,768.22 

972.17 

TOWNHOMEC1 

PERCENTAGE #BLDGS 

80% 

20% 

MIDPOINT 
ROOF 

ROOF PLATE ~ ~ _ 
ELEV.129'-01/2' 

LEVEL 3 (FIN. FLR.l ~ ~ 
ELEV. 119'-111/2' (") 

LEVEL 2 CT. 0 . D.l 
ELEV.109'-53/4' 

LEVEL1(FIN.FLR.l ~ 
ELEV.I00'-0' 

02 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 6- LEFT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0" 

Exhibit B-6 - Part of Ordinance 

Designed by: ,G."'L. __ _ 

Drawn by: S.l. 

Architect of Record::.· ___ _ 

Date Plotted: 3/27112 
lssuelorPricing / Bidding: 

12/14/11 
Issue lor Permit Application· 

Issue lor Construction 

Revisions: 

OATE COMMENTS 

4:1 2012 byAtticus-LakePark 
Limited Partnership. Al l Rights 
Reserved 

ThearchitecturalwoO:.sdepictedherein 
arethesolepropertyoiAtticus-lakePark 
Limited Partnership and may not be 
constructed or used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce any of the 
architectural works, including without 
limitationtheconstructionofanybuilding, 
is expressed or shoold be implied from 
delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depicted in sealed construction drawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
Umelypaymentofallfeesotherwisedue 
Atticus- Lake Park Limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreement to the contrary, is limited to a 
one-timeuseonlhesaeindicaledonlhese~ns. 
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EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1. All lOWER ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. All BRICK PROTECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 3/4" FROM FACE OF RUNNING BOND FACE BRICK. 
3. All MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. All SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS. 
5. All MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS. 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS. 
7. All SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROTECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 

NOTE· 
1. BUILDINGS #16, 18, 25, 29, 41TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "1" 
2. BUILDING #17, 19, 38 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE '2' 

COMP. SHINGLE 12 12 
ROOF(TYP) - 101:: ~10 

MIDPOINT 
ROOF 

~ 
WOOD BRACKET 

~ ~~;~~~~!~6 ---~ 
'"' ROOF PLATE 
'r ELEV.129'-01/2" 

WINDOW AS rn SCHEDULED 1 
FIBER CEMENT PANEL 

- 1--
W/STUCCO FINISH j 

,;, FLASHING AS 

- ~--t02_ 
REQUIRED 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF(TYP) 

BRICK SOLDIER OVER 
ROWLOCK (TYP.) 

,}-., LEVEL 3 FIN. FLR FEE=- ~-~ ~ 
'r ElEV.119'-11 1/2" 

WOODOENTIL 

r-~ 
BLOCK _j_ 

6X6 CEDAR COLUMN 

BRICK VENEER 

,;, 0~~~;~~~:~ -------
~ 

(TYP.) 

42" HIGH METAL RAILING 

11111111 11111 111 II ; (TYP.) 

~ '"' LEVEL2 T.O.O. 

~'r ELEV. 109'-53/4" ~ r-- SAILOR COURSE 
(TYP.) >--- i!Lt:J FIBERCEM1~~---

WINDOW~~ v ~ 

_, SCHEDULED / 
L OX> 

BRICK ROWLOCK 
OVER SOLDIER (TYP.) 

SOLIDER COURSE 

-------------
~ -~ LEVEll {FIN. FLR.) 

ELEV.100'-0" 

I TOWNHOMEC1 l 
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TOWNHOMEC1 TOWNHOME C1 - ALT -

0 ~~!LD~~~~ . .o~RBAN TYPE 6 ALT. - FRONT ELEVATION 

MIDPOINT 
ROOF 

,;., ROOF PLATE 
'f' ELEV.129'-0112" 

J-, LEVEL3 FIN. FLR. 
ELEV. 119'-11112" 

'"' LEVEL2 T.O.D. 
ELEV. 109'-53/4" 

~ LEVEL 1 FIN. FLR. 
'f' ELEV. 100'-0" 

12 12 

INGLE 
P) ~: "'I "'I COMP.SH 

$! $! ROOF(TY 

FIBERCE MENT 
OARD FASCIAS 

l TQWitotOI.ECI 

BRICK(TY 

~:L<SHING REQUIRE 

~~OMP.SH 

P.) 

AS 
D 

INGLE 
P) 

~ 

• 
l 

ROOF(TY 

1'-- ~~~~~E NTIL 
G 

f-- 6X6CED ARCOLUMN 

I--42' HIGH MTL RAILING 

"'-._ FIBERCE MENT 
FASCIAS OARD 

- BRICK CO LUMN 

WLOCK 
LDIER(TYP.) 

- BRICKRO 
OVER SO 

"- BRICK SO LOIER 

04 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 6 ALT. - INTERNAL SIDE ELE 
SCALE: 118"= 1'-0" 03 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 6 ALT.- REAR ELEVATION 

SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" 

COMP. SHINGLE 
COMP. SHINGLE 

ROOF(TYP) 
ROOF(TYP) 

FIBER CEMENT 
FASCIA BOARD 

FIBER CEMENT FIBER CEMENT PANEL 
FASCIA BOARD WI STUCCO FINISH 

WOOD TRIM WOOD SHUTIER, 
FIXED(TYP.) 

FIBER CEMENT PANEL WOOD TRIM 

WI STUCCO FINISH 
FLASHING AS 

REQUIRED 

FIBER CEMENT 
COMP. SHINGLE 

FASCIA BOARD 
ROOF (TYP) 

FIBER CEMENT 

WOODSHUTIER, 
FASCIA BOARD 

FIXED(TYP.) WOOD DENTIL 

WINDOW AS BLOCK 

SCHEDULED 6X6 CEDAR COLUMN 

42' HIGH MTL RAILING 

BRICK SOLDIER OVER FIBER CEMENT TRIM 
ROWLOCK (TYP.) 

BRICK WINDOW AS 
SAILOR COURSE SCHEDULED 
(TYP.) BRICK COLUMN 

BRICK ROWLOCK BRICK ROWLOCK 
OVER SOLDIER (TYP.) OVER SOLDIER (TYP.) 

BRICK SOLDIER 
GARAGE DOOR AS 
SPECIFIED IN ORO. 3505 

02 

MATERIAL 

BTVI-AL T · BRICK VENEER 

BTVI -Al T ·FIBER CEM. PANEL 

'NOTE: MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 

SUBTOTAL TOTAL / BLDG 

3,515.11 
4,651.51 

1,136.40 

PERCENTAGE 

76% 

24% 

#BLDG$ 

MIDPOINT 
ROOF 

ROOF PLATE 
ELEV. 129'-0112" 

LEVEL3 FIN.FLR 
ELEV.119'-11112" 

LEVEL2 T. 0. D. 
ELEV.109'·53/4" 

LEVEL1 FIN. FLR. 
ELEV.100'-0" 
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BUILDING URBAN TYPE 6 ALT. - EXTERNAL FACING SIDE ELEVATI( 
SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" 

Exhibit B-7 - Part of Ordinance 

Designed by: ,G.-"'l . __ _ 

Drawn by: S.l. 

Architect of Record:_· ___ _ 

Date Plotted: 3127112 
lssuelorPricing/Bidding: 

12114111 
Issue lor Permit Application· 

Issue lor Construction 

Revisions: 

DATE COMMENTS 

4:1 2012 byAtticus- LakePark 
Limited Partnership. All Rights 
Reserved 

The architectural WOOs depicted herein 
arethesolepropertyofAtticus-lakePark 
Limited Partnership and may not be 
constructed or used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce any of the 
architectural works, including without 
limitationtheconstructionofanybuilding, 
is expressed or should be implied from 
delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depicted in sealed construction drawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
Umelypaymentofallfeesotherwisedue 
Anicus • Lake Park limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreement to the contrary, is limited to a 
one-timeuseonlhesaeindicatedonlhese~ns. 
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COMP. SHINGLE ---------7''----
ROOF(TYP) 

[ffi][EEl 

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1. ALL LOWER ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. ALL BRICK PROTECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 314' FROM FACE OF RUNNING BONO FACE BRICK. 
3. ALL MORTAR SHAll BE WHITE. USE WHITE SANO 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. ALL SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS 
5. ALL MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS. 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS 
7. ALL SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROTECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 

NOTE: 
1. BUILDING #28 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "2" 

- r-____: ~~~INT ~I 
COMP. SH 
ROOF(TY 

INGLE 
P) 

MENT ~~~~~~~ nrr+:;;;;;:;;;:;;JTTl 1~~~~~~==±~~~~=:FIBERCE 
PANELW /STUCCO 
FINISH 

ED ~t----~~---~~-+---~~~~;~ 
lo&H--~----l----'-.;,+--+-----;,w6~~~~L AS 

ED 

COMP. SH 
ROOF(TY 

~G~ 
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----r~~~~~~~========~~~~~====~~~~~~========~~~~~~==~~~~~~========~~~~~~r=====~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~;;~~~~L~M~L~3:··~M~:: 
BRICK ROWLOCK ELEV. 119"·111f1" 

OVER SOLDIER 

WOODTRI 

BRICK SOLDIER 
OVER ROWLOCK 

WOOD DEN 
BLOCK 

TIL 

6X6CEOA RCOLUMN ~ 

111111111 
~ 

ENTTRIM f./ r=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=r==~~~~~~~~~==~~~~~~~==~~~~~~::FIBIERCEM 
A~~~~F~~ --~i==H----"::_;_=--=--=__::::;c 

ORD. 3505 

03 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 7- REAR/STREET ELEVATION 
SCALE: 3/1 6" ; 1 '-0" 

~6 

lrlr If 
w~~~~~~-+-~$1';::!:j l 

~~~~~~-t-----------ltttiF--1-Hill 

WOOD 
BRACKET 

~I 
' 

GARAGE DOOR AS SPECIF I~D IN 
ORO. 3505 

MIDPOINT ROOF ___ 

COMP. SHINGLE ~ 
ROOF(TYP) .; 

ROOFP\.ATE 

l2,, ELEV. 129".() 1f1" 

~ 
.;, 

" 

~ 

"' 
LEVEL 1FIN. Fl.R 

"'"' 

" ;; 

02 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 7- EXTERNAL SIDE ELEVATION 
SCALE: 3/16"; 1'-0" 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF(TYP) 

--~:; 
~ WOOD BRACKET 

~ 

~ ROOF PlATE 
ELEV. 129".()1f1" 

WHITE PINE TRIM 

FIBER CEMENT 
PANEL WISTUCCO 

~ 
FINISH 

WINDOW AS 
SCHEDULED 

FLASHING AS 
REQUIRED 

LEVEL3FIN. Fl.R 

" ELEV. 119'-1 11f1" 

~ 
6X6CEDAR 

~ 
COLUMN 

42" HIGH METAL 
RAILING(TYP.) 

~ 

WOOD BRACKET 
(TYP) 

~ 
BRICK VENEER 

SOLDIER COURSE 
LEVEL1 FIN. Fl.R 

ELEV. 100".()" 

_JI ·r--~---+--+---~~~~~S~AI LOR 

~ 
EER BRICKVEN 

BRICK SOL DIER -

"' "' 
r-- - - 1--i-r----. 

rl 

TOWNHOMEC1 

04 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 7 -INTERNAL SIDE ELEVATION 
SCALE: 3/16" ; 1'-0" 

MATERI AL 

BT VII· BRICK VENEER 

BT Vl l· FIBER CEM. PANEL 

'NOTE: MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 

SUBTOTAL 

4,561.44 

1,34a.ag 

TOTAL / BLDG PERCENTAGE #BLDGS 

5,g1Q.33 
77% 

23% 

--------------r~----_--~---------------------------------------------------~~10 

TOWNHOMEC2 TOWNHOMEC1 TOWNHOMEC1 TOWNHOMEC1 

01 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 7- FRONT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 3/16" ; 1'-0" Exhibit B-8 - Part of Ordinance 

Designed by: G.L. 

Drawn by: S.l. 

Architect of Record: _- ___ _ 

Date Plotted: 3/27112 
tssueforPricing / Bidding· 

12/14/11 
Issue for Permit Applicatioo: 

Issue for Construction 

Revisions: 

DATE COMMENTS 

C 2012 byAtticus-LakeParK 
Limited Partnership. All Rights 
Reserved. 

Thearchitectura!worksdepictedherein 
arethesolepropertyo!AttictJs-LakePark 
Limited Partnership and may not be 
constructed or used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce any of the 
architectural woO:.s, including without 
limitationlheconstructionof anybuilding, 
is expressed or should be implied from 
delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depictedinsealedoonstructiondrawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
timely payment of all fees otherwise due 
Atticus -Lake Park Limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreementtothecontrary, islimitedtoa 
one-timeuse oo thesile fldicaledootheseplans. 
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2 (TWO) -1 (ONE) HOUR FIRE RATED WALLS TO UNDERSIDE 

OF ROOF DECK AT EACH TOWNHOME TENANT SEPARATION WALL 

TURN OUT GYP. BD. 4'-0" MIN. EACH SIDE OF WALL UNDER ROOF 

DECK 

RIOGEVENT 
9 SF NET OPEN EA. SIDE OF DRAFTSTOP 

14 1/2" X 141 /2" GRAVITY VENT, 

150 SQ. IN. NET FREE AREA 

- - - - CONT. SOFFIT VENT 

Q D.S. DOWNSPOUT 

6' GUTIER 

ADD 1 LAYER 518 TYPE 'X" GYP. BOARD UNDERNEATH PLYWOOD 

4 FEET ON EACH SIDE OF 1 HR WALL. 

INDICATES 314" PLYWOOD DECK ON 2X'S PLATFORM FOR HVAC 

EQUIPMENT AND STORAGE 

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1. ALL LOWER ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. ALL BRICK PROTECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 3/4" FROM FACE OF RUNNING BONO FACE BRICK. 
3. ALL MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. ALL SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS 
5. ALL MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS. 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS. 
7. ALL SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROTECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE 

NOTE: 
1. BUILOINGS#20, 30 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "1 '. 
2. BUILDINGS #21 , 31 , 37 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "2" 

MIDPOINT 

----">=----,,-+-j---~~~~~-LEROOF ----j-,-+-::_-::_-:o,ROO""-F _ _ 
(TYP) : 

FIBER CEMENT 
PANEL W/STUCCO 
FINISH 

)C;f~~~J=~~F====~~;;;'=~~~~;;:;~:::::===~;:--;:+-- BRICKROWLOCK<___---,;~"~====-==f~~~~~;=~~;;=====~~~;=k~~~l-- COMP. R< OVER SOLDIER ~ ;- ~~)GLE ROOF 

~ WOOD DENTIL BLOCK 

!

= =4------"-+-+--- BRICKSOLDIER ---f-'"''-j' f-----+-== 
OVER ROWLOCK 

It----- ~;sL~~~AR 
ni!Tillflfmlfl--- 42" HIGH METAL RAILING 

=---J:=================!:=~=l=h==~BRICKSOLDIER 

03 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 8- RIGHT ELEVATION BUILDING URBAN TYPE 8- LEFT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0" 

687 SF UNDER ROOF 
330 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

596 SF UNDER ROOF 
286 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

8 LF = 144 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
16 LF = 144 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 

488 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDED 

SCALE: 

596 SF UNDER ROOF 
286 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

8 LF = 144 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
16 LF = 144 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 

1/8" = 1'-0" 

687 SF UNDER ROOF 
330 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

2 LF = 36 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
1 GRAVITY VENTS= 144 SQ. IN. UPPER VENTING PROVIDED 

17 LF = 153 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 
333 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDED 

2 LF = 36 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
596 SF UNDER ROOF 188 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDE~ 596 SF UNDER ROOF 

286 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED I 286 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 
1 GRAVITY VENTS= 144 SQ. IN. UPPER VENTING PROVIDED 

17 LF = 153SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 
333 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDED 

UNITC1 

8 LF = 144 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 8 LF = 144 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
16 LF = 144 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 02/A4.83 16 LF = 144 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 

01 

SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING I ......... SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING 

UNITC1 

............ 
01/A4.83 

BUILDING TYPE 8- ROOF PLANS 
SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" 

UNITC1 
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The architectural worKs depicted herein 
arelhesolepropertyofAtticus-LakePark 
Limited Partnership and may not be 
constructed or used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce any of the 
architectural works, including without 
limitationtheconstructionofanybuilding, 
is expressed or should be implied from 
delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depictedinsealedconstructiondrawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
timelypaymentofallfeesotherwisedue 
Atticus - Lake Park Limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreement to the contrary, is limited to a 
one-time use ro thesite indicated oo theseplans. 

SHEET CONTENTS: 

BUILDING TYPE 8 
ROOF PLAN/SIDE ELEV'S 

SHEET NO . 

A4.82 
2010078 



:j ~ I 
' 

[ffi][ffi] [ffi][ffi] [ffi][ffi] 

• 

TOWNHOMEC2 TOWNHOMEC1 TOWNHOMEC1 T0WNHOMEC1 

02 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 8- REAR ELEVATION 
SCALE: 3/16" ; 1'-0" 

/ 
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NOTE: 
1. BUILDINGS 1120, 30, 37 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "1 ". 
2. BUILDINGS 1121 , 31 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE "2" 

:j 

[ffi][ffi] 

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1. All LOWER ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE 
2. All BRICK PROTECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 314' FROM FACE OF RUNNING BOND FACE BRICK. 
3. All MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. All SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS. 
5. All MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS 
7. ALL SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROTECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 

MIDPOINT 
ROOF 

~ 
;.; 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF(TYPJ 
FIBER CEMENT 
FASCIA BOARD 

FlASHING AS 
REQUIRED 

FIBER CEMENT 
PANEL W/STUCCO 
FINISH 

WINDOW AS 
SCHEDULED 

WOOD FIXED 
SHUTTER 

BRICK 
ROWLOCK OVER 
SOLDIER 

WOOD TRIM 

BRICK SOLDIER 
OVER ROWLOCK 

BRICK SAILOR 
COURSE 

-+---------1-+-- BRICK VENEER 

·---,..-Jt--+------+--+-- ~~~~~~~~N 

MATERIAL 

BTVl ll· BRICK VENEER 

BT VI II · FIBER CEM. PANEL 

TOWNH0MEC2 

SUBTOTAL TOTAL / BLDG 

5,916.32 
7,763.76 

1,847.44 

'NOTE: MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 

~ ~ 12 12 
101:;; ;;:-]10 

... 

llllllllllllllllll lll ffillllllllllllllll l 

ORD. 3505 

PERCENTAGE #SLOGS 

76% 
24% 

:j 12 

0 
12 

101:;; ;;:-]10 

~ 4 

11111111111 111 11 111 11111 
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TOWNHOMEC2 
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______ _2T0~W~N~HO~M~E~C~1 ------~l~-------T~O~W~NH~O~M~EC~2 ______ -il ro'mH<lMEC1 ll_ro ,~W~N~HO=M=E~C~1 ________ 1 ------~ro~W~N~HO=M~E~C~1 -------.~ 1 1 TOWNHOME C1 

1 
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01 BUILDING URBAN TYPE 8- FRONT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 3/16" ; 1'-0" Exhibit B-1 0 - Part of Ordinance 
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Issue lor Construction 

Revisions: 

DATE COMMENTS 
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constructed or used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce a ny o f the 
architectural works, including without 
limitationtheconstructionofanybuilding, 
is expressed or should be implied from 
delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depicted in sealed construction drawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
Umelypaymentofallfeesotherwisedue 
Atticus - Lake Park Limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreement to the contrary, is limited to a 
one-timeuseonlhesaeindicatedonthese~ns. 
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WOOD FIXED 

[J 

2 (TWO) -1 (ONE) HOUR FIRE RATED WALLS TO UNDERSIDE 

OF ROOF DECK AT EACH TOWNHOME TENANT SEPARATION WALL 

TURN OUT GYP. BD. 4'-0' MIN. EACH SIDE OF WALL UNDER ROOF 

DECK 

RIDGE VENT 
9 SF NET OPEN EA. SIDE OF DRAFTSTOP 

14 112" X 14 112" GRAVITY VENT, 

150 SQ. IN. NET FREE AREA 

- - - - CONT. SOFFIT VENT 

0 D.S DOWNSPOUT 

6' GUTTER 

ADD 1LAYER 518 TYPE 'X' GYP. BOARD UNDERNEATH PLYWOOD 

4 FEET ON EACH SIDE OF 1 HR WALL. 

INDICATES 314" PLYWOOD DECK ON 2X'S PLATFORM FOR HVAC 

EQUIPMENT AND STORAGE 

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1. ALL LOWER ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. ALL BRICK PROTECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 314' FROM FACE OF RUNNING BOND FACE BRICK. 
3. ALL MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. ALL SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS. 
5. ALL MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS. 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS. 
7. All SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROTECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 

NOTE: 
1. BUILDING #24 TO HAVE A BRICK TYPE '2". 

SHUTTER -------1-tl"'!'"i~-------j 
FIBER CEMENT PANEL 
WISTUCCO FINISH 

BRICKROWLOC"CK_-fi~~~~~=~~~====:o,;;:;~~~~""""i~l¢.==1---- BRICKROWLOCK<_ ____ _BI~@i..===~~§~~~~~====~~~~~~~~~~ OVER SOLDIER- OVER SOLDIER -

BRICK SOLDIER 
OVER ROWLOCK 

E""-H-1+1----.,:,t--1----BRICKSOLDIER -------------+-+-+-+=:::~ 
OVER ROWLOCK 

BRICKSOLOIE~R-==rl='=~~=================::l---==1~ 

BUILDING URBAN TYPE 9- RIGHT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 1/8" ; 1'-0" 

596 SF UNDER ROOF 
286 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

8 LF ; 144 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
16 LF; 144 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 

687 SF UNDER ROOF 88 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDEQ. 
330 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

1 LF ; 36 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
1 GRAVITY VENTS= 144 SQ. IN. UPPER VENTING PROVIDED 

17 LF = 153 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 
333 SO. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDED 

UNITC1 

01 BUILDING TYPE 9- ROOF PLAN 
SCALE: 1/8"; 1'-0" 

UNITC1 

596 SF UNDER ROOF 
286 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

8 LF = 144 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
16 LF = 144 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 

488 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDE 

UNIT C1 

........... 
01/A4.93 

BUILDING URBAN TYPE 9- LEFT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 1/8"; 1'-0" 

596 SF UNDER ROOF 
286 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

8 LF = 144 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
16 LF = 144 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 

88 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDE 

UNIT C1 

687 SF UNDER ROOF 
330 SQ. IN. VENTING REQUIRED 

2 LF; 36 SQ. IN. RIDGE VENTING PROVIDED 
1 GRAVITY VENTS ; 144 SQ. IN. UPPER VENTING PROVIDED 

17 LF ; 153 SQ. IN. LOWER VENTING PROVIDED 
333 SQ. IN. TOTAL VENTING PROVIDED 

~ ~ ~ 
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c 2012 byAtticus-LakePark 
Limited Partnership. All Rights 
Reserved. 

The architectural worKs depicted herein 
arethesolepropertyofAtticus-LakePark 
Limited Partnership and may not be 
constructed or used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce any of the 
architectural works, including without 
limitationtheconstructionofanybuilding, 
is expressed or should be implied from 
delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depictedinsealedconstructiondrawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
timely payment of all fees otherwise due 
Atticus - Lake Park Limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreement to the contrary, is limited to a 
one-timeuse ro thesite indicate<lootheseplans. 
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MIDPOINT 
ROOF 

COMP. SHINGLE 
ROOF(TYP) 

MIDPOINT 
ROOF 

!l BRACKET#4 

.. 
ROOF PLATE 

ELEV. I29'-\!112" 

WHITE PINE TRIM 
FIBER CEMENT 

PANEL WISTUCCO 

'- FINISH 

'" WINDOW AS 
SCHEDULED 

" ;.; 

., 

;t ~ ~-~!~~41 

~ 

MATERIAL SUBTOTAL TOTAL/BLDG 

BT IX· BRICK VENEER 6,632.55 

BT IX · FIBER CEM. PANEL 2,145.42 
8,777.97 

•NOTE: MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 

TOWNHOMEC2 TOWNHOMEC1 TOWNHOMEC1 TOWNHOMEC1 

BUILDING URBAN TYPE 9- REAR ELEVATION 
3116" = 1'-0" 

PERCENTAGE #BLOGS 

76% 
24% 

TOWNHOMEC1 

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 
GENERAL NOTES: 
1. All LOWER ROOFS TO HAVE SLOPED SOFFITS 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 
2. All BRICK PROTECTIONS OR RECESSES TO 
BE 3/4" FROM FACE OF RUNNING BOND FACE BRICK. 
3. All MORTAR SHALL BE WHITE. USE WHITE SAND 
AND WHITE PORT. CEMENT. 
4. All SPECIAL COURSING MUST ALIGN AS IT TURNS 
ANY CORNER WITH BOTH WALLS 
5. All MASONRY WORK MUST BE DONE IN A CRAFTSMAN 
LIKE WAY BY EXPERIENCED MASONS. 
6. CUT BRICK AND STONES WITH WET SAWS AS REQUIRED 
TO PROVIDE UNIFORM MASONRY JOINT WIDTHS. 
7. All SOLDIER AND ROWLOCK COURSES ARE PROTECTED 
OR RECESSES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 

TOWN HOME C2-Al T 

~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~10 12 
101/ 

:1 :j :j 
' 

TOWNH0MEC1 T0WNH0MEC1 T0WNHOMEC2 

01 
BUILDING URBAN TYPE 9- FRONT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 3116" = 1'-0" 

Exhibit B-12 - Part of Ordinance 
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architectural works, including without 
limitationtheconstructionofanybuilding, 
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delivery of preliminary drawings or 
unsealed construction drawings. 
Permission to construct the building 
depicted in sealed construction drawings 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
Umelypaymentofallfeesotherwisedue 
Atticus - lake Park limited Partnership 
and, in the absence of any written 
agreement to the contrary, is limited to a 
one-timeuseonlhesaeindicatedonlhese~ns. 
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AMENITY BUILDING- LEFT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0" 
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co MP. SHINGLE ROOF 
(TYP) 

F LASHING AS 
EQUIRED R 

Fl BER CEMENT PANEL 
I STUCCO FINISH w 

s AILOR COURSE 

B RICK SOLDIER OVER 
ROWLOCK (TYP.) 

WOOD BRACKET 
PREFAB COLUMN WITH 
BRICK VENEER BASE, TYP. 

BRICK VENEER 

EXTERIOR SEE-THROUGH 
FIRE PLACE 

SAILOR COURSE {TYP.) 

BRICK SOLDIER 

MATERIAL 

AMENITY BT • BRICK V. 

'NOTE: MEASUREMENTS IN SQUARE FEET 
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AMENITY BUILDING- FRONT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0" 

SUBTOTAL TOTAL / BLDG PERCENTAGE IFBLDGS 

2,143.70 2,143.70 

ROOF 
MIDPOINT 

~ 

·~~~~s BEARING 

~ 
·~~-~~S BEARING 

" -

~ 

.. 
·~~;OF SlAB ____,__., 

100% 

FLA SHINGAS 
QUIRED RE 

COMP. SHINGLE ROOF 
(TYP) 

E 
T 

XPDSEDWOOD 
RUSS, STAINED 

SAILOR COURSE 

BRICK SOLDIER OVER 
ROWLOCK (lYP.) 

WOOD BRACKET#? 
PREFAB COLUMN WITH 
BRICK VENEER BASE, TYP. 

BRICK VENEER 

WINDOW AS 
SPECIFIED 

BRICK SOLDIER 

SAILOR COURSE 
(TYP.) 

TOTAL 

2,143.70 

Exhibit B-13 _ Part of Ordinance 

Designed by: GL 

Drawn by; S.l. 

Architect of Record::..· ----

Date Plotted: 3/27112 
lssuelorPricing / Bidding: 

12114/11 
Issue lor Permit Application· 

Issue lor Construction 

Revisions: 

DATE COMMENTS 

C1 2o12 byAtticus- LakePark 
Limited Partnership. All Rights 
Reserved 

The architectural woos depicted herein 
are!hesolepropertyo!Attlcus-LakePark 
Limited Partnership and may not be 
constructed or used without its express 
written permission. No permission to 
modify or reproduce any of the 
architectural works, including with~u l 

limitationtheconstructionofanybuildmg, 
is expressed or should be impli~ from 
delivery of preliminary draw1n~s or 
unsealed construction drawmgs. 
Permission to construct the buil~ing 
depicted in sealed construction drawmgs 
is expressly conditioned on the full and 
Umely payment of all f~es otherwise du~ 
Alticus _ Lake Park Limited Partnership 
and in the absence of an_y written 
agre~ment to the ~trary, is limited to a 
one-timeuseonlhes~eindiCatedonthese~ns. 

~ 
"" CZl ·ffl z "'-lz 

~ E-<E-< ;x: <t:p:: 
0 ..... E-<-ct: 

"""'"' E--< d "'-lo 

~ 
0 .....:l"'-l 
00 <t:E-< 

Q "0 
~SE ........ @ 

CZl ..c :g::J u 
~ ~ u~ 
0:::: -~ < ~"'"' 
0-. <:~ 

<: 
.....:l 

SHEET CONTENTS: 

AMENITY BUILDING 
ELEVATIONS 

SHEET NO. 

A8.13 
2010078 



II 

12 ,,----
12 ---,, 

- ~ 

I ~ I ~I ROOF 
MIDPOINT 

~ ~ I / ~ I 

~ 

~ / ~ -
-

r 
8 8 H ~ 

~[ 
-=- -

J 

-

AMENITY BUILDING- RIGHT ELEVATION 
SCALE: 114" = 1'-0" 

II I 

12 
a,----; 

12 ,,----
12 ,,----

'-
:! 

ROOF 
MIDPOINT 

~I 
~ 

r-
~ 
r-

D D 

8 B D D D '-
~ 

§ 

D D 1'----------.J 

r-

AMENITY BUILDING- FRONT ELEVATION 01 SCALE: 114" = 1'-0" 
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FLASHING AS 
REQUIRED 

COMP. SHINGLE ROOF 
(TYP) 

SAILOR COURSE 

BRICK SOLDIER OVER 
ROINLOCK (TYP.) 

BRICK VENEER 

WINDOW AS SPECIFIED 

SAILOR COURSE {TYP.) 
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WOOO BRACKET#? 

PREFAB COLUMN WITH 
BRICK VENEER BASE, TYP. 

BRICK VENEER 

EXTERIOR SEE-THROUGH 
FIREPLACE 

SAILOR COURSE (TYP.) 

BRICK SOLDIER 
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(Ord. No. 3867) 1  

ORDINANCE NO. 3867 
 
 AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS, AMENDING THE 
CODE OF ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS, BY AMENDING 
SECTION 23-98 TO ESTABLISH RATES TO BE CHARGED FOR WATER SERVICES 
FURNISHED BY THE CITY; PROVIDING A REPEALING CLAUSE; PROVIDING A 
SEVERABILITY CLAUSE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 
 BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, 
TEXAS: 
 
 SECTION 1.  That Section 23-98 of the Code of Ordinances, City of Richardson, Texas, 

be and the same is hereby amended in part to read as follows: 

 “Sec. 23-98 Water rates. 
 

 The following monthly rates are hereby established and shall be collected for 
water services furnished by the city, based upon cost of service and water usage: 
 
(1) Monthly minimum charge.........................................................$8.00 
 
(2) Water Usage: 

 
(a) 0 – 11,000 gallons, per 1,000 gallons ...........................$3.22 
 
(b) 11,001 – 20,000 gallons, per 1,000 gallons. .................$3.48 
 
(c) 20,001 – 40,000 gallons, per 1,000 gallons. .................$3.63 
 
(d) 40,001 – 60,000 gallons, per 1,000 gallons. .................$4.22 
 
(e) All over 60,000 gallons, per 1,000 gallons. ..................$4.41 

 
(3) Apartments will be treated and billed as a commercial water account. 

 
(4) Municipal water rate (city usage), per 1,000 gallons ................$1.63 

 
(5) Homeowner associations responsible for maintaining common areas in a 

residential subdivision may make application to the water customer service office 

for a discount of 40 percent of the water usage charges for water used through an 

irrigation meter for irrigation purposes.  Such discount shall be applied to the 

monthly billing for such water service after the homeowner association has 

provided satisfactory proof of such water usage.” 
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SECTION 2. That all provisions of the ordinances of the City of Richardson, Texas in 

conflict with the provisions of this ordinance be, and the same are hereby, repealed, and all other 

provisions of the ordinances of the City of Richardson, Texas not in conflict with the provisions 

of this ordinance shall remain in full force and effect. 

 SECTION 3. That should any sentence, paragraph, subdivision, clause, phrase or 

section of this ordinance be adjudged or held to be unconstitutional, illegal or invalid, the same 

shall not affect the validity of this ordinance as a whole, or any part or provision thereof other 

than the part so decided to be invalid, illegal or unconstitutional, and shall not affect the validity 

of the Code of Ordinances as a whole. 

 SECTION 4. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately from and after its passage, as 

the law and charter in such cases provide, however the water rates established herein shall take 

effect the first billing after June 1, 2012. 

 DULY PASSED by the City Council of the City of Richardson, Texas, on the 14th day 

of May, 2012. 

      APPROVED: 
 
 
              
      MAYOR 
 
 
      CORRECTLY ENROLLED: 
 
 
              
      CITY SECRETARY 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
       
CITY ATTORNEY 
(PGS:05-03-12:TM 55261) 
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ORDINANCE NO. 3868 
 
 AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS, AMENDING THE 
CODE OF ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS, BY AMENDING 
SECTION 23-168 TO ESTABLISH RATES TO BE CHARGED FOR SEWER SERVICES 
FURNISHED BY THE CITY; PROVIDING A REPEALING CLAUSE; PROVIDING A 
SEVERABILITY CLAUSE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 
 BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, 
TEXAS: 
 
 SECTION 1. That Section 23-168 of the Code of Ordinances, City of Richardson, 

Texas, be and the same is hereby amended in part to read as follows: 

 “Sec. 23-168.  Sewerage rates. 
 

The following monthly rates are hereby established and shall be collected for 
sewer services furnished by the city, based upon cost of service and water usage. 

 
(1) Any residential customer that uses water that is not discharged into the 

wastewater system at a rate of 98 percent may do one of the following: 
 

a. any customer using water that is not discharged into the 
wastewater system may, at the customer’s expense, install a 
separate water meter for such use, and the volume of water as 
determined by such meter shall be excluded in calculating monthly 
sewer rates; 

 
b. any customer using water that is discharged into the wastewater 

system and who also has a meter for water not discharged into the 
wastewater system, will be charged at the rate for 98 percent 
consumption for each month for the meter that discharges into the 
wastewater system but shall not be charged for the meter that does 
not discharge into the system. 

 
(2) Summary of charges: 

 
a. Minimum charge ...................................$8.00 

 
b. Rates per 1,000 gallons and 

portion of metered water: 
0 – 11,000 gallons .................................$2.29 
All over 11,000 gallons .........................$4.53 

 
c. Apartments will be treated as commercial accounts for sewer 

billing purposes. 
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d. A sewer cap for each residential customer will be determined 
annually by the use of a three-year winter average and will be in 
effect for a 12-month time period. 

 
e. The winter average will be based upon the total consumption for 

November, December, January, and February for the three 
previous years.  The consumption total will be divided by 12 and 
then multiplied by 0.98 to determine the average. 

 
(3) Any commercial customer that uses water that is not discharged into the 

wastewater system at a rate of 100 percent may do one of the following: 
 

a. any commercial customer using water that is not discharged into 
the wastewater system may, at the customer’s expense, install a 
separate water meter for such use, and the volume of water as 
determined by such meter shall be excluded in calculating monthly 
sewer rates; 

 
b. any commercial customer using water that is discharged in the 

wastewater system at a rate less than 100 percent may, at the 
customer’s expense, install a separate metering device for 
wastewater that is approved by the Director of Public Services for 
such use, and the volume of wastewater as determined by such 
metering device shall be used as a basis of charge for service. 

 
c. any customer using water that is discharged into the wastewater 

system and who also has a meter for water not discharged into the 
wastewater system, will be charged at the rate of 100 percent 
consumption for each month for the meter that discharges into the 
wastewater system but shall not be charged for the meter that does 
not discharge into the system. 

 
(4) Municipal sewer rate (city usage) per 1,000 gallons ................$2.42 

 
 SECTION 2. That all provisions of the ordinances of the City of Richardson, Texas in 

conflict with the provisions of this ordinance are, and the same are hereby, repealed, and all other 

provisions of the ordinances of the City of Richardson, Texas not in conflict with the provisions 

of this ordinance shall remain in full force and effect. 

 SECTION 3. That should any sentence, paragraph, subdivision, clause, phrase or 

section of this ordinance be adjudged or held to be unconstitutional, illegal or invalid, the same 

shall not affect the validity of this ordinance as a whole, or any part or provision thereof other 
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than the part so decided to be invalid, illegal or unconstitutional, and shall not affect the validity 

of the Code of Ordinances as a whole. 

SECTION 4. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately from and after its passage, as 

the law and charter in such cases provide, however the sewerage rates established herein shall 

take effect the first billing after June 1, 2012. 

 DULY PASSED by the City Council of the City of Richardson, Texas, on the 14th day 

of May, 2012. 

 
      APPROVED: 
 
 
              
      MAYOR 
 
 
      CORRECTLY ENROLLED: 
 
 
              
      CITY SECRETARY 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
       
CITY ATTORNEY 
(PGS:05-03-12:TM 55262) 
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RESOLUTION NO. 12-05 
 
 A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, 
TEXAS, APPROVING THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE 2012 BYRNE JUSTICE 
ASSISTANCE GRANT (JAG) PROGRAM FUNDS SHARING AND FISCAL AGENCY 
AGREEMENT; AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE SAID 
AGREEMENT; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 
 WHEREAS, Part E of Title 1 of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 
as amended, and the Edward Bryne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program (the “JAG 
Program”) authorize the Department of Justice’s Bureau of Justice Assistance (the “BJA”) to make 
funds (the “JAG Funds”) available to units of local government in order to support a broad range of 
activities to prevent and control crime and to improve the criminal justice system; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Dallas County, the City of Richardson, and other cities located in Dallas 
County are eligible for 2012 JAG Program Funds and have been certified by the BJA as a disparate 
jurisdiction; and 
 
 WHEREAS, for the purposes of simplifying the application process, the JAG Program 
permits the chief executive officer of one of the eligible units of local government in the disparate 
jurisdiction to submit a joint application for JAG Funds on behalf of the other eligible units of local 
governments within that jurisdiction and to act as the fiscal agent for those local governments in 
administering the JAG Funds; and 
 
 WHEREAS, certified disparate jurisdictions must reach an agreement regarding the sharing 
of JAG Funds prior to submission of the JAG Program application; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Richardson agrees and acknowledges that as a 
certified disparate jurisdiction, the City of Richardson must reach an agreement with Dallas County 
and the other cities joining in the JAG application regarding the sharing of JAG Funds prior to 
submitting a JAG application to the BJA; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to join with Dallas County and the other participating 
cities in naming the City of Dallas as fiscal agent to administer and distribute the JAG Funds and to 
designate a share of its JAG Funds for administrative costs to be paid to the City of Dallas, prior to 
submission of the joint application for JAG Funds to the BJA; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council agrees to transfer seven percent (7%) of its allocation of JAG 
funds for costs associated with administering the JAG Funds to the City of Dallas pursuant to the 
Fiscal Agency Agreement (“the Agreement”) attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated 
herein by reference; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Richardson finds that the execution and 
performance of this Agreement is in the best interests of the City of Richardson, that the 
undertaking will benefit the public, and that the shares of the JAG Funds to the City of Richardson 
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and the other parties will fairly compensate the parties to the Agreement for their respective 
functions under the Agreement;  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS: 
 
 SECTION 1. That the terms, provisions, and conditions of the 2012 Byrne Justice 

Assistance Grant (JAG) Program Funds Sharing and Fiscal Agency Agreement (GMS Application 

#2012-H1442-TX-DJ), a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “A”, be, and the same are 

hereby, approved. 

 SECTION 2. That the City Manager is hereby authorized to execute the appropriate 

documents for entering into said agreement for the purposes recited therein, and any further 

amendments necessary to the agreement on behalf of the City of Richardson, Texas. 

 SECTION 3. That this Resolution shall become effective immediately from and after its 

passage. 

DULY RESOLVED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Richardson, 

Texas, on this the 14th day of May, 2012. 

CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS 
 
 
______________________________________ 
MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________________ 
DEPUTY CITY SECRETARY 

 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
PETER G. SMITH, CITY ATTORNEY 
(PGS:04-09-12:TM 54925) 



RESOLUTION NO. 12-06 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, 
TEXAS, APPOINTING MAYOR PRO TEM LAURA MACZKA TO THE 
AGGREGATED POSITION OF PRIMARY VOTING REPRESENTATIVE TO THE 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL OF THE NORTH CENTRAL TEXAS 
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS, WHICH FRACTIONAL ALLOCATION 
MEMBERSHIP IS SHARED WITH THE TOWN OF ADDISON, AND THE CITIES OF 
MURPHY, SACHSE, AND WYLIE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 

WHEREAS, regional transportation planning and improved mobility are goals of the 
City of Richardson; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Richardson desires to have a primary voting representative on 
the Regional Transportation Council; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Mayor Pro Tem Laura Maczka is presently representing the City of 
Richardson as Alternate on the Regional Transportation Council. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS: 
 

SECTION 1. That Laura Maczka, Mayor Pro Tem for the City of Richardson, is hereby 

appointed as Primary Voting Representative to the Regional Transportation Council of the North 

Central Texas Council of Governments. 

SECTION 2. That this Resolution shall become effective immediately from and after its 

passage. 

DULY RESOLVED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Richardson, 

Texas, on this the 14th day of May, 2012. 

       CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS 
 
 
       ___________________________________ 
       MAYOR 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:    ATTEST: 

  ___________________________________ 
CITY ATTORNEY     CITY SECRETARY 
(PGS:05-08-12:TM 55336) 
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RESOLUTION NO. 12-07 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RICHARDSON, 
TEXAS, APPROVING THE GUARANTEED MAXIMUM PRICE (GMP) PROPOSAL OF 
$13,575,343.00 SUBMITTED BY CONSTRUCTION MANAGER-AT-RISK HILL & 
WILKINSON CONSTRUCTION GROUP, LTD FOR THE TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE HEIGHTS PARK RECREATION AND AQUATIC CENTER, 
INCLUDING SUBMITTED CONDITIONS AND EXCLUSIONS, CONDITIONED UPON 
EXECUTION OF THE FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER-AT-
RISK AGREEMENT; AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE 
FIRST AMENDMENT TO CONSTRUCTION MANAGER-AT-RISK AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE CITY AND HILL & WILKINSON REVISING THE TOTAL COST OF 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION TO $13,575,343.00; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Richardson (“City”) entered into a certain Construction 

Manager-at-Risk Agreement dated as of September 23, 2011 (the “Original Agreement”) with 
Hill & Wilkinson Construction Group, LTD (“CMAR”) for construction manager-at-risk 
services related to the construction of an approximately 25,000 square feet Silver LEED-certified 
Heights Park Recreation and Aquatic Center to be located at the southwest corner of Arapaho 
Road and Floyd Road, which will include an outdoor leisure pool of approximately 10,000 SF 
water surface area with supporting bathhouse and mechanical area, and a separate LEED- 
certified Gymnastics Center to be located at the southeast corner of Arapaho Road and Grove 
Road, both in Richardson, Texas (the “Project”); and 

 
WHEREAS, Section 5.01of the Original Agreement requires the CMAR to submit a 

Guaranteed Maximum Price (“GMP”) Proposal to the City, which outlines the maximum sum 
guaranteed by the CMAR that it will not exceed to perform all or a portion of the Phase I 
Construction Phase Services of the Project; and 

 
WHEREAS, the CMAR has submitted a GMP Proposal, with applicable conditions and 

exclusions, to the City in accordance with the Original Agreement, of a total amount not to 
exceed Thirteen Million Five Hundred and Seventy-five Thousand and Three Hundred and 
Forty-three and 00 /100 Dollars ($13,575,343.00), a copy of which is attached hereto and 
incorporated herein by reference as Exhibit “A” (“GMP Proposal”); and 

 
WHEREAS, the City desires to accept the GMP Proposal submitted by the CMAR; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City desires to approve the First Amendment to the Original 

Agreement, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as Exhibit “B,” (“Amended 
Agreement”) to amend the total estimated cost of construction of the Project to an amount not to 
exceed Thirteen Million Five Hundred and Seventy-five Thousand and Three Hundred and 
Forty-three and 00 /100 Dollars ($13,575,343.00), in accordance with the GMP Proposal, and 
authorize the City Manager to execute said Amended Agreement. 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS, THAT: 
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SECTION 1. The GMP Proposal as submitted by Hill & Wilkinson Construction Group, 

LTD and attached hereto as Exhibit “A” is hereby approved, conditioned upon execution of the 

First Amendment to Construction Manager-at-Risk Agreement with Hill & Wilkinson 

Construction Group, LTD. 

SECTION 2.  The City Manager is hereby authorized to enter execute the First 

Amendment to Construction Manager-at-Risk Agreement between the City and Hill & 

Wilkinson Construction Group, LTD substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit “B,” 

and incorporated herein by reference.  Further, the City Manager is hereby authorized to execute 

any amendments to the Construction Manager-at-Risk Agreement and any instruments or 

documents related thereto.   

  SECTION 3. This Resolution shall take effect immediately from and after its passage. 

 DULY RESOLVED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Richardson, Texas, 
on this the 14th day of May, 2012. 
 
 

CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS 
 
 
______________________________________ 
MAYOR 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________________ 
CITY SECRETARY 

 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
PETER G. SMITH, CITY ATTORNEY 
(PGS/JVP:5-7-12:TM 54804) 
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Exhibit “A” 
 

GMP PROPOSAL FROM HILL & WILKINSON 
 

(To be attached) 
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Exhibit “A” 
 

FIRST AMENDMENT OF CONSTRUCTION MANAGER-AT RISK AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN CITY AND HILL & WILKINSON 

 
(To be attached) 

 

























































































































































CITYOFRICHARDSON 

TO: Bill Keffler - City Manager 

THRU: Kent Pfeil - Director of Finance 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Pam Kirkland - Purchasing Manager 

Bid Initiation Request# 43-12 

DATE: May 8, 2012 

Request Council approval to initiate bids for the following: 

2012 Public Buildings Energy Reduction Initiatives 

Proposed Council approval date: 

Proposed advertising dates: 

Proposed bid due date: 

Proposed bid opening date: 

Engineer's estimated total cost: 

May 14, 2012 

May 16, 2012 & May 23, 2012 

Thursday, May 31, 2012 - 2:00 p.m. 

Thursday, May 31, 2012 - 2:30 p.m. 

$115,000 

Account: 313-9755-531-7524 - Project #313101 

Pa~~~~~ 
Purchasing Manager 

' Date 
Director of Finance 

Approved: 
~s=m~K~e~ff~le_r __________ __ 

Date 
City Manager 



NOTICE TO CONTRACTORS 
CITY OF RICHARDSON 

2012 PUBLIC BUILDINGS ENERGY REDUCTION /NIT/A TIVES 

BID #43-12 

Sealed bids addressed to the Purchasing Manager of the City of Richardson, Texas, will be received at the 
Office of the City Purchasing Department, Suite 101, City Hall, 411 West Arapaho Road, Richardson, 
Texas, until Thursday at 2:00 p.m. on May 31, 2012, and will be opened and read aloud in the Capital 
Projects Conference Room 206, 30 minutes later that same day, for furnishing all labor, materials, tools 
and equipment, and performing all work required including all appurtenances for: 

Implementation of energy reduction initiatives at selected City facilities, including installation of 
variable frequency drives and conversion of multi-zone air handler systems to variable air volume 
at the City Hall facility and installation of wall switch occupancy sensors at the City Hall, Public 
Library, Municipal Court and Public Safety Facilities. This project is funded through an EECBG 
grant as part of the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA). 

Proposals shall be accompanied by a certified or cashier's check on a state or national bank in an amount 
not less than five percent (5%) of the possible total of the bid submitted, payable without recourse to the 
City of Richardson, Texas, or an acceptable bid bond for the same amount from a reliable surety company 
as a guarantee that the bidder will enter into a contract and execute required Performance and Payment 
Bonds within ten (10) days after notice of award of contract. The notice of award of contract shall be given 
to the successful bidder within ninety (90) days following the opening of bids. 

The successful bidder must furnish a Performance Bond upon the form provided in the amount of one 
hundred percent (1 00%) of the contract price, a material and labor Payment Bond upon the form provided in 
the amount of one hundred percent (100%) of the contract price, and a Maintenance Bond upon the form 
provided in the amount of one hundred percent ( 1 00%) of the contract price, from a surety authorized under 
the laws of the State of Texas to act as a surety on bonds for principals and having a minimum rating of A
from A.M. Best. 

The right is reserved, as the interest of the Owner may require, to reject any and all bids, to waive any 
informality in the bids received, and to select bid best suited to the Owner's best interest. 

A maximum of Forty Five (45) calendar days will be allowed for the protect 

A compact disk (CD) containing digital copies of the plans, specifications and bidding documents may be 
obtained from the office of the City Engineer, Capital Projects Department in Room 204, of the Richardson 
Civic Center/City Hall, 411 W. Arapaho Road, Richardson, Texas, beginning at 12:00 p.m. on Tuesday May 
15, 2012 upon a NON-REFUNDABLE FEE OF TWENTY FIVE DOLLARS ($25.00) per CD payable to the 
City of Richardson, accompanied by the Contractor's name, address, phone number, email address and fax 
number. A printed copy of the documents may also be obtained upon a NON-REFUNDABLE FEE OF 
FIFTY DOLLARS ($50.00) per set. A maximum of two (2) CO's or plans will be available per Contractor. 

A voluntary pre-bid conference will be held Wednesday, at 10:00 a.m. May 23, 2012, in the Capital 
Projects Conference Room 206 of the Richardson Civic Center/City Hall. While voluntary, 
attendance is strongly encouraged. 

By:/s/Bob Townsend, Mayor 
City of Richardson 
P. 0. Box 830309 

Richardson, Texas 75083 



TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

Bill Keffler, City Manager 

Cliff Miller, Assistant City Manager ti\~\ \ · 
Jerry Orte~ctor of Public Services ~ ' 
Joe Travers~sistant Director of Public Services 

Permission to Advertise Bid #43-12 for the 
2012 Public Buildings Energy Reduction Initiatives Project 

May4, 2012 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

The 2012 Public Buildings Energy Reduction Initiatives Project consists of 
implementation of energy reduction initiatives at selected City facilities, including 
installation of variable frequency drives and conversion of multi-zone air handler 
systems to variable air volume at the City Hall facility and installation of wall switch 
occupancy sensors at the City Hall, Public Library, Municipal Court and Public Safety 
Facilities. This project is funded through an EECBG grant as part of the American 
Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA). 

FUNDING: 
Funding is provided from General Special Projects Fund 313-9755-531-7524 Project 
No. 313101. 

SCHEDULE: 
Construction is expected to begin June 2012 and be completed by August 2012. 



PROPOSED PROJECT SCHEDULE 

2012 PUBLIC BUILDINGS ENERGY REDUCTION INITIATIVES 

Bid# 43-12 

Agenda Paperwork to Advertise 

Council Authorization to Advertise 

Plans/Specs Available for Contractors 

Advertise in Dallas Morning News 

Advertise in Dallas Morning News 

Pre Bid Meeting (10:00 am Room 206) 

Friday, May 4, 2012 

Monday, May 14, 2012 

Tuesday, May 15, 2012 

Wednesday, May 16, 2012 

Wednesday, May 23, 2012 

Wednesday, May 23, 2012 

Bids Received/Opened (@2:00open@2:30Room206) Thursday, May 31,2012 

Agenda Paperwork to Award Contract 

Council to Award Contract 

Pre-Construction Meeting 

Project Start 

Project 45 Calendar Days 

Project Manager: Joe Travers 
Engineers Estimate: $115,000 

Friday, June 1, 2012 

Monday~ June 11, 2012 

-June, 2012 

-June, 2012 

-August, 2012 

Funding is provided from General Special Projects Fund 313-9755-531-7524 Project No. 313101. 
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DATE: May 7, 2012 

TO: Kent Pfeil - Director of Finance 

FROM: Pam Kirkland - Purchasing Manager 

SUBJECT: Award of Bid #37 -12 for the Demolition of the Former 36-Unit Apartment 
Complex Known as the Willows to lntercon Construction Company in the 
amount of $193,300 

Proposed Date of Award: May 14, 2012 

I concur with the recommendation of Don Magner - Director of Community Services, and 
request permission to award a contract to the low bidder, lntercon Construction Company, for 
the above referenced construction in the amount of $193,300, as outlined in the attached 
memo. 

Funding is provided from 2012 CO Bonds. The bid was advertised in The Dallas Morning 
News on March 29, 2012 and April 4, 2012. Sixteen hundred eighty-nine notices were 
solicited through Bidsync.com where thirty-one vendors viewed the bid and eight bids were 
received. A prebid conference was held on April10, 2012. 

Concur: 

Attachments 

Xc: Bill Keffler 
Dan Johnson 
Michelle Thames 
David Morgan 
Cliff Miller 



MEMO 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

Bill Keffler, City Manager 

David Morgan, Assistant City Manager -...../ 

Don Magner, Director of Community Services \(J 
Award of Bid #37-12 to lntercon Construction Co., for the 
Demolition of the Former 36-Unit Apartment Complex Known as the Willows 

May4, 2012 

ACTION REQUESTED: 
Council to consider award of Bid #37-12 to lntercon Construction Co., for the Demolition of the 
Former 36-Unit Apartment Complex Known as the Willows for a total amount of $193,300. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
On April 17, 2012, the Community Services Department opened bids on the subject project. The 
attached bid tabulation indicates lntercon Construction Co. was the lowest bidder based on the base 
bid plus the Alternate No. 1. Based on the evaluation of the bid submittals, staff recommends 
lntercon Construction Co. for the Demolition of the Former 36-Unit Apartment Complex Known as the 
Willows project, in the amount of $193,300. 

$189,800 
$3,500 
$193,300 

Base Bid 
Alternate No. 1 
Total Base Bid Plus Alternate 

References and financials are not required at this time since lntercon Construction Co., is currently 
under contract with the city. 

This project consists of pre-demolition asbestos abatement and demolition of the former apartment 
complex located at 116 S. Bowser, including complete demolition of the structure, foundation 
elements, pavement, removal of all debris and other miscellaneous appurtenances. 

FUNDING: 
Funding is provided from 2012 CO Bonds. 

SCHEDULE: 
Community Services plans to begin construction June 2012 and be completed by August 2012. 

Cc:Stephanie Pennington, Senior Building Inspector 
Office\Agenda\DemolitionTheWillow Award 



ASBESTOS ABATEMENT AND DEMOLmON FORMER 36-UNIT APARTMENT COMPLEX 
116 South Bowser 

Certified by: 

CITY OF RICHARDSON, TEXAS BID NO. 37-12 

EFI Global, tnc 
19 Aprl, 2012 
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DATE: May 7, 2012 

TO: Kent Pfeil - Director of Finance 

FROM: Pam Kirkland- Purchasing Manager ~~ 
SUBJECT: Award of Bid #39-12 for the 2010 Bond Project for the Dumont Drive 

Rehabilitation Paving, Waterline and Drainage Project to Jim Bowman 
Construction Company, LP in the amount of $1,337,061.80 

Proposed Date of Award: May 14, 2012 

I concur with the recommendation of Steve Spanos - Director of Engineering, and request 
permission to award a contract to the low bidder, Jim Bowman Construction Company LP, for 
the above referenced construction in the amount of $1,337,061.80, as outlined in the attached 
memo. 

Funding is provided from the 2010 Streets and Drainage G.O. Bonds 378-8702-585-7524, 
SD1012 and Water & Sewer Funds 546-5710-585-7524, WS1010. 

The bid was advertised in The Dallas Morning News on April 11 & 18, 2012. Two thousand 
one hundred ninety-nine notices were solicited through Bidsync.com where twenty-four 
vendors viewed the bid and four bids were received. A prebid conference was held on April 
19, 2012. 

Concur: 

Attachments 

Xc: Bill Keffler 
Dan Johnson 
Michelle Thames 
David Morgan 
Cliff Miller 



MEMO 
TO: Bill Keffler, City Manager 

THRU: Cliff Miller, Assistant City Manager C~ 

FROM: Steve Spanos, P.E., Director of Engineering~ 

SUBJECT: Award of Bid# 39-12 to Jim Bowman Construction for the 
Dumont Drive Rehabilitation Paving, Waterline and Drainage Project 

DATE: May 4, 2012 

ACTION REQUESTED: 
Council to consider award of Bid #39-12 to Jim Bowman Construction for the Dumont 
Street Rehabilitation Paving, Waterline and Drainage Project from Hyde Park to US 
75 for a total amount of $1 ,337,061.80. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
On April 26, 2012 the Capital Projects Department opened bids for the subject 
project. The attached bid tabulation certifies the lowest bid was submitted by Jim 
Bowman Construction CO., LP. in the amount of $1 ,337,061.80. 

The Street Rehabilitation Phase II Project includes pavement repairs on Dumont 
Drive between Hyde Park and US 75. The scope also consists of performing 
drainage improvements, installing a new water main between Weatherred and US 75, 
driveway, sidewalk and curb repairs and installing new asphalt overlay. 

References and financials are not required at this time since Jim Bowman 
Construction is currently under contract with the city. 

FUNDING: 
Funding is provided from 2010 Streets and Drainage G.O. Bonds 378-8702-585-7524 
SD1012 and Water & Sewer Funds 546-5710-585-7524 WS1010. 

SCHEDULE: 
Capital Projects plans to begin construction for this project June 2012 and be 
completed by January 2013. 
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2010 BOND PROJECT 
DUMONT DRIVE REHABILITATION 
PAVING, WATERLINE, AND DRAINAGE PROJECT 
APRIL2012 

/ 
/ 



lr;;~~ DESClUPTION ~~ UNIT 

I Mobilization I LS 
2 Project Signs 4 EA 
3 Barricading & Traffic Control I LS 
4 Full Depth Saw Cut 9,191 LF 
5 Remove Existing Concrete Pavement 7107 SY 
6 611 Concrete Pavement 7,058 SY 
7 5' Class A Driveway Pavement 108 SY 
8 Remove and Replace Integral Curb 3,349 LF 
9 Curb & Gutter Repair (24') 41 LF 
10 4' Sidewalk Replacement 697 SF 
II Wedge Milling 6,392 LF 
12 2" TypeD HMAC Overlay 11,350 SY 
13 Rout and Crack Seal Pavement 11 ,110 LF 
14 Class B II Reflective Marker 8 EA 
IS Cement Treated Base 100 CY 
16 Remove Existing Asphalt by Milling 11,350 SY 
17 Remove Exising Sidewalk 490 SF 
18 Remove and Replace BFR 10 EA 
19 Bloclc Sod 808 SY 
20 Ad'ust Existing water Valve Stack 5 EA 
21 Adjust sanitary Sewer Manhole to Grade 2 EA 
22 Repair/ Adjust Irrigation 1 LS 
23 Remove and Dispose RCP Pipe 651 LF 
24 Remove and Dispose Existing Inlet 6 EA 
25 Cut and Plug RCP 3 EA 
26 18" RCP with Embedment 21 LF 
27 21' RCP with Embedment 122 LF 
28 24' RCP with Embedment 129 LF 
29 27' RCP with Embedment 81 LF 
30 33" RCP with Embedment 83 LF 
31 36" RCP with Embedment 79 LF 
32 5X2 Concrete Box Culvert 505 LF 
33 WYE Connections 11 EA 
34 1 0' Wide Curb Inlet 15 EA 
35 Trioole Orale Allev Inlet 1 EA 
36 Type B storm Sewer Manhole 1 EA 
37 Connect to Existing TXDOT 5X2 Box 1 LS 
38 Remove and Replace TXDOT Pavement 162 SY 
39 Trench Safety System 1,018 LF 
40 Trench Safety Plan I LS 
41 SWPPP Implementation and Maintenance I LS 
42 Remove & Salvase Existing FH 3 EA 
43 Remove and Replace Water Meter Bo:< 89 EA 
44 Remove and Salvage Existing Valves II EA 
45 8' watedioe 3419 LF 
46 6' Gate Valve 3 EA 
47 8' gate Valve 18 EA 
48 4'X4' Tapping Sleeve and Valve 3 EA 
49 6'X6' Tapping Sleeve and Valve 2 EA 
50 8'X8" Tapping Sleeve and Valve 7 EA 
51 Cormect to Existing Water Main 11 EA 
52 Cormect to Existing Woter Main (Cut in Tee) 2 EA 
53 6' Temporary Pavment 602 SY 
54 I" Water Service (Short) 42 EA 
55 I' Water Service (Long) 40 EA 
56 Fire Hydrant Asaembly 7 EA 
57 Main Break Repair 5 EA 
58 Adjust Waterline Depth 10 EA 
59 Cut and Plug Existing Waterline 10 EA 
60 Trench Safety System 3,419 LF 
61 Construction Contingency 1 LS 

TOTAL BASE BID 
CONTRACTOR'S BID 

I ENGINI:ERS EST~~ FOR BASE BID: I 

2010 BOND PROJECI' 
Dumont Drive Rehabilitation 
Paving, Waterline & Drainage 

BID#39-12 
Bi dO . 6 ening: A11_ri12 , 2012 

JIM BOWMAN NORTH TEXAS 
CONSTII.UcnON CO CONTRAcnNG, INC. 

~g AMOUNT UNIT AMOuro. 
PlliCE 

$129,000.00 $129,000.00 $44,000.00 $44,000.00 
$750.00 $3,000.00 $100.00 $400.00 

$16,900.00 $16,900.00 $25,000.00 $25,000.00 
$1.15 $10,569.65 55.00 $45,955.00 
$5.80 $41 220.60 $10.00 $71 070.00 
$45.00 $317,610.00 $39.00 $275,262.00 
$43 .65 $4,714.20 $60.00 $6,480.00 
$6.50 $21,768.50 $2.00 $6,698.00 

$100.00 $4,100.00 $40.00 $1,640.00 
$4.25 $2 962.25 $5.00 $3 485.00 
$1.65 $10,546.80 $1.00 $6,392.00 
$10.15 $115,202.50 $6.00 $68,100.00 
$1.15 $12,776.50 $0.50 $5,555.00 
$10.00 $80.00 $25.00 $200.00 
$20.00 $2 000.00 $70.00 $7000.00 
$2,25 $25,537.50 $2.00 $22,700.00 
$0.50 $245.00 $2.00 $980.00 

$850.00 $8,500.00 $2,000.00 $20,000.00 
$6.00 $4,848.00 $4.00 $3,232.00 

$100.00 $500.00 $100.00 $500.00 
$250.00 $500.00 $100.00 $200.00 

$10,000.00 $10,000.00 $5,000.00 $5,000.00 
$3.66 $2,404.62 $10.00 $6,570.00 

$276.31 $1,657.86 $500.00 $3,000.00 
$323.73 $971.19 $300.00 $900.00 
$33.22 $697.62 $80.00 $1,680.00 
$41.03 $5,005.66 $90.00 $10,980.00 
$47.62 $6,142.98 $100.00 $12,900.00 
$58.84 $4,766.04 $105.00 $8,505.00 
$74.18 $6156.94 $115.00 $9 545.00 
$83.66 $6,609.14 $125.00 $9,875.00 
$154.41 $77,977.05 $175.00 $88,375.00 
$153.18 $1,684.98 $250.00 $2,750.00 

$2,938.00 $44,070.00 $2,600.00 $39,000.00 
$3 818.00 $3 818.00 $3,600.00 $3 600.00 
$4,599.17 $4,599.17 $4,000.00 $4,000.00 

$10,931.00 $10,931.00 $21,000.00 $21,000.00 
$88.99 $14,416.38 $60.00 $9,720.00 
$1.53 $1,557.54 $2.00 $2,036.00 

$615.85 $615.85 $10000.00 $10000.00 
$2,000.00 $2,000.00 $15,000.00 $15,000.00 
$520.00 $1,560.00 $1,000.00 $3,000.00 
$84.17 S7,49l.13 $100.00 $8,900.00 
$261.57 $2,877.27 $200.00 $2,200.00 
$28.18 $96,347.42 $60.00 $205,140.00 

$1,070.53 $3,211.59 $1,000.00 $3,000.00 
$1,499.00 $26,982.00 $2,200.00 $39,600.00 
$2,326.00 $6,978.00 $2,000.00 $6,000.00 
$3,037.00 $6,074.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 
$3 766.00 $26,362.00 $3 000.00 $21,000.00 
$833.00 $9,163.00 $200.00 $2,200.00 

$1,459.00 $2,918.00 $500.00 $1,000.00 
$26.65 $16,043.30 $70.00 $42,140.00 
$644.00 $27,048.00 $900.00 $37,800.00 
$922.00 $36 880.00 $] 000.00 $40000.00 

$4,061.00 $28,427.00 $3,500.00 $24,500.00 
$1,193.00 $5,965.00 $250.00 $1,250.00 
$3,642.00 $36,420.00 $750.00 $7,500.00 
$515.47 $5,154.70 $200.00 $2,000.00 
$0.73 $2,495.87 $2.00 $6,838.00 

$50,000.00 $50,000.00 $50,000.00 $50,000.00 
51,337,1)61.80 $1~.00 

SAME SAME 

CEllTIFIED BY: ~ 

JESKE CONSTilUcnON, 
co. 

UNIT AMOUNT 
PRICE 

$73,500.00 $73,500.00 
$450.00 $1,800.00 

$12,500.00 $12,500.00 
$4.50 $41,359.50 
$7.50 $53,302.50 
$45.00 $317,610.00 
$48.00 $5,184.00 
$2.00 $6,698.00 
$30.00 $1,230.00 
$6.00 $4 182.00 
$2.00 $12,784.00 
$10.50 $119,175.00 
$1.60 $17,776.00 

$130.00 $1,040.00 
$65.00 $6,500.00 
$3.00 $34,050.00 
$1.00 $490.00 

$1,050.00 $10,500.00 
$5.00 $4,040.00 

$280.00 $1,400.00 
$390.00 $780.00 

$5,000.00 $5,000.00 
$11.00 $7,227.00 

$500.00 $3,000.00 
$170.00 $510.00 
$47.00 $987.00 
$58.00 $7,076.00 
$62.00 $7,998.00 
$76.00 $6,156.00 
$94.00 $7 802.00 

$110.00 $8,690.00 
$220.00 $111,100.00 
$500.00 $5,500.00 

$3,900.00 $58,500.00 
$4400.00 $4400.00 
$5,000.00 $5,000.00 
$3,900.00 $3,900.00 
$192.00 $31,104.00 
$2.20 $2,239.60 

$1100.00 $1,100.00 
$4,100.00 $4,100.00 
$170.00 $510.00 

$110.00 $9,790.00 
$280.00 $3,080.00 
$46.70 $159667.30 
$940.00 $2,820.00 

$1,220.00 $21,960.00 
$1,100.00 $3,300.00 
$1,670.00 $3,340.00 
$2800.00 $19 600.00 
$2,200.00 $24,200.00 
$1,670.00 $3,340.00 

$29.00 $17,458.00 
$830.00 $34,860.00 
$950.00 SJJI,OOO.OO 

$3,170.00 $22,190.00 
$550.00 $2,750.00 
$550.00 $5,500.00 
$280.00 $2,800.00 

$2.80 $9,573.20 
$50,000.00 $50,000.00 

<:;:i S1,44Z,OZUO 
SAMI: 

~LP.ue:1 
Steve Spao01, P.E.., IJU&tllr ofl:ngjDeeriDg 

RKM UTILITY SEll VICES 
AVERAGES 

INC 
UNIT AMOUNT UNIT AMUUI"'T 
PRICE PRICE 

$5,000.00 $5,000.00 $62,875.00 $62,875.00 
$1,000.00 $4,000.00 $515.00 $2,300.00 
$20,000.00 $20,000.00 $18,600.00 $18,600.00 

$2.00 $18,382.00 $3.16 $29,066.54 
$10.00 $71 070.00 $8.33 $59165.78 
$44.00 $310,552.00 $43.25 $305,258.50 
$50.00 $5,400.00 $50.41 $5,444.55 
$3.00 $10,047.00 $3.38 $11,302.88 
$25.00 $1,025.00 $48.75 $1,998.75 
$5.00 $3 485.00 $5.06 $3 528.56 
$3.00 $19,176.00 $1.91 $12,224.70 
$15.00 $170,250.00 $10.41 $118,181.88 
$2.50 $27,775.00 $1.44 $15,970.63 
$50.00 $400.00 $53.75 $430.00 
$70.00 $7 000.00 $56.25 $5 625.00 
$3.00 $34,050.00 $2.56 $29,084.38 
$2.00 $980.00 $1.38 $673.75 

$1,300.00 $13,000.00 $1 ,300.00 $13,000.00 
$3.50 $2,828.00 $4.63 $3,737.00 
$75.00 $375.00 $138.75 $693.75 

$450.00 $900.00 $297.50 $595.00 
$5,000.00 $5,000.00 $6,250.00 $6,250.00 

$10.00 $6,570.00 $8.67 $5,692.91 
$500.00 $3,000.00 $444.08 $2,664.47 
$500.00 $1 500.00 $323.43 $970.30 
$60.00 $1,260.00 $55.06 $1,156.16 
$70.00 $8,540.00 $64.76 $7,900.42 
$75.00 $9,675.00 $71.16 $9,179.00 
$80.00 $6,480.00 $79.96 $6,476.76 
$100.00 $8 300.00 $95.80 $7,950.99 
$125.00 $9,875.00 $]10.92 $8,762.29 
$225.00 $]13,625.00 $193.60 $97,769.26 
$500.00 $5,500.00 $350.80 $3,858.75 

$2,800.00 $42,000.00 $3,059.50 $45,892.50 
$4 000.00 $4000.00 $3 954.50 $3 954.50 
$7,000.00 $7,000.00 $5,149.79 $5,149.79 

$30,000.00 $30,000.00 $16,457.75 $]6,457.75 
$225.00 $36,450.00 $141.50 $22,922.60 
$1.00 $1,018.00 $1.68 $1,712.79 

$1,000.00 $1000.00 $3 178.96 $3178.96 
$2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,900.00 $5,900.00 

$400.00 $1,200.00 $522.50 $1,567.50 
$200.00 $17,800.00 $123.54 $10,995.28 
$250.00 $2,750.00 $247.89 $2,726.82 
$55.00 $1~045.00 $47.47 $162,299.93 
$925.00 $2,775.00 $983.88 $2,951.65 

$1,300.00 $23,400.00 $1,554.75 $27,985.50 
$3,000.00 $9,000.00 $2,106.50 $6,319.50 
$3,500.00 $7,000.00 $2,676.75 $5,353.50 
$4,300.00 $30100.00 $3 466.50 $24 265.50 
$150.00 $8,250.00 $995.15 $10,953.25 

$1,500.00 $3,000.00 $1,282.25 $2,564.50 
$25.00 $15,050.00 $37.66 $22,672.83 

$675.00 $28,350.00 $762.25 $32,014.50 
$1,000.00 $40 000.00 $968.00 $38 720.00 
$3,850.00 $26,950.00 $3,645.25 $25,516.75 

$50.00 $250.00 $510.75 $2,553.75 
$50.00 $500.00 $1,248.00 $12,480.00 
$50.00 $500.00 $261.37 $2,613.68 
$1.00 $3,419.00 $1.63 $5,581.52 

$50 000.00 $50,000.00 $50,000.00 $50000.00 
51,417,317.00 S1,413,69Z.73 

SAME 



MEMO 
DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

May 7, 2012 

Kent Pfeil- Director of Finance (\) 

Pam Kirkland - Purchasing Manager \j tJ;vV'-
Award of Bid 42-12 for an annual contract for swimming pool water 
management services to Sunbelt Pools, Inc. per a fixed monthly 
maintenance fee of $8,950 for Canyon Creek, Cottonwood, Glenville, & 
Terrace Pools and a fixed monthly maintenance fee of $11,950 for all five 
pools plus Arapaho Aquatics Center when completed 

Proposed Date of Award: May 14, 2012 

I concur with the recommendation of Gary Zimmerman - Superintendent of Recreation, and 
request permission to issue an annual contract purchase order to Sunbelt Pools, Inc. for 
swimming pool water management program for fixed monthly rates, as outlined below. 

This is an annual contract for swimming pool water management services, which includes all 
chemicals, pool maintenance, and equipment maintenance and/or repair for all municipal pools. 
This is a one-year contract with an option to renew for up to four ( 4) additional one-year periods, 
if acceptable to both parties. Pricing for the contract is based on an initial fee of $8,950 per 
month for Canyon Creek, Cottonwood, Glenville & Terrace pools for the next twelve month 
period, which excludes Arapaho Pool due to its closure for the construction of the new Arapaho 
Aquatics Center. Once the Arapaho Aquatics Center is completed, the monthly fee for the pool 
management services for all five municipal swimming pools will be $11,950 for the remaining 
renewal periods. 

Funds are budgeted in account 011-3025-541-3399 for these services. A prebid conference 
was held on April 18, 2012 and four vendors and five staff members were in attendance. The 
bid was advertised in the Dallas Morning News on April10 & 17, 2012. Eight hundred thirty-one 
notices were solicited through Bidsync.com where ten vendors viewed the bid and one bid was 
received and one "no bid" was received . 

Concur: 

~ 
ATTACHMENTS 

Xc: Bill Keffler 
Dan Johnson 
Michelle Thames 
David Morgan 
Cliff Miller 



TO: 
FROM: 
DATE: 
SUBJECT: 

Pam Kirkland - Purchasing Manager 
Gary Zimmerman - Superintendent of Recreation 
April 30, 2012 
Solicitation 42-12 Annual Contract for Swimming Pool Water 
Management Program 

I recommend awarding the Annual Contract for Swimming Pool Water Management 
Program, Bid 42-12 to the sole bidder, Sunbelt Pools Inc., in the amount of $107,400 
for the initial twelve months of the contract and for $143,400 per year thereafter in 
which Arapaho Pool will be serviced. 

Sunbelt Pools has been our water management company for the past five years and 
have serviced the pools to our satisfaction. We feel the price provided by Sunbelt 
Pools is competitive based and is consistent with the past contract. They also provided 
pricing for the new Aquatics Center at Heights Recreation Center, as per the bid 
specifications. 

Funds are budgeted in account 011-3025-541-3399 for these services. 

Gary Zimmerman, Superintendent of Recreation 



PAGE 1 BID TABULATION-ANNUAL CONTRACT FOR SWIMMING POOL WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
BID NUMBER: 42-12 
DATE OPENED: April 25, 2012 

Aqua-Rec, Inc. ~IJ:roo~, ~~. 

ITEM DESCRIPTION EST. UNIT UNIT AMOUNT UNIT AMOllNf · UNIT AMOUNT UNIT AMOUNT 

NO. QTY. PRICE PIUC.~ PRICE PRICE 

1 Monthly maintenance for pools, excluding 12 ea No Bid 895~J)t):ij $J.:.O'i\400i00 

Arapaho Aquatics Center 

2 Monthly maintenance for pools, including 12 ea No Bid H9.51Hlb0: · $143;40DJ)O' . 

Arapaho Aquatics Center 



CITY OF RICHARDSON 
SIGN CONTROL BOARD MINUTES – MAY 9, 2012 

 
Ms. Dorthy McKearin, Chair, called a regular meeting of the Sign Control Board to order at 6:30 
p.m. on Wednesday, May 9, 2012, at the Civic Center Council Chamber, 411 W. Arapaho Road, 
Richardson, Texas. 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT DORTHY MCKEARIN, CHAIR 
 SANDRA MOUDY, VICE CHAIR 

CHARLES WARNER, MEMBER 
CHIP IZARD, MEMBER 
MUHAMMAD Z. IKRAM, MEMBER 
SCOTT PETTY, ALTERNATE 
ALICIA MARSHALL, ALTERNATE 

 
               
      

 CITY STAFF PRESENT  DON MAGNER, DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 
       E.A. HOPPE, ASST. DIR. OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 
       STEPHANIE JACKSON, COMMUNITY SERVICES MGR. 
       JENNA HITE, COM. SVCS. ADMIN. SECRETARY 
 

 
Ms. Dorthy McKearin stated there is a quorum present. 

 
Mr. Chip Izard made a motion to approve the minutes to the meeting of April 4, 2012.  The 
motion was seconded by Ms. Sandra Moudy and carried unanimously. 
 
 
SCB CASE #12-06:  TO CONSIDER THE REQUEST OF HARRINGTON CHIROPRACTIC 
FOR A VARIANCE TO THE CITY OF RICHARDSON CODE OF ORDINANCES, 
CHAPTER 18, ARTICLE I, SECTION 18-5(4) TO ALLOW A DIGITAL DISPLAY DEVICE 
SIGN SHOWING TIME AND TEMPERATURE AT THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1980 
NANTUCKET DR; AND TAKE APPROPRIATE ACTION. 
 
Ms. McKearin opened the Public Hearing and Mr. Magner introduced the request of Harrington 
Chiropractic for a variance to the City of Richardson Code of Ordinances, Chapter 18, Article I, 
Section 18-5(4) to allow a digital display device sign showing time and temperature at the 
property located at 1980 Nantucket Dr.  A power point presentation was shown for review. 
 
Mr. Jeff Givens, 5920 Meadow Creek Dr., Dallas, TX 75248 of Pro Med Signs, representing 
Harrington Chiropractic, stated a variance was requested in January 2012 and approved by the 
Sign Control Board but the City Council had concerns and subsequently denied the request. Mr. 
Givens stated he visited with the members of City Council that opposed the initial request and 
believes the City Council will now be in favor of the new proposed sign.   
 
Ms. McKearin stated the scale of the time and temperature lettering appeared to be much larger 
than the lettering on the non-digital part of the sign.  Mr. Givens stated the City Council felt the 
lettering in the original proposal was too small and also wanted the two cabinets of the sign to be 
more congruent in size. Mr. Givens stated that after discussing the City Council’s concerns the 
sign is now one cabinet, but the time and temperature lettering can be altered to any size 
acceptable to the Board and City council.  Mr. Givens also stated the standard lettering size for 
the digital display is 18 inches but can go from 6 inches up to 30 inches.  Ms. McKearin asked if 
the lettering on the non-digital display portion of the sign is alterable.  Mr. Givens stated that 
portion of the sign was permanent.  
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Mr. Izard stated that the previous variance displayed both the time and temperature at the same 
time and noted that this variance proposed for the display to alternate between showing the time 
and temperature. Mr. Givens stated the sign has the capability to display the time and 
temperature at the same time or alternate between time and temperature displays.  
 
Mr. Ikram inquired if the originally proposed sign is the same size as what is now being 
proposed.  Mr. Givens stated the new proposed sign is slightly larger than the original proposal 
but still meets the current sign ordinance requirements.    
 
Ms. Moudy inquired if the applicant intended to display the time and temperature messaging in 
an alternating fashion or at the same time.  Mr. Givens stated the client preferred to have them 
display alternating messages rather than display them at the same time.  Ms. Moudy asked if the 
alternating time and temperature displays would be the same size and height in lettering.  Mr. 
Givens stated the time and temperature would be programmed to be the same size.  Ms. Moudy 
stated she felt the new proposed sign to be much cleaner and nicer.  Mr. Givens stated he agreed 
and felt it to be more properly designed and appreciated the input from the City Council on the 
previous proposal.  He felt the new proposal is more in line with what he feels the City Council’s 
vision for future signs in the City.  
 
Ms. McKearin asked if there was anyone present who wished to speak on behalf of SCB Case 
#12-06 in favor or in opposition. 
 
Dr. Kent Harrington, 1980 Nantucket Dr, Richardson, 75080, felt this sign would generate more 
patients for his business.  Dr. Harrington stated the sign would serve two purposes; as an 
informational  public service and also as an advertising tool that would draw attention to his 
location and possibly double his level of new patients.  Dr. Harrington also stated that the 
alternating display would help draw attention to his business.   
 
Ms. McKearin asked if the Board had any  questions for Dr. Harrington.  No comments were 
made.  
 
There being no further questions, Ms. McKearin closed the Public Hearing and asked for 
remarks from the Board. 
 
Ms. Marshall stated she could appreciate wanting to draw attention to his business and felt it to 
be a nice sign.  Mr. Ikram asked if the other part of the sign would be illuminated at night.  Mr. 
Givens stated the time and temperature will have constant illumination, while the non-digital 
display will only illuminate at night, via a dusk to dawn photo cell sensor.  
 
There being no further comments from the Board, Ms. McKearin asked for a motion. 
 
Charles Warner moved to approve the SCB Case #12-06.  Mr. Chip Izard seconded the motion 
and it carried unanimously.   

 
 Ms. McKearin noted the action of the Sign Control Board is subject to review by the City 
Council for a period of two weeks. 
 
Ms. McKearin asked for a motion to adjourn the Public Hearing. Ms. Moudy                                   
moved to adjourn the Hearing. The motion was seconded by Mr. Ikram                                        
and carried unanimously. 
 
There being no other business before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m. 
 
 
DORTHY MCKEARIN, CHAIR_________________________ 



City of Richardson 
City Council Work Session 

Agenda Item Summary 
 
 
 
 
Work Session Meeting Date: Monday, May 14, 2012 
 
 
Agenda Item:   Review and Discuss Item Listed on the City Council 

Meeting Agenda 
 
 
Staff Resource:   Bill Keffler, City Manager 
 
 
Summary: The City Council will have an opportunity to preview and 

discuss with City Staff the agenda items that will be 
voted on at the City Council Meeting immediately 
following the Work Session. 

 
 
Board/Commission Action: Various, if applicable. 
 
 
Action Proposed: No action will be taken. 



City of Richardson 
City Council Worksession 

Agenda Item Summary 
 
 
 
Worksession Meeting Date: Monday, May 14, 2012 
 
Agenda Item:     Review and Discuss the Promotion and Marketing of  
      Local Events 
 
Staff Resource:   Michelle Thames, Assistant City Manager 
 Greg Sowell, Director of Communications 
   
Summary:  In the City Council’s 2011-2013 Near Term Action Items 

the City Council identified and interest in evaluating the 
promotion and marketing of local events in the 
community that are not city related or sponsored.  City 
Staff will review current city promotional and marketing 
efforts and discuss possible enhancements to current 
efforts    

  
Board/Commission Action: N/A 
 
Action Proposed:   Review and Discuss the Promotion and Marketing of  
      Local Events 
 



City of Richardson 
City Council Worksession 

Agenda Item Summary 
 
 
 
 
Worksession Meeting Date: Monday, May 14, 2012 

 
Agenda Item:   Review and Discuss the Enhancements to Chapter 18 of 

the City's Code of Ordinances Concerning Sign 
Regulations 

 
Staff Resource:   Don Magner, Director of Community Services 
 
Summary: Staff will present an overview of the Sign Control 

Board's recommended enhancements to Articles I and II 
of Chapter 18 of the City's Code of Ordinances.  
Particular emphasis will be given to definitions, variance 
processes, and general and prohibited sign types.  Staff 
will also discuss a time line for reviewing the Sign 
Control Board's recommended enhancements to Article 
III of Chapter 18 and planned community outreach 
related to the adoption process. 

   
Board/Commission Action: N/A 
 
Action Proposed: N/A  
 



City of Richardson 
City Council Worksession 

Agenda Item Summary 
 
 
 
 
Worksession Meeting Date: Monday, May 14, 2012 

 
 

Agenda Item:   Review and Discuss the Wildflower! Richardson’s Arts 
and Music Festival 2012 

 
Staff Resource:   Robbie Hazelbaker, Assistant Director of Parks and 

Recreation 
Geoff Fairchild, Community Events Manager 

 
Summary: City staff will provide a presentation regarding updates 

and latest information for the Wildlfower! Festival 
scheduled on May 18-20th.  2012 also marks the 20th 
Wildflower! Festival.   
 

 
Board/Commission Action: NA 
 
Action Proposed: No action will be taken. 



City of Richardson 
City Council Work Session 

Agenda Item Summary 
 
 
 
 
Work Session Meeting Date: Monday, May 14, 2012  
 
 
Agenda Item:   Items of Community Interest 
 
 
Staff Resource:   Bill Keffler, City Manager 
 
 
Summary: The City Council will have an opportunity to address 

items of community interest, including:  
 

Expressions of thanks, congratulations, or condolence; 
information regarding holiday schedules; an honorary or 
salutary recognition of a public official, public employee, 
or other citizen; a reminder about an upcoming event 
organized or sponsored by the City of Richardson; 
information regarding a social, ceremonial, or 
community event organized or sponsored by an entity 
other than the City of Richardson that was attended or is 
scheduled to be attended by a member of the City of 
Richardson or an official or employee of the City of 
Richardson; and announcements involving an imminent 
threat to the public health and safety of people in the 
City of Richardson that has arisen after the posting of 
the agenda. 

 
 
Board/Commission Action: NA 
 
 
Action Proposed: No action will be taken. 
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