Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
June 20, 2017
Kevan Schooler, Chairperson, called the Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting to order at 5:30 P.M. on
Tuesday, June 20, 2017 in the City Council Chambers, 307 East 4th, Big Spring, TX 79720.
Committee members
in attendance:

Kevan Schooler
Tammy DePauw
Kelly Owens

Lupe Dominguez
Bebe McCasland

Also in attendance:

Roxanne Johnston, City Planner

Johnny Womack, Public Works Director

ITEM I
Consideration for the approval of minutes for the May 02, 2017 Planning & Zoning meeting.

McCasland made a motion to approve minutes with an amendment correcting the spelling of “Kevin” to
“Kevan”, seconded by DePauw with all members present voting “aye” for the same. Motion passed.
ITEM II
Public hearing of a Specific Use Permit (SUP 17_02) in a Retail (R) Zoning District to construct a one hundred fifty
150’ wireless communication tower and related apparatus at 1114 Main Street. More specifically, this property is
located in Block 1, Lot 5 of the Hathcock Heights Addition.

Public hearing was opened by motion from Dominguez, seconded by McCasland with three members present
voting “aye” for same. Owens excused herself from the vote.
Robert H. Moore III, a property owner of the subject property, spoke in support of the tower project. The
applicant was not in attendance. McCasland discussed height restrictions and Johnston read an excerpt from the
Zoning Ordinance stating that the maximum allowance is 150’. Johnston also provided background information
as outlined in her report, and stated that of the eight 200’ notification letters mailed out, two were returned; one
in favor and one in opposition of the project. She then passed these letters to the Commission for their
examination. Owens excused herself from voting on this item due to a possible conflict of interest.
No motion to close the Public Hearing was made before moving to the next item.
ITEM III
Discussion and consideration of approval of a Specific Use Permit (SUP 17_02) in a Retail (R) Zoning District to
construct a one hundred fifty 150’ wireless communication tower and related apparatus at 1114 Main Street. More
specifically, this property is located in Block 1, Lot 5 of the Hathcock Heights Addition.

McCasland made a motion to open the discussion and consideration of the above item, seconded by Owens.
Discussion involved the possible negative aesthetic impact on area businesses and the Hotel Settles. The
varying area elevations were discussed as well as possible minimal lighting that may be required by the FAA.
Mr. Moore stated that he and his partner owned the property since the 1970s and he felt that the best and highest
use of the vacant property was his decision to make.
McCasland made a motion to deny the proposal. Motion failed with no second.

Dominguez made a motion to table the item to gather more information for the next meeting, seconded by
DePauw with all members present voting “aye” for the same. Motion passed.
ITEM IV
Public hearing of a Zone Change (Z17_02) from an Agriculture (A) Zoning District to a Heavy Commercial (HC)
Zoning District at 3608 S. I-10 Service Rd, located approx. 975 feet SE of the intersection of FM 700 and I-20 S.
Service Rd. More specifically, this property occupies 8.960 acres in the N 1/2 of Sec. 46, Blk 32-1-N in east Big
Spring, TX.

Public hearing was opened by motion from Dominguez, seconded by McCasland with all members present
voting “aye” for same.
Johnston explained that property was mainly contiguous to the landfill and that although the City may conduct
business in any zoning district, a rezoning would be in accordance with the Future Land Use Plan, a component
to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan, and would be a good example of the City zoning incompatible zoning districts
into compatible use districts. Such rezoning was done with the Roy Anderson Sports Complex and property
north of this facility. Womack, Public Works Director, spoke favorably for this zone change request and
answered questions.
Public Hearing was closed by motion from Dominguez and seconded by McCasland with all members present
voting “aye” for the same.
ITEM V
Discussion and consideration of approval of a Zone Change (Z17_02) from an Agriculture (A) Zoning District to a
Heavy Commercial (HC) Zoning District at 3608 S. I-10 Service Rd, located approx. 975 feet SE of the intersection
of FM 700 and I-20 S. Service Rd. More specifically, this property occupies 8.960 acres in the N 1/2 of Sec. 46, Blk
32-1-N in east Big Spring, TX.

McCasland made motion to approve the zone change, seconded by Kelly with all members present voting “aye”
for the same. Motion passed.
ITEM VI
Commissioner Input

Johnston explained that legal advice from the interim City Attorney exempted government entities from needing
permission to install correctional/jail facilities, an item that had been visited in earlier meetings this year.
ITEM VII
Adjournment

A motion was made by McCasland and seconded by DePauw to adjourn the meeting, with all members present
voting “aye” for the same.

Kevan Schooler, Chairperson

Date

Memo
Meeting Date:

July 18, 2017

To:

Planning and Zoning members

From:

Roxanne Johnston, City Planner

Subject:

A Specific Use Permit request (without term) in a Retail (R) Zoning
District to allow for a 150’ wireless communication tower.

Location:

1114 Main St., located at the NW intersection of Main St. and 12th
St. More specifically, this tract occupies Lot 5 in Block 1 of the
Hathcock Heights Addition in central Big Spring.

Purpose:

Approval of this request would allow the applicant the use of a 150’
wireless communication tower and apparatus as outlined in Article
7, Section 7-2 entitled “Specific Use Permits’” Subchapter b(57) of
the Zoning Ordinance.

Contacts:

Roxanne Johnston, City Planner

432-264-2319

Background:
This case was reviewed by the Planning and Zoning Commission on June 20, 2017.
After deliberations, the motion to table the item “upon further investigation” was
unanimous.
Since that date, staff researched the current location of towers generally visible to the
downtown and the subject property. The two nearest towers are generally referred to as
“lattice towers.” These lattice towers were approved by right in their respective zoning
districts without approval for a Specific Use Permit. The first is located at 405 E 5th St.
and stands 199 feet in height. This tower sits just over a half a mile from the subject
property. The second tower, is located between Johnson St. and Runnels St. on the
north side of 1st St. and is owned by the Union Pacific Railroad. The estimated height of
this tower is close to 200 feet. This tower is located approximately 0.80 of a mile from
the subject tower.

Two more towers are located near FM 700 and are out of visual range from the
downtown and subject site. One, a lattice tower, is situated one mile away from the
subject site at 1211 E. FM 700 (between Goliad and Virginia Streets) and stands 188
feet. The other is a 170 foot monopole located over 1.5 miles from the subject site and
located at 2002 E FM 700.
Other towers visible to many parts of the Downtown area are located on South
Mountain. These towers range between 195 and 449 feet in height and are mainly used
for emergency services, radio and television services.
On June 22, 2017, two variances from the Zoning Ordinance were granted by the
Zoning Board of Adjustment. The first was an allowance for the structure to encroach up
to five feet into the required ten foot rear yard and the second was to allow the structure
to be placed 20 feet inside of the required 200 foot setback requirement from a
residentially-zoned boundary.
The subject location property consists of a 0.161 acre lot located at the southeast
corner of the block. The entire east half of the block is undeveloped and lots are
staggered in depth. The terrain is substantially sloped with the highest points along the
west and south sides of the subject lot.
The applicant is requesting this Specific Use Permit for the purpose of constructing a
150’ monopole wireless communication tower in order to ensure better cellular reception
to the community. T-Mobile has a tower on South Mountain and another Near
Leatherwood Road. Placing one or more towers between these towers will ensure fewer
dropped cell calls. This could help prevent 911 emergency calls being dropped.
The entire subject property block is situated in a Retail (R) zoning district, which allows
a wireless communication tower only through approval of a Specific Use Permit (SUP)
as outlined in Chapter 15, Article 11, Section 11-1, subsection 2a of the Zoning
Ordinance:
…
2. General requirements.
(a) Wireless communication systems shall be an allowed use in the HC, CA, LU and HI
Districts and by specific use permit in the O, NS, R and LC Districts. Prior to
filing
a
request for a building permit and/or a specific use permit, whichever is applicable, the
following requirements must be met:
(i) Antenna support structures shall be 200 feet from all residential zoning districts,
measured from the base of the antenna support structure to the nearest residential
zoning district boundary.
3. Additional Requirements.
…

9. Setbacks for wireless communication systems. Antenna support structures and
unmanned equipment buildings shall meet the minimum building setback requirements
for the zoning district in which they are located. Setbacks shall be measured from the
base of the antenna support structure to all applicable property lines.

The nearest residential zoning is to the southeast, which is Single-Family Two Dwelling
District. In this case, the distance from the 200’ foot setback would be measured at the
base of the monopole to the residential zoning district. The approximate distance is
shown on the illustration submitted by the applicant (see attached) where the applicant
demonstrates, with a ring, the measurement from the nearest residential zoning district
to the base of the monopole, which is a different measurement as shown in the 200’
notification that staff sent out because the notice was based on the property itself and
not the actual location of the pole.
Stormwater runnoff from this proposed development should not have a significant
impact and any runoff should flow eastward to Main Street.
After installation of the tower and equipment, traffic will be very minimal to the site. The
Zoning District requires parking, but does not provide a number of required parking
spots for wireless communication towers. Staff is recommending at least one, as long
as it is not in front of the gate to the tower compound.
This development should not generate noise that would affect the surrounding
businesses and residents. Being that the proposal is to construct a 150’ tower, the area
will a experience change in terms of the skyline. Given the varied area elevations, staff
believes these factors would minimize visual negative impacts.
Screening for the tower and equipment will take the form of a fence surrounding the
base. The proposal calls for a 6 foot high 12’ x 12’ chain link fence.
The application for this SUP request states that the property will be required to have a
frequency license from the Federal Communications Commission, that up to three
carriers would be able to locate their equipment on the tower, and that the tower will be
unoccupied with most traffic at the site during the construction phase. Currently, one
licensed carrier is committed to the site at this time. Additionally, the applicant will be
required to obtain a franchise agreement with the City.
Specific Use Permits without term do not run with the land. They are effective until
repealed by the City Council. Should this request be approved, in order to continue the
uses, a new Specific Use Permit application would need to be submitted and final
approved gained through the City Council if the applicants no longer operated within the
property. Additionally, no new uses outside of those allowed by right in R districts may
be introduced without City Council approval.
General Information:
Existing Zoning:

Retail (R)

Existing Land Use:

Vacant, undeveloped property

Surrounding Zoning/Land Use:
North:

Retail (R)

South:

Retail (R)

East:

Retail (R) and Single-Family Two (SF-2)

West:

Retail (R) and Light Commercial (LC)

Low density Single-family
residences
Southern Blush (retail) and low
density single family development
Low density Single-family
residences
Back in Motion (medical office)
and Low density Single-family
residences

Thoroughfares/Streets:

Main Street and 12th Streets are local streets designed to handle
neighborhood traffic at low speeds.

Zoning History:

The property contains no special zoning overlays

Applicable Regulations:

Allowed uses for this property can be found in Article 6, Section 66 of the Zoning Ordinance, titled “R, Retail District”

Development Standards:

Zoning Ordinance, Article 4 and Appendix C
Minimum Lot Area- (no restrictions listed) sq ft
Minimum Lot Dimensions- 40 feet wide, no restriction on the
depth.
Minimum Front Yard- 25 ft
Minimum Side Yard- 0’
Minimum Rear Yard- 10’
Maximum Floor Area Ratio- no restrictions listed *

Note: The above development standards are for non-residential development only.
Special Information
Traffic Concerns:

Traffic entering and exiting the site will have a very low
impact on area streets after construction.

Parking Requirements:

Zoning Ordinance, Article 4, Section 4-9
Parking is required although no direction is provided in the
Zoning Ordinance. Staff recommends at least one space
for purpose of ongoing maintenance.

Notifications Required:

Yes

Notifications Sent:

8

Responses in Favor:

1

Responses in Opposition:

1

Attachments:

Excerpt from zoning map, highlighting subject property;
Depiction of wireless communication tower and 200’ radius from
existing residential zoning districts; and
Specific Use Permit Application provided by the applicant
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Request: Specific Use Permit for 150' Cell Tower
Address: 1114 Main St., Hathcock Heights, Blk 1, Lot 5
Zoning: Retail (R)
0 30 60

120

180

240
Feet

CITY OF BIG SPRING GIS /MAPPING DEPARTMENT 5/17

Legend

Subject Property:

I

Memo
Meeting Date:

July 18, 2017

To:

Planning and Zoning Commission members

From:

Roxanne Johnston, City Planner

Subject:

Medina Addition, a request for approval of a final plat with
variances from Chapter 15 of the City of Big Spring Subdivision
Regulations Ordinance, Articles 1 and IV with regard to street
requirements.

Location:

An unaddressed 2.247 acre tract of a 156.11 acre tract situated
approximately 525 feet NE of the intersection of Holland Grace and
Scott Drive. More specifically, this tract is out of the North part of
Section 8 Block 32, T-1-S, T. & P. RR. Co. Survey, Howard County,
Texas. This property is zoned Single-Family Residential (SF-2).

Purpose:

Approval of this request will allow for development associated with
a single-family residential dwelling.

Contacts:

Roxanne Johnston. City Planner

432-264-2319

Analysis:
The applicant is seeking to construct a single-family residence and accessory buildings
on the subject property in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance but must first
subdivide the property which will require public street access. This property borders the
corporate city limits to the north. A steep ravine runs N/S on the east side of the subject
property. A 60’ wide private street situated in the county is currently under construction;
however, a 30’ southern portion of the street will lie inside of the City limits and is also
inside of the proposed plat, along the northern portion of the subject property. Although
the Subdivision Regulations Ordinance states that the City has jurisdiction over the
regulation of certain development within the Extraterritorial Jurisdiction, there is no
current interlocal agreement between the City of Big Spring and Howard County. As

such, streets constructed in the County do not fall under the requirements as those
within the City -Howard County’s street regulations differ from the City’s. For example,
pavement width requirements are narrower than those regulated by the City- the County
allows 30’ pavement widths and the City requires 36’, [Article IV, Section L, subsection
(i)a.]. The optimum solution for remedying the street requirement differences would be
to reinstate an interlocal agreement between the City and County. In the meantime and
in this instance, the applicants are in the position of needing a 3’ width variance from the
street pavement requirement. Also, there needs to be a written legal agreement by the
area developer that the remainder of the street will be installed to provide legal access
to the subject property. Although the request for narrower pavement width may seem
negligible, the extra pavement would be more costly to the owners and could potentially
make motorists confused if the pavement width were wider only on that portion and side
of the applicant’s property. Since the north half of the street is situated in the County,
there is no requirement for that portion of the width to extend 3’. This plat does not
indicate a cul-de-sac within the boundaries and staff is unsure how the street terminates
at the east.
( Article IV, Section 2A of the Subdivisions Regulations Ordinance states:
“Access conditions. All platted lots shall have safe and reliable access to the
public street system for daily use and emergency purposes. Except for lots that are
provided access from a cul-de-sac street, all subdivisions shall have two means of
access. Where development is proposed in phases or constraints of the land prevent
the provision of a second means of access, the Planning and Zoning Commission may
accept a temporary street connection or other means of access to satisfy this
requirement…”
The above quote addresses the need for the proposed plat to have public access of the
entire street (currently under construction) connecting to that portion of street lying
within the proposed subdivision. The Subdivision Regulations Ordinance defines a
“street” as “A dedicated public right-of-way-which provides vehicular circulation to
adjacent land, “ (Article 1, Section 4, subsection 24). Ideally, streets are dedicated by
plat and built to full specifications as development takes place. In this case, staff
suggests that the street may remain a private street with a public access dedication, but
is requesting a variance since the Subdivision Regulations Ordinance is not entirely
clear on how to handle this situation. Also confusing is how this situation was handled
historically. For example, when the City of Big Spring had jurisdiction with development
in the ETJ, evidence points to streets being dedicated for public use in recorded
subdivisions. This is illustrated in both the South Haven Addition located at the
northeast corner of Longshore Road and Martin Road , (recorded in 1950) and the
Canham Addition at the NW interection of Bayor and 25 th St. (recorded in 1959) but lies
outside of the corporate City Limits.

General Information:
Existing Zoning:

Single-Family Residential (SF-2)

Existing Land Use:

Undeveloped tract

Surrounding Zoning/Land Use:
North:

N/A

South:

Single-Family Residential (SF-2)

East:

N/A

West:

Single-Family Residential (SF-2)

Thoroughfares/Streets:

Undeveloped property outside of
City limits
Low density residential
development
Undeveloped property outside of
City limits
Low density residential
development

A private street is currently under development that will lie partially
inside of the upper north half of the subject property, running E/W.
This street ties into a portion of Holland Grace Street located west
of the property, which is currently a private street at that point with
a N/S orientation.

Required ROW Width:

50’

Proposed ROW Width:

Approximately 60’

Required Pavement Width:

36’

Proposed Pavement Width: 30’
Storm Water/Drainage:

Stormwater runoff should be conveyed to the east within
the proposed plat boundaries as this is a ravine and thus
serves as a natural drainage- way.

Topography:

No topographical issues are expected with development
on this property.

911 Addressing:

The layout of the final plat is not expected to create any
addressing issues.

Water/Sewer Utilities:

Plans will need to be submitted and approved by the
Public Works Director.

Fire Protection and Access Management: Fire hydrant and adequate radius for the
turnaround area will need to be provided and approved by
the Fire Marshal or his designee before development can
take place.

Private Utilities:

To be addressed though the development phase.

Staff recommends approving this Final Plat with variances related to street access
subject to conditions and notes as listed below:
1. Provision of a private cul-de-sac approved by Fire Prevention staff for the
purposes of fire equipment turn-around radius.
2. Private street and cul-de-sac easements connecting to the subject property filed
and recorded with Howard County indicating public access permission to use
these streets and cul-de-sac. This includes the unplatted private portion of
Holland Grace north of Scott Drive and the E/W street under construction
bordering and running through the north portion of the subject property.
3. Submission and approval of a drainage study to staff illustrating how drainage is
to be handled on site before the final plat can be recorded.
NOTES:
1. Dedication and recording of a 20’ wide access easement by the developer from
the nearest City water and sewer lines to the subject property before construction
can take place.
2. Plans shall be prepared and submitted for approval illustrating the proposed
installation of required sewer and water service connections before development
permits can be issued.
3. Placement of a fire hydrant as required by the most recently adopted Fire Code.

Attachments:

Aerial map, highlighting subject property;
Property drawing (note: Plat draft will be provided at a
later time).
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Subdivision and Street Variance Request
Medina Addition, Blk 1, Lot 1
2.247 acres in Sec 8, Blk 32 T-1-S
Single-Family Residential (SF2)
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Memo
Meeting Date:

July 18, 2017

To:

Planning and Zoning Commission members

From:

Roxanne Johnston, City Planner

Subject:

Z17-03: request for a zone change from an Agricultural (A) Zoning
District to a Heavy Commercial (HC) Zoning District on the
following properties:

Location:

(1) An unaddressed tract adjacent to the NE intersection of the I-20
S. Service Rd and FM700 containing approx. 8.5 acres in Sec. 46,
Blk 32 1N
(2) 3604 S. I-20 Service Rd, 0.92 acres in N ½ of Sec 46, Blk 32 1N
(3) 3618 S. I-20 Service Rd, 3.85 acres in Sec 46, Blk 32 1N
(4) 5202 S. I-20 Service Rd, combined 2.2 acres in Sec 46, Blk 32
1N
(5) A 2.78 acre unaddressed tract fronting the S. I-20 Service Rd in
Sec 46, Blk 32 1N.

Purpose:

Approval of this request will rezone the properties as Heavy
Commercial (HC) Zoning Districts.

Contact:

Roxanne Johnston, City Planner

432-264-2319

Recommendation: Staff recommends approving the proposed zone change requests.
On June 20, 2017, the Planning and Zoning Commission voted unanimously to
recommend to the City Council a request for HC zoning on property located at 3608 S.
I-20 Service Road; a property bordering and situated between the properties listed
above.

Analysis:
The subject parcels, totaling approximately 18.34 acres, are all City property that abut
the City of Big Spring Landfill and I-20 S. Service Road, respectively. Some of the
properties contain buildings primarily used for storage purpose at this time.
Staff is seeking to rezone, as with the most recent zone change request (Z17-02), these
City of Big Spring parcels in order to eliminate not only inconsistent zoning uses and
districts on City properties, but also to better conform to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan’s
Future Land Use Plan (FLUP) map, which lists future uses of this property as
“Public/Semi-Public” as opposed to “Agriculture”, which generally supports farming and
grazing. This property was annexed in late 1967 and the current A zoning is a result of
an unchanged default zoning- as newly annexed property is zoned, it is immediately
assigned A zoning unless otherwise noted in the annexation ordinance for that property.
Although the City is exempted from many, if not all, of the zoning regulations, zone
changes to reflect use is a logical step moving forward as long as they are in concert
with the 2030 Comprehensive Plan. Although not all allowed uses are listed, if the
property were privately owned, approval of this HC zone change proposal will allow all
of the following uses listed below, per Section 6-6 of the Zoning Ordinance, entitled “HC,
Heavy Commercial”:
Cleaning plant- rag or carpet (special equipment) ▪ Clothing manufacturer
or light compounding or fabrication ▪ Contractors shop or storage yard ▪
Hauling or storage company ▪ Heavy machinery sales and storage ▪ Milk,
dairy or ice cream plant ▪ Motor freight terminal
▪ Parking lot
(commercial-autos and trucks) ▪ Petroleum products storage (through
approval of a Specific Use Permit only) ▪ Storage and sale of furniture or
appliances (outdoor) ▪Storage warehouse ▪Tool or trailer sales and rental
▪Transfer ▪ Private utility shop or storage ▪ Wholesale office and sample
room ▪ Hotel or motel ▪ Wholesale office and sample room
Again, although the above list does not include everything allowed in HC, they are
examples of what future heavier uses could be allowed at the site upon approval
of this zone change request. To break this list down even further, in examining the
most and least intensive uses possible with a zone change to HC, the motor
freight terminal, contractors shop and storage yard as well as a heavy machinery
sales and storage facility would most likely be at the top of the heavier uses
allowed list.
The least intensive uses not listed but are allowed by right in all districts except for
Light and Heavy Industrial zoning would be residential development. Given its
location next to the landfill, residential development is highly unlikely.

Staff finds no environmental concerns with this request. Future impervious
surfaces would generate more on site storm water than what currently exists,
however, this can be easily handled as runoff flows westward towards the landfill.
No residences are located near the subject property, so there is no reason for
screening between residential and commercial uses.
Additionally, noise
generated on site would be consistent with surrounding uses and the location of I20 lends itself to noises generated by sporadic high volumes of heavy traffic.
General Information:
Existing Zoning:

Agricultural (A)

Existing Land Use:

Storage

Surrounding Zoning/Land Use:
North:

I-20 S. Service Road and I-20

South:
East:
West:

Heavy Industrial (HI) & Agricultural (A)
Agricultural (A)
Agricultural (A)

City of Big Spring Landfill
Property owned by Alon
City of Big Spring Landfill / FM
700

Thoroughfares/Streets:

Highway Interstate 20/ FM700

Zoning History:

The property contains no special zoning overlays.

Development Standards:

Zoning Ordinance, Article 4 and Appendix C
Minimum Lot Area- none listed.
Minimum Lot Dimensions- None listed; however, minimum
property line width is 40’.
Minimum Front Yard- 0’
Minimum Rear Yard- 0’
Minimum Side Yard- 0’
Maximum Floor Area Ratio- 10:1
Height Restrictions- 20 stories

Special Information
Traffic Concerns:

Any traffic entering and exiting the site will be variable
depending on what future uses the property will

experience. The TxDOT frontage road is a two-way street
and will easily handle any traffic. Traffic has easy access to
I-20 and FM 700. The TxDot will not allow driveway access
between FM-700 /I-20 S. Service Road and the entry
ramp onto I-20.
Parking Requirements:

Zoning Ordinance, Article 4, Section 4-9, Subsection R
One parking space per each 300ft2 of floor area with a
minimum of 5 spaces.
Zoning Ordinance, Article 4, Section 4-11
“There shall be provided handicapped parking spaces in
accordance to the Architectural Barriers Act, Article 9102,
Texas Civil Statutes as amended.”

Notifications Required:

Yes

Notifications Sent:

2

Responses in Favor:

0

Responses in Opposition:

Attachments:

0

Aerial Map highlighting subject property & notification
Boundaries
Zoning Map highlighting subject property and area
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Z17-03
Agricultural (A) to HEavy Commercial (HC) Zoning on
Multiple City Properties along I-20 S. Service Rd
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