ZC 2020-07

From: John Cope

To: Clayton Comstock

Cc: Dencil Long; Oscar Trevino; Planning
Subject: RE: Chapman zoning change request
Date: Monday, November 8, 2021 2:08:37 PM
Attachments:

Thank you, Clayton.

| share your concern about the owner leveraging R-1 zoning to increase density beyond his
teaser lot dimensions. His intention to increase density beyond the teaser lot dimensions he
has informally discussed is manifested by his rejection of a Planned Development district and
sudden rush for approval prior to the council establishing the new half-acre zoning. | think
we’ve seen this movie before.

John

COPE,FIRM
W

The Cope Firm, PLLC

9284 Huntington Square, Suite 100
North Richland Hills, TX 76182
(817) 498-2300 main

(682) 233-4045 remote

(817) 581-1500 facsimile

From: Clayton Comstock

Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 1:39 PM
To: John Cope

Cc: Dencil Long; Oscar Trevino; Planning
Subject: RE: Chapman zoning change request

Good afternoon, Mr. Cope —

Your email indicating your opposition to the R-1 zoning change request sufficiently registers your
objection with the City and will be forwarded to the Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council
prior to their respective meetings. | would ask that Mr. Long send his correspondence regarding his
position on the request via email, mail, or hand-delivery if he would like to share his position.

As we have discussed in the past, the City of North Richland Hills does not have a zoning category
between a 13,000 square foot minimum lot size (R-1) and a 1-acre (43,560 square foot) minimum lot
size (R-1-S). The Vision2030 Land Use Plan recommended the creation of a new half-acre zoning
district to align with the recommendations for the new “Residential Estate” land use category, but
staff has not prepared that district for Council’s consideration yet. The property owner has indicated
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that they are not willing to wait for that process to be completed. In order to achieve four (4) lots
fronting Chapman, the R-1 zoning district is the only straight-zoning option for the property owner at
this time. Staff’s continued recommendation to consider a “PD” Planned Development district has
also been dismissed. The lot sizes that they are currently showing staff are 24,768 SF, 30,500 SF,
30,784 SF, and 33,462 SF. While staff is comfortable with four lots greater than half-acre in size,
staff continues to have concern that the R-1 zoning would not limit the property to just the four lots
that they are showing.

North Richland Hills staff has strongly encouraged the property owner to inform and engage the
neighbors in the area.

Thank you again for your input and have a wonderful rest of your week,

Clayton Comstock, AICP, CNU-A
Director of Planning

City of North Richland Hills
(817)427-6301

From: John Cope

Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 12:51 PM
To: Clayton Comstock

Cc: Dencil Long; Oscar Trevino

Subject: Chapman zoning change request

Hello Clayton:

After calling the City today, | was told that P&Z is holding a public hearing Thursday, November

18 on the renewed request to change the zoning to R1 on the Chapman lot that is currently
ag. | object to the requested rezoning. The requested zoning violates the half-acre minimum
required for residential estates called for under the 2018 Land Use Plan. In addition, though
transitional zoning “may be appropriate when adjacent to Major Collector roadways (e.g.,
Chapman Road) and existing conventional suburban residential neighborhoods.” We know
from prior attempts by the owner to obtain this same zoning that the owner’s ultimate
development goals violate the requirement to be “sensitive to the surrounding context in
scale and form and be designed to reflect a contiguous and seamless growth pattern that
avoids fragmented and disconnected development.” Grandfathered zoning for the three lots
on Meadow were unavoidable exceptions that cannot be allowed to set a precedent for the
remainder of the ag tract.

My understanding is that Dencil Long, the owner of the adjacent property to the north,
objects to the proposed rezoning request. Dencil has been copied on this email. We have
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talked previously about the extreme impact of high rooflines and R-1 lot sizes relative to
Dencil’s adjacent multi-acre tract and the other estate lots in our land use community. As you
know, the owner has refused our attempts to reach a reasonable compromise that would
allow development that responsibly and seamlessly transitions from Chapman to the estate
neighborhood. Unsurprisingly, the owner has made no effort to communicate with Dencil or
with me regarding his development plans.

Please reply to let me and Dencil know what we need to do to formally register our respective
objections with the City. Thank you very much for your service to NRH.

John

COPE\FIRM

John J. Cope

The Cope Firm, PLLC

9284 Huntington Square, Suite 100
North Richland Hills, TX 76182
(817) 498-2300 main

(682) 233-4045 remote

(817) 581-1500 facsimile

This email message and any attachments are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and contain
confidential and/ or privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or distribution is
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all
copies of the original message and any attachments. IRS CIRCUL AR 230 DISCI.OSURE: To ensure
compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any U.S. federal tax advice
contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended to be used, and cannot be
used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting,
marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or tax-related matter(s).
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From: Dencil Long

To: "John Cope"; Clayton Comstock

Cc: Oscar Trevino; Planning

Subject: Re: Chapman zoning change request
Date: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 11:10:29 PM
Attachments:

Dear Mr. Comstock,

| am writing this to supplement my objection to rezoning the
ag property at the corner of Chapman Road and Meadow Road
that is directly to the south of my home on Meadow Road. It is
my understanding that the owner wants R-1 zoning again,
which would allow his ag portion to be subdivided into 13,000
square foot lots. That is completely inconsistent with our
neighborhood to the north of Chapman Road along Meadow
Road. My house sits on approximately 3 acres and my next
several neighbors to the north all sit on lots of 2 or more acres.
Zoning of R-1 even violates the half-acre bare minimum
required for residential estates. Allowing this huge change at
the main entryway into our neighborhood would have a
terrible impact to the quality of life and entire feel of our
neighborhood area. My home value will be negatively affected
by a higher-density project adjacent to the south side of my
property. | didn’t move to this area of North Richland Hills to
live next to towering multi-story homes and roof lines that
would block my view and sacrifice my privacy. Our city has
new homes being built everywhere. You need to let us enjoy
our homes and neighborhood without developers being
allowed to dodge the plan for our area and chip away at the

rural feel of this neighborhood.

Thank you again for your consideration and your assistance in
this matter.

Dencil Long
6712 Meadow Rd
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On Monday, November 8, 2021, 05:51:05 PM CST, Dencil Long wrote:
Clayton,

| object to the requested rezoning change to the subject
property adjacent to my property. This is the first indication
that I am aware of for a renewed zoning request since the last
time this was requested and opposed back in 2017. The
property owner has not come forth to explain and inform me of
his desired configuration for this residential estate, i.e., “the
planned development” be it preliminary or not.

The property owner is trying to insert his development in the
middle of an existing dense residential area without trying to
explain his intentions to the neighborhood. This is not like an
undeveloped plat of land that can be developed on the fly. The
neighbors need to have buy in and a feel that they have been
afforded their say.

So, please consider this as my objection and protest to the

proposed change to the current zoning of the property located
on the corner of Chapman Road and Meadow Road.

Thanks again for assisting in this mater.

Dencil Long
6712 Meadow Road
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November 18, 2021

To: Planning and Zoning Commission
Case: ZC 2020-07
City of North Richland Hills, Texas

Dear Sirs/Madams

The real issue of adding more residences on Chapinan is one of traffic. The street is
already a “race track” for a lot of drivers. The police published sometime ago that they
“give’ drivers 10 MPH over the speed limit. Remember the adage that “you give
someone an inch, the will take a mile”. I submit to you that if drivers are given 10 MPH
over the posted speed limit they take it to 15 or 20 MPH over. Come sit in my drive way
if you doubt.

My wife and I have been residents of Chapman Drive since July 1992. In than span of
time we have seen massive growth in and around this city. We have seen Rufe Snow
revamped twice, Davis Boulevard reconditioned and several residential thoroughfares
resurfaced, etc. We are scheduled to have Chapman reworked in 2025. I have never seen
one of those devices with the black sensor stretching across the road on Chapman.

Once a peaceful residential street, Chapman has become a blistering road for much more
traffic than, [ believe, it was ever meant to carry. From Holiday west to Rufe Snow is a
distance of exactly one mile. It may be the longest stretch of a residential street in town.
If is not, it is very close to it. Traffic begins early in the morning and continues at a
heavy level all day long. Patrolling is infrequent and lacking. I have witnessed
motorcycle officers “working” Rumfiled twice in the last month. Smithfield, twice in
recent weeks and Davis Boulevard many, many times. But Chapman, seems to continue
to be a “stepchild” as it were. 1 have written the Chief of Police about this, but, to date, |
have had no response either by letter of action.

Drivers avoid using Mid Cities when they know the traffic lights will slow down four
ways, one, by extended length of “stop” time, to wit, no flashing left turn signal as a lot
of intersections, two, no patrolling on Chapman, no police station on Chapman, and four,
they can cut corners at both Hightower and Chapman to avoid the long red lights.

The reason, of course, for all this pontification, is very simple. More traffic will be

inflicted on Chapman which it can barely handle at present. The city'needs to resolve the
Chapman/Mid Cities dilemma before creating more traffic.

N
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Both my wife and I enjoy living here. We just want to live out our lives peacefully with
all the contemporary conveniences afforded us. We are not against progress, we just feel
some changes need to be made currently to resolve future isses.

Sincerely,

L,

James Newberry

7512 Chapman Dr.

North Richland Hills, TX 76182
817-714-8003
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Cope Law Firm

9284 Huntington Square, Suite 200
North Richland Hills, Texas 76182
(817) 498-2300
(682) 233-4045 (remote)
(817) 581-1500 (facsimile)

November 15, 2021

John J. Cope
jcope@copefirm.com

via email to Clayton Comstock, Planning Director,
and facsimile to (817) 427-6303

Planning and Zoning Commission

City of North Richland Hills

4301 City Point Drive

North Richland Hills, Texas 76182-0609

Re:  ZC 2020-07
ZC 2016-08 / PP 2016-03
ZC 2013-20

Dear Chair Welborn, Vice Chair Tyner, and members of the Commission:

I live at 6724 Meadow Road, which is the second house to the north from the intersection
of Chapman and Meadow, on the east side of the street. | am writing on behalf of my
neighbors in order to remind the commission that this same plan was opposed twice
previously. The acreage in question is situated adjacent to Dencil Long’s multi-acre
single-family residential lot, which is in turn immediately to the south of my multi-acre
single-family residential lot. | was required to use R-1-S, in stark contrast to R-1 zoning.

Despite the short notice of hearings that prevents the organized responses that stopped
this plan twice before, the outrage at this third attempt to obtain approval will only be
greater due to the conflict between the zoning request and the estate plan that many
thought would finally put this developer’s scheme to bed. In order to understand the
vehement opposition of the neighborhood to this developer’s zoning request, please
review your records regarding prior attempts to change the character of our neighborhood
in 2017 and 2014.

In 2014 we had more notice of the developer’s plan. The neighborhood strongly opposed
the initial attempt by the developer to avoid the rural character of the subject lot. A
petition with 55 signatures in opposition to the development was presented at that time
and we had a large turnout of neighbors at the meeting who were unanimously opposed
to the proposed development scheme. Despite the short notice of this hearing, the record
confirms our community treasures the rural character of the area.
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