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AGENDA 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Lago Vista Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a 
special call meeting on Thursday, August 11, 2022, beginning at 7:00 p.m. in City Council 
Chambers at 5803 Thunderbird, Lago Vista Texas, as prescribed by V.T.C.A., Government 
Code Section §551.041 to consider the following agenda items. 

This meeting will be held in the City Council Chambers 
at 5803 Thunderbird, Lago Vista, Texas and utilizing an 
online videoconferencing tool (GoToMeeting). 

You may join the meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone using the following 
link:  https://meet.goto.com/519713189 

You can also dial in using your phone to the following number and access code: 

United States:  +1 (224) 501-3412 
Access Code:  519-713-189 

For supported devices, you can also use the following one-touch number to join: 

One-touch:  tel:+12245013412,,519713189# 

To download and install the GoToMeeting application prior to the start of the meeting, please 
use the following link:  https://meet.goto.com/install 

To participate in the citizens comment portion of the meeting, you must submit a completed 
form.  If you are attending the meeting in the City Council Chambers you must complete the 
form available at that location and provide it to the Chair prior to the start of the meeting.  If you 
will be participating using the online videoconferencing tool, you must complete the form and 
submit it by email in accordance with the instructions included within the form.  It is found on the 
City’s website at the following address: 

https://cms7files.revize.com/lagovistatx/Citizen%20Participation%20Form%20-%20P&Z.pdf 

CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL 

CITIZEN COMMENTS UNRELATED TO ITEMS ON THE AGENDA 

In accordance with the Open Meetings Act, the Commission is prohibited from acting or 
discussing (other than factual responses to specific questions) any item not on the agenda. 
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BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Comments from the Council Liaison. 

PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION (APPLICATIONS) 

2. 22-2134-PDD-MOD:  Consideration of a recommendation regarding a zoning change 
request to amend the existing “Turnback Ranch Planned Development District” (PDD) to 
approve a new concept and detail plan (approximately 241.541 acres of a tract within the 
Texas-Mexico Survey, Abstract Number 2291, the Christian Fehrenkamp Survey, Abstract 
Number 286, and the Lewis Goodwin Survey, Abstract Number 336). 

A. Staff Presentation 
B. Applicant Presentation 
C. Open Public Hearing 
D. Close Public Hearing 
E. Discussion 
F. Recommendation 

3. 22-2169-PDD-MOD:  Consideration of a recommendation regarding a requested 
amendment to the existing Planned Development District (PDD) approval known as “The 
Peninsula” regarding the list and description of permitted uses for the “Condominiums 
Parcels.”  The property is commonly referred to as 1900 American Drive and a legal 
description of the 40.60-acre tract under consideration is available upon request from the 
City of Lago Vista. 

A. Staff Presentation 
B. Applicant Presentation 
C. Open Public Hearing 
D. Close Public Hearing 
E. Discussion 
F. Recommendation 

PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION (FUTURE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT REQUESTS) 

4. Consideration of a recommendation regarding a request from the Hollows Investment 
Holdings LLC and Younger Homes LLC for an amendment to the current Future Land Use 
Map adopted by Ordinance No. 16-05-05-02 to correct alleged errors impacting property 
they own. 

A. Staff Presentation 
B. Property Owners Presentation 
C. Open Public Hearing 
D. Close Public Hearing 
E. Discussion 
F. Recommendation 

PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION (ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS) 

5. Consideration of a recommendation regarding a potential amendment to Sections 23 of 
Chapter 14 of the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances to amend the procedural and substantive 
requirements related to the short-term rental of residential properties. 

Note:  this item will be included on future agendas pending completion of the 
recommend draft ordinance amendment. 
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A. Continue Public Hearing 
B. Discussion 
C. Recommendation 

6. Consideration of a recommendation regarding a potential amendment to Section 11.60(b) of 
Chapter 14 of the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances regarding the limitations on a special 
exception approval for property in the 100-year floodplain. 

Note:  this item will be included on future agendas pending completion of the 
recommend draft ordinance amendment. 

A. Continue Public Hearing 
B. Discussion 
C. Recommendation 

7. Consideration of a recommendation to amend Chapter 3 and the Future Land Use Map of 
the current Comprehensive Master Plan and Section 13.20(d) of Chapter 14 of the Lago 
Vista Zoning Ordinance in order to provide more flexible and useful tools to guide zoning 
decisions. 

Note:  this item will be included on future agendas pending completion of the 
recommend draft ordinance amendment. 

A. Continue Public Hearing 
B. Discussion 
C. Recommendation 

8. Consideration of a recommendation to amend Table B of Chapter 14 of the Lago Vista Code 
of Ordinances regarding the currently permitted uses (by right) within the G-1 (“Golf Courses 
and Supporting Facilities”) zoning district. 

Note:  this item will be included on future agendas pending completion of the 
recommend draft ordinance amendment. 

A. Continue Public Hearing 
B. Discussion 
C. Recommendation 

9. Consideration of a recommendation to amend Section 13.20(e)(3) and Section 13.40(a)(1) 
of Chapter 14 to include details from a similar section of the Texas Local Government Code 
and to further limit the consideration to property that is located within the City of Lago Vista. 

A. Staff Presentation 
B. Open Public Hearing 
C. Close Public Hearing 
D. Discussion 
E. Recommendation 

PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION (POTENTIAL MORATORIUM RECOMMENDATION) 

10. Consideration of a recommendation to establish a moratorium on accepting new 
applications for short-term rental permits under the authority of Section 23 of Chapter 14 of 
the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances. 
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± 241.541 Acres primarily within the Christian Fehrenkamp Survey 

“Turnback Ranch PDD” 

Concept and Detail Plan Amendment  



LAGO VISTA PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
STAFF LAND USE REPORT – AUGUST 11, 2022 

 

P&Z CASE NO: 22-2134-PDD-MOD:  See attached legal description 
APPLICANT: Laci Ehlers (McLean & Howard LLP) 
LANDOWNER: Turnback Development LLC (Strategic Real Estate Group) 
LOCATION: ± 1,125 feet west of Bar-K Ranch Road at Dodge Trail 
ZONING: “Turnback Ranch PDD” (Ordinance Number 07-04-05-03) 
PROPOSED USE: PDD Concept and Detail Plan Amendment 

GENERAL INFORMATION / LOCATION: 

 The “Turnback Ranch PDD” approved by Ordinance Number 07-04-05-03 includes an 
approximately 241.541-acre tract of land that is occasionally identified on historic documents as 
“Mahogony on Lake Travis,” an alternative brand used by Ventana Capital, the parent ownership 
entity.  “Turnback Ranch” appears to be related to the historic description of various portions of the 
north shore as “Turnback Canyon” by the Austin Yacht Club beginning sometime in the 1950s. 

 The “Turnback Ranch PDD” is located east of “Lakeside of Tessera,” separated from that 
development by a cove that extends north across the entire depth of the subject property when the 
level of Lake Travis reaches a certain depth.  It is bounded on the north by the subdivision known 
as Bar-K Ranches, Plat 8, with its nearest public street being Surrey Lane.  It is bounded by the 
east by various developments, including property owned by the Lago Vista POA such as Bar-K 
Park and the facility known as K-Oaks.  However, the residential property on the east consists of 
two portions of two distinct subdivisions.  Furthest north is Section 7 of Lago Vista Estates with its 
nearest public street being Horseshoe Loop.  The remaining residential property to the east 
consists of Bar-K Ranches, Plat 3, located north of K-Oaks and east of Bar-K Ranch Road. 

 As is often the case, applications seeking amendments to older existing PDD approvals such as 
Ordinance Number 07-04-05-03 seek to abandon entitlements that are proven to be unfeasible 
when the level of detail required by current procedures is included.  Both the amendment and the 
existing PDD ordinance limit the density to three dwelling units per acre, a maximum of 724 
dwelling units (not the 723 noted in the legend of one of the exhibits).  However, while there is no 
“concept” or “detail plans” included with the existing approval, the current application limits 
specifically limits the total to a maximum of 523 dwelling units, including an approximation of 150 
units in the ‘SFA/SFD’ Tract (Tract ‘B’).  That reduction is even more significant when considered in 
light of the elimination of the commercial uses that are seemingly no longer being pursued. 

 While the application does not explicitly specify the intent, it appears that the single-family areas are 
seeking both “concept and detail plan” approval.  Although there will likely be additional detail 
available in the very near future for some of the open space and park areas, the current application 
would seem sufficient to meet the requirements for both “concept and detail plan” approval for that 
type of development as no substantial structures are contemplated.  However, both the ‘SFA/SFD’ 
Tract (Tract ‘B’) and the ‘HOA Amenity Center’ are likely seeking “concept plan” approval only. 

SITE PLAN / CONTEXT CONSIDERATIONS: 

 There are a number of ambiguities or inconsistencies between the exhibits in the application that 
are relatively minor, but nonetheless need to be resolved.  The first involves a discrepancy in the 
exhibit labeled as the “concept plan” and the “detail plan” as it relates to Tract ‘B’, described as the 
‘SFA/SFD’ Area.  In the “concept plan,” this area spans across both the north and south side of the 
area described as a 100-foot wide electrical easement.  In the “detail plan,” this area that can 
include multifamily family residential uses is only indicated on the south side of this same 100-foot 
wide electrical easement.  As the “detail plan” includes 105 single-family residential lots and a 
portion of an additional 5 single-family residential lots, each identified as being a minimum of 45 feet 
wide and 130 feet deep, there is reason to believe this area is intended to be included as part of 
Tract ‘A,’ the “single-family residential tract.” 
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 Similarly, the “detail plan” designates a significant amount of area on the west side of the proposed 
development as “HOA Open Space.”  The “concept plan” conversely includes this same area is 
being within Tract ‘A,’ the “single-family residential tract.”  However, in this case there is little 
consequence to the discrepancy as the area does not include any proposed development.  This is 
undoubtedly the result of the relatively severe topography. 

 The proposed amendment to the ordinance narrative specifies a number of uses permitted in Tract 
‘C,’ described as the “Lakeside Tract” in the narrative but as various types of “open space” on the 
“concept plan” or “detail plan.”  In addition to the expected “active” and “passive” park uses, it 
includes all uses permitted by Table B of Chapter 14 in the C-3 (“commercial marina”) zoning 
district and the following:  restaurants, bars, taverns, retail alcohol sales, general retail, and dry 
stack boat storage.  It also specifically mentions boat repairs and service, although that is a use 
already included in Table B for the C-3 zoning district. 

 This seems to be an error, as no such uses are indicated on either the “concept plan” or “detail 
plan” for Tract ‘C.’  If it is not an error, the “detail plan” and perhaps even the “concept plan” for 
Tract ‘C’ is suspect.  It is conceivable that some of these uses are intended for inclusion in the 
“HOA Amenity Center.”  However, the “concept plan” includes that area in Tract ‘A,’ the “single-
family residential tract.” 

 Both the “concept plan” and “detail plan” indicate a new entry initially connecting to Tract ‘B’ from 
Bar-K Ranch Road slightly north of the intersection of Paseo de Vaca Street and Bar-K Ranch 
Road.  This entry is depicted on property within the legal description of the current application, but 
does not align directly opposite Paseo de Vaca Street or include a sufficient offset to comply with 
current best traffic safety practices.  There is a strong likelihood that a different alignment will be 
prescribed by the traffic impact analysis required as part of the subsequent subdivision approvals.  
Depending on the resolution, that may or may not require an amendment to a PDD approved for 
this development.  However, if property currently included within this application is later conveyed to 
another party it would seemingly be appropriate to remove it from this PDD ordinance. 

RELEVANT ORDINANCE PROVISIONS / COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSIDERATIONS: 

 Conversely, the “collector street” that is indicated as the main entry located opposite the 
intersection of Dodge Trail and Bar-K Ranch Road is not included in the legal description of this 
application.  Despite being shown similarly as if it were a part of the approval of Ordinance Number 
07-04-05-03, that property was and remains owned by the City of Lago Vista.  Notwithstanding the 
implied intent or the possible value of the land for any other purpose, the staff and the applicant 
were unable to discover evidence of a formal agreement involving this property.  This application 
was deferred from consideration at the previous regular meeting of the Planning and Zoning 
Commission in order to accommodate that search. 

 However, unlike the entry road near the intersection of Paseo de Vaca Street and Bar-K Ranch 
Road, this property would seemingly need to be part of a subsequent amendment to add this 
property to the PDD approval after completing a formal agreement with the City.  In addition to the 
ability to include the approval of the “entry monument sign” on the separate lot on Bar-K Ranch 
Road owned by the applicant without establishing a precedent for an otherwise remote “off-premise 
sign,” there are a number of other issues that need to be resolved. 

 Once this entry is dedicated as a public street, the City will not want to include or maintain any 
landscaping or the proposed six-foot high stone screen wall within the right-of-way.  In addition, 
there might not be sufficient width immediately adjacent to Bar-K Ranch Road to include the 
minimum 50-foot wide right-of-way.  Subdivision variances, such as a variance to the minimum 
right-of-way width are not permitted in association with a PDD approval and must instead be 
included in the text of the ordinance. 
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 As mentioned above, there are a number of areas that do not meet the requirements for a “detail 
plan” approval.  The specific areas that do not qualify for a “detail plan” approval are largely 
dependent on the resolution of the discrepancies or inconsistencies between the exhibits from the 
application mentioned above.  However, in additional to the possibility of the “HOA Amenity Center,” 
as a minimum it would seem to include Tract ‘B,’ the ‘SFA/SFD’ area that can include any form of 
multifamily development permitted by the Lago Vista zoning ordinance. 

 The applicant has minimized the number of existing lots in the R-1M (“manufactured home”) zoning 
district that are near Tract ‘B’ and additionally includes a “20-foot Landscape Buffer” on the “detail 
plan.”  Nonetheless, the information provided does not seem sufficient to meet the design approval 
required by Section 6.105 of Chapter 14.  The requirements of that section of the zoning ordinance 
will need to be evaluated when the “detail plan” approval for Tract ‘B’ is sought. 

 Finally, there are a number of provisions in the proposed ordinance narrative amendment that need 
some minor attention or improvement.  The first involves the description of the maximum block 
length or dead-end that terminates in a cul-de-sac (amended Section 4.D).  As the “concept plan” 
does not include blocks 1,000 feet in length or that terminate in a cul-de-sac with a length of 1,500 
feet (without an intersecting cross-street), this provision would seem to be unnecessary.  
Nonetheless, if it is to remain we would insist that it include the provisions required by the 
International Fire Code to accommodate emergency vehicles at maximum intervals and slopes 
(intersections, “hammerheads” or cul-de-sacs with a minimum inside radius of 25 feet). 

 Amended Section 4.J which addresses signage and lighting needs to be amended to reference our 
current “dark sky ordinances” found in Section 3.800 of Chapter 3.  Amended Section 4.K requires 
a minor correction to the description of the required approvals for consistency with the Lago Vista 
Code of Ordinances.  The “preliminary plan” should instead reference “subdivision construction 
plans” while the “site plan review” is instead referred to as the “site development plan review.” 

 Although included in the existing ordinance approval, the staff objects to the inclusion of amended 
Section 4.L which permits “flag lots.”  The “detail plan” does not currently include any “flag lots” and 
we cannot imagine a physical condition that might be encountered on the property that could not be 
met with an alternative design solution.  They have a tendency to create all types of complications 
as property owners add various improvements over time. 

 Similarly, amended Section 4.R is a minor clarification to specify exactly how an existing “masonry 
requirement” will be administered.  However, House Bill 2439 of the 2019 Texas Legislature 
prohibits the adoption or enforcement of any ordinance that seeks to limit the use of any exterior 
finish material otherwise permitted by the applicable model building code (in our case the 
International Building Code and the International Residential Code).  As a result, the only available 
options would seem to include no amendment to this provision whatsoever or to delete it in its 
entirety.  The developer would then be free to include whatever provisions or clarifications they 
might prefer in the form of a recorded restrictive covenant. 

 Section 4.U is a new provision proposed by the applicant that is a common reaction to a failure to 
properly appreciate the two separate approval procedures relatedto tree preservation efforts.  The 
provisions included in Section 20 of Chapter 14 are imposed only at the time a building permit is 
sought.  They are completely separate from the evaluation performed by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission during consideration of a preliminary subdivision plat application that requires a 
protected tree survey as part of that submittal.  They use that protected tree survey to ensure that 
they developer has made a sincere effort to locate streets and lot boundary lines to maximize the 
tree preservation effort.  That preliminary plat approval requires the staff to allow without 
consequence the removal of any protected trees during the subsequent construction plan review 
that is required by that approval or its included conditions.  That includes any protected trees 
displaced by the approved street network or associated rough grading plans. 
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 The balance of the tree preservation efforts as specified in Chapter 14, are the responsibility of the 
property owner when a building permit is sought.  However, even in that case there is a maximum 
fee in lieu or replacement that will be imposed.  In short, the provisions proposed by the applicant 
are more complex and difficult to administer over the course of the many years that might transpire 
between the preliminary plat application and the final building permit application.  In addition, there 
is no reason to assume that it will result in a reduction of the total tree preservation obligation.  
While the staff does not oppose the inclusion of a summary of the existing requirements in the 
recommended PDD ordinance, the alternative system proposed in the application is not favored. 

POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS: 

A. Recommend approval of the application as meeting the requirements of a concept and detail plan, 
with the exception of Tract ‘B’ (SFA/SFD Area) and the HOA Amenity Center which are 
recommended for concept plan approval only, subject also to the following conditions: 

1. submission of revised exhibits correcting discrepancies between the indications of areas 
within Tract ‘A’ and Tract ‘B’ between the concept and detail plans submitted as Exhibit B; 

2. submission of revised exhibits correcting discrepancies relating to the ‘HOA Amenity Center’ 
and/or the inclusion of commercial uses currently described as permitted in Tract ‘C;’ 

3. amendment to the block length provision as required to maintain compliance with the 
International Fire Code and current best practices related to emergency services; 

4. amendment to the signage and lighting provision to reflect the current outdoor lighting (“dark 
sky”) ordinances with Section 3.800 of Chapter 3; 

5. correction to the cut and fill provision to reflect the “subdivision construction plan review or 
site development plan review” as applicable; 

6. deletion of any provision that permits the inclusion of “flag lots” as none are indicated on the 
submitted detail plan; 

7. elimination of any amendment to or deletion of the provision that dictates a minimum amount 
of any specific exterior finish materials not otherwise required by a the International Building 
Code or International Residential Code; 

8. amendment to the proposed tree preservation provision to clarify the distinct requirements 
imposed as part of the preliminary plat approval and the existing limitations related to the 
building permit review; and 

9. submission of a future application or PDD amendment to resolve any issues related to or 
associated with either of the two proposed entry drives (at the intersection of Bar-K Ranch 
Road and either Dodge Trail or Paseo de Vaca Street). 

B. Recommend approval of the application as meeting the requirements of a concept plan only, 
pending satisfactory resolution or corrections of the noted discrepancies or deficiencies. 

C. Recommend denial of all components of the application for either a concept plan only approval or a 
concept and detail plan approval. 
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Roy Jambor

From: Laci M. Ehlers <lehlers@mcleanhowardlaw.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2022 2:49 PM
To: Roy Jambor
Cc: Erin Selvera
Subject: Turnback - FLUM Amendment

Roy,  
 
Please accepted this request on behalf of Turnback Development, LLC, as owner of that certain 241.541 acre tract in 
Lago Vista locally known as Turnback Ranch PDD, to amend the Future Land Use Map to align with the detail plan to be 
considered as part of the Turnback Ranch PDD.  We request that the amendment to the FLUM be considered by 
Planning & Zoning Commission and Council concurrently with the submitted PDD amendment request (City Case File No. 
22‐2134‐PDD‐MOD). 
 
Please let me know if you need any further information. 
 
Thank you,  
Laci                                                 
 
Laci Ehlers                                                  

lehlers@mcleanhowardlaw.com 
  
4301 Bull Creek Road | Ste 150 
Austin, Texas 78731 
512.328.2008 office 
737.309.0651 direct 
512.328.2409 fax 
www.mcleanhowardlaw.com 
 

 
 

*****We’ve moved*****Please note our new address. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the intended recipient of this information, you are notified that any use, 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of the communication is strictly prohibited. 
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May 26, 2022 
 

 
Roy Jambor, Director 
Development Services Department 
City of Lago Vista 
5803 Thunderbird Street 
Lago Vista, Texas 78645 
 

RE: Zoning Amendment Application for Turnback Ranch Planned Development District 
(the “Application”) Located at the Terminus of Dodge Trail, South of Surrey Lane, Lago 
Vista, Texas (the “Property”) 

 
Dear Mr. Jambor:  
 

This firm represents, and this letter is submitted on behalf of, Turnback Development LLC (the 
“Applicant”) as the owner of the Property in the above-referenced Application.  The Property is 241.541 
acres in size and is bounded by single-family homes to the north and east, the K-Oaks Clubhouse to the 
southeast, and Lake Travis to the south and west.  The Property is currently zoned as the Turnback Ranch 
Planned Development District (“Turnback Ranch PDD”) based on the Ordinance No. 07-04-05-03 (“PDD 
Ordinance”).  The purpose of this Application is to amend the Turnback Ranch PDD and the associated 
concept plan to accommodate a single-family residential project (with both attached and detached units 
proposed) (“Project”) that preserves the natural environment, heritage trees and open space, develops 
the land efficiently and respectfully, and establishes zoning that allows for a prestigious community. 

 
The Applicant is requesting amendments to the PDD Ordinance that include reducing intensive 

permitted uses in certain districts, facilitating an overall reduction in density, increasing open space and 
parkland, adjusting the district boundaries, and modifications to development standards (“PDD 
Amendments”), as further detailed below: 

 
1. Tracts within the PDD.  Modify the tracts within Turnback Ranch PDD to delete Tract C (Mixed 

Residential) and C-1 (Commercial/Mixed Use) and re-identify and re-name the tracts as follows: 
a. Tract A – the “Single Family Residential Tract” 
b. Tract B – the “SFA/SFD Residential Tract” 
c. Tract C – the “Lakeside Tract” 

 
2. Land Use Plan.  Replace Exhibit “B” of the PDD Ordinance with the enclosed concept plan and 

detail plan (collectively, the “Land Use Plan”) as the new Exhibit “B”.  The depiction of the 
Turnback Ranch PDD in Exhibit “B” is conceptual in nature. The layout is for informational 
purposes rather than for construction and is subject to the type of changes that are common to 
the site development plan review process and completion of construction documents. The 
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boundary of the tracts may be modified administratively by up to ten percent (10%) without 
requiring a zoning change or amendment to the Land Use Plan.  Individual single-family lots 
shown in the Land Use Plan may be adjusted to increase or decrease the width of a single-family 
lot to create a mix of lot sizes throughout the subdivision without requiring an amendment to 
the Land Use Plan or Turnback Ranch PDD.  Minor technical variations of a final plat or site plan 
from the Land Use Plan will not require a formal amendment to the Land Use Plan.  Approval of 
a preliminary plat, final plat or site plan shall be deemed to also be an update to the Land Use 
Plan.   
 

3. Permitted Uses. Include Park-Active and Park-Passive as permitted uses in Tract C (Lakeside 
Tract). Specifically, Park-Active may include boat ramp or launch, fishing/swimming area 
(recreational use), barbecue pits, picnic shelters, and playground equipment, and Park-Passive 
may include open space, trails, and benches. For the marina and park uses, the number or parking 
spaces provided is at the discretion of the Developer. 
 

4. Zoning and Development Standards.  Due to topography and other development constraints 
typical in the City of Lago Vista (“City”), modifications to the City Code of Ordinances (“Code”) 
are requested to make the environmentally efficient Land Use Plan viable. 

a. Buffer Area.  Reduce the vegetative buffer to twenty (20) feet along the boundary line of 
the Property adjacent to any multi-family, single-family attached, condominium, or 
commercial use on the Property.  A buffer is not required along the boundary line of the 
Property adjacent to any single-family detached lots on the Property.  

b. Maximum Height.   
i. Amend maximum building height in Tract A to be thirty-five feet (35’) above the 

highest elevation of each platted lot in Tract A. 
ii. Delete maximum building height for Tract B to allow Tract B to be regulated by the 

development standards for the base zoning district of R-4. 
c. Setbacks.  Replace provisions related to setbacks with the following:  

Single-family detached lots shall have a minimum front and rear setback of twenty feet 
(20’), minimum side-yard setback of five feet (5’), and a minimum street side-yard 
setback of ten feet (10’). Single-family attached and condominiums shall have a 
minimum front setback of ten feet (10’), minimum rear setback of five feet (5’), no 
minimum side-yard setback, and a minimum street side-yard setback of ten feet (10’).  
All other lots shall comply with the zoning district for the use applicable. 

d. Cut/Fill.  Amend cut and fill variance to allow four feet (4’) to fifteen (15’) with 
administrative approval. 

e. Construction on Slopes.  In the areas indicated on the Land Use Plan, development is 
permitted on slopes exceeding twenty-five percent (25%) without a variance. Development 
on all other areas within the Land Use Plan shall comply with the City Code in effect at the 
time of approval of the amendment to the PDD Ordinance. 

f. Parkland Dedication.  Replace provision related to parkland with the following: 
Open Space/Parkland shown within Tract C on the Land Use Plan shall fully satisfy 
parkland dedication requirements under Section 5 of the Subdivision Ordinance.  The 
parkland dedication will be satisfied by portions of the Property located within the 
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floodplain and by private parks that meet the parkland requirements in Section 5 of the 
Subdivision Ordinance and are maintained by the homeowners’ association for the 
benefit and use of the residents of the development. Open Space/Parkland qualifying 
as dedicated parkland may comply with the development standards for either (i) “P-2 
Park and Greenbelt District (Passive)” that may include, but not limited to, the following 
types of uses and similar structures: mountain bike trails, nature trails, benches, public 
utility easements, public utilities, detention facilities and water quality facilities, or (ii) 
“P-1B Developed Park District (Active)” that may include, but not limited to, the 
following types of uses and similar structures: playground structures, a community 
beach, a community boat ramp or launch, bathrooms and/or locker rooms, covered 
pavilions, picnic shelters, barbeque pits, mountain bike trails, nature trails, public utility 
easements, public utilities, detention facilities and water quality facilities. 

g. HOA Amenity Center.  Except in accordance with any private agreement between 
Developer and others, use and development of the Property designated as the “HOA 
Amenity Center” in the Land Use Plan shall consist of land reserved for the benefit and use 
of the residents only as an accessory use to the residential development in the Turnback 
Ranch PDD. The HOA Amenity Center shall be maintained by a homeowners’ association.  

h. Critical Water Quality Zone. The Critical Water Quality Buffer Zone (“CWQBZ”) shall be a 
maximum of seventy-five feet (75’) inland from the 681 contour, which may be less than 
the horizontal extents of the 100-year FEMA floodplain into the Property.  The CWQBZ is 
not required to align with, and may be designated below, the one (1) percent chance flood 
areas shown on the adopted Flood Insurance Rate Map. 

i. Trees.  The planting of street trees in public rights of way is at the option of the Developer.  
Thirty percent (30%) of the Protected Trees, as defined in Section 20 of the Zoning 
Ordinance, will be preserved to the greatest extent possible.  Mitigation is not required 
unless tree removal exceeds thirty percent (30%) of the Protected Trees.  Mitigation shall 
be in compliance with Section 20 of the Zoning Ordinance and is only required for removal 
of Protected Trees in excess of seventy percent (70%). 

j. Impervious Cover. Impervious cover on any individual single-family detached lot shall not 
exceed sixty percent (60%).  Impervious cover for a lot with single-family attached, 
condominium, or multifamily use shall not exceed seventy percent (70%) of the total lot 
area. 

 
5. Subdivision and Public Infrastructure. 

a. Block Length.  Maximum block length shall be no more than one thousand (1,000) feet. 
b. Streets.  Change the street classification of “minor” to “residential” which must be a 

minimum of fifty feet (50’) wide.  The center line radius shall be a minimum of one hundred 
and eight feet (180’).  Street sections shall comply with details more particularly depicted 
in the new Exhibit “C” submitted with the Application. 

c. Lot Width.  Turnback Ranch PDD shall include various single-family lot sizes. Single family 
lots shall have a minimum width of forty-five feet (45’) as measured at the front setback 
and a minimum depth of one hundred and thirty feet (130’).  No more than forty percent 
(40%) of the single-family lots shall be less than fifty feet (50’) wide as measured at the front 
setback.  All other lots shall comply with the zoning district for the use applicable. 
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d. Signage and Lighting. Amend the location of one of the two permitted off premise 
monument signs to be on the property located at the northwest corner of the intersection 
of Dodge Trail and Bar K Ranch Road (“Roadway Entrance”), as more particularly identified 
in the new Exhibit “D” submitted with the Application.  The other permitted off premise 
monument sign shall remain at the location outside of the City right of way near the 
intersection of FM 1431 and Dodge Trail as provided in the PDD Ordinance.  Allowance of 
the permitted off premise signs is not contingent on the widening and resurfacing of Dodge 
Trail from FM 1434 to Bar K Ranch Road. 

e. Access.  A public roadway, utilities, landscaping, and signage will be constructed at no cost 
or expense to the City within the City-owned property depicted on the Exhibit “E” (re-
labeled) as an extension of Dodge Trail from Bar K Ranch Road (“Public Roadway”).  Upon 
completion, the Public Roadway shall be accepted by the City for maintenance.  Developer 
is not required to relocate, reconstruct, oversize, or demolish any existing pump house or 
related facilities within the Public Roadway. 

f. Entrance and Accessibility.  The Public Roadway shall remain the primary entrance for the 
development; however, construction vehicle traffic is prohibited from utilizing the Public 
Roadway.  The Roadway Entrance shall be dedicated to the City after final platting of the 
Property and the City agrees to grant the Developer a license agreement for the off premise 
monument sign, landscaping, fencing, and other screening of the Public Roadway from 
adjacent properties, as depicted in the new Exhibit “F” submitted with the Application.  The 
Developer shall provide a secondary access off Bark K Ranch Road in the vicinity of the K 
Oaks Clubhouse.  An entrance is not required off Clubhouse Court Road.  

 
6. Phasing. At the option of the Developer, the project contemplated herein may be developed in 

phases in accordance with the Land Use Plan.  Developer has the right, in its discretion, during 
the construction site plan stage to determine the appropriate number of phases and percentages 
of the project covered in each phase.  No approved concept plan, detailed plan, or preliminary 
plat shall expire as long as development on any part or phase of Turnback Ranch PDD is actively 
progressing and has not remained dormant for more than two (2) years. 
 

7. Applicable Regulations. Development of and uses within the Turnback Ranch PDD shall conform 
to the limitations and conditions set forth in the PDD Ordinance, as amended. If the PDD 
Ordinance and the attached exhibits conflict, the PDD Ordinance, as amended, controls. Except 
as otherwise specifically modified by the PDD Ordinance, as amended, all other rules, regulations, 
and ordinances of the City in effect at the time of approval of the PDD Ordinance apply. 
 

8. Deletions from Turnback Ranch PDD Ordinance.  The following sections and/or provisions are 
requested to be deleted in their entirety: 

a. Section 5.3. (Tract C-1) 
b. Section 6.3. (Zoning for Tract C-1 – “Commercial/Mixed use Tract”) 
c. Section 6.4.J (Zoning Rollback) 

 
9. Exhibits. 

a. Exhibit A – Property  
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b. Exhibit B – Land Use Plan (concept plan and detail plan) 
c. Exhibit C – Street Sections 
d. Exhibit D – Location of Roadway Entrance 
e. Exhibit E – Public Roadway 
f. Exhibit F – Public Roadway Screening and Landscaping 
 

The PDD Amendments, which are necessary to accomplish the Project, the development intensity 
decreases, and the total open space and parkland increases substantially with land dedication and HOA-
maintained facilities instead of simply a payment of fee-in-lieu.  This proposed Project will work to 
preserve the natural environment, encourage high quality development, and ensure adequate public 
facilities and services. The amended Turnback Ranch PDD will result in development that is superior to 
the development that would occur under the existing approved PDD Ordinance. 
   
 On behalf of the Applicant, we look forward to working with the City on approval of these PDD 
Amendments.  If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.  Thank you 
for your attention to this matter. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
  
 Laci Ehlers 





Exhibit “C”



Exhibit “D”

Exhibit “E”





 

 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO TURNBACK RANCH PDD 
ORDINANCE NO. 07-04-05-03 

 
 
Section 5. Identification of Tracts within the PDD.  The Property consists of the 

following tracts of land, which are also depicted in the Land Use Plan (sometimes individually a 
“Tract” or collectively the “Tracts”): 

1. Tract A – the “Single Family Residential Tract”; 
 
2. Tract B – the “SFA/SFD Residential Tract”; and 
 
3. Tract C – the “Lakeside Tract”. 

 

Section 6. Zoning Requirements.  The following use and site development requirements 
established herein shall apply to the Tracts identified in Section 5: 
 

1. Zoning for Tract A – “Single Family Residential Tract” 
 

A. Use and development of Tract A shall comply with the zoning requirements 
and development standards for Single Family Residential District – R-1A 
through R-1G except as hereinafter modified. 
 

B. The minimum living area for a dwelling on any lot developed in Tract A shall 
be 1,500 square feet.   

 

2. Zoning for Tract B – “SFA/SFD Residential Tract” 
 

A. Use and development of Tract B shall comply with the zoning requirements 
and development standards for Multifamily Residential – R-4 zoning district, 
except as hereinafter modified. 
 

B. In addition to all uses permitted for the Multifamily Residential – R-4 zoning 
district, the condominium use shall also be permitted. The minimum living 
area for condominiums shall be 1,000 square feet. 

 
3. Zoning for Tract C – “Lakeside Tract” 

 
A. Use and development of Tract C shall comply with the zoning requirements 

and development standards for Commercial Marina – C-3 zoning district, 
except as hereinafter modified. 
 

B. In addition to all uses permitted in the Commercial Marina – C-3 zoning 
district, the following uses shall be permitted in Tract D: 

(i) Restaurants; 



 

 

(ii) Bars, Taverns, Retail Liquor; 

(iii) Retail-Store-General; 

(iv) Dry stack storage of boats;  

(v) Boat service, maintenance and repair; 

(vi) Park-Active – including, but not limited to, boat ramp or launch, 
fishing/swimming area (recreational use), barbecue pits, picnic shelters, 
and playground equipment; and 

(vii) Park-Passive – including, but not limited to, open space, trails, and 
benches. 

 
C. The number of parking spaces and amenities related to a marina and/or park 

uses are at the discretion of the Developer. 
 

4. Zoning and Development Standards for All Tracts 
 

A. Buffer Area. A twenty foot wide vegetative buffer consisting of existing 
vegetation (“Buffer”) shall run along any boundary line of the Property 
adjacent to a multi-family, single-family attached, condominium, or 
commercial use on the Property.  A Buffer is not required along the boundary 
line of the Property adjacent to a single-family detached lots on the Property. 
No buildings may be constructed within the Buffer. 
 

B. Maximum Building Height. Building height for the Tracts shall be measured 
from the highest elevation as described above to: (i) the highest point of the 
coping of a flat roof or (ii) to the deck line of a mansard roof; or (iii) to the 
height of the highest gable of a pitched or hipped roof within the Tracts. 

 
1) Maximum building height in Tract A shall be thirty-five feet (35’) above 

the highest elevation of each platted lot in Tract A. 
 

2) Maximum building height in Tract B shall comply with the height 
requirement for the assigned base zoning of R-4. 

 
3) Maximum building heights in Tract C will be limited to thirty-two feet 

(32’) above the highest ground elevation on Tract C. 
 

C. Setbacks.  Single-family detached lots shall have a minimum front and rear 
setback of twenty feet (20’), minimum side-yard setback of five feet (5’), and 
a minimum street side-yard setback of ten feet (10’).  Single-family attached 
and condominiums shall have a minimum front setback of ten feet (10’), 
minimum rear setback of five feet (5’), no minimum side-yard setback, and a 
minimum street side-yard setback of ten feet (10’).  All other uses shall 



 

 

comply with the setbacks established in the applicable zoning district. 
 

D. Blocks and Cul-de-sac. Maximum block length shall be no more than one 
thousand (1,000) feet.  Cul-de-sac length on all streets within the Property will 
be allowed up to a maximum of 1,500 feet, provided that a turn-around bubble 
is provided at a point 500 feet from the intersection. 

 
E. Streets. Street rights-of-way classified as “residential” pursuant to City 

ordinances shall be allowed to be a minimum of fifty feet (50’) wide as 
measured by the street’s right-of-way.  The center line radius shall be a 
minimum of one hundred and eight feet (180’).  Street sections shall comply 
with details more particularly depicted on Exhibit “C”. 

 
F. Lot Width. Turnback Ranch PDD shall include various single-family lot sizes. 

Single family lots shall have a minimum width of forty-five feet (45’) as 
measured at the front setback and a minimum depth of one hundred and thirty 
feet (130’).  No more than forty percent (40%) of the single-family lots shall 
be less than fifty feet (50’) wide as measured at the front setback. All other 
lots shall comply with the zoning district for the use applicable. 

 
G. Building Permit. In addition to the requirements set forth in Section 3.60 of 

the Zoning Ordinance, the City will issue building permits to the Developer 
for development of a particular property if (i) City approval of a final plat has 
been obtained, (ii) the Developer has posted fiscal security, and (iii) the site is 
accessible to the Developer by right-of- way or otherwise. The City will not 
issue certificates of occupancy prior to subdivision approval. 

 
H. Facilities. Lots in the Property may be served by storm water detention and 

water quality facilities outside a particular Tract in which the lot is located, so 
as long as such facilities are located within the Property and approved by the 
City of Lago Vista. 

 
I. Parking. Except for a marina or park use, minimum parking requirements for 

all lots included in the PDD shall meet or exceed City standards that are in 
effect at the time the Developer obtains a permit for the project to be 
constructed for all or a portion of the Property. 

 
J. Signage and Lighting. All signage will comply with the City of Lago Vista 

Sign Ordinance. Notwithstanding, the Developer and City shall negotiate in 
good faith and execute a separate agreement, as necessary, that addresses 
details related to monument and wayfinding signage. All exterior lighting to 
be installed in the subdivision or along the entrance to subdivision shall be 
low level, down casting lighting. Such lighting fixtures shall have dimming 
capabilities and will be dimmed to one-half (1/2) of its normal wattage after 
11:00 PM. 
 

K. Cut/Fill and Construction on Slopes. All cut and fill variances of four feet (4’) 



 

 

to fifteen feet (15’) on the Property shall be approved administratively by the 
City Engineer (or acting City Engineer) during preliminary plan or site plan 
review, provided the cut and fill slope is appropriately terraced to control 
erosion and sedimentation, without a requirement of a hearing or approval by 
the Planning Commission or City Council. Topographic grading shall comply 
with accepted engineering practices, the Americans with Disabilities Act and 
any other applicable federal, state or regional regulations.  In the areas 
indicated on the Land Use Plan, development is permitted on slopes 
exceeding twenty-five percent (25%) without a variance. Development on all 
other areas within the Land Use Plan shall comply with the City Code in 
effect at the time of approval of this Ordinance. 

 
L. Flag Lot. To allow driveway access and utilities to each single- family lot, lots 

within the Property are allowed to “flag” with a minimum frontage of thirty 
feet (30’) on a public right of way. “Flagging” minimizes impacts to steep 
slopes and allows preservation of trees. The Developer agrees to take all 
reasonable steps to minimize the number of Flag lots within the Property. 

 
M. Private Driveways. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Ordinance, 

City approves the use of a maximum of five (5) private driveways or joint 
access easements with a width not to exceed twelve feet (12’) used to access 
multiple lots on the Property. 

 
N. Access. Primary access for the Turnback PDD shall be located in the 

northeast corner of the Property, as depicted on the Land Use Plan, to be 
connected to the future extension of Dodge Trail from Bar K Ranch Road 
following such construction.  Developer and the City shall negotiate in good 
faith and execute a separate agreement that addresses the commitments of (i) 
Developer to construct the extension of Dodge Trail as a public roadway that 
meets standards set forth in such separate agreement with utilities, 
landscaping, and appropriate signage (“Public Roadway”); and (ii) the City to 
designate appropriate property as right of way for construction of the Public 
Roadway, to the extent necessary.  The requirement of a traffic impact 
analysis must be completed prior to the approval of the preliminary plat for 
the Property. 

 
O. Density. Overall density within the Property will not exceed three (3) 

dwelling units per acre. 
 

P. Parkland Dedication.  Open Space/Parkland shown within Tract C on the 
Land Use Plan shall fully satisfy parkland dedication requirements under 
Section 5 of the Subdivision Ordinance.  The parkland dedication will be 
satisfied by portions of the Property located within the floodplain and by 
private parks that meet the parkland requirements in Section 5 of the 
Subdivision Ordinance and are maintained by the homeowners’ association 
for the benefit and use of the residents of the development. Open 
Space/Parkland qualifying as dedicated parkland may comply with the 



 

 

development standards for either (i) “P-2 Park and Greenbelt District 
(Passive)” that may include, but not limited to, the following types of uses and 
similar structures: mountain bike trails, nature trails, benches, public utility 
easements, public utilities, detention facilities and water quality facilities, or 
(ii) “P-1B Developed Park District (Active)” that may include, but not limited 
to, the following types of uses and similar structures: playground structures, a 
community beach, a community boat ramp or launch, bathrooms and/or locker 
rooms, covered pavilions, picnic shelters, barbeque pits, mountain bike trails, 
nature trails, public utility easements, public utilities, detention facilities and 
water quality facilities. 

 
Q. Entrances and Accessibility. Subject to Section 6.4.N, the primary entrance 

for the development shall be the Public Roadway following such construction. 
To the extent owned or controlled by Developer, within a reasonable time 
after final platting of the Property, the Developer shall dedicate the property 
located at the northwest corner of the intersection of Dodge Trail and Bar K 
Ranch Road, or a portion thereof, as more particularly identified on the 
attached Exhibit “D”, to the City as right of way.  Obligations related to a 
stone wall or walls and other fencing, landscaping and/or other devices 
needed to adequately screen the Public Roadway from the adjacent properties 
with regard to visibility and sound shall be included in a separate agreement 
that may be executed between the Developer and City. Construction vehicle 
traffic shall be prohibited from utilizing the Public Roadway as an entrance 
into the development. To the extent approved by the City in conjunction with 
the development of the Property, the Developer shall provide a secondary 
access into the development and construction vehicle entrance off of Bar K 
Ranch Road in the vicinity of the K Oaks Clubhouse property opposite of 
Paseo De Vaca. 
 

R. Masonry Requirements. Exterior surface area of all finished walls, including 
all stories of buildings / structures (excluding concrete foundation walls), in 
the development shall be constructed of no less than seventy-five percent 
(75%) masonry. Masonry is defined to include stone, brick, stucco, split face 
concrete block, and similar materials. 

 
S. HOA Amenity Center.  Except in accordance with any private agreement 

between Developer and others, use and development of the Property 
designated as the “HOA Amenity Center” in the Land Use Plan shall consist 
of land reserved for the benefit and use of the residents only as an accessory 
use to the residential development in the Turnback Ranch PDD. The HOA 
Amenity Center shall be maintained by a homeowners’ association.  

 
T. Critical Water Quality Zone. The Critical Water Quality Buffer Zone 

(“CWQBZ”) shall be a maximum of seventy-five feet (75’) inland from the 
681 contour, which may be less than the horizontal extents of the 100-year 
FEMA floodplain into the Property.  The CWQBZ is not required to align 
with, and may be designated below, the one (1) percent chance flood areas 



 

 

shown on the adopted Flood Insurance Rate Map. 
 

U. Trees.  The planting of street trees in public rights of way is at the option of 
the Developer.  Thirty percent (30%) of the Protected Trees, as defined in 
Section 20 of the Zoning Ordinance, will be preserved to the greatest extent 
possible.  Mitigation is not required unless tree removal exceeds thirty percent 
(30%) of the Protected Trees.  Mitigation shall be in compliance with Section 
20 of the Zoning Ordinance and is only required for removal of Protected 
Trees in excess of seventy percent (70%).  
 

V. Impervious Cover. Impervious cover on any individual single-family detached 
lot shall not exceed sixty percent (60%).  Impervious cover for a lot with 
single-family attached, condominium, or multifamily use shall not exceed 
seventy percent (70%) of the total lot area. 

 
5. Phasing.  At the option of the Developer, the project contemplated herein may be 

developed in phases in accordance with the Land Use Plan.  Developer has the 
right, in its discretion, during the construction site plan stage to determine the 
appropriate number of phases and percentages of the project covered in each phase.  
No approved concept plan, detailed plan, or preliminary plat shall expire as long as 
development on any part or phase of Turnback Ranch PDD is actively progressing 
and has not remained dormant for more than two (2) years.  

 
6. Land Use Plan. The depiction of the Turnback Ranch PDD in Exhibit “B” is 

conceptual in nature. The layout is for informational purposes rather than for 
construction and is subject to the type of changes that are common to the site 
development plan review process and completion of construction documents. The 
boundary of the tracts may be modified administratively by up to ten percent (10%) 
without requiring a zoning change or amendment to the Land Use Plan.  Individual 
single-family lots shown in the Land Use Plan may be adjusted to increase or 
decrease the width of a single-family lot to create a mix of lot sizes throughout the 
subdivision without requiring an amendment to the Land Use Plan or Turnback 
Ranch PDD.  Minor technical variations of a final plat or site plan from the Land 
Use Plan will not require a formal amendment to the Land Use Plan.  Approval of a 
preliminary plat, final plat or site plan shall be deemed to also be an update to the 
Land Use Plan.   

 
7. Applicable Regulations. Development of and uses within the Turnback Ranch PDD 

shall conform to the limitations and conditions set forth in this Ordinance. If this 
Ordinance and the attached exhibits conflict, this Ordinance controls. Except as 
otherwise specifically modified by this Ordinance, all other rules, regulations, and 
ordinances of the City in effect at the time of approval of this Ordinance apply to 
development within the Turnback Ranch PDD. 

 



 

 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO TURNBACK RANCH PDD 
ORDINANCE NO. 07-04-05-03 

 
 
Section 5. Identification of Tracts within the PDD.  The Property consists of the 

following tracts of land, which are also depicted in the Land UseConceptual Plan (sometimes 
individually a “Tract” or collectively the “Tracts”): 

1. Tract A – the “Single Family Residential Tract”; 
 
2. Tract B and Tract C – the “Mixed SFA/SFD Residential Tracts”; and 
 
3. Tract C-1 – the “Commercial/Mixed-Use Tract”; and 
4.3. Tract D C – the “Commercial MarinaLakeside Tract”. 

 

Section 6. Zoning Requirements.  The following use and site development requirements 
established herein shall apply to the Tracts identified in Section 5: 
 

1. Zoning for Tract A – “Single Family Residential Tract” 
 

A. Use and development of Tract A shall comply with the zoning requirements 
and development standards for Single Family Residential District – R-1A 
through R-1G except as hereinafter modified. 
 

B. The minimum living area for a dwelling on any lot developed in Tract A shall 
be 1,500 square feet.   

 

2. Zoning for Tract B and Tract C  – “Mixed SFA/SFD Residential Tracts” 
 

A. Use and development of Tract B and Tract C shall comply with the zoning 
requirements and development standards for Multifamily Residential – R-4 
zoning district, except as hereinafter modified. 
 

B. In addition to all uses permitted for the Multifamily Residential – R-4 zoning 
district, the condominium use shall also be permitted. The minimum living 
area for condominiums shall be 1,000 square feet. 

 
3. Zoning for Tract C-1 – “Commercial/Mixed Use Tract” 

 
A. Use and development of Tract C-1 shall comply with the zoning requirements 

and development standards for Commercial-C-1 zoning district, except as 
hereinafter modified. 
 

B. In addition to all uses permitted in the Commercial-C-1 zoning district, the 
following uses shall also be permitted in Tract C-1: 



 

 

(i) Dwelling-multi-family; 

(ii) Dwelling single-family; 

(iii) Townhouse; 

(iv) Condominium; and 

(v) Hotel 
 

C. Notwithstanding any other provision of this subsection 3, upon final plat of 
Tract C-1, the tract shall be restricted by plat note to either commercial use 
only or residential use only. 

 
4.3. Zoning for Tract D C – “Commercial MarinaLakeside Tract” 

 
A. Use and development of Tract D C shall comply with the zoning requirements 

and development standards for Commercial Marina – C-3 zoning district, 
except as hereinafter modified. 
 

B. In addition to all uses permitted in the Commercial Marina – C-3 zoning 
district, the following uses shall be permitted in Tract D: 

(i) Restaurants; 

(ii) Bars, Taverns, Retail Liquor; 

(iii) Retail-Store-General; 

(iv) Dry stack storage of boats; and 

(v) Boat service, maintenance and repair; 

(vi) Park-Active – including, but not limited to, boat ramp or launch, 
fishing/swimming area (recreational use), barbecue pits, picnic shelters, 
and playground equipment; and 

(vii) Park-Passive – including, but not limited to, open space, trails, and 
benches. 

 
C. The number of parking spaces and amenities related to a marina and/or park 

uses are at the discretion of the Developer. 
 

5.4. Zoning and Development Standards for All Tracts 
 

A. Buffer Area. As depicted on the attached Conceptual Plan, a A fifty twenty 
foot wide vegetative buffer consisting of existing vegetation (“Buffer”) shall 
run along anythe northern boundary line of the Property adjacent to a multi-



 

 

family, single-family attached, condominium, or commercial use on the 
Property. of Tract A, the eastern boundary line of Tract A Buffer is not 
required along the boundary line of the Property adjacent to a single-family 
detached lots on the Property., and the southeastern boundary line of Tract C. 
No buildings may be constructed within the Buffer area. 
 

B. Maximum Building Height. Building height for the Tracts shall be measured 
from the highest elevation as described above to: (i) the highest point of the 
coping of a flat roof or (ii) to the deck line of a mansard roof; or (iii) to the 
height of the highest gable of a pitched or hipped roof within the Tracts. 

 
1) Maximum building height in Tract A shall be thirty-fivetwo feet (35’) 32’) 

above the highest elevation of each platted lot in Tract A. 
 

2) Maximum building height in Tract B shall be thirty-two feet (32’) above 
the highest elevation in Tract Bcomply with the height requirement for the 
assigned base zoning of R-4. 

 
3) Maximum building heights in TractTracts C, C-1 and D will be limited to 

thirty-two feet (32’) above the highest ground elevation on Tract CTracts 
C, C-1, and D. 

 
C. Side Yard Setbacks. Single family lots of 1 acre or more shall maintain 

minimum twenty-five foot (25') total side yard setbacks for single-family lots 
of one (1) acre or more. Single family lots of less than one (1) acre shall 
maintain minimum side yard setback of seven and one half (7 ½) feet per side 
with a minimum fifteen foot (15’) total side yard setbacks. All other lots shall 
comply with the zoning district for the use applicable. Single-family detached 
lots shall have a minimum front and rear setback of twenty feet (20’), 
minimum side-yard setback of five feet (5’), and a minimum street side-yard 
setback of ten feet (10’).  Single-family attached and condominiums shall 
have a minimum front setback of ten feet (10’), minimum rear setback of five 
feet (5’), no minimum side-yard setback, and a minimum street side-yard 
setback of ten feet (10’).  All other uses shall comply with the setbacks 
established in the applicable zoning district. 
 

D. Blocks and Cul-de-sac. Maximum block length shall be no more than one 
thousand (1,000) feet.  Cul-de-sac length on all streets within the Property will 
be allowed up to a maximum of 1,500 feet, provided that a turn- around 
bubble is provided at a point 500 feet from the intersection. 

 
E. Minor Streets. Street rights-of-way classified as “residentialminor” pursuant 

to City ordinances shall be allowed to be a minimummaximum of fifty feet 
(50’) wide as measured by the street’s right-of-way.  The center line radius 
shall be a minimum of one hundred and eight feet (180’).  Street sections shall 
comply with details more particularly depicted on Exhibit “C”. 

 



 

 

F. Lot Width. Turnback Ranch PDD shall include various single-family lot sizes. 
Single family lots shall have a minimum width of forty-five feet (45’) as 
measured at the front setback and a minimum depth of one hundred and thirty 
feet (130’).  No more than forty percent (40%) of the single-family lots shall 
be less than fifty feet (50’) wide as measured at the front setback. Each single 
family lot shall have a minimum width of seventy-five feet (75'’) along the 
front property line, with the exception of cul-de-sac lots, which shall have a 
minimum width of forty feet (40’) along the front property line and a 
minimum width of sixty-five feet (65’) at the front setback line. All other lots 
shall comply with the zoning district for the use applicable. 

 
G. Building Permit. In addition to the requirements set forth in Section 3.60 of 

the Zoning Ordinance, the City will issue building permits to the Developer 
for development of a particular property if (i) City approval of a final plat has 
been obtained, (ii) the Developer has posted fiscal security, and (iii) the site is 
accessible to the Developer by right-of- way or otherwise. The City will not 
issue certificates of occupancy prior to subdivision approval. 

 
H. Facilities. Lots in the Property may be served by storm water detention and 

water quality facilities outside a particular Tract in which the lot is located, so 
as long as such facilities are located within the Property and approved by the 
City of Lago Vista. 

 
I. Parking. Except for a marina or park use, minimum. Minimum parking 

requirements for all lots included in the PDD shall meet or exceed City 
standards that are in effect at the time the Developer obtains a permit for the 
project to be constructed for all or a portion of the Property. 

 
J. Zoning Rollback. Section 14.10 of the Zoning Code is hereby amended. As 

long as any portion of the Property is developed within three (3) years after 
this PDD is approved by the City Council, the remaining portion or portions 
of the Property may be developed at any time prior to the expiration of ten 
(10) years from the date of execution of this PDD by the City Council at 
which time any unsubdivided sections of the Property for which building 
permits have not been issued shall rollback to R-1. For purposes of this 
subsection J, development may be evidenced by the issuance of a building 
permit for all or a portion of the Property. 

 
K.J. Signage and Lighting. All signage will comply with the City of Lago Vista 

Sign Ordinance. Notwithstanding, the Developer and City shall negotiate in 
good faith and execute a separate agreement, as necessary, that addresses 
details related to monument and wayfinding signage. with the exception that 
the City will allow the developer to install two off premise monument signs 
one of which will be located outside of the City right of way near the 
intersection of FM 1431 and Dodge Trail and one to be located on City 
property near the intersection of Dodge Trail and Bar K Ranch Road. It is 
expressly understood that the Developer shall be solely responsible for all 



 

 

costs related to the signage including the cost of the signs and any costs 
related to the leasing or purchase of property on which signage is to be 
located. The City shall provide Developer with an appropriate license 
agreement for the signage, and such sign shall meet all standards contained in 
the City’s Sign Ordinance. Allowance of this off premise sign is contingent on 
the developer providing for the widening and resurfacing of Dodge Trail from 
FM 1431 to Bar K Ranch Road. All exterior lighting to be installed in the 
subdivision or along the entrance to subdivision shall be low level, down 
casting lighting. Such lighting fixtures shall have dimming capabilities and 
will be dimmed to one-half (1/2) of its normal wattage after 11:00 PM. 
 

L.K. Cut/Fill and Construction on Slopes. All cut and fill variances of four feet (4’) 
to fifteeneight feet (15’8’) on the Property shall be approved administratively 
by the City Engineer (or acting City Engineer) during preliminary plan or site 
plan review, provided the cut and fill slope is appropriately terraced to control 
erosion and sedimentation, without a requirement of a hearing or approval by 
the Planning Commission or City Council. Topographic grading shall comply 
with accepted engineering practices, the Americans with Disabilities Act and 
any other applicable federal, state or regional regulations.  In the areas 
indicated on the Land Use Plan, development is permitted on slopes 
exceeding twenty-five percent (25%) without a variance. Development on all 
other areas within the Land Use Plan shall comply with the City Code in 
effect at the time of approval of this Ordinance. 

 
M.L. Flag Lot. To allow driveway access and utilities to each single- family lot, lots 

within the Property are allowed to “flag” with a minimum frontage of thirty 
feet (30’) on a public right of way. “Flagging” minimizes impacts to steep 
slopes and allows preservation of trees. The Developer agrees to take all 
reasonable steps to minimize the number of Flag lots within the Property. 

 
N.M. Private Driveways. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Ordinance, 

City approves the use of a maximum of five (5) private driveways or joint 
access easements with a width not to exceed twelve feet (12’) used to access 
multiple lots on the Property. 

 
O.N. Access. Primary access for the Turnback PDD shall be located in the 

northeast corner of the Property, as depicted on the Land Use Plan, to be 
connected to the future extension of Dodge Trail from Bar K Ranch Road 
following such construction.  Developer and the City shall negotiate in good 
faith and execute a separate agreement that addresses the commitments of (i) 
Developer to construct the extension of Dodge Trail as aA public roadway 
that meets standards set forth in such separate agreement , with utilities, 
landscaping, and appropriate signage (“Public Roadway”); and (ii) the City to 
designate appropriate property as right of way for construction of the Public 
Roadway, to the extent necessary.  within the area depicted on the attached 
Exhibit “C” (collectively, “Roadway”) will be constructed at no cost or 
expense to the City. The existing pump house and related facilities located 



 

 

within the Roadway may be relocated or demolished to construct a 
functionally equivalent pump house in a location to be designated by the City. 
Oversizing of utilities or capacity for the pump house to serve land or 
properties outside the Property is not required, but oversizing may occur at the 
City’s sole cost and expense. Once the road is completed, the City will accept 
the road for maintenance as a City street, provided that the road meets City 
standards. The requirement of a traffic impact analysis must be completed 
prior to the approval of the preliminary plat for the Property. 

 
P.O. Density. Overall density within the Property will not exceed three (3) 

dwelling units per acre. 
 

Q.P. Parkland Dedication.  Open Space/Parkland shown within Tract C on the 
Land Use Plan shall fully satisfy parkland dedication requirements under 
Section 5 of the Subdivision Ordinance.  The parkland dedication will be 
satisfied by portions of the Property located within the floodplain and by 
private parks that meet the parkland requirements in Section 5 of the 
Subdivision Ordinance and are maintained by the homeowners’ association 
for the benefit and use of the residents of the development. Open 
Space/Parkland qualifying as dedicated parkland may comply with the 
development standards for either (i) “P-2 Park and Greenbelt District 
(Passive)” that may include, but not limited to, the following types of uses and 
similar structures: mountain bike trails, nature trails, benches, public utility 
easements, public utilities, detention facilities and water quality facilities, or 
(ii) “P-1B Developed Park District (Active)” that may include, but not limited 
to, the following types of uses and similar structures: playground structures, a 
community beach, a community boat ramp or launch, bathrooms and/or locker 
rooms, covered pavilions, picnic shelters, barbeque pits, mountain bike trails, 
nature trails, public utility easements, public utilities, detention facilities and 
water quality facilitiesThe parkland dedication for the project shall be 
satisfied by the payment of a fee in lieu of the dedication of park land. 
Payment of a fee in lieu of the dedication of parkland shall be made in 
accordance with the provisions of the City’s Subdivision Ordinance. Such 
payment shall be made prior to the approval of the final plat for the Property. 

 
R.Q. Entrances and Accessibility. Subject to Section 6.4.N, The the primary 

entrance for the development shall be the Public Roadway following such 
constructionan extension Dodge Trail from the Bar K Ranch Road to the 
Property, and shall be built according to City Standards. To the extent owned 
or controlled by Developer, withinthis roadway entrance (“Roadway 
Entrance”) shall be dedicated to the City upon completion and approval of the 
City. Within a reasonable time after final platting of the Property, the 
Developer shall dedicate the Roadway Entrance property located at the 
northwest corner of the intersection of Dodge Trail and Bar K Ranch Road, or 
a portion thereof, as more particularly described identified on the attached 
Exhibit “D”, to the City as right of way. Should the City grant Developer an 
appropriate license agreement, the Developer shall install  a Obligations 



 

 

related to a stone wall or walls and other fencing, landscaping and/or other 
devices needed to adequately screen the Public Roadwayprimary entrance 
road from the adjacent properties with regard to visibility and sound in a 
manner substantially similar to the attached Exhibit “E”shall be included in a 
separate agreement that may be executed between the Developer and City. 
Construction vehicle traffic shall be prohibited from utilizing the Public 
Roadway as an entranceprimary entrance road into the development. To the 
extent approved by the City in conjunction with the development of the 
Property, the Developer shall provide: (i) a separate entrance to the 
Commercial Marina Tract off of Clubhouse Court Road, and shall make 
reasonable efforts to direct traffic to the Commercial Marina Tract 
accordingly; (ii) a secondary access into the development andseparate 
construction vehicle only entrance off of Bar K Ranch Road in the vicinity of 
the K Oaks Clubhouse property opposite of Paseo De Vaca; and (iii) a 
secondary access point into the development off of Surrey Lane. 
 

S.R. Masonry Requirements. Exterior surface area of All all finished walls, 
including all stories of buildings / structures (excluding concrete foundation 
walls), structures in the development shall be constructed of no less than 
seventy-five percent (75%) masonry. Masonry is defined to include stone, 
brick, stucco, split face concrete block, and similar materials. 

 
S. HOA Amenity Center.  Except in accordance with any private agreement 

between Developer and others, use and development of the Property 
designated as the “HOA Amenity Center” in the Land Use Plan shall consist 
of land reserved for the benefit and use of the residents only as an accessory 
use to the residential development in the Turnback Ranch PDD. The HOA 
Amenity Center shall be maintained by a homeowners’ association.  

 
T. Critical Water Quality Zone. The Critical Water Quality Buffer Zone 

(“CWQBZ”) shall be a maximum of seventy-five feet (75’) inland from the 
681 contour, which may be less than the horizontal extents of the 100-year 
FEMA floodplain into the Property.  The CWQBZ is not required to align 
with, and may be designated below, the one (1) percent chance flood areas 
shown on the adopted Flood Insurance Rate Map. 

 
U. Trees.  The planting of street trees in public rights of way is at the option of 

the Developer.  Thirty percent (30%) of the Protected Trees, as defined in 
Section 20 of the Zoning Ordinance, will be preserved to the greatest extent 
possible.  Mitigation is not required unless tree removal exceeds thirty percent 
(30%) of the Protected Trees.  Mitigation shall be in compliance with Section 
20 of the Zoning Ordinance and is only required for removal of Protected 
Trees in excess of seventy percent (70%).  
 

V. Impervious Cover. Impervious cover on any individual single-family detached 
lot shall not exceed sixty percent (60%).  Impervious cover for a lot with 
single-family attached, condominium, or multifamily use shall not exceed 



 

 

seventy percent (70%) of the total lot area. 
 

5. Phasing.  At the option of the Developer, the project contemplated herein may be 
developed in phases in accordance with the Land Use Plan.  Developer has the 
right, in its discretion, during the construction site plan stage to determine the 
appropriate number of phases and percentages of the project covered in each phase.  
No approved concept plan, detailed plan, or preliminary plat shall expire as long as 
development on any part or phase of Turnback Ranch PDD is actively progressing 
and has not remained dormant for more than two (2) years.  

 
6. Land Use Plan. The depiction of the Turnback Ranch PDD in Exhibit “B” is 

conceptual in nature. The layout is for informational purposes rather than for 
construction and is subject to the type of changes that are common to the site 
development plan review process and completion of construction documents. The 
boundary of the tracts may be modified administratively by up to ten percent (10%) 
without requiring a zoning change or amendment to the Land Use Plan.  Individual 
single-family lots shown in the Land Use Plan may be adjusted to increase or 
decrease the width of a single-family lot to create a mix of lot sizes throughout the 
subdivision without requiring an amendment to the Land Use Plan or Turnback 
Ranch PDD.  Minor technical variations of a final plat or site plan from the Land 
Use Plan will not require a formal amendment to the Land Use Plan.  Approval of a 
preliminary plat, final plat or site plan shall be deemed to also be an update to the 
Land Use Plan.   

 
7. Applicable Regulations. Development of and uses within the Turnback Ranch PDD 

shall conform to the limitations and conditions set forth in this Ordinance. If this 
Ordinance and the attached exhibits conflict, this Ordinance controls. Except as 
otherwise specifically modified by this Ordinance, all other rules, regulations, and 
ordinances of the City in effect at the time of approval of this Ordinance apply to 
development within the Turnback Ranch PDD. 
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We object to the complete elimination of the 50 foot natural buffer along 
the entire northern boundary of the property - between the existing homes.  
If it was good idea when the original plan was approved 15 years ago, it 
should remain today - especially, with the number of homes that have 
since been built on the northern boundary.  When we purchased our home 
new 4 years ago, the listing agent for the builder highlighted the 
REQUIRED 50 ft natural buffer in the development plan for the property 
behind us.  Gave us piece of mind should the property ever be developed, 
even though the Lago Vista Development staff, at that time, told us they 
really didn’t see the property ever being developed.  They cited that the 
property was land locked and there were no longer natural points of access 
to develop a property of this size. 
 
How is a plan developed and approved 15 years ago still viable today with 
the number of homes that have since been built in the area?  City 
infrastructure stress?  Traffic?  Peaceful, quiet Lago Vista?  All has 
dramatically changed since this plan was first devised and approved.  
Can’t dust off a plan that was approved 15 years ago, make a number of 
changes in favor of the developer, and most to the detriment of existing 
residents, and call it good!!   
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1900 American Drive (±40.64 Acres) 

“Peninsula PDD” 

Use Description Amendment  



LAGO VISTA PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
STAFF LAND USE REPORT – AUGUST 11, 2022 

 

P&Z CASE NO: 22-2169-PDD-MOD:  1900 American Drive 
APPLICANT: Laci Ehlers (McLean & Howard LLP) 
LANDOWNER: SGB Development Corp. (David Rulien) 
LOCATION: End of American Drive ± 1,300’ south of Highland Lake Drive 
ZONING: “Peninsula PDD” (Ordinance Number 08-08-21-02) 
PROPOSED USE: PDD Use Description Amendment 

GENERAL INFORMATION / LOCATION: 

 American Drive is a street that winds predominately in a north-south direction through the 
southwest portion of Lago Vista.  The extreme extents of this residential street terminate in two 
prominent lakefront properties.  The north property is developed and referred to as the “Island on 
Lake Travis.”  This application relates to the south property which remains vacant but is referred to 
in the existing PDD approval as “the Peninsula.”  The staff has been told that it was the former 
location of a demolished development that predates the incorporation of the city. 

 “The Peninsula” PDD was originally approved by the Lago Vista City Council in Ordinance Number 
07-02-15-01 for a maximum of 225 condominium units within a development that includes the type 
of accessory uses normally associated with a lakeside resort.  Restrictions related to the public use 
of some of the resort amenities were subsequently modified in Ordinance Number 08-08-21-02. 

 The Planning and Zoning Commission considered an application (21-1867-PDD-MOD) at their July 
8, 2021 meeting that proposed a significant reduction in the improvements, including the number of 
residential dwelling units.  The application also sought modifications that would balance the heights 
of the buildings within the “condominium parcels.”  With six of the seven members present, the 
Planning and Zoning Commission forwarded a unanimous recommendation to the City Council that 
the change be approved. 

 However, this represented an increase to the heights of the buildings on the east side of the subject 
property, closest to an existing residential development known as “the Cove of Lago Vista.”  Those 
property owners strenuously objected to the approval at the City Council meeting on August 5, 2021 
at which the application was being considered.  This caused the applicant to withdraw the 
application during the meeting and prior to any action by the Council. 

 As a result, the prior approvals (Ordinance Number 07-02-15-01 as amended by Ordinance 
Number 08-08-21-02) remain intact.  As explained in the letter included in the packet from the 
representative of the property owners, the application seeks to modify the current provisions that 
relate to the rental of the dwelling units within the “condominium parcels.”  Rentals are currently 
limited to thirty percent of the maximum 225 units specified in the zoning approval, although all 
could be offered for short-term occupancy.  The proposed change would preclude the possibility of 
any short-term occupancy, but eliminate any restriction on long-term leases or rentals (defined as 
thirty days or longer by the Lago Vista zoning ordinance). 

SITE PLAN / CONTEXT CONSIDERATIONS: 

 The above referenced letter from the applicant’s representative mentions the need to amend 
Section 6.4.C and Section 6.4.F of Ordinance Number 08-08-21-02.  However, that appears to be a 
simple typographic error likely caused by the discrepancy in the Section numbers employed in the 
original approval (Ordinance Number 07-02-15-01) and the currently applicable approval.  The 
correct references in Ordinance Number 08-08-21-02 are Section 4.4.C and Section 4.4.F which we 
have marked for convenience. 

 The area surrounding the subject property south of Highland Lake Drive consists of uses that are 
somewhat similar in nature.  Waterside Oaks Condominiums is on the west side of this portion of 
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American Drive while Aloha Suites of Lake Travis and the Shores of Lake Travis are on the east 
side.  On the opposite side of the adjacent Lake Travis inlet to the east is a series of lots fronting on 
Highland Lake Drive and Highland Lake Loop in a subdivision platted as “the Cove of Lago Vista” 
and described above.  While it consists primarily of single-family (R-1C) residential property, there 
are four R-2 (two-family) residential lots that are inconsistent with that pattern.  They seem to 
include non-conforming attached units that span across the property lines. 

RELEVANT ORDINANCE PROVISIONS / COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSIDERATIONS: 

 The applicant requests the uses permitted in Section 4.4.C of Ordinance Number 08-08-21-02 be 
expanded to add “apartments” as well as “residential condominiums” to the list of approved uses.  
The staff does not disagree as both uses are defined separately in the Lago Vista zoning ordinance.  
However, we would also note that there is nothing in the ordinance that would prevent a “residential 
condominium” from being rented or leased for long-term occupancy any more than there is a 
restriction on the long-term rent or lease of a single-family residence. 

 Instead, it is the language within Section 4.4.F of Ordinance Number 08-08-21-02 that necessitates 
this application.  A permissible mechanism in a “Planned Development District” (PDD), Section 
4.4.F “voluntarily” imposes a restriction on both long-term and short-term occupancy that otherwise 
does not exist in the zoning ordinance.  The current PDD provision treats long-term and short-term 
occupancy as indistinguishable. 

 The proposed net result of this application is to remove any restriction in the PDD for long-term 
leases or rentals, but to also completely eliminate the possibility of any short-term occupancy.  
Absent any mention in the applicable zoning approval, there is no limit on the percentage of short-
term occupancy in a PDD or the CR and R-4 zoning districts.  Even the current draft amendment to 
Section 23 of Chapter (later on this same agenda) does not contemplate any limit on the 
percentage of short-term occupancy for this housing form (“multifamily” dwelling units). 

 The more interesting analysis is related to the change in the zoning ordinance provisions since 
approval of the currently applicable PDD in 2008 rather than the nature of this application.  The 
current requirement for both a “concept and detail plan” approval was adopted by ordinance in 
2020.  The 2007 and 2008 PDD ordinances applicable to the subject property do not meet those 
current requirements, yet those entitlements nonetheless remain valid.  The much more developed 
plans that were presented for comparison during the most recent application that was ultimately 
withdrawn (21-1867-PDD-MOD) were the result of an administrative site development plan review. 

 As those documents propose development that have been subsequently confirmed by the staff to 
be substantially consistent with those PDD approvals, there is a reasonable basis for accepting 
them as adequate supplements to meet the current requirements for both a “concept and detail 
plan” approval.  However, that same review is unable to meet the current requirements for a valid 
site development plan review.  As that review is not a permit, that approval is not vested and most 
development ordinances have undergone substantial change in the interim. 

 Perhaps most notably, that review did not include the analysis for compliance with the currently 
adopted version of the International Fire Code that would presumably have occurred during the 
subsequent building permit review.  As there is only one common path of emergency egress or fire 
safety apparatus access (i.e. only one way in or out), there is a limit on both the area of 
improvements and the maximum number of dwelling units that can be permitted.  Those limits vary 
in accordance with a number of factors (such as the inclusion of an automatic fire suppression 
system, more commonly referred to as fire sprinklers).  Nonetheless, the maximum number of 
dwelling units and the total size of the development will likely be somewhat less than permitted by 
the current zoning entitlement (contrary to the smaller development proposed in the 2021 
application that was ultimately withdrawn). 
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 Another new ordinance provision adopted subsequent to the most recent applicable PDD approval 
requires design review approval for any multifamily or non-residential development.  Section 6.105 
of Chapter 14 was adopted in 2019 by Ordinance Number 19-11-07-03.  While the approval is an 
integral component of a new “concept and detail plan” PDD application and approval, that 
requirement remains outstanding as it relates to the subject property. 

 While the required documents might have been included as part of the current application, the 
procedure outlined in Section 6.105(b)(2) seems preferable.  It provides the opportunity for the 
review by the Planning and Zoning Commission (which does not require a public hearing) to benefit 
from the site development plan review required by Chapter 10.5.  This would allow that review to 
incorporate compliance with the International Fire Code as it relates to the maximum area of 
improvements and the maximum number of dwelling units. 

POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS: 

A. Recommend approval of the application as meeting the requirements of a concept and detail plan, 
subject to limitations required for compliance with the current adopted edition of the International 
Fire Code and as documented by the site development plan approval required by Chapter 10.5 of 
the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances. 

B. Recommend denial of the application for either a concept plan only approval or a concept and detail 
plan approval. 
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Roy Jambor

From: Laci M. Ehlers <lehlers@mcleanhowardlaw.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2022 3:56 PM
To: Roy Jambor
Cc: Erin Selvera
Subject: Peninsula - FLUM Amendment

Roy,  
 
Please accepted this request on behalf of SGB Development Corp, as owner of that certain 40.60 acre tract in Lago Vista 
locally known as The Peninsula PDD, to amend the Future Land Use Map to align with uses provided in the Peninsula 
PDD.  We request that the amendment to the FLUM be considered by Planning & Zoning Commission and Council 
concurrently with the submitted PDD amendment request (City Case File No. 22‐2169‐PDD‐MOD). 
 
Please let me know if you need any further information. 
 
Thank you,  
Laci                                                 
 
 
Laci Ehlers 

lehlers@mcleanhowardlaw.com 
  
4301 Bull Creek Road | Ste 150 
Austin, Texas 78731 
512.328.2008 office 
737.309.0651 direct 
512.328.2409 fax 
www.mcleanhowardlaw.com 
 

 
 

*****We’ve moved*****Please note our new address. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the intended recipient of this information, you are notified that any use, 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of the communication is strictly prohibited. 
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July 13, 2022 
 
Roy Jambor, Director 
Development Services Department 
City of Lago Vista 
5803 Thunderbird Street 
Lago Vista, Texas 78645 
 

RE: Zoning Amendment Application for The Peninsula Planned Development District (the 
“Application”) Located at the South Terminus of American Drive, Lago Vista, Texas (the 
“Property”) 

 
Dear Mr. Jambor:  
 

This firm represents, and this letter is submitted on behalf of, SGB Development Corp. (the 
“Applicant”) as the owner of the undeveloped Property in the above-referenced Application.  The 
Property is 40.60 acres in size and is bounded by condominiums and vacation rentals to the west, 
undeveloped property owned by the Applicant to the north, and Lake Travis to the south and east.  The 
Property is currently zoned as The Peninsula Planned Development District (“The Peninsula PDD”) based 
on Ordinance No. 08-08-21-02 (“PDD Ordinance”).  The purpose of this Application is to request minor 
amendments to The Peninsula PDD to permit apartments, increase the limitation on rental units, and 
limit the ability to use the units for short term rentals (“PDD Amendments”).  

 
To appropriately react to current market conditions and provide a market-rate, rental residential 

product to the community, the Applicant is requesting the PDD Amendments as further detailed below: 
 

Zoning for the Condominiums Parcels – Parcels D1, D2 and D3.   

• Amend Section 6.4.C to include “apartments” as a use permitted for development in the 
Condominium Parcels. 

• Amend Section 6.4.F. to read “Up to one hundred percent (100%) of the apartments or 
condominiums may consist of rental units, which may not be leased for less than thirty days.” 

 
 On behalf of the Applicant, we look forward to working with the City on approval of these 
proposed PDD Amendments.  If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact 
me.  Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
  
 Laci Ehlers 
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Younger Homes + Sustainable Development in Lago Vista (Future Land Use Amendment) 

Danielle Younger <danielle@younger-homes.com> 

Mon 6/6/2022 10:03 PM 

To:  Roy Jambor <Roy.Jambor@lagovistatexas.gov> 

Cc:  Jesse Younger <jesse@younger‐homes.com>; Taylor Whichard 
<Taylor.Whichard@lagovistatexas.gov>; Eric Zeno <Eric.Zeno@lagovistatexas.gov>; Ed Tidwell 
<Mayor@lagovistatexas.gov>; Chris Mobley <Chris.Mobley@lagovistatexas.gov>; Tracie Hlavinka 
<Tracie.Hlavinka@lagovistatexas.gov> 

Dear Roy Jambor, 

In care of Thomas Monahan and the Lago Vista Planning and Zoning Commission, 

Our family has been a part of the Lago Vista community for the last 45 years.  We are proud to say we 
have 4-generations of family living in the Lago Vista area, have personally resided here for the previous 
five years, and have created Younger Homes, a thriving small business on the Northshore (follow us on 
Houzz + IG + Facebook)! 

We are deeply engaged in the community from a development and growth needs perspective, and in 2021 
we were able to acquire ~19 acres of raw land at the corner of 1431 between Destination Way and Adrian 
Way in the City of Lago Vista (see attached boundary survey).  We purchased this land with the hope of 
developing it into an active, healthy lifestyle community that exudes the beauty of the Texas Hill Country 
while providing much-needed accessible housing for employees and future residents of the Northshore. 

We request the Planning and Zoning Commission to consider recommending an amendment to the Future 
Land Use Map within your Comprehensive plan as it relates to the 18.59 acres along the F.M. 1431 
Corridor (1431).  The property is currently designated as 'Rural Residential' in the Future Land Use 
document.  We think that designation is inconsistent with the location and would instead likely preclude 
development of the property for a variety of reasons.  We understand that the Future Land Use Map 
should be used to guide zoning decisions, so we would like to bring what we believe to be an error to 
your attention as the Planning and Zoning Commission.  We found this land to be inconsistently 
designated compared to most other land along the 1431 Corridor in Lago Vista, which is designated as 
Mixed-use, Public/Semi-Public use, or Retail/Office/Commercial use.  As part of a hard-corner along 
1431, this land is ideally situated to provide the City of Lago Vista much needed mixed-use living and 
commercial opportunities to bring a unique sense of community unlike any other residential development 
in our area.  This mixed-use + commercial designation is also consistent with the 2030 Lago Vista 
Comprehensive Plan that designates future growth goals along the 1431 corridor as a shopping and 
entertainment district with mixed-use residential housing opportunities. 

We hope that we can form an alliance with the City and come together as a team to create something our 
community needs – sustainable development, development that will allow our community to grow 
responsibly while respecting the surrounding natural environment.  As the first visible Lago Vista 
Development along 1431, we realize the significant impact and influence this 'Younger' community will 
have in welcoming newcomers and residents to Lago Vista.  This is why we designed it with the intimate 
intention of providing a closely defined place for residents to live, work, and enjoy the gorgeous Texas 
Hill Country!  Below, please see the proposed design of this community.  Also, a more detailed plan book 
can be found with Mr. Jambor, Mr. Zeno, Mrs. Hlavinka, and Mr. Tidwell. 



Younger Homes LLC

Hollows Investment 
Holdings LLC

Future Land Use Map Amendment Request

Drawn By

Date

Project N/A

07/30/2022

RJamborMap Purpose Future Land Use Map

Request Designation Amendment

Desired Change Varies (see letters)
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Section 23 of Chapter 14 (and Chapter 4) 



CHAPTER 14 

ZONING 

***** 

Section 23 Short-Term Occupancy 

(a) Permit  General. 

Except for commercial lodging facilities with a current certificate of occupancy in a permissible 
zoning district, locations offered for short-term occupancy shall be subject to the use restrictions 
described herein and comply with all applicable operational regulations within Chapter 4, including 
periodic permitting, registration, inspection, and tax remittance requirements.  Compliance with those 
requirements, including the maintenance in good standing of any required permits or registrations are 
a prerequisite to the use privileges described below. 

(1) Short-term occupancy is not permitted in any R-1 zoning district, the R-O, RR-A zoning 
districts or the R-2 zoning district, except with the approval of a short-term occupancy permit 
issued by the city. 

(2) Application. The application for short-term occupancy shall include the following: 

(A) A plat/plot plan that is to scale on an 8-1/2 x 11 sheets showing the lot, parking/driveway, 
garage and the dwelling in which the short-term occupancy would occur. 

(B) The number of maximum occupants requested. 

(C) The name of the property owner, agent(s) for the property owner, their contact 
information. 

(D) The name(s) and phone number of any agent of the property owner that would manage 
and/or lease or rent the property. 

(E) The property owner must sign the application. 

(b) Standards  Purpose.  All short-term occupancies shall comply with the following: 

Subject to limitations to ensure the integrity of one and two-family residential neighborhoods and 
areas, an exception to the typical prohibition against the use of residential property for commercial 
lodging is desirable to supplement the local accommodations.  In conjunction with the operational 
regulations within Chapter 4, these use restrictions are intended to preserve the orderly development 
and tranquility within areas consisting primarily of one and two-family residences that might include 
property used for short-term occupancy (also see Section 2.10 of Chapter 14). 

(1) The maximum number of persons that may be in the dwelling at any one time shall not exceed 
the number applied for in the permit. 



(2) Parking.  Two spaces per dwelling unit.  See section 7.20(a).  No parking shall be allowed in the 
street ROW or on an unimproved surface. 

(3) Violation and Penalty. 

(A) It shall be a violation of this ordinance (Zoning) if short-term occupancy as defined in 
this chapter occurs and there is any other violation of the city code associated with the 
short-term occupancy, for instance noise ordinance violations, trash, or parking standard 
violations. 

(B) The property owner shall be held responsible for violations of this chapter. 

(C) The minimum fine for a violation of this section shall not be less than $500.00 for the 
first violation, and not less than $750.00 for the second and subsequent violations at the 
same property. 

(c) Eligible Locations.  The following locations are eligible short-term occupancy use but must obtain a 
short-term occupancy permit in accordance with the requirements described in Article 4.800 of 
Chapter 4. 

(1) Multifamily Residential Development.  Individual dwelling units on a property that contains 
one or more multifamily dwellings (see dwellings, multifamily in Section 2.10 of Chapter 14) 
shall be eligible to apply for a short-term occupancy permit in accordance with the applicable 
provisions of Chapter 4, notwithstanding the base zoning district, including R-4 (“multifamily 
residential”), CR (“commercial resort”) or a specific multifamily residential component within a 
PDD (“planned development district”).  There shall be no limit on the number of short-term 
occupancy permits issued to individual dwelling units within a multifamily development 
regardless of the number of existing short-term occupancy permits in good standing on adjacent 
or nearby properties. 

(2) Airport Related Development.  Single-family residences within a structure in the C-4 
(“commercial airport”) zoning district or single-family residences, with or without a hangar in 
the RR-A (“restricted single-family with aircraft”) zoning district shall be eligible to apply for a 
short-term occupancy permit in accordance with the applicable provisions of Chapter 4.  There 
shall be no limit on the number of short-term occupancy permits issued to individual dwelling 
units or attached provisions within either of these zoning districts, regardless of the number of 
existing short-term occupancy permits in good standing on adjacent or nearby properties.  
However, in addition to other requirements specified herein, any property with access to the 
provisions of the Lago Vista Rusty Allen Airport shall also comply with relevant requirements 
of the FAA, including having a current valid through-the-fence access agreement with the City 
of Lago Vista that specifically includes the use of the property for short-term occupancy. 

(3) One and Two-Family Residential Development.  Individual dwelling units within a two-family 
residential structure or a single-family residence shall be eligible to apply for a short-term 
occupancy permit in accordance with the applicable provisions of Chapter 4, subject to the 
additional restrictions applicable to this specific subsection below. 

(A) Eligible dwelling units include those in the in the R-4 (“multifamily residential”), R-2 
(“two-family residential”), R-0 (“zero lot line single-family residential”), any of the R-1 
(“single-family residential”) districts including the R-1M (“manufactured home and 
industrialized housing”) district, or a specific one or two-family residential component 
within a PDD (“planned development district”). 



(B) Individual dwelling units within a two-family residential structure or a single-family 
residence eligible for approval of a short-term occupancy permit shall be limited to a 
maximum of twenty (?) percent of the lots within the same “block” in accordance with 
the following evaluation guidelines: 

(i) the “block” to be considered shall consist of all the lots that share a street frontage 
with the subject property, uninterrupted by an intersecting cross street on each side 
of the street; 

(ii) the “block” shall also include any lot that shares a property line with the subject 
property or that shares a property line with a frontage lot with an existing short-
term occupancy permit in good standing; 

(iii) the “block” shall exclude any lot that includes a multifamily or commercial 
development and any vacant lot in a multifamily or commercial zoning district; 

(iv) each individual dwelling unit within a two-family residential structure that has a 
short-term occupancy permit in good standing shall be considered as equivalent to 
one-half of a single-family residential short-term occupancy permit, regardless of 
the relative size of each of the two separate dwelling units; 

(v) existing properties used for short-term occupancy in accordance with all applicable 
regulations and obligations in place before the effective date of this ordinance shall 
not be subject to this limitation, but shall be included in the evaluation of other 
new permit applications; 

(vi) existing short-term occupancy permits in good standing can be revoked for cause 
in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 4, but shall not be eliminated from 
the evaluation of other permit applications in the same “block” until a request for 
reinstatement has been formally denied; 

(vii) subsequent owners of a property that included a short-term occupancy permit that 
was revoked for cause shall be subject to the same limitation as a new applicant; 
and 

(viii) applicants for short-term occupancy permits that were denied because of this 
percentage limitation shall be solely responsible for accurately determining any 
change in circumstances, such as a nearby short-term occupancy permit being 
revoked for cause or a zoning change that might materially impact a subsequent 
evaluation. 

(d) Compliance with Related Requirements.  In addition to the other requirements of this section, a 
prerequisite for the approval of a short-term occupancy permit application pursuant to the provisions 
of Chapter 4 shall include compliance with all zoning and building regulations otherwise applicable, 
including but not limited to parking requirements, landscaping requirements, development standards, 
FEMA regulations, and building code requirements.  Compliance with those regulations shall not 
preclude additional short-term occupancy permit limitations based on the determinations made 
pursuant to the required review of that application, such as the maximum number of occupants based 
on factors such as available parking or bedrooms. 

***** 
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Section 11.60(b) of Chapter 14 



CHAPTER 14 

ZONING 

***** 

11.60 Special Exceptions to Height Standards (Draft ‘A’) 

***** 

(b) Approval Standards.  Provided the applicant has fully complied with all requirements, the Planning 
and Zoning Commission, or the Board of Adjustment upon appeal, may approve an increase to the 
maximum height of a principal building or an addition to a principal building, if it finds there is no 
significant adverse impact on the view, as defined in Section 2.10, of another property owner or the 
architectural context of the surrounding neighborhood created by the proposed additional height. The 
approval may include whatever conditions might be required to ensure compliance with the standard, 
but in no case shall it allow an absolute height in excess of 35 feet above the ground measured from 
the geometric center of the proposed foundation or for more than two stories, outside of the 100-year 
floodplain.  Within the 100-year floodplain, the maximum absolute height of 35 feet shall be measured 
from an elevation of 723 feet above mean sea level (MSL) with no more than three floor levels. 

***** 

11.60 Special Exceptions to Height Standards (Draft ‘B’) 

***** 

(b) Approval Standards.  Provided the applicant has fully complied with all requirements, the Planning 
and Zoning Commission, or the Board of Adjustment upon appeal, may approve an increase to the 
maximum height of a principal building or an addition to a principal building, if it finds there is no 
significant adverse impact on the view, as defined in Section 2.10, of another property owner or the 
architectural context of the surrounding neighborhood created by the proposed additional height. The 
approval may include whatever conditions might be required to ensure compliance with the standard, 
but in no case shall it allow an absolute height in excess of 35 feet above the ground measured from 
the geometric center of the proposed foundation or for more than two stories, outside of the 100-year 
floodplain.  Within the 100-year floodplain, the maximum absolute height shall be 45 feet with no 
more than three floor levels. 

NOTE:  Although there are a small number of vacant lots on Lakeshore Drive with a grade elevation 
of 690 feet above MSL at a potential foundation location, the likely location of the geometric center of 
a foundation is 700 feet above MSL.  Staff research also revealed that are no properties within the 
jurisdiction that could not accommodate a foundation with a geometric center approximately 700 feet 
above MSL.  Moreover, there is no need to accommodate every possible location on the lot for a 
residence.  As such, a residence at such a location might have a maximum height by right of 741 feet 
above MSL (723 feet above MSL plus 18 feet).  A maximum absolute height of 45 feet above the 
above ground at the geometric center of the proposed foundation would seemingly ensure that the 
owner of such property could apply for a special exception approval for approximately 4 additional 
feet of height (up to 745 feet above MSL). 

***** 



11.60 Special Exceptions to Height Standards (Draft ‘C’) 

***** 

(b) Approval Standards.  Provided the applicant has fully complied with all requirements, the Planning 
and Zoning Commission, or the Board of Adjustment upon appeal, may approve an increase to the 
maximum height of a principal building or an addition to a principal building, if it finds there is no 
significant adverse impact on the view, as defined in Section 2.10, of another property owner or the 
architectural context of the surrounding neighborhood created by the proposed additional height. The 
approval may include whatever conditions might be required to ensure compliance with the standard, 
but in no case shall it allow an absolute height in excess of 35 feet above the ground measured from 
the geometric center of the proposed foundation or for more than two stories (three stories in the 100-
year floodplain).  While this shall not preclude any application in the 100-year floodplain, approvals 
for an absolute height above 35 feet shall also be required to demonstrate considerable and 
substantiated necessity.  Special exception approvals for absolute heights greater than 35 feet shall be 
automatically forwarded as an appeal in accordance with the provisions of Section 11.60(c)(4) below. 

***** 

11.60 Special Exceptions to Height Standards (Draft ‘D’) 

***** 

(c) Approval Standards.  Provided the applicant has fully complied with all requirements, the Planning 
and Zoning Commission, or the Board of Adjustment upon appeal, may approve an increase to the 
maximum height of a principal building or an addition to a principal building, if it finds there is no 
significant adverse impact on the view, as defined in Section 2.10, of another property owner or the 
architectural context of the surrounding neighborhood created by the proposed additional height. The 
approval may include whatever conditions might be required to ensure compliance with the standard, 
but in no case shall it allow an absolute height in excess of 35 feet above the ground measured from 
the geometric center of the proposed foundation or for more than two stories (three stories in the 100-
year floodplain).  While this shall not preclude any application in the 100-year floodplain, approvals 
for an absolute height above 35 feet shall also be required to demonstrate considerable and 
substantiated necessity.  Special exception approvals for absolute heights greater than 35 feet shall 
require the affirmative vote of at least three-fourths of the Commission. 

***** 
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Section 13.20(d) of Chapter 14 



CHAPTER 14 

ZONING 

***** 

13.20 Procedure for a Change of Zoning Classification of a Parcel of Land 

***** 

(d) Parcel Change Does Not Conform to Master Inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  A 
Comprehensive Plan shall not constitute zoning regulations or establish zoning district boundaries.  
The Future Land Use Map is an element of the Comprehensive Plan that reflects its policy 
recommendations and serves as a guideline for future zoning decisions that will yield a balanced, 
diversified, and compatible pattern of development.  A zoning change request that is inconsistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan can be approved only in accordance with the following requirements. 

(1) A change of zoning proposed by the owner of the parcel affected property or authorized 
individuals may be recommended for enactment by the Planning and Zoning Commission and 
subsequently approved by the City Council, even though such proposed change does not 
conform to the land use map in it is inconsistent with the City’s Master Comprehensive Plan, 
provided that: 

(A) The Commission and City Council finds that the land use recommendations within the 
Comprehensive Plan relating to the request includes errors or should be amended due to 
significant and unanticipated changes in circumstances that have occurred in the area of 
the affected parcel since the classification on the land use map was adopted.; and 

(B) It is unlikely that the parcel will be developed or used for any use permitted under the 
zoning classification indicated in the City’s Master Plan.  The Commission and City 
Council find that the requested zoning change is as feasible as the existing zoning 
classification and the Comprehensive Plan recommendation and provides similar indirect 
benefits to the community; and 

(C) The Commission and City Council finds that the requested zoning classification is the 
most appropriate classification for the area affected change will result in an appropriate 
mix of compatible land uses that includes all desirable transitions or buffers. 

(2) All zoning map change requests found to be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan shall be 
enacted by an ordinance that incorporates amendments as necessary to eliminate all 
discrepancies.  Required amendments may include but not be limited to land use policies, 
narratives, descriptions, and the Future Land Use Map. 

***** 
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CHAPTER 14 

ZONING 

***** 

TABLE B TABLE OF ALLOWED USES FOR ZONING 

New and Unlisted Uses.  The city manager or his designee may permit a use in a district that is not listed on 
Table B if the use is reasonably similar, comparable, and compatible with other uses permitted in the district 
or he may seek an amendment to Table B to add the unlisted use in the same manner as amendment to this 
chapter. 

List of G-1 Permitted Uses: 

Accessory Building or Use 
Bars, Nightclubs and Taverns 
Country club  Clubhouse and country club facilities including associated bars, nightclubs, parking lots, 

restaurants, swimming pools, taverns, and tennis or pickleball courts 
Dwelling-single family* 
Fire Station 
Golf course 
Golf course-driving range 
Golf course-miniature 
Park, active 
Park, passive 
Parking lot, commercial 
Public and municipal treatment plants, pump stations, lift stations, public works and related facilities, and 

municipal buildings and facilities 
Recreation facility, commercial (SUP only) 
Restaurant 
Swimming pool-private 
Telephone exchange 
Water tank-surface, subsurface, public 
Wireless Communications Systems, Radio, television and microwave antennae and towers** 

*Also see permitted uses in other zoning districts where single-family or two-family residences are 
allowed (this ostensibly refers to the state requirement to permit industrialized housing, i.e. manufactured or 
modular homes).  Note:  the only development standards included in Table A for the G-1 district reference a 
requirement to use the C-1C district standards.  As such, there is no requirement for a minimum 400 square 
foot garage or any minimum amount of living area like there is for any other zoning district that allows a 
single-family residence other than the R-1M (“manufactured home”) zoning district.  In addition, the 
maximum height is 28 feet (larger than most other single-family districts) while the minimum and 
cumulative side yards setbacks are increased (from 5 feet to 10 feet and 15 feet to 20 feet respectively).  
While this is undoubtedly an oversight, there is no current basis for denying a building permit for a single-
family residence on a platted lot that can accommodate these development standards (and other applicable 
regulations). 

**Some require SUP’s. See Section 18 of Chapter 14. 
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Section 13.20(e)(3) and Section 13.40(a)(1) of Chapter 14 



CHAPTER 14 

ZONING 

***** 

13.20 Procedure for a Change of Zoning Classification of a Parcel of Land 

***** 

(e) Review of Zoning Change Request by City Council.  The Council shall: 

(1) Review the Commission recommendation. 

(2) Before acting upon the zoning change, hold at least one (1) public hearing on the proposed 
zoning change.  Notice of a hearing before the Council shall be given by publication as 
prescribed in Section 13.40(a)(2) below.  Separate written notice to property owners is not 
necessary.  Notice of the hearing before the Council may be combined with the notice given for 
the hearing on the same matter before the Commission. 

(3) Take appropriate action as follows: 

(A) The Council may enact a proposed change of zoning by ordinance, if it finds that such 
change is in the public interest.  A change of zoning may be enacted, even though such 
proposed change does not conform to the land use map in the City’s Master Plan 
provided that the Council’s findings conform to the requirements of Section 13.20(d). 

(B) A change of zoning shall not become effective except by the affirmative vote of at least 
three-fourths of all members of the governing body if a written protest, signed by owners 
of at least twenty percent (20%) of either: 

(i) Lots The area of lots or land covered by the proposed change; 

(ii) Lots The area of lots or land immediately abutting the area covered by the proposed 
change and extending two hundred feet (200') from that area, that is within the 
municipal limits of the City of Lago Vista. 

(iii) A change of zoning shall not become effective except by the affirmative vote of at 
least three-fourths (3/4) of all members of the governing body, if the Commission 
has recommended against enactment of a proposed zoning change.  In computing the 
percentage of land area described in this subsection, the area of streets, alleys and 
publicly owned property within the municipal limits of the City of Lago Vista shall 
be included. 

(C) A change of zoning shall not become effective except by the affirmative vote of at least 
three-fourths (3/4) of all members of the governing body, if the Commission has 
recommended against enactment of a proposed zoning change. 



***** 

13.40 Procedures for Hearings Conducted by the Council, Commission or Board 
The Council and Commission shall hold at least one (1) public hearing on all proposed zoning classification 
changes and general amendments to this chapter.  The Board shall hold a public hearing on all requests for a 
variance or special exception to this chapter. 

(a) Notice. 

(1) Written Notice to Property Owners. 

(A) Written notice of a proposed zoning change or variance request shall be given by the City 
to owners of real property located within the municipal limits of the City of Lago Vista 
and that is within two hundred feet (200') of the boundaries of the property to be 
developed, zoned, or rezoned.  Such notice shall be mailed, first class, not less than ten 
(10) days prior to the date set for Commission, Council and Board hearings to all 
municipal property owners who appear on the last approved Travis County Tax Rolls.  
The notice shall state that a zoning change proposal or variance request is pending and 
shall include the date, time, and place of the Commission or Board meeting and a 
description of the matter under consideration. 

(B) A copy of the notice may be delivered to the person to be served, or to his duly 
authorized agent either in person or by mail to his last known address, or it may be given 
in such other manner reasonably calculated to give notice and approved by the City. 

(C) The City shall complete and mail the individual notices. 

***** 
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MINUTES  
City of Lago Vista 

Planning and Zoning Commission 
              Thursday, April 28, 2022   

             Special Call Meeting 

 

Chair Tom Monahan called the meeting to order at 6:35 P.M. in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 5803 

Thunderbird St., Lago Vista, TX.  Other members present were Kathy Koza, Don Johndrow, Julie Davis, 

Larry Hagler, Thomas Burlew, and Richard Brown, Vice-Chair. Development Services Director Roy 

Jambor, City Attorney Erin Selvera and Council Liaison Paul Prince were also present.  

 

CITIZEN COMMENTS UNRELATED TO ITEMS ON THE AGENDA 

There were no public comments. 

 

BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Comments from the Council Liaison. 

Paul discussed the proposed amendment to the special exception for height standards and said it 

will be on the upcoming agenda in two weeks.  He suggested that the Commission needs to wrap 

up their discussions on the rezoning for §13.20(d) so a decision can be made. 

 

Roy and Paul discussed the Montechino application and Roy mentioned that they have deferred the 

discussion. 

 

Linda Walls commented that she was disappointed with what was going on and said everyone is 

favoring the builders and developers that don’t live in the city.  She said builders and developers 

are out to make money at all costs and the Commission is not looking after the interests of the 

citizens in the city and asked everyone to do their job.  

 

PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION (APPLICATIONS) 

 

2.   22-2060-CO-U:  Consideration of a recommendation regarding a conditional use permit application 

pursuant to Section 17 of Chapter 14 of the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances to allow for the 

construction of a carport in the required side yard setback at 5200 Arrowhead Drive (Country Club 

Estates, Section 3, Lot 305). 

 

A. Staff Presentation 

Roy spoke about the details of the application and explained a carport is not to  take the place 

of a garage, but it’s to be in addition to a garage. 

 

Tom and Roy discussed the ordinance requirements for garages and carports.  Roy mentioned 

while the history of the garage is uncertain, the Commission must decide if the garage can be 

replaced with a carport.  

 

B. Applicant Presentation 

William Walker spoke about when he bought the property and said he is currently leasing it.  

He discussed his plans to build a garage for storage; discussed issues with drainage and the 

topography of the property; and said his solution is to build a carport to address the issues.  He 

discussed the required setbacks with Roy.  Mr. Walker spoke about his plans to build the 

carport.   
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Tom spoke about issues that need to be discussed, such as the existing garage being converted 

in the past without a permit and said the house should have a garage, which may affect the 

ability to have a carport. 

 

C. Open Public Hearing 

The public hearing was open at 6:59 P.M. 

There were no public comments. 

 

D. Close Public Hearing 

The public hearing was closed at 6:59 P.M. 

 

E. Discussion 

The Commission discussed drainage issues on the property; suggested that Mr. Walker build a 

garage instead of a carport; and spoke with Mr. Walker about the garage conversion.   

 

Tom said Mr. Walker has two options, to convert the room back to a garage and then come 

back for the carport approval or just build a garage instead of a carport.  Roy and Tom discussed 

the setback issues in this situation.  The Commission discussed the details of the possible 

construction with Mr. Walker.  

 

F. Recommendation 

On a motion by Richard Brown, seconded by Tom Monahan, the Commission voted all in favor 

to recommend deferral of the application so the applicant can come up with a different plan.  

 

3. 22-2068-CO-U: Consideration of a recommendation regarding a conditional use permit application 

pursuant to Section 16.70 of Chapter 14 of the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances to allow for a home-

based beauty salon, a use otherwise prohibited at 20205 Park Strip Street (Lago Vista Civic Center 

Addition, Lot 2012). 

 

A. Staff Presentation 

Roy noted the concern was the condition of the property for the proposed home-based business 

and further deterioration of the property might be an issue when patrons visit the property.  He 

said a condition should be added that the property should be inspected every two years if the 

application is approved and have the owner renew the permit on that basis.  He continued and 

said if the property deteriorates further, then the matter will come before the Commission. He 

said this includes not only the building, but the paving too. Roy discussed his concerns about 

the property deterioration issue and safety with the Commission. 

 

B. Applicant Presentation 

Dixie Wilkinson, 20205 Park Strip St., spoke about her life in the city and said her property 

doesn’t have an impact on other properties in the neighborhood. She spoke about parking 

availability for her salon and said she is licensed in the State of Texas and will be inspected 

once a year.  She mentioned when COVID began, they were promoting work out of the home 

and said she will look for commercial property when it’s available and said it was too expensive 

at this time. She discussed her business plans with the Commission.   

 

C. Open Public Hearing 

The public hearing was opened at 7:19 P.M. 

 

David Freeman, 20926 Oak Ridge Dr., said he has lived in the city for 25 years and said Ms. 

Wilkinson’s business is good and was for the item. 
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Monnie Colhour, 20205 Park Strip, said she is the property owner and spoke about her history 

of living in the city and spoke about the issues with the business in the past and the 

configuration of the building.  She said it won’t have an impact on the community and said that 

during COVID, her business became home based for safety concerns.  She said the building is 

secluded and was for the item. 

 

Linda Walls spoke about the business being prohibited in the ordinances and was against the 

item. 

 

D. Close Public Hearing 

The public hearing was closed at 7:26 P.M. 

 

E. Discussion 

Richard commented that there are many home-based businesses in the city and the Commission 

can grant a permit for such a business.  He said the impact on the city would be minimal. 

 

Tom and Roy spoke about use limitations in which the Commission can grant approval by 

adding conditions.  The Commission discussed possible conditions that should be imposed for 

the business.  Roy pointed out that the business, which is located in an accessory building, is 

an issue since it’s prohibited. 

 

F. Recommendation 

On a motion by Tom Monahan, seconded by Don Johndrow, the Commission voted all in favor 

to approve and recommend the conditional use permit to the City Council with additional 

stipulations that it’s by appointment only, limited to two years and according to potential 

alternative decision (A) in the staff report.  

 

4. 22-2033-SP-E:  Consideration of a special exception application pursuant to Section 11.60 of 

Chapter 14 to allow an increase in the maximum height allowed by Table A of Chapter 14 from 15 

feet to 24.62 feet for a single-family residence at 2705 Cody Avenue (Highland Lake Estates, 

Section 16, Lot 16036 and approximately 0.0307 acres of the W.S. Iley Survey 641, Abstract 433).  

 

A. Staff Presentation 

Roy discussed the issues with the information on the application and noted the height of the 

building on the drawings is different from what is listed on the application.  He also mentioned 

the discrepancies regarding the floor level have been resolved.   

 

Roy and the Commission discussed the details of the issues with the application.  Roy noted 

the applicant has not clarified the discrepancies and as a result, the accuracy of the ridge pole 

is questionable.  Roy reported the applicant submitted new drawings and he noted that there is 

a change in elevation between the boat storage and the garage, which is three feet. 

 

Richard spoke about issues with the diagrams in the application and stated they were hard to 

read.  Roy and the Commission discussed similar issues with applications submitted online.  

 

B. Applicant Presentation 

The applicant, Joseph Wolf with Lago Homes, apologized about the issues with the clarity of 

the documents in the application and discussed the issues and discrepancies with the 

application.  He mentioned the garage was custom designed for the owner’s  recreational 

vehicles, which is why the garage door is very tall.  He said they were able to redesign it and 

reduce it by 2.5 feet and asked if they could request a variance for 7.6 feet above the maximum 
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allowed height, which is reflected on their updated plans.   

 

Tom asked about the validity of the ridgepole. Mr. Wolf stated that the ridgepole is still at the 

original height and said they didn’t change it because they didn’t have the appropriate 

equipment to fix it.  He mentioned he doesn’t know anyone who saw the pole. Roy and the 

applicant discussed the height request on the application.  

 

The Commission discussed their experience viewing the ridgepole.  The applicant explained 

that the ridgepole was placed for better viewing on the property and noted the highest ridge 

location is located further back on the lot. 

 

Roy spoke about issues with the setback for the deck and noted the deck placement needs to 

be corrected. 

 

The Commission discussed the details of the garage and how it will be used with the applicant.  

The applicant noted no views are blocked in the area.  The Commission also spoke about the 

details for the driveway construction and the applicant stated they haven’t fine-tuned the plans 

for the driveway. Roy and the Commission discussed the requirements for driveways.  

 

C. Open Public Hearing 

The public hearing was opened at 8:00 P.M. 

 

Teresa Emerson stated she owns a lot at 20059 Continental Dr. and spoke about learning the 

variance process.  She noted she didn’t think it would block any views and commented the 

basis for the request seemed to be weak. 

 

Linda Walls spoke about her experience building in the city and noted the applicant should be 

more aware of the building codes and they should adhere to them.  She was against the item.  

 

D. Close Public Hearing 

The public hearing was closed at 8:05 P.M. 

 

E. Discussion 

Tom stated his opinion that people have different reasons for extra height, but if views are not 

blocked and the height is in congruence with the architecture in the neighborhood, then there 

are no issues.  He said he doesn’t have any issues with the request. 

 

Richard spoke about the details of the additional height and said the owners might have a view.  

Richard discussed issues with viewing ridgepoles in the city with Roy. 

 

Thomas spoke about his experience viewing the property and said the neighbors may not like 

the building in the neighborhood. 

 

Kathy discussed her opinion of the application and stated the additional height is for the garage 

and noted that the tall trees on the property will block some views. 

 

Paul discussed the two key issues to consider for such applications, said the height request may 

block neighboring views and the architectural context must be consistent with the 

neighborhood. 

 

The Commission discussed the impact on views for the application; possibly reducing the 
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height request; issues with the ridgepole, and possible architectural issues for the 

neighborhood.  

 

F. Recommendation 

On a motion by Tom Monahan, seconded by Kathy Koza, the Commission voted all in favor 

to defer the application to the next regular meeting with the condition that the ridgepole and 

markings be reset to reflect the current 7.5-foot height increase request and to clear out some 

trees so that it can be viewed. 

 

The applicant requested that the application be deferred to the May meeting instead.  Tom 

replied, they can accommodate the request if the ridgepole can be fixed in a week so that they 

have time to view it before the meeting.    

 

5. 22-2058-SP-E:  Consideration of a special exception application pursuant to Section 11.60 of 

Chapter 14 to allow an increase in the maximum height allowed by Table A of Chapter 14 from 15 

feet to 31.025 feet for a single-family residence at 2100 Valley Forge Cove (Highland Lake Estates, 

Section 30, Lot 30188). 

 

A. Staff Presentation 

Roy reported that there are numerous violations of the zoning code and said the likelihood that 

the issues will be corrected and have a similar house is very slim.  He noted that it would be 

difficult to make a judgement without viewing the drawings even if the criteria were met. 

 

Roy and the Commission discussed the issues with the application.  

 

B. Applicant Presentation 

Walid Jomaa, the applicant, stated he lives at 1716 Garamond Lane in Austin, and said he 

bought the lot about 13 years ago and decided to build on it last year.  He said he designed the 

house with engineers and submitted the plans to the city.  He said there are two-story houses 

in the area and said he wanted to raise the height. 

 

Tom stated that he is asking for double the maximum allowed height and Mr. Jomaa replied 

that he could reduce the request to 28 feet.  Tom noted that there is also an issue with the 

footprint of the building and also a number of other issues that need to be addressed before 

they can look at the height, due to the setback and design issues.  

 

The Commission discussed their decision options with Roy. 

 

C. Open Public Hearing 

The public hearing was opened at 8:32 P.M. 

 

Steve Swan, 2017 American Dr., said he lives adjacent to the property and spoke about the 

comments that the Commissioners made that evening and spoke about building his house in 

the city and the tall two-story houses built adjacent to his property and was against the request. 

 

Rise Johns, 2122 Highland Lake Dr., Unit 1, said she lives at Vista Village and spoke about 

the request and stated it doesn’t fit in the neighborhood and was against the request.  

 

Charles Bulot at 2101 Valley Forge Cove stated he lives across the street from the property and 

spoke about the houses in the area and stated that the proposed house would not fit the area 

and was against the request. 
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Clive Rutherford, 2008 American Dr., Unit 1, spoke about the issues with the application and 

said the proposed house would not fit in the neighborhood and was against the request.  

 

D. Close Public Hearing 

The public hearing was closed at 8:39 P.M. 

 

E. Discussion 

Tom stated due to the numerous issues with the application that deferring it would not be 

possible. 

 

F. Recommendation 

On a motion by Tom Monahan, seconded by Larry Hagler, the Commission voted all in favor 

to deny the application. 

 

Tom called a five-minute recess.   

The meeting was resumed at 8:48 P.M. 

 

6. 20-2070-PDD-MOD:  Consideration of a recommendation regarding a zoning change request to 

amend approximately 19.420 acres of the existing Planned Development District (PDD) known as 

the “Falls on Lake Travis” and to add approximately 7.819 acres currently in the TR-1 (“Temporary 

Restricted”) zoning district that approval, in order to amend the designated uses within the 

described area (portions of “Area 2,” “Area 5,” “Area 6” and the entirety of the described area 

within the TR-1 district) to only those allowed within the P-2 (“Park and Greenbelt, Passive”) 

zoning district. 

 

A. Staff Presentation 

Roy spoke about the details of the application and stated part of the property has been annexed.  

He spoke about the applicant omitting the 200-foot buffer on the West side of the property, 

which can’t be done.  He spoke about the restrictive building requirements for the area.  

 

Tom and Roy spoke about the zoning requirements and Roy said the PDD will be amended so 

that the slivers of entitled land that were previously omitted will also be included.     

 

B. Applicant Presentation 

Michael Wayland, representing the applicant, said they are trying to make the development 

consistent and spoke about the building details, the required 200-foot buffer, and planned 

phases of the development with the Commission.  

 

Dr. Winn, the owner of the property, introduced himself and spoke about the history of his 

property and said he has been looking for someone to sell it to. 

 

C. Open Public Hearing 

The public hearing was opened at 9:08 P.M. 

 

Don Roach, President of the Waterford POA, commented the information regarding the 

development has not been available and spoke about his concerns regarding size, scale, and 

density of the development. 

 

John Sneed, who lives in Waterford, spoke about his infrastructure and traffic concerns for the 

proposed development. He commented the agenda item did not have an address so that the 
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public could find more information about it.  He said it should have listed as Winn Ranch and 

not The Falls for the name of the development. 

 

Tom Buckle, 18310 West Rim Dr. in Jonestown, TX, said he is an attorney and represents Jim 

and Susan Avants and spoke about the required 200-foot buffer and discussed about his client’s 

concerns about not including the required buffer in the development. 

 

Tom commented the 200-foot buffer would be incorporated into the PDD and asked Erin if the 

property is still in consideration for notifications.  Erin said as they go through the rezoning 

process, they will look at the 200-foot buffer in relation to what is being rezoned.  

 

Jim Awalt, 1909 Lohman Ford Rd., passed out copies of the proposed development plan to 

each Commissioner and said he lives next to the proposed development. He spoke about the 

number of LUEs that will be allowed in the area and discussed how it’s related to the 

anticipated traffic in the area.  He said the infrastructure should completed before they start the 

proposed development and discussed the requirements of the interlocal agreement and spoke 

about issues with the required 200-foot buffer and the proposed marina. He was against the 

item. 

 

David Stoneking said he lives across from the proposed development and said the Commission 

should look after the public’s interest and spoke about the details of the development , issues 

with the required 200-foot buffer and potential traffic issues.  He was against the rezoning 

request. 

 

D. Close Public Hearing 

The public hearing was closed at 9:28 P.M. 

 

E. Discussion 

Thomas commented that he learned a lot about the required buffer and from the public 

comments and said there may be a big reason to believe that it may inhibit local residents to 

oppose by supermajority which would be a mechanism to inhibit the natural likelihood of an 

impasse.   

 

Don mentioned that part of the 200-foot buffer would not be under water, and said the property 

is located near Thurman Road.  He also spoke about the increased LUEs and the proposed 

infrastructure for the development. 

 

Richard spoke about the increased LUEs for the development and said they need to look at the 

timing for the infrastructure work and mentioned that would be discussed at a later date. 

 

Tom commented that will be addressed and asked if the applicant had any comments. 

 

Mr. Wayland spoke about the details of the development agreement which will be analyzed by 

the City Engineer, Public Works and the county and addressed the issue of the 200-foot buffer, 

stating that the law gives adjacent landowners within 200 feet of the development the ability 

to amplify their voice and gives them protection from the development.  

 

Richard asked how much of the portion of the buffer that is adjacent to the water  is below the 

723 elevation.  Mr. Wayland replied, he couldn’t answer that question, but his Engineer may 

know.  Richard and Mr. Wayland discussed how the buffer will benefit the community.  Mr. 

Wayland discussed how they incorporated the buffer into the proposed development.  
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Dr. Winn discussed the details of why he chose the developer. 

 

Thomas mentioned the meeting is not to discuss the development plan and asked the planner 

why it can’t be less than 200 feet to give some space and said instead the buffer prohibits them 

from voicing their concerns and restricts their rights. Richard commented that they don’t know 

how many people would be affected if they changed the buffer. 

 

Tom made comments about the owners in the notification area and stating that it would be nicer 

if it was all one request, but he would be good with approving it. 

 

Thomas stated he felt uncomfortable with the item and has concerns about the mechanism with 

what the tool does to landowners’ rights and is opposed to the item. 

 

Larry stated that he is also opposed and agrees with Thomas. 

 

Richard said while he doesn’t like it due to the impact of the property owners, he is for the item 

since there isn’t anything wrong with it. 

 

Erin asked the Chairman to go into Executive Session so that she can provide  them with 

information regarding the material they are evaluating. 

 

Tom announced they were going into Executive Session with Erin. 

 

The Commission readjourned at 10:10 P.M. from the Executive Session. 

 

Tom announced they need to get back to the objective material used to evaluate the criteria for 

the request and said the remainder of their discussion they will be going through Section 

13.20(d) which pertains to changes to the Future Land Use Map.  He said they will make their 

decision on their agreement or disagreement on those conditions. Tom went through the details 

and requirements of the ordinance as it pertains to the application. 

 

F. Recommendation 

On a motion by Tom Monahan, seconded by Richard Brown, the Commission voted six to one 

(6-1) to recommend approval to the City Council for the rezoning request to P-2 since it meets 

all of the criteria of Section 13.20(d), condition one, the property cannot be used for any 

development due to it being in water and the topography; condition two, it is also unlikely that 

it will be developed for any other use permitted under the zoning classification indicated in the 

master plan, which is residential; and the Commission finds that the requested zoning 

classification is the most appropriate classification for the area.  (Thomas Burlew was 

opposed.) 

 

7. 22-2028-PDD-REZ:  Consideration of a recommendation regarding a zoning district change 

request from G-1 (“Golf Courses and Country Club District”) to PDD (“Planned Development 

District”) for the property commonly referred to as being located at 8116 Chestnut Cove (Bar -K 

Ranches, Plat 10, 64.96-acre Golf Course Tract). 

 

A. Staff Presentation 

Roy discussed the details of the application and stated that the difference in the application is 

that it is no longer requesting the R-4/P-2 designation but is requesting a PDD which allows a 

greater ability to enforce the concept and detail plan.  He said there are no design review 

changes that should be made other than a zoning ordinance change as specified in the PDD 
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ordinance.  He said it will have a base that is consistent with the Future Land Use Map. 

 

The Commission discussed the details of the application with Roy. 

 

B. Applicant Presentation 

Jennifer Garcia who was representing the applicant, spoke about the details of the concept plan 

for the proposed development with the Commission. She noted not much has changed in the 

plan since it was discussed in the last meeting. 

 

Ms. Garcia read a document submitted from Mr. Case, the property owner, regarding the zoning 

change request.  The Commission discussed the details of the type, size and placement of the 

homes to be built; the roads to be built and the placement of the gates for the development to 

accommodate emergency access; and the details of the dedicated parkland and where it will be 

located. 

 

C. Open Public Hearing 

The public hearing was opened at 10:41 P.M. 

 

Linda Walls stated the developers are only interested in profits and will ruin the land.  She was 

against the zoning change request. 

 

Sarah Teale spoke about the PDD process and the concept plan and spoke about elements that 

were missing or inconsistent with the application.  She stated that the applicant is requesting 

the PDD designation to avoid the process.  She said the PDD is not in the public interest, is not 

consistent with the Future Land Use Map and the application would degrade the quality of life 

and she was against the item. 

 

Erin spoke about the concept and detail plan requirements in Chapter 14 of the Code of 

Ordinances.  

 

Jan Gerard said she owns property in Bar-K Ranch and stated her concerns about not having 

her speaker form in the meeting packet and said the notification maps had different addresses 

on them.  She said she and her husband are against the item since her taxes will go up and there 

aren’t any utilities in the area.  She commented the property should remain a green area. 

 

Rory O’Donnell agreed with Jan and Sarah’s comments and spoke about the history of his 

property, said he will be in close proximity to the proposed two-story homes, commented that 

it’s too high density for the area and stated he is opposed to the zoning district change request. 

 

D. Close Public Hearing 

The public hearing was closed at 11:02 P.M. 

 

E. Discussion 

Tom stated he was for the project and discussed the positive aspects of it. He also spoke about 

the details of the zoning change and said they comply with Section 13.20(d). 

 

Thomas discussed the zoning change and stated it goes against Section 13.20(d)(2) and said he 

was against the application.   

 

Roy and the Commission discussed the POA designated parkland in the area that is not in the 

Comprehensive Plan.  They discussed the possible uses for the area. 
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Don said he agreed with Tom and commented it’s a good project. 

 

Kathy and Julie discussed why they are against the project. 

 

Richard remarked the old golf course has not been used for years and said you need to look at 

significant changes that the parcel will probably will not be developed for its current use.  He 

spoke about the density of the proposed project and said it’s not compatible with parkland.  He 

said he was against the tall structures since it conflicts with the architecture of the surrounding 

neighborhood.  

 

Tom commented he drove around the area and couldn’t see how the proposed tall homes would 

impact the surrounding neighborhood because of the numerous, tall trees on the property.  

 

The Commission discussed the details of the uses, open space, and utility expansion for the 

property. 

 

F. Recommendation 

On a motion by Tom Monahan, seconded by Don Johndrow, the Commission voted two to five 

(2-5) to recommend to the City Council the approval of the PDD based on condition A of the 

staff summary report, letter A, with regard to §13.20(d) which is the parcel change does not 

conform to the master plan which requires significant and unanticipated changes have occurred 

in the area that affects the parcel since the classification of the Future Land Use Map as 

adopted; one, it’s not going to be a golf course again, it’s not going to be a POA park, unless 

part of it would be if it is approved, but there isn’t another use for it according to the Future 

Land Use Map classification of POA parks. Two, it is unlikely that the parcel will be developed 

or used under the current zoning classification, it’s been a dormant golf course for 17 years 

and there is no competing interest or indication that this will ever change.  Three, the 

Commission finds that the requested zoning classification is the best classification for the area 

affected, it’s the best that can be developed for that area given that there is significant open 

space and parkland preserved and the density for the area is low with only 97 homes planned, 

given the acreage.  It’s a good classification to make use of this property.  (Thomas Burlew, 

Richard Brown, Julie Davis, and Kathy Koza were opposed.)  The motion failed. 

 

Richard commented the proposed classification is some-what appropriate and is not necessarily 

valid and said R1-T is not an appropriate blend with R1-A.  He said that he disagreed that it 

was the only option for the future development of the property.  Tom and Richard discussed 

the proposed zoning category and Richard said he was against putting tall homes in the area 

since it will impact the neighborhood. 

 

Thomas said he agreed with Richard, that the current use of the property should not change 

and can be used for other greenspace uses. 

 

Ms. Garcia discussed the types of homes for the proposed development, the topography of the 

site and where the homes will be situated.  She stated this is why they need the extra height for 

the homes. 

 

Larry spoke about the possible special exception applications that would be received to 

increase building height in the neighborhood if the project is approved and the issues they may 

need to address.  He noted that most of the lots in the area are not built and the project will 

impact those lots in the future. 
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On a motion by Thomas Burlew, the Commission voted to deny the application because it does 

not comply with Section 13.20(d)(2).  The motion died for lack of a second. 

 

The Commission discussed the impact of how many two story homes would be built, which 

would be two thirds of the proposed development.  They discussed the topography of the area 

and noted that two-story homes are possible in the area. 

 

Richard asked the applicant if they need time to think about their comments.  The applicant 

stated they need an answer right now. 

 

The Commission discussed possible changes to the plan with the applicant to address height 

issues. 

 

On a motion by Tom Monahan, seconded by Don Johndrow, the Commission voted five to two 

(5-2) to recommend to City Council to approve the PDD based on paragraph A of the 

recommendations in the staff report with respect to Section 13.20(d); 1) there is significant 

unanticipated changes in the area for the land in question because it’s not going to be used; 

there’s no interest from any other POA to make it a POA park; there’s no interest in the city to 

make it a park or any type of greenspace; 2) it is unlikely the parcel will be developed or used 

for any use permitted under the zoning classifications indicated in the city’s master plan and 

there is no indication that it will ever be a golf course again and 3) the Commission finds the 

requested rezoning classification is the most appropriate classification for the area affected; 

since it’s a PDD it preserves much of the open space that is already there in addition to the 

parks because it’s complementary to the proposed trail system, there is open space that will 

remain within the development and is a good balance between the current nonuse open area 

and what has been proposed; the maximum height limit is 25 versus 28 feet; and with 50/50 

one-story, two-story homes. (Julie Davis and Thomas Burlew were opposed.)  The motion 

passed. 

 

Richard asked Erin if PDD is the best classification or if it’s R1-T. Erin replied that the 

classification is PDD, which is the base classification and the classification included is the R1-

T. 

 

Tom announced that item number 8 and 9 will be deferred to the next meeting. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION (ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS) 

 

8. Consideration of a recommendation regarding a potential amendment to Sections 11.20 and 11.30 

of Chapter 14 of the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances to align the local requirements more closely 

with the Texas Local Government Code requirements for approval of a zoning variance.  

 

Note:  This item will be included on future agendas pending completion of the recommended 

draft ordinance amendment. 

 

 

9. Consideration of a recommendation regarding a potential amendment to Sections 23 of Chapter 14 

of the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances to amend the procedural and substantive requirements related 

to the short-term rental of residential properties. 

 

Note:  This item will be included on future agendas pending completion of the recommended 

draft ordinance amendment. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

On a motion by Tom Monahan, the Commission voted unanimously to adjourn at 12:09 A.M. 

 

 

 
                                                                             Tom Monahan, Chair 
 
 
 

    Alice Drake, Administrative Assistant 

 
 

On a motion by _____________________, seconded by _____________________, the foregoing 

instrument was passed and approved this _______ Day of __________________, 2022. 
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MINUTES  
City of Lago Vista 

Planning and Zoning Commission 
              Thursday, May 12, 2022   

             Regular Meeting 

 

Chair Tom Monahan called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 5803 

Thunderbird St., Lago Vista, TX.  Other members present were Kathy Koza, Julie Davis, Thomas Burlew, 

and Richard Brown, Vice-Chair. Development Services Director Roy Jambor, City Attorney Erin 

Selvera and Council Liaison Paul Prince were also present. Don Johndrow and Larry Hagler were absent. 

 

Tom announced that the applicant for the Falls on Lake Travis project has requested that the item be 

deferred to next month’s meeting. 

 

CITIZEN COMMENTS UNRELATED TO ITEMS ON THE AGENDA 

There were no public comments. 

 

BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Comments from the Council Liaison. 

Paul discussed the City Council proceedings for the old golf course rezoning application and said 

it was denied with a six to one vote.  He said that the majority questioned the requirements in 

§13.20(d) regarding the change in conditions and said during the discussion, the interpretation of 

the requirements was varied, so additional discussion is needed.  He said there were numerous 

comments from the public that this is not the best rezoning for the property.  He said Mayor Tidwell 

expressed his desire to extend the discussion beyond the meeting to address the issues.  

 

Tom mentioned a member of the City Council criticized the Commission for not providing accurate 

findings of fact and he reviewed the findings.  He noted the City Council misinterpreted §13.20(d) 

and did not use it according to the parameters set in the ordinance.   

 

Richard discussed the ambiguities in the ordinance and discussed the comments made by the City 

Council regarding the interpretation of the ordinance. 

 

Paul said he would take the Commission’s feedback to the City Council for discussion.  

 

APPLICATIONS (NO PUBLIC HEARING) 

 

2.   22-2086-PR-PLA:  Consideration of a preliminary plat approval in accordance with Section 2.16 

of Chapter 10 for 44 lots described as “The Ridge” within the Hollows on Lake Travis, being the 

resubdivision of Tracts 4 through 8 of Travis Hollow, Section 1. 

 

A. Staff Presentation 

Roy spoke about the comments received with the Commission and stated that the corrections 

to the lots and utilities have been made.  Roy commented the Commission needs to make a 

condition based on the amended drawings that were received.  Roy and the Commission 

discussed the details of the drawings. 

 

B. Applicant Presentation 

Robert Long, a Project Manager, spoke about the details of the proposed development. He 

spoke about establishing a POA office for the subdivision.  
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Tom spoke about public comments that were received and invited public comments. 

 

Jim Little, who lives in The Hollows, spoke about the proposed project and commented that 

the proposed development is much different than what was proposed in the past and was against 

the item. 

 

C. Discussion 

The Commission discussed the application and noted the concerns from the public.  Richard 

noted that developments for large estate lots for the area seems to be in the past.  

 

Roy reminded the Commission that this is not a zoning case and said the applicant has a lot of 

work to do to correct the issues.  He said they shouldn’t discuss the details of the PDD until 

the application is in front of them. 

 

D. Decision 

On a motion by Richard Brown, seconded by Thomas Burlew, the Commission voted all in 

favor to approve the application. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION (APPLICATIONS) 

 

3. 22-2060-CO-U: Consideration of a recommendation regarding a conditional use permit application 

pursuant to Section 17 of Chapter 14 of the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances to allow for the 

construction of a carport in the required side yard setback at 5200 Arrowhead Drive (Country Club 

Estates, Section 3, Lot 305). 

 

Note:  This item was deferred, and the public hearing continued at the April 28, 2022, special 

call meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

 

A. Staff Presentation 

Roy said he spoke with the applicant about the issues with the application. He said that 

applicant told him that he would like to add the required 400 square foot garage and the rest of 

it would be a carport.  He noted that he was unsure if the applicant has plans for project.    

 

B. Applicant Presentation 

The applicant was not present at the meeting. 

 

C. Open Continued Public Hearing 

The public hearing was opened and continued at 7:38 P.M. 

There were no public comments. 

 

D. Close Public Hearing 

The public hearing was closed at 7:38 P.M. 

 

E. Discussion 

Tom commented that since the application has changed, his preference is to deny it with the 

condition that the applicant address the issues. 

 

The Commission discussed denying or deferring the application with Roy and Erin. 
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F. Recommendation 

On a motion by Richard Brown, seconded by Kathy Koza, the Commission voted all in favor 

to table the application until they hear from the applicant again and find out when he wants it 

put back on the agenda to discuss the new design in keeping with the new scope of work. 

 

4. 22-2033-SP-E:  Consideration of a special exception application pursuant to Section 11.60 of 

Chapter 14 to allow an increase in the maximum height allowed by Table A of Chapter 14 from 15 

feet to 24.62 feet for a single-family residence at 2705 Cody Avenue (Highland Lake Estates, 

Section 16, Lot 16036 and approximately 0.0307 acres of the W.S. Iley Survey 641, Abstract 433).  

 

A. Staff Presentation 

Roy commented that the ridgepole should reflect the amended height request which is 7.5 feet. 

 

B. Applicant Presentation 

Ralph Sharp, the applicant, said he cleared the lot and adjusted the ridgepole for the amended 

height request. 

 

Richard asked if the applicant adjusted the support for the deck.  Roy replied, while he doesn’t 

have plans from the applicant that adjust that issue, it’s just a reminder since the Commission 

doesn’t have the ability to grant a setback variance and the applicant needs to fix the issue in 

his plans. 

 

C. Open Continued Public Hearing 

The public hearing was opened and continued at 7:46 P.M. 

 

Linda Walls said that the Commission does not enforce building codes or the master plan and 

grants variances anyway.  She was against the item. 

 

Richard discussed the two-story homes in the neighborhood with Ms. Walls and discussed the 

principles they apply when considering such applications.   

 

D. Close Public Hearing 

The public hearing was closed at 7:52 P.M. 

 

E. Discussion 

Kathy discussed her experience on the property and the surrounding views while viewing the 

ridgepole. 

 

Julie stated that it was hard to ascertain the views of the property because of the undeveloped 

lots surrounding the lot. 

 

Thomas agreed with Julie and stated it feels like a one-story neighborhood.  He said it wasn’t 

about views and asked if the request was warranted because there’s a need for it.  He said the 

building doesn’t fit in the neighborhood. 

 

Richard said he feels confident that the lot will not be flooded in the future, but it’s technically 

in the floodplain.  Richard stated the applicant’s justification for the height request seems to 

be an unwarranted consideration. 

 

Tom said the height of the ceiling in the garage is not a consideration and said no views are 

blocked and said they need to determine if the architectural design fits the neighborhood.  
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Mr. Sharp said that it will be a two-story home since it’s in the floodplain and will match the 

other existing two-story homes in the neighborhood. 

 

Thomas discussed if they should change the use of the land. 

 

Kathy discussed the height variances granted in the past and said they were all shorter than the 

height than the current request.  

 

Richard and Mr. Sharp discussed the details of request and the design of the home. 

 

The Commission discussed the details of the height of the living area floor and the architectural 

impact of the height request for the neighborhood. 

 

F. Decision 

On a motion by Tom Monahan, seconded by Richard Brown, the Commission voted two to 

three (2-3) to approve the additional height request of 7.5 feet. (Thomas Burlew, Julie Davis, 

and Kathy Koza were opposed.)  The motion failed. 

 

The Commission discussed their options for determining their decision for the application. 

 

On a motion by Richard Brown, seconded by Tom Monahan, the Commission voted two to 

three (2-3) to set the living area floor at 723 instead of the 725-foot elevation with an additional 

height of five feet, six inches. (Thomas Burlew, Julie Davis and Kathy Koza were opposed.)  

The motion failed. 

 

Richard noted that a couple of houses in the neighborhood are very close and not significantly 

higher in elevation as the requested height on the application. 

 

On a motion by Thomas Burlew, seconded by Julie Davis, the Commission voted four to one 

(4-1) to deny the application. (Tom Monahan was opposed.)  The motion passed. 

 

5. 22-2097-PDD-MOD:  Consideration of a recommendation regarding a zoning change request to 

amend approximately 295.9 acres of the existing Planned Development District (PDD) known as 

the “Falls on Lake Travis” and to add approximately 190.9 acres currently in the TR-1 (“Temporary 

Restricted”) zoning district to that approval that includes a new concept and detail plan modifying 

the uses and development standards for that property (a total of approximately 486.8 acres of the 

B.F. Cox Survey 740, Abstract 207). 

 

Tom announced that the applicant requested a deferral of the application, but they will take public 

comments. 

 

Donald McNary, 17724 Cherry Lane, invited everyone to check out the road conditions in the area, 

and consider utilities that are needed since more people will be moving to the area if the application 

is approved.  He said that these are items they need to look at before making their decision.  He 

said he was for the item. 

 

Robert Gorlow, 7485 Fairway Dr., Miami, Florida, said he represents the developer and requested 

the deferral of the application.  He concurred with Mr. McNary’s comments and said they were not 

going to design the development to cause problems for the community. 

 



5 
 

Richard asked Mr. Gorlow what the name of the development will be.  Mr. Gorlow replied, it will 

be called Winn Ranch. 

 

On a motion by Tom Monahan, seconded by Kathy Koza, the Commission voted all in favor to 

defer the application to the regular meeting on June 9 th. 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION (ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS) 

 

6. Consideration of a recommendation regarding a POTENTIAL AMENDMENT TO Sections 11.20 

and 11.30 of Chapter 14 of the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances to align the local requirements more 

closely with the Texas Local Government Code Requirements for approval of a zoning variance. 

 

Note:  This item will be included on future agendas pending completion of the recommended 

draft ordinance amendment. 

 

A. Continue Public Hearing 

There were no public comments. 

 

B. Discussion 

The Commission discussed what they need to do to complete the draft amendment with Roy.  

Roy stated that they need to add state language in the amendment, but they need to find the 

intent of that language first so that it won’t turn into absurd results.  Erin discussed what she 

is doing to get that information. 

 

Tom announced that the public hearing will be continued to the next meeting.  

 

7. Consideration of a recommendation regarding a potential amendment to Sections 23 of Chapter 14 

of the Lago Vista Code of Ordinances to amend the procedural and substantive requirements related 

to the short-term rental of residential properties. 

 

Note:  The item will be included on future agendas pending completion of the recommended 

draft ordinance amendment. 

 

A. Continue Public Hearing 

There were no public comments. 

 

B. Discussion 

Tom announced that he has an outline for the proposed amendment and discussed it with other 

members.  They discussed how the amendment would be applied to the Code of Ordinances 

and mentioned that it will be cross-referenced, and the language should be consistent. 

 

Richard suggested an ordinance proposal that limits the occupancy to six people.  He discussed 

his experience with short-term rentals. He commented that short-term rentals are hard on the 

city because the city needs to keep up with regulations, compliance, and tax collection.  He 

suggested the manpower should be included in the amendment to dedicate resources for the 

management of short-term rentals and they should have a town hall meeting with the public 

regarding these issues.  He mentioned this would create more success for the proposed 

amendment. 

 

Julie and the other members spoke about looking at such ordinances in other communities.   



6 
 

 

Erin and Roy discussed the issues involved with the amendment and what will be needed to 

get the program up and running and what requirements are needed for it.   

 

The Commission discussed the existing short-term rentals in the city and what type of buildings 

they are; they discussed putting together a list of purpose, conditions, and compliance issues; 

and discussed looking at ordinances and permitting requirements in other cities to gather 

information for the amendment and create an outline for discussion. 

 

CONSENT AGENDA 

 

8. Consider approval of the following minutes: 

January 27, 2022, Special Call Meeting 

 

On a motion by Thomas Burlew, seconded by Kathy Koza, the Commission voted all in favor to 

approve the minutes for January 27, 2022. 

 

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION 

 

Tom announced that he has requested that Roy set up item numbers 9, 10, and 11 for a public hearing 

next month. 

 

9. Continuation of the discussion regarding the desired approach to the annual work plan of the 

Commission (required by Ordinance Number 21-07-15-01), including items identified in the 

previous Comprehensive Master Plan Subcommittee reports such as the need to amend Chapter 3 

and the Future Land Use Map of the current Comprehensive Master Plan and Section 13.20(d) of 

Chapter 14 of the Lago Vista Zoning Ordinance in order to provide more flexible and useful tools 

to guide zoning decisions. 

 

10. Discussion regarding a potential amendment to Section 11.60(b) of Chapter 14 of the Lago Vista 

Code of Ordinances relating to special exception approvals and the “absolute height” limit of 35 

feet from grade at the geometric center of the foundation for certain property within the 100-year 

floodplain. 

 

Tom stated that he will change the definition of “absolute height” to “building height,” which has 

a definition, to keep it consistent. 

 

The Commission discussed issues with some buildings being over the maximum height of 35 feet 

in the floodplain and discussed the possible intentions of the original ordinance. They also 

discussed assessing the ordinance and suggesting changes that are needed for it.  

 

11. Discussion regarding a potential amendment to Section 2.10 and Table B of Chapter 14 to define 

and create a path for approval (other than through a Planned Development District) for a 

development that includes specific residential uses within a commercial structure of zoning district.  

 

Roy commented they received a couple of letters regarding the potential amendment. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

On a motion by Tom Monahan, the Commission voted unanimously to adjourn at 10:02 P.M. 

 

 

 
                                                                             Tom Monahan, Chair 
 
 
 

    Alice Drake, Administrative Assistant 

 
 

On a motion by _____________________, seconded by _____________________, the foregoing 

instrument was passed and approved this _______ Day of __________________, 2022. 




