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RECOMMENDED ACTION

Public Hearing followed by Discussion and Direction

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

WD Partners on behalf of S@nBusiness Trust have requeste@&mend the sign regulations set forth in
First Crossing Planned Development Distrigpecifically, the request has been made to increase the alloy
wall sign height forParcel Bof the First Crossing PDwhich is where Saés Club is locatedThis requesi
would not affect other parcels within the First Crossing development and is limited to wall signs only, &
not propose to change any freestanding sign regulations fatgh8ecifics on the request will be provided
the Case Overview section of this report.

Preliminary analysis by the Planning Department has not found that approved PD District ordinances w
City of Sugar Land contain less restrictive sign ragahs than Chapter Four of the Development Code.
information was relayed to the applicant, who has requested to continue to move forward with the [
amendment.

CC: Brian Lorenzbrian.lorenz@wdartners.comFile No. 12361

EXHIBITS
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Vicinity Map:

Sams Club - First Crossing




PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

Development Code Provisions foPlanned Development Districts

Sec. 217217 Intent: The planned development district allows for a development containing uses
or a combinatiorof uses in a design that would not otherwise comply with the regulations of the
primary zoning districts, but does provide an overall design, increased Open Space, or other
features or amenities that results in a superior development or offer specifiisbEnéhe
community. A planned development district may not be used for the primary purpose of avoiding
the zoning regulations applicable to the primary zoning districts.

Case Overview:

As stated in the Executive Summary, WD Partners on behalf ofs3msiness Trust have
requestedo amend the sign regulations set forth in the First Crossing Planned Development
District. The requestis toincreasetheadbod maxi mum wal | height for
of the First Crossing PD.

The current sign gulations for the district are set forth in Ordinances 1255 and 1430, which
established the Planned Development (PD) zoning for the development. The regulations state
that All signs in the PD shall comply with the regulations imposed by Chapter 4 of the
Development Code, except as followShe exceptions stateonly include freestanding sign
restrictions, and a restriction on wall signs located on the rear of a building. Therefore, standard
wall sign regulations (on front and side facade of buildingBulieto standard sign regulations
found in Chapter 4 of the Cityos Deprabsedp ment
sign dimensions, and existing sign dimensiaresprovided below:

Allowed Wall Signage 2m@f sign height peandem@aximun
Chapter 4, Sec.-25 of 300 sq fttotal per wall
COSL Dev Code Quantity of wall signs not regulated

Equates to

66 100 maxi mum sign height

Existing Wall Signage Front Elevation
Approved by COSL in 20D

(2) 116 40 fillBsdpfei ght , t ot g
Side Elevation

(1) 186 4 10 in height, 16

Proposed Wall Signage Frontand sideElevation

3116 40 i n B569qgt(ncludes additioaal
sign below)

(1) 86X 86, total of 64 sqg




The size of thesigns bang proposed with this PD amendmeén{3)86 88 di amon&l shape
square foot sigmwith aheight of1164 0 The maximum allowed size per the Development Code

is 606 100, based on a 44 tlayltlan theady tegulationBh er e f ¢
permit.t Addi tionall vy, (1) 86 X 806 square shaped si
would bel @ t aHan Gity regulations permif.he square footage of all 4 proposed signs

would be 256 square feet, less than the 300tstal permitted.

The existing wall signs on the building are two different sizessi@lsar e 86 X 86 wi t h
of 1106 4, whichis4 &h e6 @thanahk City Regulations allow(l)signi s 136 X 13
wi t h a hei ghwhichisfl 1 6 fal@dthad thei City Regulations allowThe total

square footage is 297 sq ft, less than the 300 sq ft permiltesl existing signs wengermitted

in error by the City in 2002. As the new signs being proposed require new sign permits, any new
sign permits are required to meet allnlessi gn r
otherwise specified by a PDn this case, the PD does not currently specify otherwise.

Preliminary Conclusions:

As previously mentioned, the zoning for theperty in question is Planned Development (PD).

In order for a Planned Development zoning designation to be approved by City Council, it must
be determined that the developmprividesan overall design, increased Open Space, or other
features or ameniis that results in a superior development or offer special benefits to the
community

At this time, the City does not have any other Planned Development zoning districts which allow
for increased signage. Additionally, the Planning Department dod®i@tethat allowing for
additional sign height, even while slightly reducing the current square footage, would result in
the requirements necessary for a PD to meet its intent.

Points for Consideration

¢ Neighboring Wal-Mart store revised new signage 2009 to meet current City
regulations

e While (1) sign is being reduced from 136
same size as the existing signs (806 X6 806)

e There are currently 2 main signs on the front ofdtere, 3 main front signs are being
proposed

e Planned Developments have been proposed with signs smaller than the Development
code would permit in the past, which is moralignmentwith the intent of a PD district



Site Photos (existing signage):




Site Plan (existing signagé



