CITY COMMISSION
AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING
JUNE 5, 2024
@ 5:30 PM
CITY HALL, TOWN HALL MEETING ROOM

2ND FLOOR, 118 E. TYLER AVENUE
HARLINGEN, TEXAS

Notice is hereby given that the City Commission of the City of Harlingen, Texas will hold a Regular Meeting

on WEDNESDAY, JUNE 5, 2024 at 5:30 P.M. at City Hall, Town Hall Meeting Room, 118 E. Tyler Avenue,

Harlinaen. Texas and provide the public the ability to view the meeting via internet live streaming at
and the City of Harlingen YouTube Page.

The public will be permitted to offer citizen communication or participate in items listed as public hearings
as provided by the agenda and as permitted by the presiding officer during the meeting.

To offer citizen communication or participate in scheduled public hearings, go
tc and click on "PUBLIC HEARING AND CITIZEN COMMUNICATION FORM."
Fin out tne rorm ana inaicate the item you wish to address, and submit the form.

Please indicate (1) the agenda item on which you wish to speak, (2) whether you prefer to speak on the
item during citizen communication or at the time the agenda item is brought for consideration before the
City Commission.

To submit writtan comments regarding an item on the agenda for City Secretary, go
tc and click on "PUBLIC HEARING AND CITIZEN COMMUNICATION FORM"
write your comments {nmited to 400 words or less) and submit the form.

A recording of the meeting will be made and will be available to the public in accordance with the Texas
Open Meetings Act.

City of Harlingen meetings are available to all persons regardless of disability. If you require
special assistance, please contact the City Secretary's Office at (956) 216-5001 or write Post Office
Box 2207, Harlingen, Texas 78550 at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.

The Harlingen City Commission reserves the right, pursuant to the Texas Government Code
Chapter 5§51, Subchapter D, to enter into closed executive session on any item posted on the
agenda if a matter is raised that is appropriate for closed discussion.
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Call Meeting to Order

a) Invocation - Mayor Pro-Tem Rene Perez
b) Pledge of Allegiance
c) Welcome Citizens

Conflict of Interest:

"Under State Law, a conflict of interest exists if a council member, or certain members of that person's
family, has a qualifying financial interest in an agenda item. Members with a conflict of interest cannot
participate in the discussion nor vote on the agenda item. Are there any known conflicts of interest to
disclose at the time?" (City Attorney)

Announcements: With respect to items not listed elsewhere on this agenda, the City Commission may
report on items of community interest, including announcing community events, announcing employee or
community recognitions.

a) Mayor's Announcements
b) City Manager's Announcements
c) City Commission Member Announcements

Presentation of Awards:

a) Presentation of Award - Harlingen High School South "Lady Hawks" Cross Country Team
b) Presentation by Chief Mike Kester to Guillermo Dorantes - HPD Civilian of the Year Award
c) Presentation by Abel Gonzalez Mencio (Texas State Florist Association Ambassador) pertaining to

"Rose Project”

Citizen Communication: At this time, the public is invited to address the City Commission and speak on
any matter not specifically listed for public hearing elsewhere in this agenda. Please note that the City
Commission members may not respond to comments or deliberate on topics addressed.

Approval of Minutes:
a) Regular Meeting of April 2, 2024
b) Regular Meeting of April 17, 2024

Consent Agenda: No discussion is anticipated on any of the items in this section because they are routine
business, were included in the budget adoption process, or have been previously discussed as a staff report
or discussion item. These items will be considered collectively by a single vote, unless a commission
member requests an item be removed from the consent agenda.

a) Consideration and possible action to adopt an ordinance on second and final reading for a rezoning
request from Residential, Single Family (‘R-1") District to Residential, Dupiex (“R-2") District for a
property lo ed at 202 E. Filmore Avenue, bearing a legal description of Lot 1, Block 126,
Harlingen Original Townsite Subdivision. Applicant: Jesus P. Garza. Attachment (Planning &
Development)

b) Consideration and possible action to approve an ordinance on second and final reading amending
the Harlingen Code of Ordinances, Chapter 18, Master Fee Schedule, Chapter 6, add fees for
vaccines, tests and medication for domestic dogs and cats provided by the City of Harlingen Animal
Shelter. Attachment (Health Dept.)
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8)

10)

Staff Reports and Other Discussion ltems: /tems in this section are not expected to require action by the
City Commission and are generally for information only. However, any item listed in this
section may become an action item with the request of the Mayor, or after the request of any two
Commission members, or the City Manager.

a) City Manager's Report

b) Staff Reports - Presentation by Robert Rodriguez (Finance Director) of the quarterly Investment
Report for the City of Harlingen ending March 31, 2024.

Public Hearings: At this time, the Mayor will invite members of the public who have filled out the Public
Hearing and the Citizen Communication Form to address each item listed in this section. Please limit your
comments to the topic of that public hearing. If more than one public hearing is being held, you will be
allowed to speak during each topic, provided you have filled out the Public Hearing and Citizen
Communication Form for the appropriate topic. If you are signed up for two (2) or more Public Hearings, you
will be limited to 5 minutes for all topics.

a) Public hearing amending the City of Harlingen Code of Ordinances Chapter 111, Zoning, Article
XVIII, Section 111-509(1)(e) Design Guidelines, Store Front Windows, by prohibiting air conditioner
units mounted on walls of a building along a public street within the Downtown District Overlay.
Applicant City of Harlingen. Attachment (Planning & Development)

b) Public hearing for a Special Use Permit (SUP) to allow alcoholic beverages for onsite consumption
at an event center in a General Retail (“GR”") District located at 116 W. Van Buren Avenue, Suite A,
bearing a legal description of Lot 20, Block 59, Harlingen Original Townsite Subdivision. Applicant:
Juan Cabrera. Attachment (Planning & Development)

C) Public hearing for a Special Use Permit (SUP) to allow a storage building/detached garage greater
than 144 sq. ft. in a Planned Development (“PD") District located at 3210 Seminole Court, bearing a
legal description of Lots 6-7, Block 3, Treasure Hills Country Club Subdivision. Applicant. Ronald
Richardson. Attachment (Planning & Development)

d) Public hearing for a Special Use Permit ("SUP") to allow a storage building in a General Retail
("GR") District located at 1521 W. Monroe Avenue, bearing a legal description of Lot 1, Block 3,
Duerson & Hasselmeier Subdivision. Applicant: Gilbert Mendiola c/o Carlos Mendiola.
Attachment (Planning & Development)

e) Public hearing authorizing the closing, vacating, transferring, and abandonment of a 0.05 acre tract
of land located south of and adjacent to Lot 27, Block 2 of the L and L Subdivision, located on the
west side of “K” Street approximately 48 feet north of Filmore Avenue, and authorizing the City
Manager to execute all documents for the conveyance and release of alley right-of-way and convey
to James Deleon. Applicant: James Deleon. Attachment (Planning & Development)

Action Items: City Commission will discuss, consider, and take any action deemed necessary on items
listed in this section, including the adoption of a resolution or an ordinance.

Ordinances

a) Consideration and possible action to adopt an ordinance on first reading amending the City of
Harlingen Code of Ordinances Chapter 111, Zoning, Article XVIII, Section 111-509(1)(e) Design
Guidelines, Store Front Windows, by prohibiting air conditioner units mounted on walls of a building
along a public street within the Downtown District Overiay. Applicant City of Harlingen. Attachment
(Planning & Development)

b) Consideration and possible action to adopt an ordinance on first reading for a Special Use Permit
(SUP) to allow alcoholic beverages for onsite consumption at an event center in a General Retail
("GR") District located at 116 W. Van Buren Avenue, Suite A, bearing a legal description of Lot 20,
Block 59, Harlingen Original Townsite Subdivision. Applicant: Juan Cabrera. Attachment (Planning
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Parks Advisory Board
Planning & Zoning Advisory Board
Senior Citizens Advisory Board (1)
Small Business Committee
Tax Increment Finance Board
Utility Board of Trustees
Veterans Advisory Board (1)
Zoning Board of Adjustment (2)

12) Executive Session: All items listed in this section will be deliberated in a closed session. Members of the
public are not generally permitted to attend a closed session. Executive Session items may be considered
as an action item at the discretion of the Mayor. However, City Commission will not take any action in
closed session.

a) Pursuant to Tx. Government Code Section 551.071 (1) and (2) - attorney consultation; Section
551.072 regarding 83/77 Properties. (City Manager)

b) Pursuant to Government Code Section 551.071 - attorney consultation and contemplated litigation;
Section 551.072 - deliberation regarding real estate; and Section 551.087 - economic development
relating to the following projects. (HEDC)

1. Project Beach
2. Project Alphabet
3. Project Spec Building 3

13) Action on Executive Session Items: The City Commission will reconvene in open session and may take
action on any item listed in the Executive Session Section of this agenda.

a) Consideration and possible action on Item 12 (a) as discussed in executive session.

b) Consideration and possible action on Items 12 (b) 1, 2 and 3 as discussed in executive session.

14) Adjournment:

|, the undersigned authority, do hereby certify that the above Notice of the Regular Meeting of the
Harlingen City Commission is a true and correct copy of said notice posted on the bulletin board at City
Hall of said City of Harlingen, Texas in a place convenient and readily accessible to the general public at
all time< and nn the City's Internet Website and said Notice was posted on FRIDAY, MAY 31, 2024 at or
before __p-m. and remained so posted for at least 72 hours preceding the time of said meeting.

Dated this 31st day of MAY, 2024

Amanaa C. Ellzonao, Uity Secretary




























































The provisions of this ordinance shall become effective from and after the final and
lawful passage hereof and publication of the caption hereof as provided for and required
in the Code of Ordinances and applicable state statutes.

FINALLY ENACTED this 5th day of June, 2024 at a regular meeting of the Elective
Commission of the City of Harlingen, Texas at which a quorum was present, and which
was held in accordance with TEXAS GOVERNMENT CODE, CHAPTER 551.

CITY OF HARLINGEN

Norma Sepulveda, Mayor

ATTEST:

Amanda C. Elizondo, City Secretary









ORDINANCE NO. 2024-

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF HARLINGEN, TEXAS AMENDING
CHAPTER 18, MASTER FEE SCHEDULE OF THE HARLINGEN CODE
OF ORDINANCES ADDING THE FEES FOR VACCINES, TESTS AND
MEDICATION FOR DOMESTIC DOGS AND CATS TO THE SERVICES
PROVIDED BY THE CITY OF HARLINGEN AS THEY RELATE TO
CHAPTER 6 ANIMALS: PROVIDING FOR PUBLICATION AND
ORDAINING OTHER MATTERS PERTAINING TO THE FOREGOING.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF HARLINGEN:
Section 1. That Chapter 18, Master Fee Schedule of the Code of Ordinances of the City

of Harlingen is hereby amended by adding fees for vaccines, tests and medication for
domestic dogs and cats for the Harlingen Animal Shelter and to read as follows:

Vaccines: Fee:

Rabies $5.00
Distemper/Parvo Combo $5.00
Bordetella $5.00

Panleukopenia/Rhinotracheitis Combo $5.00

Test: Fee:
Heartworm Check $5.00
Medication: Fee:

De Wormer $5.00
Heartworm Prevention $5.00 per tablet
Flea & Tick Control $15.00

That Chapter 18, Master f 2 Schedule of the Code of Ordinances of the City of t  1ingen
is hereby amended by allowing the Animal Shelter Manager to hay s} :ials on price
and clinics for vaccines, tests and medication for dogs and cats up to once a month, on
special days and holidays.

FINALLY ENACTED THIS day of , 2024 at a regular meeting of the
Elective Commission of the City of Harlingen, Texas at which a quorum was present, and



which was held in accordance with TEXAS GOVERNMENT CODE, TITLE 5, SUBTITLE
A, CHAPTER 551.

CITY OF HARLINGEN

Norma Sepulveda, Mayor

ATTEST:

Amanda C. Elizondo, City Secretary






June 5, 2024


















PLANNINC AND ZONING COMMISSION
May 22, 2024

Request to amend the City of Harlingen Code of Ordinances Chapter 111, Zoning, Article
XVIII, Section 111-509(1)(e) Design Guidelines, Store Front Windows, by prohibiting air
conditioner units mounted on walls of a building along a public street within the
Downtown District Overlay. Applicant: City of Harlingen

Director Xavier Cervantes presented the proposed amendment ordinance before the Board, as follows:
e Mr. Cervantes stated that the request came from the Downtown Board. He said this happened a
few months ag, referring to the photo in the presentation, and said it detracts from the beauty of
the downtown area.
e He explained that building codes allow for it and so the only way to prohibit this from a future
business owner is by having an ordinance specifically prohibiting this. If someone in the future
wants to do this, the City will have tools to prevent it.

Cmr. Villarreal asked if this would affect current businesses. Mr. Cervantes said no and said the units
from the photo would be grandfathered. Mr. Cervantes continued and said that along the alley would
be fine. The issue is when it is facing a public street.

Cmr. Sanchez referred to the example and asked if there was a reason why they opted to go with this
installation rather than on the other side of the building. Cmr. Villarreal responded that it was a huge
building and that there was no other side. He said it is like a hundred (100) feet wide and it would be a
lot of pipe. He said it wouldn’t work to be all around the building.

Mr. Cervantes said the request was to improve aesthetics and restated that this will help prevent this
from happening in the future within the downtown area. Cmr. Villarreal asked if there was a variance
option, using the example of a high expense for a business owner. Mr. Cervantes said that if the
ordinance passes and a future owner finds that after exploring his/her options, this is the only way that
improvements can be done, then they could apply for a variance with the Zoning Board of Adjustments
and make their case.

Chrm. Consiglio commented that they just passed two (2) SUPs for storage units that people say are
going to be ugly or not like and then here we are saying we need to prevent ugly things. He asked how
those two things are squared. He said that there were neighbors saying we don’t want this big ugly
metal storage and that is the property owner’s right and now we are saying this owner doesn’t have the
same right to put ugly air conditioners. He asked how this was justified as a City. Mr. Cervantes said
this was a good point because aesthetics are subjective. He said it was a valid point. Cmr. Vill:  al
stated that in this case, it is hanging above a public easement and the property owner does not own the
sidewalk. He said this was how he would justify it. The Chairman remarked that we have awnings
that hang over the easements too, so he questioned if no awnings as well. Cmr. Villarreal stated that
those have to be approved. Mr. Cervantes said that building codes allow them. Cmr. Flores provided
some insight into code provisions for the height of canopies. Chairman Consiglio remarked that there
are all kinds of signage and all sorts of things hanging and so he felt this was selective. At this point he
proceeded to open the Public Hearing.



Lars Keim, Chairman of the Downtown District Board, 109 N. “A” Street
Mr. Keim introduced himself to Board. He shared his residence and stated he also owns property in
the Downtown District.

Mr. Keim stated this is not just about aesthetics. In most cases these were illegal or there is a similar
ordinance that doesn't allow you to install anything that hangs out over public sidewalk. He said this
was number one and emphasized this was not just aesthetics. He used an example of a vent for a
restaurant. He said you can't put a vent if you're going to vent your restaurant and put a vent out on the
sidewalk. He said it would have to go in the alley or above the building. He said there is an option to
this and it is called an air conditioner which he said most people install them in the alley or on the roof.
He said that ninety-nine percent (99%) of the buildings downtown have them on the roof. He said this
was the alternative for an air conditioner.

Mr. Keim referred to the picture in the presentation and said all those were theirs and that all of them
were not seen, adding that there was another two or so in there. He said that the other thing that you
can’t see in the picture is a hose coming down from each of them that drains onto the sidewalk. He
said that if you walk past any given morning or afternoon, there is a puddle going out to the side of the
street from each one of those installations. He reiterated that it was not just a matter of aesthetics but
was also a matter of practicality and safety. He explained that the downtown Improvement District is
essentially an HOA that is city approved and not like a standard HOA. He said it was also approved by
the Texas Main Street program. Mr. Cervantes added that the property owners pay extra property taxes
for improvements to that area. Mr. Keim said he wouldn’t want to conflate this with it just looks ugly
and we don’t want it in our neighborhood. He said there had been in the past and said he didn’t know
what happened to the ordinance. He said he didn’t know what the ordinance was so that he could
reference it. He said John Piercy could and said they have looked it up in the past. He said it prohibits
this type of thing in general. He said you can’t just have something hanging out and then did a segway
to explain that the difference with an awning is that it is there to protect the public by providing shade.
He said these [the a/c units] don’t do anything for the public.

Chairman Consiglio asked about the sign on the building, pointing out that it comes off the side of the
building. Mr. Keim responded by saying that signs are approved. Cmr. Villarreal added that you can
put a sign, a sticker on the window, without a permit. Mr. Keim remarked that fortunately for them,
their signs don’t drip water on the sidewalk. And he added that they do inform the public of
something. He said there was really not a redeeming thing for those units. He said that it is just an
alternative to conditioning and that at the expense of each one of those, he wasn’t sure why they didn’t
just install an air conditioner. He ran some quick calculations and said he wasn’t sure why they did it
that way. Mr. Keim summarized that this was his input ont  matter and made himself available for
any fur er questions.



Chairman Consiglio thanked Mr. Keim and stated there was a Public Hearing for this item. He opened
the Public Hearing and invited anyone wanting to speak on this item, for or against, to approach the
podium.

Cmr. Villarreal indicated he had a question for the City Inspector. He asked if a permit needed to be
pulled for a main split. He said that he thought there was a tonnage requirement. Mr. Keim said he
didn’t know if a permit was pulled for those and said he wasn’t informed but that he did know all the
work was done on separate weekends. Cmr. Villarreal said he didn’t think they were required to pull a
permit for less than a ton. Chief Building Official, Mr. Juan Martinez, said it was considered
mechanical furniture. He said air conditioning has to have it as per code. Mr. Keim said he would like
to know if there was a mechanical permit pulled. Mr. Martinez said he would do some research for
those sites. He said he didn’t think any permits were obtained for those units. Cmr. Villarreal asked to
contfirmed that permits do need to be pulled to put. Mr. Martinez explained that today’s units usually
come in with the freon and all the systems in there. He said that for older units, about five (5) year
back or so, you needed to put on all the refrigerants in there just for the requirements coming into play.
He continued and said he didn’t know how old those units were so that is why they ask for the
manufacture specifications and MSD sheets for those units to see what type of systems those are. Cmr.
Villarreal said he knew there was sometimes a grey area where sometimes a permit is not required. He
asked how this was enforced. Mr. Martinez said that with the refrigerant involved, this would go into
the requirement. Cmr. Villarreal confirmed he understood that if a refrigerant is involved, a
mechanical permit is required. He remarked that he learned something today.

Mr. Keim asked if there was no electrical inspection required when for installation. Mr. Martinez said
that if there is a circuit being added to service that unit, then yes, an electrical and mechanical unit is
required. He further explained that if there is a circuit that is being installed to accommodate that, it
would be required. Cmr. Villarreal interrupted and said the units were one hundred twenty (120) amps
and could be connected to an outlet. Mr. Martinez completed his thought and said that if not available,
they would have to install.

Chairman Consiglio redirected the conversation to say they were still in an open Public Hearing. He
said it didn’t seem anyone else was to speak on the item and so he closed the Public Hearing. He
asked if there was a motion. Cmr. Perez made the motion to approve. Cmr. Villarreal seconded the
motion. The motion was moved to a vote. The motion passed unanimously.









PLANNING AND ZONING COMMTecTNN

May 22,2024

Request for a Special Use Permit (SUP) to allow alcoholic beverages for on-site
consumption at an event center in a General Retail (“GR”) District located at 116 W. Van
Buren Avenue, Suite A, bearing a legal description of Lot 20, Block 59, Harlingen Original
Townsite Subdivision. Applicant: Juan Cabrera

City Planner, Esteefania Herndndez, presented the requested SUP before the Board, as follows:

Ms. Hernandez began with an aerial view of the subject property. She specified that the focus
was on Suite A.

She stated that on this lot there is an existing 3,200 sq. ft building on the lot with two suites,
both owned by the applicant. Suite A, which is approximately two thousand two hundred eighty
(2,280) sq. ft., is an existing event center operating as “Yadi’s Event Center”. She said that
Suite B is currently operating as a flower shop. operating as “Yadi’s Innovations”.

Ms. Hernandez next presented the proposed site plan. She explained that the shaded portion is
going to be the flower shop and the larger potion will be Suite A, the event center. She stated
that there is already an event center that is operational. She stated that as per the zoning
ordinance, if an event center wants to permit alcohol, they would need to have an approved
Special Use Permit (SUP).

Ms. Hernandez referenced a Street View of the subject property from Van Buren St. and then
the legal notice map. She said that the surrounding properties are zoned General Retail (“GR”)
District to the north, east, south, and west. She said there are varying land uses include an
antique mall and a few antique stores to the north, parking lots to the east and west, and a
mixed-use building (a restaurant and dentistry office) to the south.

Ms. Hernandez stated that Staff mailed out ten (10) legal notices and did not receive any
opposition nor any phone calls or inquiries for the item.

Ms. Hernandez pointed out that because the property is within the Downtown District Overlay,
the property is exempt from the City’s off-street parking requirements.

Ms. Hernandez reported that the Building Inspections Department, Fire Prevention Bureau,
Harlingen Police Department, Health Department, and Downtown Improvement District have
all reviewed and approved the application, as presented.

Ms. Hernandez stated that Staff is recommending approval, contingent to the following
conditions:

o Must obtain and maintain the proper State and City permits; and, ,

o Must provide video surveillance with a minimum 30 day retention; and,

o Must comply with the requirements administered by Planning and Development,
Downtown District, Building Inspections, Fire Prevention, Health, and Police
Departments; and,

o A minimum of one (1) licensed officer must be present during events where alcoholic
beverages will be consumed.

Ms. Herndndez indicated she believed the applicant was present to answer any questions. She
opened the floor for any questions the Board may have of her.

Mr. Xavier Cervantes, Director for Planning and Development, stated that in the list of
conditions, item number four (4) should read licensed “security” officer.



Chairman Consiglio thanked Ms. Hernandez for her presentation. He asked if the four (4) bullet points
had been reviewed with the applicant and if he fully understood these. Ms. Hernandez said she called
the applicant this afternoon before finalizing the report. She said she went over the requirements one
(1) by one (1) and that he agreed to them all.

Chairman Consiglio acknowledged her answer and asked if there were any further questions for Staff.
Cmr. Sanchez asked about alcoholic beverages at the event center. He asked if it would be for sale by
the event center or if it would be part of the package that is being provided by the event planner. Ms.
Hernandez stated it was her understanding that the individuals having their event would bring their
alcohol. She stated the applicant was present and stated he could further elaborate. Mr. Juan Cabrera
came forward and presented himself before the Board. Cmr. Sanchez restated his questions. Mr.
Cabrera stated it will be strictly BYOB (bring your own beverage).

Mr. Cabrera added that the Police went by and did the survey for them. He said he didn’t know he
could install security cameras because of privacy but that he was told he could and did so already. He
also said that the new lease pending approval of his SUP will state that if alcohol will be present at an
event, a security officer will need to be present and explained that the place is being monitored (has
video surveillance) for their protection as well as the business.

Chairman Consiglio asked if there were any further questions for the applicant or Staff. Upon hearing
none, the Chairman indicated there was a Public Hearing for the item, so he proceeded to open the
hearing. He invited anyone wanting to speak on this item to approach the podium and state their name
for the record. Upon seeing and hearing none, the Public Hearing was closed.

Chairman Consiglio asked if there was a motion. Cmr. Perez made the motion to approve the request.
Cmr. Flores seconded the motion. The Chrm. asked if there was the need for any further discussion
and upon hearing none moved the motion to a vote. The motion passed unanimously.









PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

May 22, 2024

Request for a Special Use Permit (SUP) to allow a storage building/detached garage
greater than 144 square feet in a Planned Development (“PD”) District located at 3210
Seminole Court, bearing a legal description of Lots 6-7, Block 3, Treasure Hills Country
Club Subdivision. Applicant: Ronald Richardson

Soledad A. Nufiez, City Planner, presented the requested SUP before the Board, as follows:

Ms. Nuifiez stated the applicant is requesting the special use permit for a storage/attached
garage larger than one hundred and forty-four (144) square feet.

She stated that per the Code of Ordinances Section 111-62, an SUP for a storage building/
detached garage is required. She said that usually these are processed administratively however
if there is written opposition within 10 days of the publication, it does require a public hearing
and approval by Planning and Zoning and the City Commission.

Ms. Nuiiez referred to an aerial view of the subject property. She explained it was actually two
(2) properties. The applicant’s house sits on one and the proposed storage building/carport
would be on the second lot.

She stated that the subject properties (both lots) have a frontage of one hundred and twenty-
three point thirty-two (123.32) feet along Seminole Court and a depth of one hundred fifty-five
point seventy-eight (155.78) feet. She said there is currently a thirteen thousand, one hundred
forty-four point thirty-four (13,144.34) square foot single family home with a pool on the
property on one lot.

She further described that the applicant is proposing to build a fifty (50) foot by forty-five (45)
foot storage shed/detached garage north of the house, in the second lot. It will be mainly used
for personal vehicles and things of that sort.

Ms. Nufiez referred to the site plan and pointed out where they are proposing to put the metal
building. She explained that one of the requirements will be to connect the two structures (the
house and the storage building) via a breezeway. She said that the applicant is aware of the
requirement. She added that they are also aware they will need to bring in plans for review.
Ms. Nuiiez presented a street view from Seminole Court and the legal notice map that was sent
out to the surrounding property owners. Ms. Nuiiez indicated the adjacent properties are zoned
single-family residential to the north and planned development to the south, east and west.

Ms. Nuiiez shared that Staff received five (5) letters of opposition to the request for a special
use permit. She pointed out the opposition map and stated that 19.35% of property owners
opposed the request. She explained that 19.35% is the percentage of opposition of the entire
notification area.

Ms. Nuifiez reported that both the Fire Prevention Bureau and Building Inspections reviewed
the request and approved it.

Ms. Nufiez advised that in accordance with the Code of Ordinances, the Board can impose
more conditions, as can the City Commission, should the request move forward.

Ms. Nuifiez referenced the petition letters submitted in the PowerPoint presentation as well as
the opposition map indicating the properties in opposition. She also referenced the calculations
that resulted in the nineteen-point thirty-five percent (19.35%).

Ms. Nifiez stated that Staff does recommend approval of the Special Use Permit request subject
to the requirements administered by the Planning and Zoning, Building Inspections, Fire



Prevention Departments. She added that they must also include landscaping along the front
fence and along the rear of the property, specifically bougainvillea and/or esperar . plants.
e Ms. Nuiiez stated that the applicant was present and could answer any questions.

Director Xavier Cervantes asked Ms. Nufiez to go back to the aerial view and point out the area where
they are recommending the landscaping. Ms. Nuiiez did, pointing out the fence and the rear of the
property. She stated that there is already a tree in the backyard but that she wasn’t sure if they would
keep it or use it as part of the landscape. At this point a woman in the audience interjected that the
aerial view was not up to date. Ms. Nuiiez explained that the aerial maps used come from Goggle and
Staff cannot control how current they are. The woman remarked that the image was still not up to date.
Chairman Consiglio started to redirect. Ms. Nuiiez replied that there is a Public Hearing portion where
she can ask questions and speak to her concerns.
Chairman Consiglio continued with his question. He asked Ms. Nuiiez to go back to the opposition
petition calculation. He asked her what the thresholds were. Ms. Nuiiez stated that a calculation of
twenty percent (20%) or more would trigger a supermajority vote of the City Commission. Ms. Nufiez
stated the calculation result falls just underneath. Chairman Consiglio acknowledged her response.
Director Cervantes interjected that the concerned citizens could still work on getting more signatures.
Ms. Nuiiez further explained that if the item is approved by P&Z and then moves forward for approval
by the City Commission, more signatures can be obtained during this time. Director Cervantes added
that additional signatures could trigger a supermajority vote of the City Commission.
Chairman Consiglio asked about access to the proposed garage. He asked if it would come off
Seminole Drive and asked if there was already a curb cut there. Ms. Nufiez stated there was no curb
cut there on the second property. She said the only curb cut is on the property where the home is.
Cmr. Sanchez indicated he had a question regarding the breezeway. He asked if the breezeway
connection to the house is a violation of the building setback lines since there is a lot line there. Ms.
Nuifiez stated that they had the applicant combine the lots under one account with the Appraisal
District. Cmr. Sanchez asked if they did a replat. Ms. Niilez said it was not a replat. She said the ts
were combined with the Appraisal District and, as a result, the applicant will get one (1) tax statement
instead of two (2). Director Cervantes explained that sometimes an individual will buy two (2) lots
and will opt to build their house in the middle of the two lots. Cmr. Flores stated this is not what was
happening with this house since it sits on its own lot. Cmr. Sanchez clarified that the house sits on
one (1) lot and the proposed shed will be on the other lot and they are going to connect it with a
breezeway, which will straddle or cross the lot line that goes east-west.
Cmr. Sanchez said his other question was related to this being in the Treasure Hills area, a very well-
established neighborhood. He asked if there were any covenants or restrictions to this type of metal
structure building. Ms. Nuiiez indicated no from what she understood. Ms. Nufiez pointed out that
there is a similar property across the street where the owner has two (2) lots. She said they put a pool
on the second lot and explained that they didn’t connect it because the code allows a pool house with a
pool but that it was a similar situation.
Cmr. Villarreal asked if there were any deed restrictions on the property. Ms. Nufiez shared there have
been other similar cases to what this gentleman is requesting, and they ¢ steditviaab  eway.
Cl in Consiglio redi  ed to Cmr. Vil al’s question about « | stions, Hr ord. 2
asked if the answer was no. Director Cervantes and Ms. Nufiez both indicated that it was a no, to their
knowledge. Mr. Cervantes added that the City does not enforce deed restrictions. At this point Cmr.
Villarreal asked if there was a HOA. Ms. Nuiiez said there was no HOA. Chairman Consiglio restated
that the City does not enforce deed restrictions. He asked if it would be a different set of government
that would do so. Director Cervantes said there could be some deed restrictions on file with the



Cameron County Clerk for the subdivision but that it would be up to the property owners to take action
and enforce it.

Chairman Consiglio asked if there were any further questions for Ms. Nuflez. Cmr. Perez asked if the
breezeway was the City’s requirement. Ms. Nuiiez said it was a requirement from the Building
Inspections Division. She explained that if the item gets approved, the applicant will have to bring in a
set of plans for review before he does anything. She said it will have to include the breezeway and it
will have to meet all the requirements of the Building Inspections Division like windstorm and
engineering. Cmr. Sanchez asked what the purpose of the breezeway was. Ms. Nufiez indicated the
Chief Building Official was present to explain. Chief Consiglio asked that he be called to the podium.
Mr. Juan Martinez, Chief Building Official, presented himself before the Board and proceeded to
answer the question. He said they try to avoid having two separate structures and then rephrased that
to say that the breezeway requirement is to not have a separate structure that is not a dwelling on an
individual lot, so they try to have a connection of some sort. He spoke of the connection to the
proposed building that is being requested to straddle over the lot line to avoid any confusion in the
future of selling that lot with the storage unit and it being converted into something else, like another
dwelling. He said there are no restrictions between the lot lines and that there are no utilities that are
running between the two lots. The straddling of the buildings over the lot line further combines both
lots into one so that they stay together in perpetuity. He further added that if they were to build or sell
it, it would be hard on the City to separate the properties and so they attach it in some way to combine
both lots into one. Chairman Consiglio asked Mr. Martinez if this has been done before during his
time with the City. Director Cervantes responded with a yes and referred to a current case over in
White Oak Drive, north of Morris Road. He said they have a case where they built a separate garage in
a second lot, and they have a breezeway connection between the garage and the house. He said that
because of the breezeway, they have protection from the rain from the garage to the house. Mr.
Martinez added another example, an older scenario, where they built a garage on one lot and the home
was on the other, but the main house already had a garage. An additional garage was added and then
later converted into a home. Mr. Martinez said they are trying to avoid those scenarios in the future, in
reference to what is being brought into the City and what is being allowed on adjacent lots. He said
that is why they are required to build over the lot lines to make one structure straddling two lots.

Chairman Consiglio thanked Mr. Martinez for his response and presence. The Chairman asked if there
were any other questions for Staff and/or the applicant. Cmr. Sanchez asked regarding the screening
and the use of bougainvillea or esperanzas. He said that to his knowledge, bougainvillea are not that
tall. Director Cervantes said that they do get tall if properly watered. He said the same for oleanders
and esperanzas. Chairman Consiglio spoke to this point and the recommendation for landscaping. He
remarked about the lack of teeth in the requirement. He asked if there would be a height requirement
for the plants to grow. He asked what the point was for the requirement. Director Cervantes said they
will require the planting of the plants before the building permit is issued. He acknowledged that the
initial plants will be small. The Chairman remarked that this is why he was asking about this point and
asked if the idea is to create some type of barrier. He asked if the requirement would be for it to grow
to a certain height. Ms. Nufiez stated that the area is already fenced off. She said that the intention of
the landscaping requirement would be so that when they grow over the fence, they will cover the
building more than the fence. Cmr. Villarreal asked if they couldn’t just require a taller fence. Ms.
Nufiez stated that a taller fence would require permits and engineered plans. Director Cervantes stated
that this would be an option. Cmr. Villarreal commented that if it was a problem that they didn’t want
to see it, then this would be easier for the landowner. Director Cervantes reiterated this was certainly
an option for the condition instead of the landscaping.



Chairman Consiglio stated the item had a Public Hearing and proceeded to open the floor. He invited
anyone interested in speaking on this item to approach the podium and state their name and address for
the record. He indicated an initial two (2) minute time for speaking.

Kevin Doty, 3006 Pinehurst (Jacaranda Drive), directly behind the subject property

Mr. Doty identified himself, including his address, before the Board. He stated he had already
submitted a letter. He said that when the city approved this development out there, it was a two (2) lot
development for that particular site. He further stated that it was the City’s intention and the
developer’s intention to have all those lots developed with residential properties. He raised three (3)
points: 1) From the perspective of the street and the neighbors. He used the example of driving down
the street and seeing the metal building from the street next to where residential buildings are supposed
to be, it does not look very professional. It does not look like a subdivision. He stated that if the
building were proposed to be built behind the house, he wouldn’t have an objection for that first
objection. He stated his second objection is that the particular building is a metal building. He asked
it it would be approved for two hundred or three hundred (200 or 300) miles per hour winds. He said
he saw straight line winds in Houston last week that took down buildings like that. He said he has seen
winds take down electric towers. He said that with him being behind the facility/proposed building, he
is not interested in that. He said it doesn’t do anything for his safety and it doesn’t do anything for the
appearance of the area. Third, he said he would not have a problem with the whole thing if it were not
a metal building. He said that if the applicant wanted to develop something and make it structurally
appealing or similar to his house, then he wouldn’t have an objection. He has an objection to the metal
building. He stated he had an objection to the fact that the City is sitting here wondering if a six (6)
foot tall plant is going to cover the building or an eight (8) foot tall plant is going to cover the building
and at what point are you all going to go out there and determine if the building is properly covered? It
just seems like you're putting a lot of work on the staff of the city to make something happen that
shouldn't really happen in the subdivision; it shouldn't happen in Treasure Hills. It shouldn't happen in
any part of town. He said he can go downtown or 50 years ago when there were zero lot lines and
buildings were allowed to encroach the street. But the City doesn’t do that anymore, so the city needs
to change the approach to these particular situations in subdivisions. He said it is wrong. He said he
didn’t buy his house to sit behind a metal building in Treasure Hills. He said this was his problem with
the presentation, with how this is being addressed and he doesn’t think this is right for the subdivision.
To conclude, he referred to the legal notice that was sent out. He pointed out that he lives in a
residential R1 property as per the map on the notice. He pointed out the Planned Development label
on the map and said it has been out there for twenty-five (25) years. He said the City needs to do its
job. He said it is no longer Planned Development and that it is a residential subdivision. He said it
should be on every map in town and should show that it is residential. He said that before approving
something that shouldn’t be done, the maps should be corrected.

Chrm. Consiglio thanked Mr. Doty and once again called upon anyone wanting to speak on this item,
repeating the instructions.

Sonia Cunningham, 3202 Seminole Court (next door ne*~1bor)

Ms. Cunningham identified herself before the Board. She said she was concerned that there were two
(2) other sheds there already — a small one and another one, and that now this will be built. She said
she was concerned about a metal building structurally. She said she lives right next door and those are
her concerns. She asked if there was anybody that could address her concerns. She said there were
already two (2) that were built - a small shed and another that was just built. She asked if the City was
aware of that. Cmr. Sanchez stated this is mentioned on the application. Ms. Cunningham repeated
her concerns — the metal structure and that there are two (2) buildings there.



Chrm. Consiglio thanked Ms. Cunningham and once again called upon  yone wanting to speak on
this item.

John Guevara, 3205 Seminole Court (lives across the street)

Mr. Guevara identified himself before the Board. He said he has no problem with the proposed
building. He said it affects him more in that he will see it when he walks out his front door. He said he
does have some of the same concerns as his neighbors about what it will look like in the front but said
he couldn’t really speak on that because he doesn’t know what it will look like. He said that based on
what he saw, the proposed structure is not a burden. He said the setbacks and sidelines were good. He
said that based on what he saw of the site plan, it conforms but he wouldn’t want someone telling him
what he can put in his own yard. He said he does want to look at the aesthetics but can’t speak to that
because he doesn’t know what will be done. Regarding the building being of the empty lot that has
now been combined through the appraisal district, he restated that he is the one that would be most
affected, he and Sonia (his wife), but that he didn’t have a problem with it.

Chrm. Consiglio thanked Mr. Guevara and asked if anyone else wanted to speak on this item. The
applicant expressed a desire to speak. Chairman Consiglio said that if no one else wished to speak on
this item then he would close the Public Hearing and proceed.

Chief Building Official, Juan Martinez, asked if he could address one of the questions asked during the
Public Hearing. He was asked to approach the podium. Mr. Martinez explained that once the item was
approved through this Board, the item would move to the City Commission and then upon approval,
once they apply for construction permits, he will ask for engineering documents. He said that the
minimum requirement, as per residential code, is minimum wind loads of one hundred and forty (140)
miles per hour for both structural and foundation. If the building is prefabricated, he said they do ask
for those engineered plans that the buildings are being designed for the minimum one hundred and
forty (140) miles per hour and then he will ask for the engineering plans for the foundation and the
anchoring, that it is going to withstand the uplift, the sliding and the shifting of the building based on
the requirements for a county along the coast. Cmr. Sanchez asked a related question, asking if the
windstorm certification is the same for a storage shed in this case as it is for a residence. Mr. Martinez
stated that engineering plans are required for buildings having more than a twenty-four (24) foot spans.
The answer is yes. Cmr. Villarreal commented that the prefabricated structures usually come at a
higher rating than one hundred and forty (140). He said he thought it was over three hundred (300).
He said that he buys a lot of prefabricated buildings and said they were three (3) times the standard.

Chrm. Consiglio asked if anyone else wanted to speak on the item in Public Hearing. Upon seeing and
hearing none, the Chairman closed the Public Hearing. He stated that the applicant was available and
asked if anyone had any questions for h  and also gave the applicant the option to speak. Mr.
Richard Richardson came forward.

Mr. Richardson, the applicant, started by clarifying that the building is going to be a garage. He said it
will be a workshop for his woodworking, where he will have his tools. He also said he has a GMC
truck that he cannot get into the home garage because it is too big. He then said he also has a classic
sixty-six (66) Thunderbird convertible that also won’t go into the home garage. He said both would be
stored in the building. He then referred to what was said about the permit requiring structural
engineering. He said the building will probably withstand hurricanes and tornadoes, while his house
and the rest of the houses that were built in the in the 90°s or 80’s will be gone. He said he didn’t think



it the structural issue is the problem. He stated there were some ridiculous things said in the opposition
letters that haven’t been addressed. He said he won’t address them unless the people want to discuss it.
He asked if anyone had any questions. Chairman Consiglio asked if anyone had any questions for the
applicant.

Cmr. Perez asked if he was planning to put in a driveway up there. The applicant said yes that there
would have to be a driveway because it is going to be a garage. Mr. Doty spoke from his seat in the
audience stating that he was told he could not have a driveway by Sol. Director Cervantes stated there
has to be a driveway.

Cmr. Sanchez asked about the aesthetics of the building and it being a metal building. The applicant
shared some examples with the Board. He explained that there is a building right down the street,
almost less than a block from his house that is almost the same as what he is planning to build. He said
it is already there and it has a breezeway. He said that he is glad to do any landscaping that needs to be
done. He stated that he already has ten (10) new trees on the property. He said that he bought the
place from Sonia and that they have put new trees in the back. He said there were no trees on the
property and already has several fruit trees and others back there.

Chrm. Consiglio asked if there were any further questions for the applicant. Upon hearing none, he
asked if there was a motion. Cmr. Villarreal made the motion to approve the request. Cmr. Perez
seconded the motion. The Chrm. asked if there was the need for any further discussion and upon
hearing none moved the motion to a vote. Cmr. Flores voted against the motion. The motion passed by
a margin of three (3) to one (1).









PLANNTN/ AN ZNNTRC CONMMISSTON
May 22, 2024

Request for a Special Use Permit (SUP) to allow a storage building in a General Retail
("GR") District located at 1521 W Monroe Avenue, bearing a legal description of Lot 1,
Block 3, Duerson & Hasselmeier Subdivision. Applicant: Gilbert Mendiola ¢/o Carlos
Mendiola

City Planner, Esteefania Hernandez, presented the requested SUP before the Board, as follows:

Ms. Hernandez identified that this is for a storage shed, similar to the item previously
presented. She stated that under typical circumstances, the item can be processed
administratively if there are no written complaints within 10 business days of the publication. If
a written complaint is received, the special use permit requires approval by the City
Commission after public hearings are held.

She explained that the applicant is requesting a special use permit to allow a storage building in
a General Retail district. Per ordinance, any storage building, regardless of size, must first
acquire an approved special use permit if the property is zoned General Retail.

Ms. Hernandez referred to an aerial of the subject property. She stated that the subject property
has frontage of fifty (50) feet along Monroe Ave. and a depth of one hundred forty-two point
zero six (142.06) feet. There is currently a fifteen hundred (1500) square foot single family
home on the property.

Ms. Herndndez referred to the full site plan. She stated that the applicant is requesting a thirty
(30) by thirty (30) shed to be placed in the rear of the subject property, behind the existing
residence. The applicant is intending to store power tools, vehicle maintenance equipment, and
general lawn equipment inside the proposed storage shed.

The next slide in the presentation was a Street View from West Monroe showing the home.

Ms. Herndndez stated that Staff scheduled a site visit with the property owner to better
understand the placement of the storage building in relation to the lot. She referenced
Attachment IX in the PowerPoint presentation. She said it might be too small to see but that
the applicant outlined the structure to help illustrate and visualize where he would want to place
the storage building.

Ms. Herndndez next referred to the legal notice map. She indicated that properties are zoned
R1 to the north of the property and General Retail to the south, east and west. She further
identified that General Land Uses include single-family residential homes in the north, east,
south and west.

Ms. Hernandez reported that Staff did send out fifteen (15) legal notices on April 29, 2024. She
explained that the Planning and Zoning Department did receive a petition in opposition of the
Special Use Permit and that this triggered the scheduling of public hearings. She referred to the
two (2) forms submitted. She reported there were six (6) signatures and that one (1) of them
was outside the two hundred (200) foot radius. She referred to the opposition map and
explained that the areas shaded in green are the areas that are in the two hundred (200) foot
radius. She said the areas shaded in blue are outside the two hundred (200) foot radius. She
pointed out the opposition calculation was fifteen-point sevent percent (15.07%) and that it fell
below the threshold of twenty percent (20%).



e Ms. Hernandez stated that Staff is recommending approval based on the following conditions.
The applicant would comply with the requirements administered by the Planning and Zoning,
Building Inspections and the Fire Prevention Bureau.

e Ms. Hernandez stated the applicant was present and indicated that both were here to answer
questions.

Chrm. Consiglio thanked Ms. Hernandez. He confirmed that the opposition letter didn’t state any

specific concern other than general opposition. Ms. Hernandez replied that this was correct but

stated that through general conversation with the gentleman who presented the petition, he was
concerned about there being a business. She said the gentleman was told that, even if the applicant
was interested in opening a business, they would have to talk to the Planning Department as well as

Building Inspections to try to open a business there. She stated that there would be several

requirements that would need to be met in order to do so, including off-street parking requirements.

Chrm. Consiglio asked if her explanation helped to alleviate any opposition or concern. Ms.

Hernandez said that unfortunately not since he still presented the petition form as seen in the

meeting packet.

Chrm. Consiglio referenced Attachment IX showing the outline of the proposed structure. He
asked about the pipe sticking out in the middle, asking if it was a sewer or septic pipe? He was told
it was a sewer clean out. The applicant stated he is the property owner and that he has been there
for seven (7) years and has never touched it. He said the previous owner left the sewer cleanout.
He said the cleanout will be relocated outside the building and that area will be covered with a
foundation slab. Chrm. Consiglio thanked him for his response and confirmed his identity as the
applicant for the record.

Chrm. Consiglio asked about landscaping and whether the City would be asking for bougainvillea.
Director Cervantes said this was a different situation since this structure is proposed in the
backyard and there is an alley along the back. Chrm. Consiglio asked if this is how it would be
accessed, through the alley. He was told yes by the applicant. The Chrm. still questioned the intent
and asked about what appeared to be an empty lot next door. The applicant stated that the property
to the west belongs to the City. The applicant further explained that it is not a property and is
instead an easement all along the side of the canal. He said all the properties paired up to the canal
have the easement/extra land there. He says he maintains the grass there, watering and cutting the
grass. He owns lawn maintenance equipment that is currently in storage and said that this was why
he wanted to build the storage as well as to store his vehicle. Chrm. Consiglio thanked Mr.
Mendiola for the clarification.

Chrm. Consiglio asked if there were any other questions for Staff. Cmr. Sanchez asked about
access. Cmr. Sanchez said he believed that Monroe Street is a dead-end street and that there is no
dedicated alley along the west side. He was told this was correct, along the west side. Cmr.

inchez contin ying that over the years the area has been' d. access. He said the area in
the back is somewhat secluded for a shed to be placed back there and said he thought it does not do
much harm with the intent.

Chrm. Consiglio asked if there were any other questions for Staff. He stated there was a Public
Hearing for the item and said they could move into that, to also give time for any additional
questions for Staff. The Chairman opened the public hearing and invited anyone that would like to



speak on this item to approach the podium and state their name and address for the record. Upon
hearing and seeing none, the public hearing was closed.

Chrm. Consiglio asked if there was a motion to approve. Cmr. Villarreal motioned to approve.
Cmr. Perez seconded the motion. The motion was moved to a vote. The motion passed
unanimously.




































ORDINANCE NO. 24-

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CITY OF HARLINGEN
CODE OF ORDINANCES CHAPTER 111, ZONING,
ARTICLE XVIIl, SECTION 111-509(1)(e) DESIGN
GUIDELINES,  STORE FRONT WINDOWS; BY
PROHIBITING AIR CONDITIONER UNITS MOUNTED ON
WALLS OF A BUILDING ALONG A PUBLIC STREET
WITHIN THE DOWNTOWN DISTRICT OVERLAY;
PROVIDING FOR PUBLICATION AND ORDAINING
OTHER MATTERS RELATED TO THE FOREGOING

WHEREAS, The amendment is also consistent with the goals of the One Vision One
Harlingen Comprehensive Plan, of streamlining the development policies to promote
Harlingen as an attractive and development option; and

WHEREAS, The amendment is also consistent with Chapter 211, Municipal Zoning
Authority, Section 211.008; and

WHEREAS, The Planning and Zoning Commission has reviewed the proposed
amendment and has recommended approval, and

WHEREAS, The City of Harlingen has complied with all notices and public hearings
as required by law; and

WHEREAS, The City Commission of the City of Harlingen finds that it is in the best

interests of the citizens of Harlingen to amend the Code of Ordinances as set forth below;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
OF THE CITY OF HARLINGEN, TEXAS, THAT:

SECTION I: That the City of Harlingen Code of Ordinances, Chapter 111, Zoning,
Article XVIII, Section 111-509(1)(e), Design Guidelines, Store Front Windows is hereby
amended by adding the language underlined (added) to read in full as follows.

Sec. 111-509 - Design Guidelines

(1)(e) Storefronts Windows. The style and type of windows help establish the
historical character of buildings. Hence, the following shall be adhered to:

Sform revised 04/29/09 10



1. The original shay of the window as' :ll ; the original number and
arrangen tofpar 5 wall” n n 1 |
2. Shutters, unless appropriate to the style of the building, are not allowed;

3. New window openings are not allowed unless they match the existing
window configuration and their placement is consistent with the existing
openings;

4. Original windows facing the street on which the business is addressed
shall not be filled, boarded up, or painted without prior approval of the
HDB;

5. Burglar bars may not be installed on the exterior of windows or doors
facing a street;

6. Windows that have been blocked in, boarded up, or painted must be
restored to their original appearance, size and type. When original
wooden frames cannot be duplicated or afforded, aluminum frames of
similar profiles must be used. Factory ainted finishes for aluminum are
available;

SECTION II: That the City Secretary of the City of Harlingen, Texas is hereby
authorized and directed to cause a true copy of the caption of this ordinance to be
published in a newspaper having general circulations in the City of Harlingen, Cameron
County, Texas.

The provisions of this ordinance shall become effective from and after the final and

lawful passage hereof and publication of the caption hereof as provided for and required in
the Code of Ordinances and applicable state statutes.

Sform revised 04/29/09 11



FINALLY ENACTED this .~ day of i 2024, at a regular
meeting of the _.ective Commission of the City or Hariingen, 1exas at which a quorum was
pres 1t and which was held in accordance with TEXAS GO\ RNMEN. CODE, CHAPT R
551.

CITY OF HARLINGEN

Norma Sepulveda, Mayor

ATTEST:

Amanda C. Elizondo, City Secretary
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ORDINANCE NO. 24-

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CODE OF
ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF HARLINGEN: A
SPECIAL USE PERMIT ALLOW  ALCOHOLIC
BEVERAGES FOR ONSITE CONSUMPTION AT AN
EVENT CENTER IN A GENERAL RETAIL (“GR”)
DISTRICT LOCATED AT 116 W. VAN BUREN AVENUE,
SUITE A, BEARING A LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF LOT 20,
BLOCK 59, HARLINGEN ORGINAL TOWNSITE,
PROVIDING FOR PUBLICATION AND ORDAINING
OTHER MATTERS RELATED TO THE FOREGOING.

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of Harling
pursuant to Harlingen’s Zoning Ordinance procedure, has recommended a change in
the zoning classification for certain described real property in the City of Harlingen; and
it is deemed to be in the best interest of the City of Harlingen in accordance with said
recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City, being the
recommendation as hereinafter set forth; and public notice of such proposed rezoning
having been fully made and complied with as required by said Zoning Ordinance and
applicable laws of the State of Texas; and the City Commission of the City of Harlingen
having held public hearings with reference thereto, being duly and thoroughly heard,;
and after consideration of the evidence presented, said City Commission is of the
opinion that it is in the best interest of the City of Harlingen that said Code of
Ordinances be amended as indicated, now, therefore,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF HARLINGEN

That the Code of Ordinances of the City of Harlingen (Ordinance 16-8) be and
the same is herewith amended by the following described property being changed for
permissive zone use as indicated in Exhibit “A”:

Special Use Permit (SUP) to allow alcoholic beverages for onsite
consumption at an event center in a General Retail (‘GR”) District
located at 116 W. Van Buren Avenue, Suite A, bearing a legal
description of Lot 20, Block 59, Harlingen Original Townsite
Subdivision.

A copy of the Zoning Map constituting a part and parcel of the Code of
Ordinances, as filed with the Chief Building Official and for the joint use and information
of the Planning and Zoning Commission shall, upon final enactment hereof, be and the
same is herewith amended and revised to reflect that tt above described property is
zoned for land use purposes as above indicated by the boundaries thereof being
outlined in pronounced heavy line markings and such heavy line marking boundary
enclosure being indicated within the appropriate initials for that portion herewith zoned
for particular land uses; with the Planning and Development Director being herewith
instructed and authorized to document such Zoning Map changes and revisions.



«1e Special Use Permit is made contingent upon construction being complied in
accordance with the site plan, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference as Exhibit “A” and shall comply with the conditions as
listed below:

1. Must obtain and maintain the proper State and City permits; and,

2. Must provide video surveillance with a minimum 30 day retention; and,

3. Must comply with the requirements administered by Planning and Development,
Downtown District, Building Inspections, Fire Prevention, Health, and Police
Departments; and,

4. A minimum of one licensed security officer must be present during events where
alcoholic beverages will be consumed.

The provisions of this ordinance shall become effective from and after the final
and lawful passage hereof and publication of the caption hereof as provided for and
required in the Code of Ordinances and applicable state statutes.

FINALLY ENACTED this ___ day of , 2024 at a regular meeting
of the Elective Commission of the City of Harlingen, Texas at which a quorum was
present, and which was held in accordance with TEXAS GOVERNMENT CODE,
CHAPTER 551.

CITY OF HARLINGEN

Norma Sepulveaa, Mayor

ATTEST:

Amanda C. Elizondo, City Secretary
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ORDINANCE NO. 24-

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CODE OF
ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF HARLINGEN: A
SPECIAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOW A STORAGE
BUILDING GREATER THAN 144 SQUARE FEET IN A
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (“PD”) DISTRICT LOCATED
AT 3210 SEMINOLE COURT, BEARING A LEGAL
DESCRIPTION OF LOTS 6-7, BLOCK 3, TREASURE
HILLS COUNTRY CLUB SUBDIVISION, PROVIDING FOR
PUBLICATION AND ORDAINING OTHER MATTERS
RELATED TO THE FOREGOING.

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of Harlingen
pursuant to Harlingen’s Zoning Ordinance procedure, has recommended a change in
the zoning classification for certain described real property in the City of Harlingen; and
it is deemed to be in the best interest of the City of Harlingen in accordance with said
recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City, being the
recommendation as hereinafter set forth; and public notice of such proposed rezoning
having been fully made and complied with as required by said Zoning Ordinance and
applicable laws of the State of Texas; and the City Commission of the City of Harlingen
having held public hearings with reference thereto, being duly and thoroughly heard,
and after consideration of the evidence presented, said City Commission is of the
opinion that it is in the best interest of the City of Harlingen that said Code of
Ordinances be amended as indicated, now, therefore,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF HARLINGEN

That the Code of Ordinances of the City of Harlingen (Ordinance 16-8) be and
the same is herewith amended by the following described property being changed for
permissive zone use as indicated in Exhibit “A”:

Special Use Permit (SUP) to allow a storage building greater than
144 square feet in a Planned Development (“PD”") District located
at 3210 Seminole Court, bearing a legal description of Lots 6-7,
Block 3, Treasure Hills Country Club Subdivision.

A copy of the 7hning Map constituting a part and parcel of the Code of
Ordinances, as filed with the Chief Building Official and for the joint use and information
of the Planning and Zoning Commission shall, upon final enactment hereof, be and the
same is herewith amended and revised to reflect that the above described property is
zoned for land use purposes as above indicated by the boundaries thereof beir -~
outlined in pronounced heavy line markings and such heavy line marking boundary
enclosure being indicated within the appropriate initials for that portion herewith zoned
for particular land uses; with the Planning and Development Director being herewith
instructed and authorized to document such Zoning Map changes and revisions.

The Special Use Permit is made contingent upon construction being complied in
accordance with the site plan, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto and



it ed he 'nbyre” ence as Exhibit “A” and shall comply with the conditions as
listed below:

1. Complying with the requirements administered by Planning and Zoning, Building
Inspections, Fire Prevention Bureau, and Engineering Departments.

2. Installing landscaping along the front fence and in the rear of the property,
specifically bougainvilleas and/or esperanzas.

«1e provisions of this ordinance shall become effective from and after the final and
lawful passage hereof and publication of the caption hereof as provided for and required
in the Code of Ordinances and applicable state statutes.

FINALLY ENACTED this ___ day of , 2024 at a regular meeting
of the Elective Commission of the City of Harlingen, Texas at which a quorum was
present, and which was held in accordance with TEXAS GOVERNMENT CODE,
CHAPTER 551.

CITY OF HARLINGEN

Norma Sepuiveaa, Mayor

ATTEST:

Amanda C. Elizondo, City Secretary

























































ORDINANCE NO. 24-

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CODE OF
ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF HARLINGEN: A
SPECIAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOW A STORAGE
BUILDING IN A GENERAL RETAIL (“GR”) DISTRICT
LOCATED AT 1521 W. MONROE AVENUE, BEARING A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF LOT 1 BLOCK 3, DUERSON &
HASSELMEIER SUBDIVISION, PROVIDING FOR
PUBLICATION AND ORDAINING OTHER MATTERS
RELATED TO THE FOREGOING.

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of Harlingen
pursuant to Harlingen’s Zoning Ordinance procedure, has recommended a change in
the zoning classification for certain described real property in the City of Harlingen; and
it is deemed to be in the best interest of the City of Harlingen in accordance with said
recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City, being the
recommendation as hereinafter set forth; and public notice of such proposed rezoning
having been fully made and complied with as required by said Zoning Ordinance and
applicable laws of the State of Texas; and the City Commission of the City of Harlingen
having held public hearings with reference thereto, being duly and thoroughly heard;
and after consideration of the evidence presented, said City Commission is of the
opinion that it is in the best interest of the City of Harlingen that said Code of
Ordinances be amended as indicated, now, therefore,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF HARLINGEN

That the Code of Ordinances of the City of Harlingen (Ordinance 16-8) be and
the same is herewith amended by the following described property being changed for
permissive zone use as indicated in Exhibit “A”:

Special Use Permit (SUP) to allow a storage building in a General
Retail ("GR") District located at 1521 W Monroe Avenue, | iring a
legal description of Lot 1, Block 3, Duerson & Hasselmeier
Subdivision.

A copy of the Zoning Map constituting a part and parcel of the Code of
Ordinances, as filed with the Chief Building Official and for the joint use and information
of the Planning and Zoning Commission shall, upon final enactment hereof, be and the
same is herewith amended and revised to reflect that the above described property is
zoned for land use purposes as above indicated by the boundaries thereof being
outlined in pronounced heavy line markings and such heavy line marking boundary
enclosure being indicated within the appropriate initials for that portion herewith zoned
for particular land uses; with the Planning and Development Director being herewith
instructed and authorized to document such Zoning Map changes and revisions.

The Special Use Permit is made contingent upon construction being complied in
accordance with the site plan, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto and



incorporated herein by reference as «hibit “A” and shall comply with the conditions as
listed below:

1. Complying with the requirements administered by Planning and Zoning, Building
Inspections and . .re Prevention Bureau Departments.

The provisions of this ordinance shall become effective from and after the final
and lawful passage hereof and publication of the caption hereof as provided for and
required in the Code of Ordinances and applicable state statutes.

FINALLY ENACTED this ____ day of , 2024 at a regular meeting
of the Elective Commission of the City of Harlingen, Texas at which a quorum was
present, and which was held in accordance with TEXAS GOVERNMENT CODE,
CHAPTER 551.

CITY OF HARLINGEN

Norma S , Mayor )

ATTEST:

Amanda C. Elizondo, City Secretary























































































ORDINANCE NO. 24-

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE CLOSING,
VACATING, TRANSFERRING, AND ABANDONMENT OF A
0.05 ACRE TRACT OF LAND LOCATED SOUTH OF AND
ADJACENT TO LOT 27, BLOCK 2, L AND L SUBDIVISION,
LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF “K’ SREET
APPROXIMATELY 48 FEET NORTH OF FILMORE
AVENUE, AND AUTHORIZNG THE CITY MANAGER TO
EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS FOR THE CONVEYANCE
AND RELEASE OF THE RIGHT-OF-WAY AND CONVEY
THE PROPERTY TO JAMES DELEON, SUBJECT TO
PAYING ALL CLOSING COSTS;

WHEREAS, the 0.05 acre tract of land being a 16.80 feet wide alley right-of-way
located south and adjacent to Lot 27, Block 2, L and L Subdivision, Cameron County,
Texas; and

WHEREAS, a request has been made by James DelLeon, which is the landowner
abutting this right-of-way; for said right-of-way to be abandoned; and

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF HARLINGEN

SECTION I: That the 0.05 of acre tract of land being 16.80 feet wide alley right-
of-way located south and adjacent to Lot 27, Block 2, L and L Subdivision, City of
Harlingen, Cameron County, Texas according to the map or plat thereof recorded in
Volume 5, Page 58, of the Map Records of Cameron County, Texas is hereby closed,
abandoned and vacated, attached hereto as ™ :hibit “A”,

SECTION II: That the City Secretary of the City of Harlingen, Texas is hereby
authorized and directed to cause a true and correct caption of this ordinance to be

published in a
newspaper having general circulation in the City of Harlingen, Cameron County, Texas.

form revised 04/29/09



FINALLY ENACTED this _ day of June, 2024 at a regular meeting of the
Commission of the City of Haringen, Texas at which a quorum w: [ _sent and which

was held
In accordance with TEXAS GOVERNMENT CODE, CHAPTER 551.

CITY OF HARLINGEN

Norma Sepulveda, Mayor

ATTEST:

Amanda Elizondo, City Secretary

Sorm  ised  29/09















RESOLUTION NO. 2024-

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF HARLINGEN, TEXAS
FINDING THAT AEP TEXAS INC.’S REQUESTED
INCREASE TO ITS ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION AND
DISTRIBUTION RATES AND CHARGES WITHIN THE CITY
SHOULD BE DENIED; FINDING THAT THE CITY’S
REASONABLE RATE CASE EXPENSES SHALL BE
REIMBURSED BY THE COMPANY; FINDING THAT THE
MEETING AT WHICH THIS RESOLUTION IS PASSED IS
OPEN TO THE PUBLIC AS REQUIRED BY LAW;
REQUIRING NOTICE OF THIS RESOLUTION TO THE
COMPANY AND LEGAL COUNSEL

WHEREAS, on or about February 29, 2024, AEP Texas Inc. (“AEP Texas” or
“Company”), pursuant to Public Utility Regulatory Act (“PURA”) §§ 33.001 d 36.001
filed with the City of Harlingen, Texas, (“City”) a Statement of Intent to change electric
delivery rates in all municipalities exercising original jurisdiction within its service area,
effective April 4, 2024; and

WHEREAS, the City is an electric utility customer of AEP Texas and a regulatory
authority over the rates and charges of AEP Texas within the City; and

WHEREAS, the City is a member of the Cities Served by /£._.> Texas (“Cities”), a
membership of similarly situated cities served by AEP Texas that have joined together to
efficiently and cost effectively review and respond to electric issues affecting rates
charged in AEP Texas’ service area; and

WHEREAS, Cities is an intervenor in the parallel proceeding at the Public Utility
Commission of Texas to review AEP Texas’ filing; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to its exclusive original jurisdiction over AEP Texas’ rates
and operations within city limits, the City previously suspended the effective date of the
Company’s requested rate increase; and

WHEREAS, PURA § 33.023 provides that costs incurred by cities in ratemaking
activities are to be reimbursed by the regulated utility; and

WHEREAS, the City’s attorneys and consultants recommend that the city deny the
application.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
HARLINGEN, TEXAS:



SECTION 1. That the rates proposed by AEP Texas in an application submitted
to the City by the Company on or about . ¢cbruary 29, 2024, are hereby found to be
unreasonable, and are denied.

SECTION 2. That the Company shall continue to charge its existing rates for
transmission and distribution service to customers with the City.

SECTION 3. That Cities’ reasonable rate case expenses shall be reimbursed by
AEP Texas within 30 days of presentation of an invoice to AEP Texas.

SECTION 4. That it is hereby officially found and determined that the meeting at
which this Resolution is passed is open to the public as required by law, and that the
public notice was given of the time, place, and purpose of said me ing, as required.

SECTION 5. A copy of this Resolution shall be sent to AEP Texas, care of Jennifer
Frederick, American Electric Power Company, 400 West 15th Street, Suite 1520, Austin,
Texas 78701 (aepaustintx@aep.com), and to Thomas Brocato at Lioyd Gosselink
Rochelle & Townsend, P.C., 816 Congress Avenue, Suite 1900, Austin, Texas 787C
(tbrocato@Iglawfirm.com).

PASSED AND APPROVED this day of ,
2024.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

City Secretary

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney



MODEL STAFF REPORT REGARDING
AEP TEXAS’ REQUESTED RATE CHANGE

PITDDnCE‘.

On February 29, 2024, AEP Texas Inc. (“AEP Texas” or “Company”) filed an
application with cities retaining original jurisdiction seeking to increase system-wide distribution
rates by $100.4 million per year (an increase of 13.1%),and increase to system-wide transmission
rates by $63.1 million (a decrease of 9.29%). According to AEP Texas, the impact of this
approval on an average residential customers would be an increase of about $4.59 per month.

In a prior City action, AEP Texas’ rate request was suspended from taking effect for 90
days, the fullest extent permissible under the law. This time period has permitted the City,
through its participation with Cities Served by AEP Texas (“Cities”), to determine that the
proposed rate increase is unreasonable. Consistent with the recommendations of experts
engaged by Cities, AEP Texas’ request for a rate increase should be denied.

Accordingly, the purpose of the Resolution is to deny the rate change application
proposed by AEP Texas.

Explanation of “Be It Resolved” Sections:

SECTION 1. This paragraph finds that the Company’s application is unreasonable and
should be denied.

SECTION 2. This section requires AEP Texas to maintain its existing rates for
transmission and distribution service to customers within the City.

SECTION 3. This section states that Cities’ reasonable rate case expenses shall be
reimbursed by AEP Texas within 30 days of presentation of an invoice to AEP Texas.

SECTION 4. That it is hereby officially found and determined that the meeting at which
this Resolution is passed is open to the public as required by law, and that the public notice was
given of the time, place, and purpose of said meeting, as required.

SECTION 5. A copy of this Resolution shall be sent to AEP Texas, care of Jennifer
Frederick, American Electric Power Company, 400 West 15th Street, Suite 1520, Austin, Texas
78701 (aepaustintx@aep.com), and to Thomas Brocato at Lloyd Gosselink Rochelle &
Townsend, P.C., 816 Congress Avenue, Suite 1900, Austin, Texas 78701
(tbrocato@lglawfirm.com).
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