
Imperial Redevelopment Committee 
Supporting Development I Maintaining Quality of Life 

June 22,201 1 

Mr. Shay Shafie: Project Manager 
Johnson Development 
198 Kempner Street 
Sugar Land, Texas 77498 

Dear Mr. Shafie: 

The Imperial Redevelopment Committee (IRC) is a community group comprised of 50 plus members from 
over 14 single-family residential neighborhoods in Sugar Land, all directly impacted by the proposed 
Imperial redevelopment. These neighborhoods include: 

BelknaplBrookside 
Cleveland Lake 
Covington West 
Covington Woods 
Estates of Oyster Creek 
Gannoway Lake Estates 
Hall Lake 

The Hill 
Lake Village 
Mayfield Park 
Ragus Lakes 
Sugar Lakes 
Sugar Mill 
Venetian Estates 

The primary purpose of the IRC is to identify priority issues regarding the Imperial redevelopment and 
communicate the community's objectives to both Johnson Development and the City of Sugar Land. 

IRC members would like to thank Johnson for the communication sessions they have conducted to date. 
The IRC hopes that throughout the continuing planning and development process Johnson will be 
transparent and solicitous of continued public input, with adequate lead-time in all communications. 

The IRC understands Johnson is in the process of making a second PD application to the City. Based on 
the information presented to date, general public reaction and input from IRC members, this letter 
represents the consensus on two major areas of concern: residential density and traffic. 

Hiqher Density Residential Development 

There has been a tremendous amount of negative public response to the volume and location 
of multi-family proposed in this plan. Johnson and its apartment developer, Sueba USA, have 
presented justification for this density based on the quality of the proposed product, the need 
for density to support other uses and favorable market conditions. Additionally, the IRC 
understands Johnson is presenting a build-out schedule that will phase over a number of years. 
However, despite the number of meetings held by Johnson presenting their project to the 
various HOAs, strong opposition to the multi-family component still exists in the affected areas. 

Much of the community concern is related to density, traffic, the value, stability and quality of 
apartments over time, public safety and the impact of the development on the property values 
of surrounding neighborhoods and the quality of life they provide. 

As a qualifying PD, the development should be superior and not negatively impact the existing 
neighborhoods. A compromise can be achieved, giving the community assurances while 
providing a phasing opportunity for the developer to prove the product and resultant effects 
over time. Specifically, the IRC suggests the foliowing: 



1 .  Allow for two areas zoned for multi-family on the General Plan: 
a. One immediately adjacent to the eastern edge of the ballpark, and 
b. The second either in close proximity to the ballpark site or along Highway 6 similar 

to the original 2007 pian. 
c. The multi-family component of this development should be a 'Highway 6' 

development, not a 'Highway 90A' development. 
2. When the development enters the second phase of the PD process, allow up to 400 

total units, not to exceed more than 200 at each of the two locations, which maintains 
the City of Sugar Land standard that has been successful. 
a. This number is also much more consistent with both 1) the total number approved 

in 2007 (which was supported by two years of significant public input), and 2) 
public input since Johnson presented its new plan. 

b. Even though the project residential density is less than 4 units per acre of 
developable property, both the 1,335 residential units initially proposed and the 
current 925 residential unit proposal are within 132 acres of total identified 
residential development, which is in excess of 10 units per acre. Reduction to 400 
units addresses the high concentration per acreage of multi-family units and 
maintains a City of Sugar Land standard that has proven successful. 

c. The elimination of the multi-family area in the Refinery District is recommended 
due to other high-density potential land uses that have been discussed, and which 
are far more desirable, e.g. a large performing arts venue within the 3-bay 
warehouse. hotel and conference center, farmers market, children's museum, and 
other possible cultural destinations. 

3. All other residential development areas default to owner-occupied residential to include 
single-family, traditional neighborhood and attached single-family. 

4. Consideration should be given to other types of products for which there is a much 
clearer market now, and a more certain growth in demand in the future per recent city 
demographic studies. For example: 
a. Owner-occupied patio-type homes for the downsizing home owners market, and 
b. "Terrace-like" facility similar to the one close to Town Center. 

5. At such time the developer is ready to phase forward with additional development 
other than owner occupied single-family, an amendment to the PD would be required. 
necessitating public input. 

6. As part of the PO, there should be provisions for Property Owners' Associations and 
stringent deed restrictions, including security measures, for higher-density areas. 

Traffic 

The IRC understands a new TIA is still in progress and yet to be reviewed by the City. 
There are areas that should be given particular attention as the process goes forward. 

1. University Bypass - Use any and all means to make the University Bypass a reality. 
Make this project a priority with proactive efforts between Johnson, the City, state and 
federal officials to negotiate with Union Pacific and identify funding sources. 

2. Levels of Service (LOS1 - a) There should be consistency in the application of 
minimum levels of service on all roads, regardless of buildlimprovement dates. b) 
"Acceptable" LOS throughout the Imperial project should be set at least one level 
higher than the current "minimum" levels set in the Development Code. c) Perfoml 
LOS calculations at the intersections of Brooks StreeffKen Hall, Sugar Lakes 
DrICreekbend, and BurneyIHarman and include in the TIA. 

3. East-West Connector intersection at Burnev Road - The developer and the City should 
run comparative studies on traffic for a T-intersection at Burney Road to evaluate 
impacts and flow as was originally recommended by the University Blvd North Citizens 
Taskforce. 

4. Brooks Street -The traffic study should examine right- and left-turn-only restrictions for 
north- and south-bound traffic on Brooks Street at 90A, keeping ingress and egress of 
the development away from the residential area and on 90A, University and Highway 
6. 



5. Inaress and Earess - As part of overall design, all efforts should be made to make 
Highways 6 and 90A and University Blvd. the major points of ingress and egress of the 
development, using turn restrictions and other traffic mitigation to make neighborhood 
cut-throughs undesirable. 

6. Train and truck traffic -UP train traffic and Nalco truck traffic should be adequately 
addressed in the TIA. 

7. Additional Development - The TIA analysis should take into account the upcoming 
development of areas outside of the Imperial District, including the Telfair commercial 
areas (Hwy 6 and Hwy 90) and the potential M-1 district (Hwy 90). 

8. Traffic manaaementlenforcement -As part of the PD, Johnson andlor the City should 
identify traffic direction and enforcement planning for events at any of the venues, 
including the ballpark, hotellconvention center and those yet to be named. 

9. Construction traffic - All development construction should be routed via Highway 6 and 
Hwy 90A and kept off of Burney, Main, Brooks, Sugar Lakes, Jess Pirtle and the 
interior of Mayfield Park. 

The IRC supports quality development in conjunction with historical preservation. An additional concern is 
proposed parking around the Char House. The Char House should remain visible from all approaches 
and not be hidden by the proposed parking garage. 

As stated above, the IRC's intentions are to effectively communicate the concerns and recommendations 
of the neighborhoods that will be impacted by the Imperial development. This position has been 
developed with much deliberation and reflects significant compromise within the committee. 

Please give these recommendations due consideration. The IRC hopes this formal communication will 
serve as the beginning for a productive dialogue. Please contact the undersigned IRC members with any 
questions 

Sincerely. 

Scott Cole 
Bud Friedman 
Steve Porter 
For the Imperial Redevelopment Committee 

Cc: Sugar Land Mayor and City Council 
Allen Bogard, City Manager, City of Sugar Land 
Karen Daly, Assistant City Manager, City of Sugar Land 
Karen Glynn, Assistant City Manager. City of Sugar Land 
Steve Griffith, Assistant City Manager, City of Sugar Land 
James Callaway. Director of Community Development. City of Sugar Land 
Doug Schomburg, City Planner, City of Sugar Land 
Lisa Kocich-Meyer, Senior Planner, City of Sugar Land 
Ruth Lohmer, Senior Planner, City of Sugar Land 
Sugar Land Planning and Zoning Commission 


