





















































ZONING PUBLIC HEARING

PUD-538-2 - Charles Norman (PD-26) (CD-8)
North of northeast corner East 101% Street and South Yale Avenue
(Minor Amendment)

Staff Recommendation:
The applicant is requesting Minor Amendment approval to modify Development Area B
standards as follows:

1. To increase the permitted floor area from 18,000 square feet to 19,500 square feet.

2. To delete the prohibition of north-facing second story windows extending no lower
than six feet above the level of the second floor.

Staff has examined both the Detail Site and Landscape Plans submitted with the
appiication and finds the following:

An 8.3 percent increase in the permitted floor area will result in an increase in the
floor area ratio from 35 percent to 37.8 percent. The requested increase is below
the maximum floor area ratio of 40 percent permitted by special exception in the
OL District.

The site and landscape plans indicate an 83-foot building setback from the north
property boundary. Development Area B requires a minimum building setback of
65 feet for two-story buildings. The applicant is proposing a ten-foot landscape
strip along the north boundary. The central and eastern portion of this strip will
be planted with 20 mature loblolly pines 18 to 20 feet in height. The landscape
plan also indicates existing mature trees on abutting residential properties to the
north. The plan indicates a total landscaped area of 26 percent -- 11 percent
more than the required minimum for Area B. Finally, the second-story windows
proposed on the north-facing building wall utilize approximately 51 percent of the
130 foot of wall surface.

Staff is of the opinion that the additional setback and proposed landscaped site
screening will provide an adequate buffer which blocks any view of the three single
family residential properties to the north from the second-floor offices. Staff can also
support the increase in floor area as conforming to the Zoning Code requirements for a
Special Exception within the OL District.

Staff, therefore, recommends APPROVAL of the Minor Amendment for PUD 538
Development Area B as submitted subject to Detail Site and Landscape Plan approval
and modifying the outline development standards as follows:

NORTH BOUNDARY MINIMUM SETBACK 80 FEET
NORTH BOUNDARY MINIMUM LANDSCAPE STRIP 10 FEET
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LANDSCAPE BUFFER PLANTINGS SHALL BE PROVIDED ALONG THE
NORTH BOUNDARY WHICH ARE ACCEPTABLE TO TMAPC.

AND

OTHER BUSINESS:

PUD-538 - Charles Norman (PD-26) (CD-8)
North of northeast corner East 101! Street and South Yale Avenue
(Detail Site Plan and Landscape Plan)

Staff Recommendation:

The applicant is requesting Detail Site Plan approval for a two-story office building
containing 19,500 square foot of floor area within Development Area B. Development
Area B consists of a single lot containing 51,534 (net) square feet.

Staff has reviewed the Detail Site and Landscape plans and finds conformance to PUD
538 Area B and Chapter 10 standards and requirements for building height, setback,
parking, access, circulation, lighting, site screening and total landscaped area.
Landscaping materials, quantity and placement exceed the requirements of the Zoning
Code.

Staff notes that the site plan does not conform to building floor area and north-facing
window standards. The applicant is requesting Minor Amendment approval for
modifications to these standards.
Having found conformance to the
Chapter of the Zoning Code with the exceptions noted above, staff recommends
APPROVAL of the Detail Site and Landscape Plans as submitted subject to the
following condition:

opment standards and the Landscape

Approval of Minor Amendment PUD-538-2.
Note: Detail Site Plan approval does not constitute Detail Sign Plan approval.

Staff Comments:

Mr. Dunlap stated that during his field check of the subject tract of land he discovered
that Area A, which is a developed piece of property, has a masonry wall that does not
look sound. It has large pieces falling down and is of several different colors. He
commented that the trash receptacles haven't been properly screened. Mr. Dunlap
concluded that he realizes that the Planning Commission is not considering Area A, but
wanted to inform the Planning Commission that the requirements for Area A have not
been met.
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Applicant’'s Comments:

Mr. Charles Norman, 2900 Mid-Continent Tower, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 74103, stated that
since the approval of the PUD, the shopping center at the northeast corner of East 101°"
Street and South Yale Avenue within Development Area A has been constructed in
accord with detail site and landscape plans approved by the Planning Commission. He
explained that the items that Mr. Dunlap mentioned would apply to the retaining wall
between Area B, Area A and Area C. He commented that the photographs submitted
as an exhibit would show that the conditions are not extreme, but there is some painting
to be done on the retaining wall as part of the completion of the single-family areas and
construction of the office building in Area B.

Mr. Norman stated that the single-family residences within Development Area C platted
as Winbury Place are now under construction.

Mr. Norman stated that the property owner has submitted detail site and landscape
plans for Development Area B for a professional office building and requests approval of
two minor amendments to the Area C development standards. He commented that the
increase in permitted floor area would result in a floor area ratio of 38 percent, which is
still below what is permitted in an OL-Office Light district. He explained that the original
application asked for 19,500 SF and was reduced by the staff 18,000 SF. The architect
was given the original submittal and did not realize that the square footage had been
reduced and designed a 19,500 SF building.

Mr. Norman commented that the issue of the deletion of the prohibition on windows
below seven feet above the floor level of the second story of the building is probably of
more interest to the Planning Commission. He stated that the minutes indicate that the
standard was arrived at by consensus and there was no separate vote on this issue as
a part of the PUD. He explained that requiring an office building to be designed without
visibility for the people who work there would make the building difficult to lease on the

second floor.

Mr. Norman stated that he has submitted the design and elevations of the building with
a landscape plan. He corrected an error that was made during application and stated
that Development Area B is bounded by 1 1/2 lots. He stated that there are two homes,
one located north of the west 3/4 of the subject property and one at the corner of the
northeast corner. These two homes are at angles to the subject property. The home
nearest South Yale Avenue has only one window on the second floor and the other wall
of the home angles from the southeast to the northwest. The second house on the
northeast corner has more windows on the second floor (three); however, the house is
angled and there is a significant amount of landscaping material. He explained that
there are trees on both of the lots.

Mr. Norman stated that in addition to the site plan, his client designed the landscape

plan to cluster mature pine trees (18 to 20 feet in height) in the gaps between the
existing screening on the two residences and along the north wall to form an immediate
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visual barrier. He indicated that the landscape plan was delivered to the owners of the
two residences mentioned.

Mr. Norman stated that the other aspect of the design of the office building is that the
windows are not side by side, but are separated by pairs. The north-facing windows on
the second story of the professional building occupy approximately 51 percent of the
north wall of the building, which is 130 feet long. Mr. Norman indicated that the site plan
moves the building farther by 18 feet to the south than is required by the approved PUD,
which moves the north wall of the office building 83 feet from the back lot line of the two
single-family residences.

Mr. Norman indicated that his client has been able to increase the landscaped area
from 15 percent, as required by the PUD, to 26 percent. Mr. Norman stated that based
on those considerations and the physical facts as they exist, the staff has recommended
that the Planning Commission approve the deletion of the restriction on the second-floor
windows.

Mr. Norman concluded that if the Planning Commission feels that there is a concern
over windows of the second-floor office buildings that abut residential areas, then that
kind of restriction should be considered for incorporation in the Use Unit on offices
where there is a relationship adjacent to residential areas. He indicated that for many
years he has used the light-office-zoned areas as transitional areas between
commercial and residential areas. He stated that there have been very few
circumstances that he can recall where there has been any concern regarding second-
floor windows from an office building looking into or being looked into by the residential
area. He commented that if this should be an appropriate restriction, then it should be
applicable to all of the situations where two story-office buildings abut residential areas.

Mr. Norman asked the Planning Commission to approve the application as
recommended by the staff.

TMAPC COMMENTS:
Mr. Horner asked Mr. Norman who the developer of the subject property is. In
response, Mr. Norman stated that the developer is Ray Biery.

Interested Parties:

Luster Jacobs, 9914 South Allegheny Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74137, stated that his
property abuts the north end and joins Yale Avenue. He commented that he has been
opposed to the development ever since he has lived in the subject area. He expressed
concerns with the proposed windows on the second-story floor. He stated he is
uncomfortable with a business abutting his fence because of the noise. He questioned
the height of the trees and how many years they would have to grow before giving him
some privacy. He explained that the bedrooms and bathrooms of his home are on the
second floor, which would face the proposed building.
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TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Jacobs if he wanted the restriction for windows on the second floor
to remain in force. Mr. Jacobs stated that he is concerned about the privacy and the
buffer between a residential and a commercial area. Mr. Jacobs commented that he is
not sure what the proposed building will be used for and there may be a parking lot next
to his fence. Mr. Jacobs expressed concerns with trash coming over the fence into his
yard.

Applicant’'s Rebuttal:

Mr. Norman stated that the proposal for the north boundary is a clustering of 30 pine
trees that are to be planted at an initial height of 20 feet. This represents a significant
commitment to close the gaps between the existing trees. He stated that with the
proposal there will be an effective visual barrier from the date of the planting of the
trees. He reminded the Planning Commission that his client cannot obtain a certificate
of occupancy for the proposed building until the trees have been planted as shown on
the landscaped plan.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Norman what the anticipated use for the building will be. In
response, Mr. Norman stated that the proposed building will be for professional offices,
law firms, dentists and insurance companies. He explained that the tenants would not
be interested in leasing office space without the ability to have some light and outside
visibility.

T

Allamd DM
xcellent PUD.

Mr. Carnes stated tha

e t
heen fr\/in‘g to obtain o

|.|]II AN AN AR Y B

the proposed PUD is the type that the Planning Commission has
r years. He commented that the proposal isan e

Mr. Horner asked Mr. Norman to repeat the height of the pine trees proposed to be
planted. In response, Mr. Norman stated that the pine trees will be 20 feet high and 30
trees planted, which will be clustered.

Ms. Pace stated that she understands the applicant wanting to continue the window
treatments for architectural reasons. She reminded Mr. Norman that the Planning
Commission did talk at length about protecting one land use from the other the first time
this was before the TMAPC. She asked Mr. Norman if he would agree to fixed windows
and frosted so that one cannot see out but light could come in. She explained that with
this type of windows the architectural integrity would be maintained and the land uses
would be separated. In response, Mr. Norman stated that he could not agree to the
requirement that the windows be frosted because the point of the application is to allow
people look out. Mr. Norman commented that in multifamily projects there is a standard
that allows one to have two stories if they are 60 feet away. He reminded Ms. Pace that
this building will be setting back 83 feet from the residences.

Mr. Selph asked Mr. Norman if there will be 30 or 20 trees. In response, Mr. Norman
stated that the plan indicates 20 trees and he apologizes for stating 30 trees earlier.
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Mr. Jackson stated that if the tract of land were zoned RS-3 with a cluster of homes that
are 1 1/2 story, there could be possibly seven homes looking into the backyard. He
commented that there wouldn't be any objection with the windows then.

Mr. Boyle stated that Mr. Norman's point is well-taken that if it were multifamily and back
83 feet, he would be allowed to have two stories and possibly a third story. He

indicated that an office will not be used in the middle of the night like a multifamily unit
would be.

TMAPC Action; 10 members present:
On MOTION of CARNES to recommend APPROVAL for the Minor Amendment for
PUD-538, Development Area B as presented.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Westervelt stated that frequently the Planning Commission will see the PUDs go in
with the restrictions and text. After the rest of the PUD is built-out the applicants come
back and delete something that may have been heipfui to the overall PUD.

Mr. Carnes stated that he agrees that he does not like to see the PUDs change, but in
this case there will be 20-foot tall pine trees and an additional 11 percent in
landscaping. He commented that this is a good PUD.

Mr. Westervelt stated that a similar situation happened on Brookside. He explained that
the agreements were in place and the then the developer was back in for the change,
which does create some contentious feelings among the users. He commented that he
would not like to see this becoming a constant precedent.

Mr. Stump asked if the motion is for the staff-recommended changes and conditions, as
well as what was requested by the applicant. He further asked if the motion included
the new minimum requirement for landscaping in Area B at 26 percent. In response,
Mr. Norman stated that he understood that the motion was to approve the staff
recommendation and the approval of the site plan would increase the landscape
requirement. Mr. Norman indicated that he has no objection to making a requirement
for the landscape area to be increased from 15 percent to 26 percent as indicated on
the plan.

TMAPC Action; 10 members present:

On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-2-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon, Horner,
Jackson, Ledford, Selph, Westervelt "aye”; Hill, Pace "nay"; none "abstaining”; Midget
"absent") to recommend APPROVAL for the Minor Amendment of PUD-538-2 as
recommended by staff and APPROVAL for the Detail Site Plan and Landscape Plan for
PUD-538 subiject to conditions as recommended by staff.
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PUD-589-1 - Mike Cox (PD-6) (CD-9)
Northwest corner East 41° Street and South Xanthus Avenue
(Minor Amendment)

Staff Recommendation:

The applicant is requesting Minor Amendment approval to reduce the building setback
from the centerline of East 41%' Street South from 80 feet to 65 feet for a proposed
single-family dwelling (15 foot building setback with 100 ROW per the Major Street and
Highway Plan). The applicant has represented to staff that the 60-foot by 90-foot
building area of Lot 1 restricts development per the floor plan proposed.

Staff has reviewed the plot plan provided with the application as well as the conditions
of the surrounding area. PUD 416 immediately to the east is a similar development and
also requires an 80-foot setback from the centerline of East 41% or 30 feet from a ROW
line. PUD 493 abuts the eastern boundary of PUD 416, and is similar in character to
PUD 589, and PUD 416 and has established the setback at 85 feet.

Staff has also reviewed the preliminary studies for the proposed Urban Arterial street
classification. This classification indicates a 70-foot ROW for East 41% Street. Should
this new classification be adopted it would designate a 70-foot ROW resulting in a
minimum 70-foot setback for the RS-1 District along East 41°.

If the subject request were to be approved, staff would note the possibility of a bow
effect to setbacks along the frontages of the three similar PUDs. Staff does not believe,
however, that this would be highly noticeable when viewed from the street, nor
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Staff therefore, recommends DENIAL of the 65-foot setback and APPROVAL of the
Minor Amendment modified to maintain the minimum required 35-foot RS-1 setback
based on a revised 70-foot ROW for East 41 or 70 feet from the centerline. Staff notes
that the floor plan of the proposed dwelling as well as the Final Plat should be modified
to reflect these revisions.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Boyle asked staff if the 35-foot RS-1 setback is a separate issue from the 70 feet
from the centerline of East 41% Street. In response, Mr. Dunlap answered affirmatively.
Mr. Duniap stated that staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny the
applicant's proposed request and approve a 70-foot setback from the centerline of 41
Street. Mr. Dunlap explained that the 70-foot setback will not be consistent with two
other developments in the subject area; however, it will be consistent with the Infill Task
Force’s proposed new standard.

Mr. Stump stated that the applicant wants to be 15 feet closer to the surrounding
houses and staff is recommending that it be only 10 feet closer.
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Mr. Jackson stated that if the tract of land were zoned RS-3 with a cluster of homes that
are 1 1/2 story, there could be possibly seven homes looking into the backyard. He
commented that there wouldn't be any objection with the windows then.

Mr. Boyle stated that Mr. Norman's point is well-taken that if it were multifamily and back
83 feet, he would be allowed to have two stories and possibly a third story. He

indicated that an office will not be used in the middle of the night like a multifamily unit
would be.

TMAPC Action; 10 members present:
On MOTION of CARNES to recommend APPROVAL for the Minor Amendment for
PUD-538, Development Area B as presented.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Westervelt stated that frequently the Planning Commission will see the PUDs go in
with the restrictions and text. After the rest of the PUD is built-out the applicants come
back and delete something that may have been heipful to the overall PUD.

Mr. Carnes stated that he agrees that he does not like to see the PUDs change, but in
this case there will be 20-foot tall pine trees and an additional 11 percent in
landscaping. He commented that this is a good PUD.

Mr. Westervelt stated that a similar situation happened on Brookside. He explained that
the agreements were in place and the then the developer was back in for the change,
which does create some contentious feelings among the users. He commented that he
would not like to see this becoming a constant precedent.

Mr. Stump asked if the motion is for the staff-recommended changes and conditions, as
well as what was requested by the applicant. He further asked if the motion included
the new minimum requirement for landscaping in Area B at 26 percent. In response,
Mr. Norman stated that he understood that the motion was to approve the staff
recommendation and the approval of the site plan would increase the landscape
requirement. Mr. Norman indicated that he has no objection to making a requirement
for the landscape area to be increased from 15 percent to 26 percent as indicated on
the plan.

TMAPC Action; 10 members present:

On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-2-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon, Horner,
Jackson, Ledford, Selph, Westervelt "aye”; Hill, Pace "nay"; none "abstaining”; Midget
"absent") to recommend APPROVAL for the Minor Amendment of PUD-538-2 as
recommended by staff and APPROVAL for the Detail Site Plan and Landscape Plan for
- PUD-538 subject to conditions as recommended by staff.
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PUD-589-1 - Mike Cox (PD-6) (CD-9)
Northwest corner East 41° Street and South Xanthus Avenue
(Minor Amendment)

Staff Recommendation:

The applicant is requesting Minor Amendment approval to reduce the building setback
from the centerline of East 41% Street South from 80 feet to 65 feet for a proposed
single-family dwelling (15 foot building setback with 100 ROW per the Major Street and
Highway Plan). The applicant has represented to staff that the 60-foot by 90-foot
building area of Lot 1 restricts development per the floor plan proposed.

Staff has reviewed the plot plan provided with the application as well as the conditions
of the surrounding area. PUD 416 immediately to the east is a similar development and
also requires an 80-foot setback from the centerline of East 41% or 30 feet from a ROW
line. PUD 493 abuts the eastern boundary of PUD 416, and is similar in character to
PUD 589, and PUD 416 and has established the setback at 85 feet.

Staff has also reviewed the preliminary studies for the proposed Urban Arterial street
classification. This classification indicates a 70-foot ROW for East 41% Street. Should
this new classification be adopted it would designate a 70-foot ROW resulting in a
minimum 70-foot setback for the RS-1 District along East 41°.

If the subject request were to be approved, staff would note the possibility of a bow
effect to setbacks along the frontages of the three similar PUDs. Staff does not believe,
however, that this would be highly noticeable when viewed from the street, nor

substantially alter the character of the PUD.

Staff therefore, recommends DENIAL of the 65-foot setback and APPROVAL of the
Minor Amendment modified to maintain the minimum required 35-foot RS-1 setback
based on a revised 70-foot ROW for East 41 or 70 feet from the centerline. Staff notes
that the floor plan of the proposed dwelling as well as the Final Plat should be modified
to reflect these revisions.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Boyle asked staff if the 35-foot RS-1 setback is a separate issue from the 70 feet
from the centerline of East 41%' Street. In response, Mr. Dunlap answered affirmatively.
Mr. Dunlap stated that staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny the
applicant's proposed request and approve a 70-foot setback from the centerline of 41
Street. Mr. Duniap explained that the 70-foot setback will not be consistent with two
other developments in the subject area; however, it will be consistent with the Infill Task
Force's proposed new standard.

Mr. Stump stated that the applicant wants to be 15 feet closer to the surrounding
houses and staff is recommending that it be only 10 feet closer.
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Mr. Ledford asked Mr. Dunlap if the subject property is within the infill area. In
response, Mr. Dunlap answered affirmatively.

Applicant was not present.

Interested Parties:

Larry Hawca, 4101 South Victor Court, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74105, stated that he is
immediately south of the subject property. He commented that the proposed setback is
less than those that have been approved for other infill developments in the
neighborhood. The proposal will detract form the esthetics of the community. He
expressed concerns that the proposal will add to the noise in the neighborhood.

Mr. Hawca stated that there is a need for sidewalks because 41 Street is a very busy
street. He expressed concerns regarding visibility for vehicles exiting onto 41" Street if
the house is allowed to move much closer to 41%! Street.

Mr. Hawca expressed concerns regarding the PUD being reviewed and approved by the
Planning Commission several months ago and now there are modifications being
proposed without the same degree of notice as the original PUD. He commented that
this sets a dangerous precedence and demeans the process of PUDs. He concluded
that he is opposed to this application because it will add noise, diminish the esthetics
and is not consistent with the adjoining neighborhoods.

TMAPC COMMENTS:
Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Hawca if he was opposed to the staff recommendation of a 70-foot
setback. In response, Mr. Hawca stated he is opposed to the staff's recommendation.

Interested Parties:

Ted Sack, 111 South Elgin, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74120, stated that the applicant is the
builder for the subject lot. He explained that his office is working on the PUD, which
was originally submitted and dedicated the full right-of-way on Peoria. He stated that
the original PUD was submitted before the Infill Task Force study. The infill study
considered that there are several areas along the various arterial streets where the
existing right-of-way does not exist and cannot be achieved because there will not be
enough room for development in these areas. In these cases it is being recommended
that a new classification be adopted, which will be an urban arterial with 70 feet of right-
of-way.

Mr. Sack concluded that as infill developments come in these developed areas, the
right-of-way will not exist for the full width of the arterial streets.

TMAPC COMMENTS:
Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Sack if the applicant is willing to accept staff's recommendation. In
response, Mr. Sack answered affirmatively.
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Mr. Westervelt stated that Mr. Ledford brought this issue to the Planning Commission’'s
attention months before it even began to be studied by the Infill Task Force.

Mr. Ledford stated that the Infrastructure Committee will be recommending the Urban
Arterial Streets to the full Infill Task Force.

Ms. Pace stated that she is disappointed that there is a minor amendment to amend this
PUD. She explained that when a PUD is originally submitted, the neighborhoods are
notified and representatives come to the meeting. The neighbors leave thinking that
there is an agreed upon PUD and conditions; then Minor Amendments are submitted.
The requirement for notification is not the same and the neighbors are not aware of the
changes.

Mr. Selph stated he couldn't support this application. He explained that the Planning
Commission approved an 80-foot setback and the new proposal is not consistent with
the other PUDs in the area.

Mr. Ledford stated that there are two large tracts to the west of the subject property,
which are four to five acres with one residential home on them. He commented that
these properties will be coming in and they will be behind the Infill Task Force
recommendation, which means the PUD standard will be at 70 feet.

Ms. Pace stated that City Council may not agree with the infill Task Force
recommendation. She explained that her concern is that the neighborhoods are told
one thing and now the developer is asking to amend the requirements. She
commented that she will have to vote against this application.

Mr. Boyle stated that this particular minor amendment appears to be a small issue. He
commented that he would support a motion to approve the application in accordance
with the staff's recommendation. Mr. Boyle indicated that for future reference, he would
not support significant variations and this does not seem to be a significant variation.

Mr. Jackson stated that the plans indicate that a masonry wall buffers the house on the
north side and the wall is not going to be any closer to the street. He explained that the
house is going to be 20 feet away from the wall instead of 30 feet. He commented that
the property itself will not be any closer to 41% Street.

Ms. Pace asked if the wall is in existence today. In response, Mr. Stump stated that
there will be a six-foot masonry wall along the edge of the right-of-way.

TMAPC Action; 10 members present:

On MOTION of WESTERVELT, the TMAPC voted 6-4-0 (Boyle, Horner, Jackson,
Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye”, Carnes, Harmon, Hill, Selph "nay”; none "abstaining™;
Midget "absent”) to recommend APPROVAL for the Minor Amendment of PUD-589-1
subject to conditions as recommended by staff.
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PUD-360-A-5 - Adrian Smith (PD-18) (CD-8)
West of northwest corner East 91°% Street and South Memorial
(Minor Amendment)

Applicant has withdrawn this application.

This application was stricken from the agenda.
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2-5722-SP-11-C - Michael Dwyer (PD-18) (CD-8)
East of southeast corner East 91° Street and South 73™ East Avenue
(Minor Amendment to a Corridor Site Plan)

Staff Recommendation:
The applicant is requesting amended corridor site plan approval to build a10,098 square
foot one-story office building on Lot 3 containing 29,975 square feet.

Staff has reviewed the site plan and finds it conforms to bulk and area, floor area,
height, setback, access, mutual access, non-medical parking, signage, circulation and
landscaped area/landscaping requirements of the Corridor District/PUD as approved.
Staff notes that a prior approval of a 10,491 square foot office building in 1997 never
resulted in the buildout of Lot 3.

The applicant has demonstrated that the screening requirement for the southern
boundary can be accomplished with the existing tree cover. if the City clears these
trees in order to improve the drainageway, a privacy or sight-screening fence will be

required.

Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAL of the Amended Corridor Site Plan subject to
the following conditions:

1. Office parking at 1:300 for general office uses only. No medical or dental
offices will be permitted.

2. Site screen fencing be installed on the southern boundary of the lot if the
existing trees are removed within the drainage reserve Area B.

There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation.
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TMAPC Action; 10 members present:

On MOTION of WESTERVELT, the TMAPC voted 10-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon, Hill,
Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Pace, Seiph, Westervelt "aye”; no "nay"; none "abstaining”;
Midget "absent") to recommend APPROVAL for the Minor Amendment to Corridor Site
Plan Z-5722-SP-11-C subject to conditions as recommended by staff.
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There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned at 1:50
p.m.

Date apprgxed: /Z’ 2'7/
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