TuLsa MeTroroLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of Meeting No. 2409

Wednesday, April 20, 2005, 1:30 p.m.
Francis Campbell City Council Room
Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center

Members Present Members Absent Staff Present Others Present
Ard Dick Alberty Boulden

Bayles, Chair Butler

Cames, 2™ VC Chronister

Harmon, Secretary Fernandez

Hill, 19 Ve Matthews

Horner

Jackson

Ledford

Midget

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted in the Reception Area of the
INCOG offices on Monday, April 15, 2005 at 2:10 p.m., posted in the Office of the
City Clerk, as well as in the Office of the County Clerk.

After deciaring a quorum present, Chair Bayles called the meeting to order at
1:30 p.m.

Ms. Bayles stated that, today, the Planning Commission is welcoming Phyllis
Butler, who will our recording secretary. Barbara Huntsinger has had a death in
the family, and as such, we are going to ask for a little extra consideration by our
members in order to make sure the votes and the voices are recorded
appropriately for Ms. Butler's information.

Minutes:

Approval of the minutes of March 2, 2005, Meeting No. 2405

On MOTION of HILL the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Bayles, Carnes, Harmon, Hill,
Horner, Jackson, Ledford, , “aye”; no “nays”; none “abstaining”; Ard, Dick, Midget
“absent”) to APPROVE the minutes of the meeting of March 2, 2005, Meeting
No. 2405.
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REPORTS:

Director’s Report:

Mr. Alberty reported that there are no zoning cases on the City Council agenda
set for this Thursday; however, there are a couple of plats.

Mr. Alberty reported that the City Council is expected to approve by consensus a
request that the TMAPC review, hold public hearings and provide the Council
with a recommendation regarding amending the City Zoning Ordinance to allow
prior nonconforming uses and special exceptions if discontinued to resume only
when the use or special exception has been discontinued for at/or fewer than 80
days. Mr. Alberty suggested that this be included with the other zoning
amendments that staff expects to be working on soon.
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Ms. Bayles stated that there are several items that require attention before
moving on to Subdivisions:

Preliminary plats, ltems 5 (Tuisa Hmong Alliance Church of the Christian and
Missionary Alliance and 6 (Stone Creek Farms VI) have been stricken from the
agenda.

ltem 11, PUD-533-A- Roy Johnsen, Major Amendment, Northwest corner of East
27" Street and 1-44 has requested a continuance to April 27, 2005.

There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

TMAPC Action; 7 members present:

On MOTION of HARMON, TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Bayles, Carnes, Harmon, Hill,
Horner, Jackson, Ledford "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Ard, Dick, Midget
"absent") to CONTINUE the major amendment for PUD-533-A to April 27, 2005.
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Mr. Ard in 1:36 p.m.

04:20:05:2409(2)



SUBDIVISIONS:

LOT-SPLIT TO RESCIND TIE AGREEMENT:

L-19810 — Breisch & Associates (8314) (PD 18) (CD 8)
8217 South 76" East Avenue

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

On March 7, 2002, L-19203 was approved to split an unplatted tract into two
parcels with the requirement that Tract A be tied to Lot 10, Block 1, Southfield
Estates Second Addition. The tie agreement was required because Tract A did
not have access to the sanitary sewer service. The owner is now extending the
sanitary sewer main line and is requesting to rescind the tie agreement from L-
19203 to allow him to split Tract A. L-19810 is requesting to split 3' (Tract B) off
Tract A and tie it to Lot 10, Block 1, Southfield Estates Second. The proposed
tracts meet the RS-3 bulk and area requirements.

Staff believes this lot-split would not have an adverse effect on the surrounding
properties and recommends RESCINDING the tie language of L-19203 and
recommends APPROVAL of the current lot-split request, L-19810, subject to
Tract B being tied to Lot 10, Block 1, Southfield Estates Second.

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff’s recommendation.
There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of HARMON, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Carnes, Harmon,
Hill, Horner, Jackson, Ledford "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining”; Dick, Midget
"absent") to RESCIND the tie language of L-19203 and APPROVE the current
lot-split request, L-19810, subject to Tract B being tied to Lot 10, Block 1,
Southfield Estates Second per staff recommendation.
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LOT-SPLITS FOR RATIFICATION OF PRIOR APPROVAL.:

L-19808 — Sack & Associates (2418) (County)
15635 North 102" East Avenue
L-18811 — Sack & Associates (9307) (PD 6) (CD 4)

1401 South Rockford
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L-19812 — James Baker (1313) (County)
8797 East 106" Street North

L-19815 — Jennifer Fate (2336) (County)
12819 North Memorial
L-19821 — Tulsa Development Authority (0236) (PD2)(CD 1)

1009 North Kenosha

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
These lot-splits are all in order and staff recommends APPROVAL.

There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

TMAPC Action; 8-0-0 members present:

On MOTION of HORNER the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Carnes,
Harmon, Hill, Horner, Jackson, Ledford "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Dick,
Midget "absent") to RATIFY these lot-splits given prior approval, finding them in
accordance with Subdivision Regulations as recommended by staff.
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Mr. Midget in at 1:40 p.m.

FINAL PLAT:
The Cottages at Trinity Creek — (9426) (PD 17) (CD 6)

North of East 51% Street, East of South 1615 52! Avenue
(Related to ltem 4a.)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
This plat consists of 36 lots in three blocks on 9.36 acres.

All release letters have been received for and staff recommends APPROVAL.

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff’'s recommendation.

There were no interested parties wishing to speak.
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TMAPC Action; 9 members present:

On MOTION of LEDFORD, TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Carnes, Harmon,
Hill, Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Midget "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"”; Dick
"absent") to APPROVE the final plat for The Cottages at Trinity Creek per staff
recommendation.

RELATED ITEM:

Application No.: PUD-711 DETAIL SITE PLAN
Applicant: Chris May (PD-17) (CD-6)

Location: East 51% Street, between 167" East Avenue and 168" East
Avenue, north side

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The applicant is requesting approval of a detail site plan for two gated entries,
which are permitted by Development Standards upon coordination with and
review of the Department of Public Works and the Fire Marshal. Accordingly, the
plans have been approved by Traffic Engineering and the Fire Marshal.

Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD-711 detail site plan as proposed.

(Note: Detail site plan approval does not constitute detail landscape and sign
plan approval.)

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff’'s recommendation.
There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

TMAPC Action; 9 members present:

On MOTION of HILL, TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Carnes, Harmon, Hill,
Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Midget "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining”; Dick
"absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan for PUD-711 per staff
recommendation.
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CONTINUED ZONING PUBLIC HEARING:
Application No.: PUD-146-1 MINOR AMENDMENT

Applicant: Robert Ratiiff (PD-18) (CD-8)

Location: 3527 East 715 Place

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

This proposal is to amend the required setback from East 71% Street from 35’ to
32’ for an existing dwelling. Staff has been advised by the president of the
Pebblecreek Home Owners Association that this encroachment is into the
designated common property held in ownership by all the development’s
homeowners, Lot 51 (see attached letter). The terms of the original PUD-146
and documents submitted at the time of approval indicate reference to a common
open space. However, none of the documentation submitted by the applicant for
PUD-146-1 indicates the issue as anything other than a rear yard building line
encroachment.

Following the TMAPC March 16 meeting, the applicant was advised to obtain
documentation indicating that his encroachment does not extend into the
designated common area of the PUD. That documentation has been supplied
and indicates that the encroachment does not extend into the common area.
Therefore, staff finds the proposed PUD amendment minor in nature and
recommends APPROVAL of PUD-146-1.

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff’'s recommendation.
There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

TMAPC Action; 3 members present:

On MOTION of HARMON, TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Carnes, Harmon,
Hill, Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Midget "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Dick
"absent") to APPROVE the minor amendment for PUD-146-1 per staff
recommendation.
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Application No.: PUD-680-3 MINOR AMENDMENT
Applicant: Roy D. Johnsen (PD-6) (CD-9)

Location: Southeast corner of East 22" Street and South Utica Avenue

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

This application seeks a minor amendment to change the development areas,
reallocate the permitied floor areas and revise the setbacks at the Utica Place
development. Under this proposal, Area A, Residential, will front South Utica and
lie along the southern boundary of the property, adjacent to the Cascia Hall
grounds. East of that is Area B, Office uses, which also abuts the school
grounds. Area C, Parking Structure and Office/Residential Tower, lies north of
Areas A and B and abuts East 22" Place/Utica Square. Proposed development
area standards are as stated below.

Development Area Standards

Utica Place is a proposed infill redevelopment of 4.352 acres designed to provide
a mixed use development containing single-family detached dwellings,
condominium dwellings and office space. Planned Unit Development No. 680
was affirmatively recommended by the Tulsa Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission on May 7, 2003 and approved by the City Council on June 12, 2003.

The Cascia Hall Preparatory School (“Cascia Hall”) campus abuts the south
boundary of Utica Place. The Board of Adjustment, on June 22, 2004, in Case
No. 19804, approved the application of Cascia Hall for certain variances and
special exceptions to permit the development of a Field House in close proximity
to the south boundary of Utica Place. The developers of Utica Place determined
that the close proximity of the Field House would negatively impact at least four
of the single-family dwellings proposed along the south boundary of Utica Place.
In an effort to cooperate with Cascia Hall and work toward compatibility of these
two very high quality developments, the developers of Utica Place sought and
received the necessary approvals (Minor Amendment PUD No. 680-2 - TMAPC
— 6.18.04 and Board of Adjustment Case No0.19839 — 6.08.04) to permit low
intensity office use of the area (.63 acres) at the southeast corner of Utica Place
originally planned for four single-family residences.

In addition to the above-noted change to office use at the southeast corner of
Utica Place, as final architectural plans were being developed for the
office/residential tower and the nearby parking garage, it was determined that the
office/residential tower and the parking garage should be constructed as one
building and minor changes in setbacks occurred.
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In order to more clearly recite the development standards of this very complex
mixed use development, this minor amendment proposes the merger of the
development areas previously established for the parking garage and
office/residential tower and the establishment of a development area for the
approved low-rise office use and the amendment of building setbacks. No
change in the approved uses or intensity of uses is proposed.

The proposed development areas are graphically depicted within the attached
“‘Development Area Exhibit” and are as follows:

Area A - Courtyard Villas
Area B - Office
Area C - Office/residential Tower and Parking Garage
The development standards as previously established remain applicable with the

exception of setbacks of the parking garage and office/residential tower as
follows:

Building Setbacks — Area C As Approved Proposed

Office/residential Tower

From centerline of Utica** 472 feet 405 feet
From centerline of East 22™ Place* 35 feet 35 feet
From east boundary of PUD 35 feet 35 feet
From Reserve A 0 feet 0 feet

* measured from the north wall of the office/residential tower
portion of the building.

** measured from the west wall of the office/residential tower
portion of the building.

As Approved Proposed
Parking Structure
From centerline of 22" Place** 32 feet 32 feet
From centerline of Utica* 150 feet 165 feet
From east boundary of PUD 195 feet NA
From Reserve A 0 feet 0 feet

“ measured from the north wall of the parking garage portion
of the building.
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** measured from the west wall of the parking garage portion
of the building.

Staff finds the request to be minor in nature and recommends APPROVAL of
PUD-680-3.

RELATED ITEM:

Application No.: PUD-680 DETAIL SITE PLAN AND LANDSCAPE PLAN

Applicant: Sack & Associates, Inc. (PD-6) (CD-9)

Location: Southeast corner of East 22™ Street and South Utica Avenue

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The applicant is requesting approval of a detail site and landscape plan for an
office/residential tower and parking structure. The proposed uses - Use Unit 8,
Multifamily Dwelling and Similar Uses, Use Unit 11, Offices, Studios and Support
Services, and Use Unit 10, Off-Street Parking Areas - are in conformance with
Development Standards.

The site plan does not conform to the current approved Preliminary Plat for One
Utica Place. However, the site plan conforms to a revised Preliminary Plat
scheduled for TMAPC consideration May 4, 2005. This request is also tied to
Minor Amendment PUD 680-3, on the April 20, 2005, TMAPC agenda. If this
Minor Amendment is approved, the proposed site will meet building setback and
height requirements.

Pedestrian access must be provided from the private drive, ‘Reserve A’, to the
public streets. The east access drive from East 22" Street South passes
through two arches, the clearance of which must be approved by Traffic
Engineering and the Fire Marshall. Parking as currently provided may not meet
minimum requirements per proposed uses. Spaces indicated as “compact”
cannot be counted toward meeting parking requirements. |If office space is
primarily general (not medical office), then adequate parking is available.

Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD-680 Detail Site and Landscape Plan
contingent upon (1) TMAPC approval of the revised Preliminary Plat for One
Utica Place ; (2) TMAPC approval of Minor Amendment PUD-680-3; (3) provision
of adequate parking for each use); (4) provision (located and labeled on the site
plan) of pedestrian access to the private drive, ‘Reserve A’ from East 22™ Place
South; (5) Traffic Engineering and Fire Marshall approval of the proposed
driveway arches at the building’s east side; (6) use of appropriate height trees
within East 22" Place South streetyard; and (7) addition of trees on the east
boundary in conformance with the PUD concept plan.
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(Note: Detail site plan approval does not constitute detail landscape and sign
plan approval.)

Applicant’s Comments:

Roy D. Johnsen, 201 West 5" Suite 501, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103, stated that
originally the building was approved for nine stories at 160 feet in height. There
is a mezzanine, and under the Zoning Code, it is considered a story, but under
the Building Code it is not. The height of the building will remain the same (160
feet), but he is changing the original text from nine stories to ten stories. He
suggested that the text change should be mentioned in the approval of the minor
amendment.

Mr. Johnsen stated that there is one small correction on page 8.4 of the TMAPC
agenda packet. He explained that the asterisks are reversed under the heading
Office/Residential Tower.

Mr. Johnsen stated that regarding the staff recommendation on the site plan, he
is in agreement with one modification that he discussed with staff. He indicated
that he would like to add some language to the first condition in the approval
“...TMAPC approval of the revised preliminary plat for One Utica Place prior to
issuance of any permit other than foundation.” The Planning Commission has
previously approved the accelerated building permit for foundation only and this
language would make it clearer that the preliminary plat has to be done and no
other permits other than foundation can be issued until that is accomplished.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Harmon asked staff if they are in agreement with Mr. Johnsen’s wording. In
response, Mr. Alberty stated that it doesn’'t cause any problems. He explained
that the Planning Commission reinstated the previously-expired plat and the
wording would be consistent with the Planning Commission’s previous action.

INTERESTED PARTIES:

Greg Jennings, 2260 South Troost, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74114, stated that he
spoke with Mr. Sack and there is an agreement, which he believes was in a BOA
case, that some amount (16 or 12 feet) of the southern portion of the subject
property would be landscaped. He wanted to make sure that this is in the record
because this is an over 600-foot to eight-foot screening wall and if it were to
remain a screening wall, it would loock absolutely atrocious driving north on Utica.
He realizes that in a PUD that it has to be a solid screening wall, but the
preference would to be not making it a solid screening wall and that it be broken
up somehow with wrought iron fencing in between some of the stucco wall. To
have a 630-foot solid wall that goes downhill because of the 21-foot drop from
the west side to the east side it isn’t going to look attractive. He hopes that the
tandscaping will cover it up and it will not be an issue. There is a security issue
when building an eight-foot wall because one can’t see through it.
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Mr. Jennings stated that the other issue he has is that on the north side, there is
a sidewalk that goes along 22" Place, and currently, because it is in a PUD,
there is not one required on the west side and it is not going to be required until
someone develops it on the north or south. At some point and time, someone
has to take the initiative to say that it needs to be done so that any future
development will have to also have a sidewalk and not wait until future
development is done. Walking along Utica as it is now is dangerous and he
would assume with this being an office building and being mixed use that the
applicant would want the ability for people to walk along Utica to get to this office
building. Now is the time to have the sidewalks put in.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Ms. Bayles opened the floor for a motion on 8a first and item 8 last. Mr. Johnsen
brought to the Planning Commission’s attention that they needed to reverse their
actions because they placed the conditions on the wrong items.

Mr. Alberty stated that staff has the motions correct and understood which
conditions belong to which item. The minor amendment is where the asterisks
should be corrected, and technically, to make this correct, the item should be
acted on first.

TMAPC Action; 9 members present:

On MOTION of HARMON, TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Carnes, Harmon,
Hill, Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Midget "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining”; Dick
"absent") to APPROVE the minor amendment for PUD-680-3, noting that the
height of the building will remain the same (160 feet), but change the original text
from nine stories to ten stories, subject to moving the asterisks to the appropriate
places per staff recommendation. (Language with a strike-through has besn
deleted and language with an underline has been added.)

TMAPC Action; 9 members present:

On MOTION of HARMON, TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Carnes, Harmon,
Hill, Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Midget "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Dick
"absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan for PUD-680, subject to (1) TMAPC
approval of the revised Preliminary Plat for One Utica Place prior to issuance of
any permit other than foundation; (2) TMAPC approval of Minor Amendment
PUD-680-3; (3) provision of adequate parking for each use); (4) provision
(located and labeled on the site plan) of pedestrian access to the private drive,
‘Reserve A’ from East 22" Place South; (5) Traffic Engineering and Fire Marshall
approval of the proposed driveway arches at the building’s east side; (6) use of
appropriate height trees within East 22" Place South streetyard; and (7) addition
of trees on the east boundary in conformance with the PUD concept plan.
(Language with a strike-through has been deleted and language with an
underline has been added.)
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ZONING PUBLIC HEARING

Application No.: Z-6985 RS-3 to OL
Applicant: Scott Aycock (PD-6) (CD-9)
Location: 1601 South Lewis

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Z-6934 February 2004: An application to rezone a lot located on the southeast
corner of East 17" Place and South Lewis from RS-3 to OL was withdrawn by
the applicant prior to TMAPC hearing.

Z-6698 August 1999: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a lot
located south of the southwest corner of East 11" Street and South Atlanta
Avenue from RS-3 to PK.

BOA-18327 March 1999: The Board of Adjustment approved a request for a
special exception of the required 150’ setback to 0’ from an R zoned district to
allow an automobile painting business. The property is located on the southwest
corner of East 11" Street and South Atlanta Avenue.

Z-6642 June 1998: An application was filed to rezone an RS-3 zoned ot located
on the northwest corner of East 21 Street and South Florence Place to OL for
office use. The application was denied.

Z-6635 May 1998: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone an area that
included several residential and office zoned lots lying on the south side of the
Broken Arrow Expressway, east of South Lewis Avenue to South Atlanta Avenue
on the east from RS-3 and OL to CS for a large chain grocery store.

PUD-484 March 1992: Approval was granted for a Planned Unit Development
on a tract that included five platted lots and a combination of CH, OL and RS-3
zoning. The PUD proposed a single commercial building fronting East 11" Street
with a large landscaped open space which would buffer the residential lots to the
south and parking between the proposed building and East 11" Street. The tract
is located on the southeast corner of East 11" Street and South Delaware Place.

Z-6236 March 1989: A requestto rezone a .2-acre tract located on the northeast
corner of South Delaware and 12" Street from RS-3 to PK was approved.

AREA DESCRIPTION:

SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is approximately 145’ x 55’ in size, flat,
non-wooded, contains what appears to be a single-family dwelling and is zoned
RS-3.

04:20:05:2409(12)



STREETS:

Exist. Access MSHP Design MSHP R/W Exist. # Lanes
East 16" Street Residential 50’ 2 lanes
South Lewis Avenue  Urban arterial 80 4 lanes

UTILITIES: The subject tract has municipal water and sewer.

SURROUNDING AREA:

The property is abutted on the north by a Sonic Drive-In, zoned CH; on the south
by three residential uses (two single-family and one duplex, the property adjacent
to the subject lot apparently vacant, zoned RS-3, and at least one of the duplex
units also vacant); farther south by a rather densely-developed townhouse use,
zoned RT; on the east by what appear to be single-family residential uses, zoned
RS-3; and on the west by office and what appear to be single-family residential
uses (some of which are vacant), zoned RS-3/HP in the Yorktown Neighborhood
Historic District. Barnard Elementary School lies across the street west from the
townhouse development and there is a traffic light at the corner of 17" and
Lewis.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The District 6 Plan designates this area as Low Intensity-Residential land use.
This reflects the existing use and zoning at the time of the plan’s adoption.
According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested OL zoning is not in accord with
the Comprehensive Plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Even though the requested rezoning is not in accord with the Comprehensive
Plan, trends and transitions in the area have made this property less desirable as
a single-family residential land use. The Plan Map designation as residential was
made based on the existing use and zoning at the time. Transition of this
blockface from single-family residential uses to office and commercial uses
began with the conversion of the residences south of the commercial at the
southeast corner of the 15" Street and Lewis intersection eariier. Development
of the drive-in restaurant north of the property was allowed under existing zoning
but did not enhance the subject property’s desirability as a single-family
residence.

Had the subject property been designated No Specific land use, the requested
rezoning may be found in accord. Based on surrounding land uses, the site’s
location on a very busy urban arterial and trends in the area, staff can support
the requested rezoning and therefore recommends APPROVAL of OL zoning for
Z-6985.
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If the TMAPC deems it appropriate to recommend rezoning of this property to
OL, staff should be directed to prepare plan map amendments to reflect that
change. Plan amendments may also be in order for the properties to the south of
the subject property up to the townhouse development and perhaps including the
entire west-facing frontage along Lewis.

Applicant’s Comments:

Margaret Aycock, 1601 South Lewis, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104, submitted
photographs (Exhibit A-1) and described the subject property and the
surrounding properties, as well as uses and vacancies. Ms. Aycock stated that
she believes the best use for the subject property is to rezone it to light office.
The home fronts a major arterial street and there are many vacant lots, homes
and businesses within the radius surrounding the subject property. The Zoning
Code indicates that light office zoning serves as a buffer between neighborhoods
and commercial areas. She stated that she believes a light office/studio will be a
buffer and an asset to the neighborhood. She explained that her husband is a
counselor and she is an artist. They intend to use the subject property, if the
rezoning is approved, to see clients and an art studio.

Ms. Aycock commented that she believes she will be a stabilizing force within the
neighborhood. She explained that before purchasing the subject property, it had
been repossessed by the bank and vacant for a while. It later became a rental
unit and housed one person who was wanted by the law. She indicated that she
and her husband have been in the same business for over 25 years and are
stable people. The subject property would be kept as lovely as it is. They do not
believe anyone able to afford the subject property would purchase it to live in it
because it is close to the street and next to a Sonic Drive-In with neon lights and
music late into the night. The subject property sits close to Lewis, unlike the
homes south of the subject property that have expansive lawns to serve as a
buffer between the noise of the street and the homes. There are several homes
directly north of the subject property that have been used for quiet offices for
many years without adverse effects to the neighborhood. The neighborhood is
currently a mix of commercial, office, condominiums, single-family homes and a
school. It is not out of the guestion to consider one light office on the street that
contains all of the above.

Ms. Aycock stated that her neighbors on Lewis, who would be directly affected by
her presence, are overwhelming in support of her and her husband. She
indicated that she began polling the neighborhood on Lewis. Ms. Aycock
submitted a map (Exhibit A-1) which indicates the people in favor of the rezoning.
She commented that she polled some of the neighbors farther into the
neighborhood and found that people who had signed in opposition of her
rezoning had been told that if something were to happen to her or husband, it
was a strong possibility that a massage parlor or a tattoo parlor would be put in
its place. After talking with the Zoning Board she found that these types of
businesses wouldn't be zoned because they are illegal businesses. A legal
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massage parlor, which is called a therapeutic massage, is a legal entity but it is
not in light office zoning and would be considered a commercial type of zoning.
She believes that the people that signed against the rezoning were misinformed.
Ms. Aycock cited that many of the properties are owned by people outside of the
neighborhood (32%) and many are owned by banks and trusts and they were
unable to get in touch with them. There are nine vacant properties on Lewis
within the radius of where the former Homeland Store is located. There are 11
homes that represent businesses and there are two other homeowners who
would like to rezone their properties to office.

INTERESTED PARTIES:

City Councilor Tom Baker, 200 Civic Center, District 4, stated that he drove north
onto Lewis from 215 Street to review the subject area. When he reached 16™
Street he noticed a change in the street from residential into commercial just as it
was planned to be.

Councilor Baker stated that there are several homes that have changed to rental
property, but there is a need and a place in our residential inventory for rental
properties. Because homes have become rental properties does not mean that it
is necessary to move them into another use.

Councilor Baker stated that he doesn’t appear before the Planning Commission
often because he values their deliberation. This is a critical part of the growth
and the future of our city with what is decided today. He explained that he is
present today merely to ask that the Planning Commission keep in mind the
value and significance of these residential properties to our rooftop inventory that
is critical to the commercial part, that is already existing, and that recognize that
properties that have transition to rental properties does not necessarily mean that
they have to go to commercial. This is a planned residential thoroughfare and it
is an attractive area.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Ms. Bayles stated that she was invited to a meeting last week with regards to the
development pressures that were occurring in the neighborhoods that were
adjacent to Cherry Street. Now that the Cherry Street district has extended its
boundary to Harvard this would be a neighborhood that would and may possibly
also considered. She asked Councilor Baker if he felt that the neighborhood is
receptive to entering into some degree of dialogue to understand the pressures
and the development trends that currently exist within this neighborhood. In
response, Councilor Baker stated that what he was focusing on in that discussion
was the possibility of having an evaluation of the planning process that would
relate the historic preservation districts to the commercial development along
Cherry Street and Utica. He commented that in three years that he has been a
part of the City Council and attended many neighborhood meetings, he has
never heard of neighborhood association saying that they didn't want to be
involved in the discussion and planning of the future of their homes in their areas.
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Councilor Baker stated that he would expect that there would be a willingness to
be involved and have the dialogue with the commercial and development sector
of our city. Councilor Baker further stated that there can't be commercial areas
without viable neighborhoods and rooftops and vice versa.

Ms. Bayles stated that there will be a time limit imposed for the ten interested
parties who have signed up. The TMAPC will start with a three-minute time limit
and if there is anyone willing to give up their time, it will be appreciated.

INTERESTED PARTIES IN OPPOSITION OF Z-6985:

Bernard Scott, 1604 South Lewis Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104; Mark
Braunschwei%, 2138 East 17" Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104; Terry A. Baxter,
2534 East 19" Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104; Scott Kartee, 2627 East 19"
Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104; Karen Smith, Lewiston Garden Homeowners
Association, 2502 East 19" Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104; Alice Campbell, 1601
South Lewis, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104; David Preston, 1568 South Gillette
Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104; Brad Popejoy, 2445 East 19" Street, Tulsa,
Oklahoma 74104; Beth Battles, representing the Maple Ridge Association, 207
East 25" Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74114; Jennifer Law, 2446 East 17" Place,
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104.

COMMENTS OF INTERESTED PARTIES OPPOSING Z-6985:

Mr. Scott stated that his property is immediately behind the subject property; he
knew when he purchased the property that there would be a Sonic Drive-In, but
he understood that it was part of a PUD and the lots in front of him would remain
residential; the zoning plan is a like a contract for the people living in the area
and when that contract is changed it affects the value of the property; light office
zoning would change the character of the neighborhood and risks putting the
whole neighborhood at loss; supported the Albertson’s because it was in a PUD
and the proposal is piecemeal; rezoning the subject property could cause a
domino effect, which is what att