








































































































setback and is no longer enforceable. If the houses were torn down today they
could be rebuilt with a 25-foot setback in the RS-3 district.

Mr. Moody stated that if this application is denied and he was forced to go back
to the OL zoning and the office with the infill development and the parking lot
guidelines, then next to the existing RS-3 there would be a screening wall with
three feet of landscaping and the parking lot for the offices. This could be done
without any further approvals and a permit could be issued. He indicated that
with the proposal his client would be providing ten feet of landscaping and there
would be a detail landscape plan submitted that has to be approved by the
Planning Commission. His client would be providing three times the setback and
landscaping that is required under the existing zoning of the property and the
designed guidelines.

Mr. Glass stated that he appreciates the Planning Commission’s time. He
reiterated that this is an innovative and new design for Tulsa. He commented
that this type of plan is long overdue and it was contemplated that this was the
kind of plan and project that within the northern business area would be
acceptable. He explained that the setbacks for the residential district are not
required for this plan because it is in the business district. He reiterated that he
served on the Task Force and he believes that this type of proposal was
contemplated for the subject area. The Brookside Plan took five years to create
and now he has come before the Planning Commission to implement the plan,
which he relied on. He explained that he discussed this proposal with various
staff members at INCOG and the City of Tulsa and studied the plan before
submitting the plan. He stated that he didn’t go to the neighborhood with his plan
until he was assured that he had followed all of the guidelines. There was no
confrontation here today and he opened the plan up to the public once it was
properly time to do so and not before. He stated that he never rejected an
invitation to meet and discuss this plan that he worked on for over one year and
is proud to present before the Planning Commission today. He commented that
he doesn’t feel that there is any confrontation here today.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Midget stated that he understands infill and he was member of the Brookside
Infill Task Force, plus he participated in the 6™ Street Corridor and the Brady
District Plan. This is the type of infill development project that was discussed
years ago to encourage entrepreneurs to undertake. Tulsa is almost at its
boundaries and it is important to look at new innovative ways in order to continue
to have growth inside the Tulsa community. What Mr. Glass has proposed is an
innovative approach to some of the infill requirements that have been set up in
the Brookside Infill Development Plan. The entire Brookside neighborhood
businesses and residents put a lot of effort and time into the study to make sure
that infill development is not harmful to existing residences in the area. Mr.
Midget stated that he doesn’t see anything wrong with this development. He
commented that it is unfortunate that the process didn’t start out like perhaps the
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plan had stated, but he understands some of the problems where, if he were the
developer, he would need to meet with the neighbors before formally making an
application. Having said that, this is the first project of this type and it would be
unfair to punish the developer because that aspect of the process didn't work
well. The intent to make a good project was present and from the development
that has been proposed, he believes that it is compatible. He commented that he
doesn’t see anything that would be injurious to the subject neighborhood and he
hopes that with this type of development, there would be more similar infill
developments in the City.

Mr. Midget stated that a six-foot screening wall could be placed on Quincy and
that wouldn't be attractive and it wouldn’t accomplish anything. It is unfortunate
that the project has been characterized as a multifamily project and he is glad
that Mr. Moody pointed that out because it is a townhouse with individual lots and
owners, which the Zoning Code differentiates. He stated that as a strong
proponent of infill development, he hopes that the Planning Commission looks at
this project as it has been presented today and he would be voting in favor of
motion to support this project.

Mr. Jackson stated that he would like to applaud both the developer and the
interested parties from the neighborhood association. Both parties presented a
good case. He commented that he is a staunch proponent of urbanization and
using mixed use developments. He stated that he was happy to see the Village
at Central Park that took a strong move forward to introduce that type of mixed
use development to the City of Tulsa. He indicated that he supports Mr. Glass’s
proposal to do the same thing in the Brookside area. There is no negative
impact by having a zero front yard because there will be some green space, and
during the detail landscape plan phase, the types of turf and trees could be
identified. A project of this financial magnitude will have more than two
boxwoods and grass over-seeding. The highlight of this is that it will be located
in the business district and that it is not RM but RT with single lots in a
townhouse development.

Mr. Jackson made a motion to approve PUD-718 based on staff recommendation
and opened the floor to discussion.

Ms. Bayles asked Mr. Jackson if he would include in his motion that all of the
conditions from TAC be included in the approval and that the conceptual plan is
not endorsed and will be done during the detail site plan review.

Mr. Jackson agreed to Ms. Bayles’ additional language to the motion and Mr.
Midget second the motion.

Mr. Harmon stated that he believes the plan, as it has been developed, is a good

plan and is appropriate. This is one of the first developments to come up and he
can understand why some people state that it complies with the infill plan and
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some say it doesn't comply. There is a lot of interpretation to do and he does
appreciate the work that has gone into this proposal. He commented that he is
disappointed that this is an experienced developer and experienced attorney who
didn’t take the time to communicate with the neighborhood as they could have.
Overall, he approves of the plan and he will support it.

Mr. Bayles concurred with the comments of her fellow commissioners. She
stated that the reason why she went back to page 6 on the Brookside Plan to
discuss the unwritten policy that obligates a meeting to be held by developers
with neighborhood association representatives prior to formal application is
because she believes this would have brought about some of the concerns and
alleviated them, which Mr. Beattie spoke directly to. Ms. Bayles indicated that
everyone who signed up to speak today will be notified of further development of
this plan and their opinions will be heard, recognized and incorporated into the
development of this plan. The interested parties should speak to Mr. Glass
directly. = She encouraged the members of the Brookside Neighborhood
Association and those who served on the task force to establish a subcommittee
to continue to refine what will obviously be the implementation and development
issues in the future. She indicated that she too will be supporting this application
today.

TMAPC Action; 9 members present:

On MOTION of JACKSON, TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Bernard, Cantees,
Carnes, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, Midget "aye"; no "nays"; none"abstaining"; Dick,
Horner "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of PUD-718, subject to the TAC
recommendations being included in the conditions, subject to the conceptual plan
layout not being endorsed today and will be addressed during detail site plan and
landscape plan review per staff recommendation.

Legal Description for PUD-718:

Lot 6, the East 50’ of Lot 5 and the West 50’ of Lot 5, Block 4, Oliver's Addition,
an addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, and located
east of the southeast corner of East 35" Place South and South Peoria Avenue,
Tulsa, Oklahoma, From OL (Office Low Intensity District) To OL/PUD (Office
Low Intensity District/Planned Unit Development).

* ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok k% %

Mr. Midget out at 4:16 p.m.
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ZONING PUBLIC HEARING
Application No.: PUD-717 IL/AG to PUD
Applicant: Charles Norman (County)

Location: Southwest corner of East 116™ Street North and U.S. Highway 75.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

CZ-343 August 2004: A request to rezone an 18-acre tract located in the
southwest corner of East 116" Street North and North Memorial Drive from AG to
IL for commercial and industrial use was denied.

CZ-335 April 2004: A request to rezone a twenty-acre tract located on the
southeast corner of East 116" Street North and North Yale Avenue from AG to IL
or CG for a metal fabricating business was approved for IL on the west half of the
tract. The balance of the property remained AG.

CZ-333 January 2004: A request to rezone the subject property from AG to IL
or CG was filed. Staff recommended denial of both the IL and the CG as the
property was designated as a Corridor Intensity- Agricultural district. The request
was amended by the applicant to rezone the north 660 feet, leaving the southern
portion of the tract AG. All concurred in approval of IL zoning on the north 660
feet.

CZ-328 and CZ-329 November 2003: Requests were filed to rezone two
separate five-acre tracts from AG to CS. One tract was located on the northeast
corner of East 96" Street North and Highway 75 and the second tract was
located on the northeast corner of 106" Street North and Highway 75. Both
requests were withdrawn by the applicants upon determination that both
properties had street frontage but did not have rights-of-way to access.

CZ-325 August 2003: A request to rezone a 2.5-acre tract located on the
southeast corner of East 146" Street North and Highway 75 from AG to CS was
denied. The site did not qualify as a Medium Intensity node under the terms of
the Development Guidelines.

CZ-324 August 2003: A request to rezone a 342-acre tract located south and
east of the southeast corner of East 146" Street North and Highway 75 for
residential development was approved for RE zoning.

CZ-264 May 2000: A request to rezone a 3.4-acre tract located on the northwest
corner of East 96™ Street North and Highway 75 North from RS to CS was
approved for CS zoning on the south 150’ with the remainder remaining RS.
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CZ-173 June 1889: A request to rezone a 12.6-acre fract located in the
southeast corner of East 106" Street North and U. S. Highway 75 and extending
south along the Highway 75 right-of-way for approximately 1,463 feet for
automobile sales. All concurred in denial of CG zoning and CS zoning was
approved in the alternative.

AREA DESCRIPTION:

SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is approximately twenty-two acres in size
and is located on the southwest corner of East 116" Street North and Highway
75. The property is gently sloping, non-wooded, contains a barn and is zoned

AG.

STREETS:

Exist. Access MSHP Design. MSHP R'W  Exist. # Lanes
East 116" Street North Secondary arterial 100° 2 lanes

U. S. Highway 75 North  Freeway Varies 4 lanes

UTILITIES: The subject tract is served with water from a rural water system and
sewer would have to be through a septic system or some alternative.

SURROUNDING AREA: The property is abutted on the north by vacant
property, zoned AG; to the south and west by single-family homes on large
acreages and zoned AG; and to the east by the highway right-of-way, zoned AG.
Farther east across the highway is an auto salvage yard recently rezoned to IH in
Tulsa County.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The North Tulsa County Comprehensive Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan
of the Tulsa Metropolitan Area, designates the property as Corridor Intensity-
Agricultural. According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested rezoning is not in
accord with the Plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Despite the proposal's not being in accord with the North Tulsa County
Comprehensive Plan, staff can support the proposal. Development trends in the
area seem to indicate against the plan's designated agricultural use. The
location on major roadways appears appropriate for the proposed uses and
therefore staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD-717, subject to the following
PUD conditions:

1. The applicant’s Outline Development Plan and Text be made a condition of
approval, unless modified herein.

2. Development Standards:
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DEVELOPMENT AREA A

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

LAND AREA:
Net 7.48 acres 325,888 SF

PERMITTED USES:

Uses permitted as a matter of right in Use Unit 10, Off-Street Parking Areas; Use
Unit 11, Offices, Studios and Support Services; Use Unit 12, Eating
Establishments Other than Drive-Ins; Use Unit 13, Convenience Goods and
Services; Use Unit 14, Shopping Goods and Services; Use Unit 15, Other Trades
and Services; Use Unit 17, Automotive and Allied Activities; Use Unit 18, Drive-In
Restaurants; Use Unit 19, Hotel/Motel and Recreation Facilities — Hotel/Motel
only; and uses customarily accessory to permitted uses; Use Unit 4, Public
Protection and Utility Facilities — Antennas and Supporting Structures only shall
be permitted subject to approval of the Tulsa County Board of Adjustment.

MAXIMUM BUILDING FLOOR AREA: 81,000 SF
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT:
Hotel/Motel 45 FT
Other uses 35FT

MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS:
From the centerline of East 116" Street North 200 FT
From the easterly property line 50 FT
From the westerly property line 50 FT*
From the southerly development area boundary O FT

*The buildings within the south 200 feet would increase Plus 2 feet of setback for
each one-foot of building height exceeding 15 feet.

OFF-STREET PARKING:
As required by the applicable use unit of the Tulsa County Zoning Code.

SIGNAGE:

A. One ground sign for the frontage on East 116™ Street North and one ground
sign for the U.S. Highway 75 right-of-way frontage; the display surface area of
each ground sign shall not exceed 175 square feet and a maximum of 25 feet
in height; provided a sign when located along the U.S. Highway 75 right-of-
way frontage behind the building setback line may exceed 25 feet, but shall
not exceed 40 feet in height.
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Wall signs other than directional signs shall be permitted only on the north,
east and south-facing building walls and shall not exceed 2 square feet of
display surface area per lineal foot of building wall to which attached. No
west-facing wall signs shall be permitted.

LIGHTING:

All parking lot lighting and building-mounted signs shall be directed downward
and away from adjacent residential use areas and the westerly boundary of
Development Area A.

Light standards shall not exceed 30 feet in height.

SCREENING:
A six-foot high screening fence shall be constructed along the westerly boundary

of Development Area A as development occurs.

TRASH, MECHANICAL AND EQUIPMENT AREAS:
All trash, mechanical and equipment areas shall be screened from public view by

persons standing at ground level.

DEVELOPMENT AREA B
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
LAND AREA:
Net 14.68 Acres 639,485 SF

PERMITTED USES:

Uses permitted as a matter of right in Use Unit 10, Off-Street Parking; Use Unit
11, Offices, Studios and Support Services; Use Unit 16, Mini Storage; Use Unit
17, Automotive and Allied Activities; Use Unit 23, Warehousing and Wholesaling;
Use Unit 25, Light Manufacturing and Industry, and uses customarily accessory
to permitted uses; Use Unit 4, Public Protection and Utility Facilities — Antennas
and Supporting Structures only shall be permitted in the west 600’ of Area B,
subject to the approval of the Tulsa County Board of Adjustment.

MAXIMUM BUILDING FLOOR AREA: 120,000 SF
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 25FT
MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS:
From the east property line 150 FT
From the south property line 90 FT
From the west property line 75FT
From the northerly property line 10FT
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OFF-STREET PARKING:
As required by the applicable use unit of the Tulsa County Zoning Code.

SIGNAGE:

A. One ground sign for the U.S. Highway 75 right-of-way frontage with a
maximum of 250 square feet of display surface area and a height of 25 feet. No
ground sign shall be located within 200 feet of the south boundary of
Development Area B.

B. Wall signs other than directional signs shall be permitted only on the north
and east facing building walls and shall not exceed 2 square feet of display
surface area per lineal foot of building wall to which attached. No south or west-
facing wall signs shall be permitted.

LIGHTING:
All parking lot lighting and building-mounted signs shall be directed downward
and away from adjacent residential use areas to the south, west and north

boundaries of Development Area B.

SCREENING:

A six-foot high screening fence shall be constructed along the south boundary of
Development Area B at such time as development occurs within Area B. The
screening fence shall commence at the building setback line from the easterly
boundary and continue along the south boundary for the entire length of buildings
within Development Area B.

The screening fence shall be extended along the south boundary as additional
development occurs within Development Area B.

TRASH, MECHANICAL AND EQUIPMENT:
All trash, mechanical and equipment areas shall be screened from public view by
persons standing at ground level.

3. Landscaping and screening shall be in substantial compliance with the
above text and meet or exceed the requirements of the PUD chapter.

4. No zoning clearance permit shall be issued for a lot within the PUD until a
detail site plan for the lot, which includes all buildings, parking, screening fences
and landscaping areas, has been submitted to the TMAPC and approved as
being in compliance with the approved PUD development standards.

5. A detail landscape plan for each lot shall be approved by the TMAPC prior

to issuance of a building permit. A landscape architect registered in the State of
Oklahoma shall certify to the zoning officer that all required landscaping and
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screening fences have been installed, or in the case of the landscaping, shall be
installed in the proper planting season, prior to issuance of an occupancy permit.
The landscaping materials required under the approved plan shall be maintained
and replaced as needed, as a continuing condition of the granting of an
occupancy permit.

6. No sign permits shall be issued for erection of a sign on a lot within the PUD
until a detail sign plan for that lot has been submitted to the TMAPC and
approved as being in compliance with the approved PUD development
standards.

7. Flashing signs, running light or twinkle signs, animated signs, revolving or
rotating signs or signs with movement shall be prohibited.

8. The County Engineer or a professional engineer registered in the State of
Oklahoma shall certify to the appropriate City official that all required stormwater
drainage structures and detention areas serving a lot have been installed in
accordance with the approved plans prior to issuance of an occupancy permit on
that lot.

9. Access and circulation plans shall include plans for pedestrian circulation,
including sidewalks and connections where appropriate to the Tulsa Trails
system. All curbs, gutters, base and paving materials used shall be of a quality
and thickness that meets Tulsa County standards.

10. Subject to conditions recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee
during the subdivision platting process which are approved by the TMAPC.

11. Approval of the PUD is not an endorsement of the conceptual layout. This
will be done during detail site plan review or the subdivision platting process.

12. There shall be no outside storage of recyclable material, trash or similar
material outside a screened receptacle, nor shall trucks or truck trailers be
parked in the PUD except while they are actively being loaded or unloaded.
Truck trailers and shipping containers shall not be used for storage within this
PUD.

TAC Comments for June 22, 2005:

Traffic: No site plan provided for review.

AEP/PSO: Wants 160’ easement on power line.

County Engineer: Re. lighting may need a statement regarding directing the

lighting downward and away from Highway 75 and the eastern boundary of the
PUD (ODOT may require).
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Applicant’'s Comments:

Charles Norman, 401 South Boston, Suite 2900, Tulsa, OK 74103-4065, stated
that he is in agreement with the recommendation for the minor amendment with
one exception that he has discussed with staff.

Mr. Norman described the surrounding area to the subject property. He indicated
that he has proposed two development areas, which are the northern
development area will be Development Area A from 116" Street and the area to
the south is Development Area B. He explained that his clients plan to construct
enclosed structures for storage of large residential recreational vehicles and
boats.

Mr. Norman stated that the property drains to the west and southwest. His point,
in respect to the westerly setback, involves a house. In Development Area A has
proposed general retail commercial uses and perhaps a hotel/motel use. The
residences at the house in question are rental property and he has been
informed that they are vacant. Due to the floodplain it is unlikely to have further
development other than the existing residential structure. The residences on
116" Street is outside of the floodplain.

Mr. Norman explained that he had proposed a westerly setback along
Development Area A of ten feet, plus two feet additional setback for each one-
foot of building height exceeding 15 feet. This is standard in the CS district, but
staff has recommended a 50-foot setback along the entire west boundary,
recognizing the existence of the residence. He has no objection to this
recommendation, but would ask that the additional two-for-one above 15 feet be
applied to only the south 200 feet, which would be adjacent to the single-family
area. In other words, there would be a 50-foot setback all along the western
boundary and anything south of the single-family residence have the additional
setback of 50 feet plus two feet more for each one-foot of height in excess of 15
feet.

Ms. Matthews stated that staff could agree with the setback as proposed by Mr.
Norman.

Mr. Norman stated that if the Planning Commission is in agreement with the
setback modification along the westerly boundary then he would be in agreement
with the all of the recommendations of the staff.

Mr. Norman pointed out that he has proposed a 90-foot building setback line from
the south boundary and there is a required screening fence along that portion of
the south boundary that is opposite buildings and set back 150 feet from the
front. There is a prohibition of any outside lighting within the south 150 feet of
Development Area B (south side of the storage buildings).
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INTERESTED PARTIES:

Sandra Farney, Route 1, Box 615, Sperry, Oklahoma 74073, President of the
North Tulsa County Neighborhood Association, stated that she has several
concerns. Ms. Farney read her concerns regarding annexation, rural water being
provided and lack of adequate services for the proposal. She commented that
the traffic congestion is present in the subject area and this proposal would
increase the danger at Highways 75 and 20. She explained that 116" Street
from Claremore is Highway 20. She asked if INCOG and the City of Tulsa are
discussing annexation and providing services within the subject area. Ms.
Farney asked if this would this be a part of updating the North Tulsa County
Comprehensive Plan. She further asked why staff was recommending approval
of PUD-717 before the updating of the North Tulsa County Comprehensive Plan.
Ms. Farney stated that the association is not aware of any discussions with the
nearby neighbors and the association that is now established.

Ms. Farney questioned who would utilize this proposal since most of the
homeowners have land to park their own vehicles. There is storage at 96" Street
North and Highway 75 and it is adequately serving the immediate area that
needs this type of storage. She requested answers before this case moves
forward.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Jackson stated that he could help Ms. Farney with some of her questions.
He explained that if Washington County Rural Water District 3 is unable to serve
the proposal, then the developer wouldn’'t be able to obtain a County Building
Permit. He explained that he believes that all the applicant has planned for the
immediate use is the storage areas that wouldn’t require major water supplies.

Mr. Jackson asked Mr. Boulden if he is aware of any annexation proposals being
on the board. In response, Mr. Boulden stated that he is unaware of any
annexations at this time and it would be irrelevant to this Planning Commission’s
consideration.

Mr. Jackson stated that there are no immediate annexation plans and there
wouldn't be any water rights taken away from District 3. Fire safety would fall
under the RWD 3 and traffic safety would fall under the County and ODOT.

Ms. Farney stated that ODOT has met with the neighborhood association and
they do plan for a large interchange at 116", but she doesn’t know the timeframe
on that.

Mr. Jackson stated that all these issues will be taken under consideration by the
County Engineer and the BOCC before this application goes any further. He
reminded Ms. Farney that the Planning Commission is a recommending board
and does not make the final decision.
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Ms. Farney stated that she wouid like the Planning Commission and developers
to keep in mind that the neighborhood association is ready to meet and talk
about details.

Mr. Jackson stated that the association would be notified if anything else comes
through.

Ms. Bayles applauded Ms. Farney on the establishment of her neighborhood
association and the critical questions she asked today. She suggested that Ms.
Farney speak with Mr. Norman while Mr. Parker is speaking.

INTERESTED PARTIES:

Bill Parker, 4340 East 116™ Street North, Box 967, Sperry, Oklahoma 74073,
stated he lives adjacent to the property on the south side. He further stated that
he is opposed to the rezoning and proposal. He explained that he has a lifetime
investment in his property and he didn’t move there to have something like this
next to him. He believes that it would cause devaluation to his property.

Mr. Parker suggested that if the Planning Commission is inclined to grant this
proposal he requested that the north half remain as it is currently zoned.

TMAPC COMMENTS: 4

Ms. Bayles stated that she doesn't believe that Mr. Parker adequately addressed
how the subject proposal would negatively impact him. She asked Mr. Parker to
elaborate on it. Mr. Parker stated that everyone living there is doing so because
they would like to live in the country. He explained that this was demonstrated
when City of Tulsa tried to annex the subject area and a coalition was formed
against it and it failed. When a commercial business is close to residential it
lowers the value of the residential property. Traffic at 116™ Street is unbearable
and there is no traffic control in the subject area. He indicated that 30-plus
people have died at the 116" Street intersection. This proposal will affect him
and his neighbors in the community.

Ms. Bayles asked Mr. Parker if he is the property owner directly to the south. In
response, Mr. Parker answered affirmatively. Mr. Parker stated that there is a
reason for his home to be in the middle of his property and the subject proposal
is one of those reasons.

Applicant’s Rebuttal:

Mr. Norman stated that his clients have no intention of requesting any annexation
to the City of Tulsa. His client, Mr. Byrd, is the Superintendent of the Sperry
School District and is well familiar with all of the subject area.

Mr. Norman stated that the water district has a six-inch water line on the north
side of 116™ Street and a three-inch water line that serves the property to the
south. He is aware of all of the limitations and one of the issues not mentioned is

06:22:05:2416(47)



the absence of any sanitary sewer service in the subject area. He has explored
and indicated in the PUD submittal that it would have to be an aerobic system
that is approved by the City/County Health Department o be in compliance with
all regulations. Recognition of the property owner’s interest is the reason that he
proposed the significant setbacks from the south boundary of the property and
those restrictions on lighting that have been incorporated into the PUD and
recommended by the staff. The North Tulsa Comprehensive Plan is 20 years old
and should be updated; however, the intersection corners have been recognized
as appropriate for non-residential development. He commented that with the
floodplain to the west and the existence of the single-family residence nearby,
there is a natural buffer for any development that would occur to the west and he
believes that he has provided significant protection to the south property owner.

Mr. Norman stated that he believes it will be several years before there will be
significant commercial development in the subject area, but the purpose of
bringing a PUD before the brothers purchase the property is to make certain that
there are acceptable uses for the northern portion that would be compatible with
a passive use that is indicated for the southern property. He requested that this
application be approved.

Mr. Norman stated that he is aware that there will be a detail site plan presented
in the future, as well as a requirement that the property that is being developed
be platted and deal with all of the infrastructure issues.

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of JACKSON, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Bernard, Cantees,
Carnes, Harmon, Hill, Jackson "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining”; Dick, Horner,
Midget "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of PUD-717 per staff
recommendation as modified. (Language with a strike-through has been deleted
and language with an underline has been added.)

Legal Description for PUD-717:

A TRACT OF LAND THAT IS PART OF THE NE/4 OF SECTION 9, T-21-N,
R-13-E, OF THE INDIAN BASE AND MERIDIAN, TULSA COUNTY,
OKLAHOMA, SAID TRACT OF LAND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, TO-WIT: STARTING AT THE NORTHWEST
CORNER OF THE NE/4 OF SAID SECTION 9; THENCE S 01°24'11" E ALONG
THE WESTERLY LINE OF THE NE/4 OF SECTION 9 FOR 773.40' TO THE
"POINT OF BEGINNING" OF SAID TRACT OF LAND; THENCE S 83°50'37" E
FOR 607.14"; THENCE N 06°0923"E FOR 720.51" TO A POINT ON THE
WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF U.S. HIGHWAY NO. 75; THENCE
ALONG SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY AS FOLLOWS: S 80°02'00"E FOR 60.98"
N 88°39'23"E FOR 175.00"; S46°21'00"E FOR 101.60"; S23°03'00"E FOR
686.30; S 01°26'00" E FOR 482.00' TO A POINT THAT IS 25.00' SOUTHERLY
OF THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF THE NW/4 OF THE NE/4 OF SAID SECTION 9;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE §$88°34'32"W AND
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PARALLEL WITH SAID SOUTHERLY LINE FOR 1256.63' TO A POINT ON THE
WESTERLY LINE OF THE NE/4 OF SECTION 9, SAID POINT BEING 25.00'
SOUTHERLY OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE NW/4 OF THE NE/4;
THENCE N 01°24'11" W ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE FOR 570.10' TO THE
"POINT OF BEGINNING" OF SAID TRACT OF LAND, and located on the
southwest corner of East 116" Street North and U. S. Highway 75 North, Tulsa,
Oklahoma, From IL & AG (Industrial Light District & Agriculture District) To
IL/AG/PUD  (Industrial  Light  District/Agriculture  District/Planned  Unit
Development).

* k k k k k k k k ok * %

Mr. Carnes out at 4:36 p.m.

OTHER BUSINESS:

Application No.: PUD-600-A DETAIL SITE PLAN
Applicant: David Rogers (PD-18) (CD-8)
Location: 9225 South Toledo (Lot 1, Block 3)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The applicant is requesting approval of a detail site plan for a new office building.
The Lockhart Chiropractic Office Building, Use Unit #11, Offices, Studios and
Support Services, is in conformance with Development Standards.

The proposed office building complies with setback and height requirements, and
meets minimum landscape requirements for streetyard and lot area. No parking
lot or building mounted lighting (other than decorative) is proposed.

This site is being developed in conjunction with Lot 2 to the south. Parking and
access from South Toledo are intended to be shared between the two sites;
however, the Lockhart office has sufficient parking on Lot 1 to meet minimum
zoning requirements. A green belt, Reserve ‘E’ abuts the lot on the north.
Residential abuts the site’s east boundary; therefore, screening of this boundary
is required.

Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 600-A/ Lot 1, Block 3 Detail Site Plan
contingent upon screening of the east boundary.

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

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

TMAPC Action; 7 members present:

On MOTION of HARMON, TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Bernard, Cantees,
Harmon, Hill, Jackson "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Dick, Horner,
Midget "absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan for PUD-600-A, Lot 1, Block 3,
subject to screening of the east boundary per staff recommendation.
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Application No.: PUD-600-A DETAIL SITE PLAN
Applicant: David Rogers (PD-18) (CD-8)
Location: 9229 South Toledo (Lot 2, Block 3)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The applicant is requesting approval of a detail site plan for a new office building.
The Fisher Office Building, a Use Unit 11, Offices, Studios and Support Services,
is in conformance with Development Standards.

The proposed office building complies with setback and height requirements, and
meets minimum landscape requirements for streetyard and lot area. No parking
lot or building mounted lighting (other than decorative) is proposed.

This site is being developed in conjunction with Lot 1 to the north. Parking and
access from South Toledo are intended to be shared between the two sites;
however, the Fisher office has sufficient parking on Lot 2 to meet minimum
zoning requirements. Staff recommends that Lot 2 parking be designed,
constructed and accessible to future development of Lot 3. This can be achieved
by simply removing the curb along the south boundary. The site also abuts
residential along the east boundary; therefore, screening of this boundary is
required.

Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 600-A/ Lot 2, Block 3 Detail Site Plan
contingent upon screening of the east boundary and design and construction of
parking to be accessible to future development of Lot 3.

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

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

TMAPC Action; 7 members present:

On MOTION of HARMON, TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Ard, Bayles, Bernard, Cantees,
Harmon, Hill, Jackson "aye"; no "nays"; none"abstaining”, Carnes, Dick, Horner,
Midget "absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan for PUD-600-A, Lot 2, Block 3,
subject to upon screening of the east boundary and design and construction of
parking to be accessible to future development of Lot 3 per staff
recommendation.
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There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting adjourned at
4:40 p.m.

Date Approved:
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Chairman
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