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replaced as needed, as a continuing condition of the granting of an
occupancy permit.

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

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

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

No building permit shall be issued until the platting requirements of
Section 1107-F of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by
the TMAPC and filed of record in the County Clerk's office, incorporating
within the restrictive covenants the PUD conditions of approval and
making the City beneficiary to said covenants that relate to PUD
conditions.

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

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.

There shall be no outside storage of recyclable material, trash or similar
material outside a screened receptacle. Receptacle screening shall be
constructed of materials having an appearance similar to the buildings
themselves and be of complementary color. Trucks or truck trailers may
not 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 in the PUD.

TAC Comments
General: In the Surveyor's Overall Description the 3™ Bounding Line
Description did not include a distance, and letters were cutoff on the right side
of the page. A standard 17.5’ utility easement should be provided around the
entire perimeter property line.
Water: Water services can be taken from the 12-inch main along the north
side of 56" St N or the 12-inch on the east side of Peoria Avenue.
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Fire: No comments.

Stormwater: No comments.

Wastewater: A sanitary sewer mainline extension will be required to serve
any development of the PUD.

Transportation: Provide corner radius of 30’ at street intersection. Driveway
width for driveway on 56" St N must be between 24'-36’. Section IV B. of
Development Standards modifies sidewalk section to read: “Sidewalks shall
be provided according to subdivision regulations along Peoria Ave and 56"
St. Internal pedestrian circulation will be subject to detail site plan review.”
Traffic: No comments.

INCOG Transportation:

e MSHP: E. 56th Street North is a designated secondary arterial. N.
Peoria Ave. is a designated secondary arterial multimodal street.

e LRTP: N. Peoria Ave, between E. 46" Street N. and E. 56™ Street N.,
existing 4 lanes. E. 56" Street N., between Lewis Ave and Union Ave,
existing 2 lanes. Per Subdivision regulations, sidewalks should be
constructed if non-existing or maintained if existing.

TMP: No comments.

e Transit: Currently, Tulsa Transit operates an existing route on N.
Peoria Ave, between E. 46" Street N. and E. 56" Street N. According
to MTTA future plans, this location will continue to be served by transit
routes. Therefore, consideration for access to public transportation
should be included in the development.

GIS: No comments.
Street Addressing: No comments.

Inspection Services: No comments.
County Engineer: No comments.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Dix questioned the need for a detention pond and asked if fees-in-lieu of a
detention pond is possible. Mr. Sansone advised Mr. Dix to read the TAC
comments regarding this issue and he didn’t know if the option for a fee-in-lieu of
a detention pond is available for this site.

Applicant’'s Comments:
Roy Johnsen, One West 3™ Suite 1010, 74103, stated that the Comprehensive

Plan identifies the subject area as mixed-use corridors and it is anticipated to be
commercial uses. There are three houses on the north side of 56" Street North.
The zoning patterns indicate that this proposal is a consistent delineation of the
west boundary non-residential use. This is a PUD and there will be a site plan
review and there are lighting, screening and landscaping requirements.

Mr. Johnsen stated that presently the proposed use for the north portion of the
subject property is for a drug store. Mr. Johnsen explained that his client can’t
meet the normal landscaping requirement of 15 percent of street yard along 56™
Street and still have the double drive-through for the pharmacy. He stated that
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he is advised that this proposal cannot go forward if the drive-through is not
allowed as planned. Mr. Johnsen recognized that it is unusual to set this out as
part of the PUD, knowing that it would still have staff review, but he wanted his
client to have some feeling that the Planning Commission would recognize that
alternative compliance would be appropriate here.

TMAPC COMMENTS:
In response to Mr. Leighty, Mr. Johnsen stated that the drug store has prototypes
and he believes that is why they are requesting the change in the signage.

INTERESTED PARTIES COMMENTS:

Mary Odom, 10914 North Sheridan, Sperry, 74073, stated that she inherited the
nearby property from her father and came to today’s meeting to see what they
were proposing. She has no objection to the proposal and she is pleased that
Tulsa is moving their redevelopment out north.

Pat Barnett, 1022 East 56" Street North, 74126, stated that his home is west of
the subject property. He expressed concerns that the development would be too
close to his property. Mr. Barnett stated that he would prefer that everything
remain residential. He expressed concerns that development will keep
squeezing properties. He recommended the Development Area B should remain
residential. Mr. Barnett stated that he is on the City side of the street and his
neighbors are on the County side of the street and they didn’t attend today
because they don’t have any say on this today.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Ms. Cantrell assured Mr. Barnett that the Planning Commission and City Council
do listen to the City and County residents and they shouldn’t feel that they have
no say. Ms. Cantrell stated that the subject area looks as though it is developing
commercial. She asked Mr. Barnett if there is anything that the Planning
Commission could put in Development Area B to provide him more protection.
Mr. Barnett stated that there are young people who want to own homes in the
subject area. He doesn’t want to move and would like to live in his home the rest
of his life. Ms. Cantrell explained to Mr. Barnett that the exit will be on property B
and nothing will come onto his property line without his permission. Ms. Cantrell
informed Mr. Barnett that there are no specific plans for Area B at this time. Mr.
Barnett stated that since there are no specific plans for Area B, then leave it
residential and come back when there something planned. Mr. Barnett
commented he isn’t against growth, but he doesn’t want to be squeezed.

Ms. Odom stated that there is a sewer line that runs in front of her property. She
questioned if the sewer line is gone, because it use to run along Peoria in front of
the address of 5481 North Peoria. Ms. Odom stated that she can understand Mr.
Barnett’'s concerns but she doesn’t know how one can tell water it can’t go there.
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Applicant’s Rebuttal:
Mr. Johnsen stated that he believes that there might have been some

misunderstanding on the boundaries and he believes that it has been clarified
now by the Planning Commission. The detention is for stormwater detention and
the concept is that the flow will not be increased off of the tract of development.
His client will be required to bring sanitary sewer to the subject property and it is
a substantial expense. The subject site is consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan all the way to the south for being a mixed-use area. It is also consistent
with a number of zonings that have happened to the south. This is a very
consistent application and the PUD offers protection to the adjoining properties.
Area B is a difficult property to develop due to drainage issues.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Dix stated that he is still struggling with the detention area. Mr. Johnsen
stated that he would rather not build the detention area, but he understood it
would be required. Mr. Dix stated that onsite detention becomes a maintenance
nightmare and they are never maintained right. Mr. Dix stated that the TAC
comments didn’t show any stormwater comments. Mr. Johnsen stated that he is
sure that his engineer has checked into this issue and normally one prefers to
pay the fee and if that is possible he will investigate it, but he doesn’t believe it
will be permitted due to the existing drainage issues. Mr. Dix asked if the
detention pond is necessary, it would be better to move it to the middle of the lot-
line and free up some of the site plan for the pharmacy. Mr. Johnsen stated that
he could explore that idea. Mr. Johnsen stated that the detention pond and the
tree plantings will have to meet the City of Tulsa requirements. Mr. Johnsen
further stated that the maintenance on the detention pond will be taken care of
and there is an incentive to take care of it since it will be so close to the store.
Mr. Johnsen further stated that he would disagree slightly with Mr. Dix’s
comments about detention ponds in Tulsa maintenance. He believes that they
are very well maintained.

Ms. Cantrell asked Mr. Johnsen if there were any plans for Area B at this time. In
response, Mr. Johnsen stated that there are no plans at this time. Ms. Cantrell
stated that she hopes when something is planned for Area B that someone would
sit down with Mr. Barnett and ease his mind. Mr. Johnsen stated that normally
notice would be given to the interested party at detail site plan and he would be
fine with that.

Mr. Steele, Senior Engineer for City of Tulsa, stated that Mr. Johnsen covered
the detention pond issue very well. The applicant is allowed to detain or pay the
fee if the City agrees with the payment of fee. The fee has gone up recently and
will go up again in April 2012. It will be 74 cents a square foot of increased
impervious area. The determinations will not be made until there is a building
plan for a building permit and until that time nothing is decided on detention. The
City will look at the site and their objectives are to ensure that they accept water
coming onto the property and they can convey it off without causing damage to
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anyone. If the applicant increases the impervious area considerably there will be
a lot more runoff. If the applicant decides to detain, normally they are dry
detention and they are mowed instead of keeping water there, which makes them
more efficient that way. It would be inspected regularly, and he understands that
there may be some in the City that are not in the best condition, but they are
inspected regularly to ensure that they can function as intended.

Mr. Leighty stated that he can sympathize with Mr. Barnett, but this is located at
a corner of a major intersection of arterials and will have some growth now and in
the future. Mr. Leighty indicated that he would support this application and it is
providing some much needed-development in the subject area and hopefully will
be an asset their community.

Mr. Carnes stated that he would make a motion to approve the staff
recommendation with the amendments.

Ms. Cantrell asked if she could make a friendly amendment to notify Mr. Barnett
at detail site plan for Area B.

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of CANTRELL, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Cantrell, Carnes, Dix,
Edwards, Leighty, Perkins, Shivel, Walker "aye"; no "nays"; none “abstaining";
Liotta, Midget, Stirling "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of PUD-788 per staff
recommendation, subject to amendments submitted by the applicant and
presented by staff, subject to notice being given to Mr. Pat Barnett for any
subsequent development on Area B. (Language underlined has been added and
language with a strike-through has been deleted.)

Legal Description for PUD-788:

A TRACT OF LAND BEING A PART OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4 NE/4 NE/4)
OF SECTION TWELVE (12), TOWNSHIP TWENTY (20) NORTH, RANGE
TWELVE (12) EAST OF THE INDIAN BASE AND MERIDIAN, TULSA COUNTY,
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, ACCORDING TO THE U.S. GOVERNMENT SURVEY
THEREOF; MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED TO-WIT: COMMENCING AT
THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION TWELVE (12); THENCE
SOUTH 88°32'57" WEST ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 12 A DISTANCE OF 50.00 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 01°10'06" EAST AND PARALLEL TO THE EAST LINE OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 12 A DISTANCE OF 35.00 FEET
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING SOUTH 01°10'06"
EAST A DISTANCE OF 197.00 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE SOUTH 88°32'57"
WEST AND PARALLEL TO THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 12 A DISTANCE OF 400.00 FEET TO A POINT;
THENCE NORTH 01°10'06" WEST AND PARALLEL TO THE EASTERLY LINE
OF SAID SECTION 12 TO A POINT; THENCE NORTH 88°32'57" EAST AND
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PARALLEL TO THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID
SECTION 12 A DISTANCE OF 400.00' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

¥ %k k k k %k k ok k ¥k ¥k ok

22.7-7184 — Brent White/Arrow Engine Company, Location: North of northeast
corner North Gillette Avenue and East Haskell Place, Requesting from RM-1 to
PK, (CD-3) (Continued from 11/2/11)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
ZONING ORDINANCE: Ordinance number 11809 dated June 26, 1970,
established zoning for the subject property.

RELEVANT ZONING HISTORY:

Z-5602 October 1981: All concurred in approval of a request for rezoning a tract
of land from RM-1 to PK on property located on the southeast corner of East
Independence Street and North Gillette Avenue and abutting north of subject
property.

AREA DESCRIPTION:

SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is approximately 22,500+ square feet in
size and is located north of the northeast corner of North Gillette Avenue and
East Haskell Place. The property appears to be vacant and is zoned RM-1.

SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is abutted on the east by commercial
and mixed uses, zoned CH; on the north by a parking lot, zoned PK; farther to
the north is an industrial use; on the south by residential uses, zoned RM-1; and
on the west by residential uses, zoned RM-1.

UTILITIES: The subject tract has municipal water and sewer available.

TRANSPORTATION VISION:

The Comprehensive Plan does not designate North Gillette Avenue.
STREETS:

Exist. Access MSHP Design MSHP RIW  Exist. # Lanes
North Gillette Avenue N/A N/A 2

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The Comprehensive Plan designates this as an Employment Area. The
proposed parking lot is to provide space for parking for the adjacent industrial
use. This is an older industrial area, in which many workers also lived. It is
surrounded by a residential/mixed use area consequently. Employment areas
were so designated to direct employers/potential employers and employees there
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and to provide the municipal or private infrastructure to allow those businesses to
thrive.  The surrounding residential area is designated as an Existing
Neighborhood.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
The requested PK zoning is not in accord with the Comprehensive Plan.
Therefore, staff recommends DENIAL of PK zoning for Z-7184.

Applicant’s Comments:
Lou Reynolds, 2727 East 21%t Street, 74114, stated that he is representing

Arrow Engine Company and they have been in business for 60 years with 260
employees. The company is growing and has hired over 100 people in the last
12 months. The company owns three lots and would like to expand it for parking
to accommodate their employees. Mr. Reynolds cited the existing zoning and
the past rezoning of the subject area. Mr. Reynolds commented that with the
existing activity in the subject area he believes that the application is consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Reynolds requested that the Planning
Commission approve this requests.

TMAPC COMMENTS:

Mr. Leighty asked Mr. Reynolds if he contacted the property owners on the west
side. In response, Mr. Reynolds stated that he didn’t personally contact them,
but he did spend a lot of time in the subject area taking pictures and looking at
the site. He has never had any personal contact with anyone while visiting the
site. Mr. Reynolds indicated that he did see the rezoning sign posted on the
subject property. Mr. Reynolds stated that the employees are currently parking
on the company facility and there is a need for more parking. If more parking
doesn’t become available they will have to park on the street.

Ms. Cantrell stated that she would like to remind everyone that the Planning
Commission did this lot-by-lot for the new Comprehensive Plan and knew that
there would be some mistakes. In retrospect, the line for the land designation
probably should have extended to Haskell. The subject lots look as though they
have been empty for a long time. Ms. Cantrell indicated that she would support
this application, but she would like to suggest to City Council or staff to look at
the area between Haskell Place and north to Independence and come up with a
better idea. She would like to see this whole area go to employment.

There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of CARNES, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Cantrell, Carnes, Dix, Edwards,
Leighty, Perkins, Shivel, Walker "aye"; no "nays"; none “abstaining"; Liotta,
Midget, Stirling "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of the PK zoning for Z-
7184.
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Legal Description for Z-7184:

Lots 10, 11 & 12 less and except the north 20’ of the east 20’ thereof, Block 1,
Cherokee Heights Addition, an addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State
of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof.
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OTHER BUSINESS:

Commissioners' Comments
Ms. Cantrell stated that respect to the previous case to send a note to City
Council to review the subject area with regard to the Comprehensive Plan.

There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of CANTRELL, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Cantrell, Carnes, Dix,
Edwards, Leighty, Perkins, Shivel, Walker "aye"; no "nays"; none “abstaining";
Liotta, Midget Stirling "absent") to REQUEST the City Council to look at the area
between Haskell Place and north to Independence, between Lewis and Yorktown
to see if it should be changed with respect to the Comprehensive Plan.

* % Kk Kk ok ok ok ok ok ok ok %

Mr. Leighty stated that when a site plan is submitted for a commercial area and
office area there wasn’t an overall look at the connectivity between the two
development areas. Is this something that the Planning Commission can look at
in the future when there is a side-by-side detail site plans coming up? Mr.
Sansone stated that it can be done, but the PUD Mr. Leighty is referring, was
approved prior to the new Comprehensive Plan and prior to having extensive
talks about connectivity. It wasn't a requirement of the PUD that it would be
shown. Mr. Sansone stated that PUD-747-A has extensive internal sidewalk
systems and mutual access points. Mr. Sansone stated that he has spent a lot of
time at the site and his impression is that there wouldn’t be a lot of people
walking back and forth to that particular development.
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TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of SHIVEL, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Cantrell, Carnes, Dix, Edwards,
Leighty, Perkins, Shivel, Walker "aye"; no "nays"; none “abstaining"; Liotta,
Midget, Stirling "absent") to ADJOURN TMAPC meeting No. 2614.

% %k %k k k %k k k ¥k k k k

There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting adjourned at
2:43 p.m.

Date Approved:
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