MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION
116 WEST NEEDLES
BIXBY, OKLAHOMA
December 21, 2015 6:00 PM

In accordance with the Oklahoma Open Meeting Act, Title 25 O.S. Section 311, the agenda for this meeting was posted
on the bulletin board in the lobby of City Hall, 116 W. Needles Ave., Bixby, Oklahoma on the date and time as posted
thereon, a copy of which is on file and available for public inspection, which date and time was at least twenty-four (24)
hours prior to the meeting, excluding Saturdays and Sundays and holidays legally declared by the State of Oklahoma.

STAFF PRESENT: OTHERS ATTENDING:
Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner See attached Sign-In Sheet
Patrick Boulden, Esq., City Attorney

CALL TO ORDER:
Chair Lance Whisman called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM.
ROLL CALL:

Members Present:  Larry Whiteley, Lance Whisman, Jerod Hicks, and Thomas Holland.
Members Absent:  Steve Sutton.

1. Approval of Minutes for the November 16, 2015 Regular Meeting

Chair Lance Whisman introduced the Consent Agenda item and asked to entertain a Motion. Larry
Whiteley made a MOTION to APPROVE the Minutes of the November 16, 2015 Regular Meeting
as presented by Staff. Thomas Holland SECONDED the Motion. Roll was called:

ROLL CALL:

AYE: Holland, Whisman, Whiteley, and Hicks.
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

MOTION PASSED: 4:0:0

1. Approval of Minutes for the November 16, 2015 Special-Called Meeting

Chair Lance Whisman introduced the Consent Agenda item and asked to entertain a Motion. Larry
Whiteley made a MOTION to APPROVE the Minutes of the November 16, 2015 Special-Called
Meeting as presented by Staff. Thomas Holland SECONDED the Motion. Roll was called:
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ROLL CALL:

AYE: Holland, Whisman, Whiteley, and Hicks.
NAY: None.
ABSTAIN: None.
MOTION PASSED: 4:0:0

Chair Lance Whisman declared that, in the interest of time and those attending, the Agenda Items

would be taken out of order and Agenda Item # 4 would be heard at this time.

PLATS

4. Preliminary Plat & Final Plat of “Willow Creek Estates Amended” — Fritz Land

Surveying, LLC (PUD 78). Discussion and consideration of a Preliminary Plat and Final

Plat for 44 acres, being an amended plat of all of Willow Creek Estates.
Property Located: South and west of the intersection of 131 St. S. and Mingo Rd.

Chair Lance Whisman introduced the item and asked Erik Enyart for the Staff Report and

recommendation.

Mr. Enyart summarized the Staff Report as follows:

To: Bixby Planning Commission
From: Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner
Date: Thursday, December 17, 2015
RE: Report and Recommendations for:

Preliminary Plat & Final Plat of “Willow Creek Estates Amended” (PUD 78)
LOCATION: —  South and west of the intersection of 131 St. S. & 93" E. Ave.

—  All of Willow Creek Estates

SIZE: 43.965 acres, more or less

EXISTING ZONING: RS-3 Residential Single-Family District, RM-3 Residential Multi-Family District, &

PUD 78

SUPPLEMENTAL  PUD 78 “Willow Creek” and Corridor Appearance District (partial)

ZONING:

EXISTING USE: Platted residential lots, streets, and Reserve Areas in Willow Creek Estates

REQUEST:

— Preliminary Plat approval, being an amended plat of all of Willow Creek
Estates
— Final Plat approval, being an amended plat of all of Willow Creek Estates

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:

North:
South:

East:

West:

CS & AG; The Faith Temple Assembly church, agricultural land, and a house on a 3-acre
tract zoned CS, and agricultural land to the north of 131% St. S.

RS-3 & RE; Single family residential in Blue Ridge Estates, Blue Ridge I, Southbridge, and
Southwood South Addition.

CS & AG; The Faith Temple Assembly church, agricultural land zoned CS, and, across
Mingo Rd.: AAA Landscaping, the former Four Seasons Lawn Care business (now owned
by the City of Bixby for Haikey Creek Flood Improvement Project channel right-of-way),
agricultural land, and a cell tower, all in unincorporated Tulsa County.

RS-3, CG, & CS; Single family residential in Blue Ridge Il and Sun Burst and, along 131¢
St. S.: a house on a 3-acre tract zoned CS, the WW Sprinkler Repair business, and the
Broken Arrow Hitch & Trailer, and miscellaneous other uses, all zoned CS and CG.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

(1) Medium Intensity + Residential
(2) Development Sensitive/Low Intensity + Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land
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(3) Medium Intensity + Commercial Area

PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES:
BZ-23 — Robert Leikam — Request for rezoning from AG to OL, CS, RM-2, & RS-2 for approximately
117 acres, including parent tract subject property — Modified approval as per Staff granted in 1974
(Ord. # 282).
BZ-31 — Robert Weir — Request for rezoning from AG to RS-2 for 8.0 acres of the parent tract subject
property at about the 13400-block of S. Mingo Rd. — Approved together with BZ-23 November 19,
1974 (Ord. # 282).
BZ-236 — Faith Temple Assembly, Inc. — Request for rezoning from RM-1 to CS for area of parent
tract subject property currently zoned RM-2 for future church parking lot — Recommended/Approved
for RM-2 zoning in November 1997/January 1998 (Ord. # 765).
BZ-338 — Cardinal Industries, Inc. c/o Bob Lemons — Request for rezoning from RM-2, RM-1, CS,
OL, RD, and RS-2 to RS-3 for approximately 104.74 acres (includes parent tract subject property) for
a future “Willow Creek” residential subdivision — PC recommended Approval 05/19/2008 and City
Council Approved 06/09/2008 (Ord. # 1000).
Preliminary Plat of Willow Creek — Cardinal Industries, Inc. c/o Bob Lemons — Request for
Preliminary Plat and Modification/Waiver (maximum cul-de-sac length) approval for 104.74 acres
(includes parent tract subject property) — PC recommended Conditional Approval on 05/19/2008 and
City Council Conditionally Approved 05/27/2008.
BL-353 — Faith Temple Assembly, Inc. c/o Tony Genoff — Request for Lot-Split approval for 13 acres
abutting to the north and east (but including approximately 2 acres of parent tract subject property
currently zoned RM-2) to separate the church property from its surrounding acreage — PC Approved
05/19/2008.
BL-364 — HRAOK, Inc. for Prestige Trading Company — Request for Lot-Split approval for 104.74
acres (includes parent tract subject property) to allow for the conveyance of approximately 2.3 acres
on the east side of the Old Fry Creek Ditch to adjoining property owner (Genoff) to the north (part of
a land trade along with BL-365) — PC Approved 12/15/2008.
BL-365 — HRAOK, Inc. for Tony Genoff — Request for Lot-Split approval for 9 acres abutting to the
north and east, to allow for the conveyance of the approximately 2 acres of parent tract subject
property currently zoned RM-2 for attachment to the subject property (part of a land trade along with
BL-364) — PC Conditionally Approved 12/15/2008.
Revised Preliminary Plat of Willow Creek — HRAOK, Inc. — Request for revised Preliminary Plat and
Modification/Waiver (to exceed the 2:1 maximum lot depth to lot width ratio of SRs Section 12-3-4.F)
approval for parent tract subject property — PC recommended Conditional Approval on 06/15/2009
and City Council probably Conditionally Approved 06/22/2009.
BBOA-562 — Hank Spieker for Cardinal Industries, LLC — Request for Special Exception per Zoning
Code Section 11-7B-2 Table 1 to allow a Use Unit 5 church and Use Unit 5 private elementary school
in the RS-3 and RM-2 Residential districts for parent tract subject property — Withdrawn by Applicant
07/03/2012.
PUD 78 — Willow Creek — Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC — Request for PUD approval for parent tract
subject property — PC Recommended Conditional Approval 05/02/2013 and City Council
Conditionally Approved 05/13/2013 (Ord. # 2120 approving PUD approved 09/23/2013 upon receipt
of the “Final As Approved” PUD on 09/11/2013).
Preliminary Plat of Willow Creek — Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC — Request for approval of a
Preliminary Plat and certain Modifications/Waivers for a 291-lot residential subdivision for parent
tract subject property — PC Recommended Conditional Approval 05/02/2013 and City Council
Conditionally Approved 05/13/2013.
Final Plat of Willow Creek | — Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC — Request for Final Plat approval for a
111-lot residential subdivision for subject property, then known as “Willow Creek 1” — PC
Recommended Conditional Approval 04/21/2014 and City Council Conditionally Approved
04/28/2015 (Final Plat approval extension granted by letter dated 04/28/2015; Willow Creek Estates
Plat # 6625 recorded 08/24/2015).
PUD 78 — “Willow Creek” — Major Amendment # 1 — Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC for Willow Creek
Development, LLC — Request for approval of Major Amendment # 1 to PUD 78 for subject property,
which amendment proposes to allow off-street parking to be located off the subject property and
within the Public street right-of-way (cf. Zoning Code / City Code Section 11-10-2.D), to remove the
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7.5 minimum width parking lot setback and landscaped strip requirements (cf- Zoning Code / City

Code Section 11-10-3.B Table 1 and 11-12-3.A.2), and make certain other amendments — PC

recommended Conditional Approval 11/19/2015 and CC Conditionally Approved application

12/14/2015. Ordinance Second Reading and consideration for adoption pending 12/28/2015.
RELEVANT AREA CASE HISTORY: (not necessarily a complete list and does not include cases located
in unincorporated Tulsa County)

BZ-342 — JR Donelson for Cardinal Industries — Request for rezoning from RS-3 to CS for southerly

approximately 2.3 acres of the planned plat of “Willow Creek Plaza” abutting subject property to the

east — PC recommended Approval 04/20/2009 and City Council Conditionally Approved 05/11/2009

(Ord. # 2015).

Preliminary Plat of Willow Creek Plaza — Request for Preliminary Plat approval for approximately 9

acres abutting subject property to the east — PC recommended Conditional Approval on 04/20/2009

and City Council Conditionally Approved 04/27/2009.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

ANALYSIS:

Subject Property Conditions. The subject property of approximately 43.965 acres, more or less, consists
of all of Willow Creek Estates and is composed of platted residential lots, streets, and Reserve Areas. The
property is zoned RS-3 Residential Single-Family District, RM-3 Residential Multi-Family District, and
PUD 78.

The subject property parent tracts, combined, have 1,469.95 feet of frontage on 131% St. S. and
approximately 1,505 feet of frontage on Mingo Rd. The recorded plat of Willow Creek Estates has only
218.73° of frontage on Mingo Rd., corresponding to the Reserve ‘B’ frontage platted with that first phase.
The subject property is bounded on the east by Mingo Rd., on the south and west by residential
subdivisions Southwood South Addition, Southbridge, Blue Ridge Estates / Blue Ridge II, and Sun Burst,
on the west by the Broken Arrow Hitch & Trailer business on a 4-acre tract zoned CG and a house on a 3-
acre tract zoned CS, on the north by 131% Sz. S., and on the northeast by “Twin Hills Creek” / “Old Fry
Creek.” Per the EPA My WATERS Mapper, “Twin Hills Creek” was that drainageway that, since the Fry
Ditch project was constructed, is now known as Fry Creek # 2 from its northernmost extent to its
confluence with Fry Creek # 1. The drainageway was also previously rerouted southwest of the
intersection of 141% St. S. and Mingo Rd. to discharge directly to the Arkansas River. The portion of this
drainageway abutting/within the subject property has been incorporated into a drainage channel, located
in Reserve ‘B,” and is being coordinated with the Haikey Creek Flood Improvement project per the City
Engineer.

The land is relatively flat and appears to slope slightly to the southeast along a trajectory paralleling
“Twin Hills Creek” / “Old Fry Creek,” which then drains more or less due south after it crosses to the
east side of Mingo Rd.

Although the Haikey Creek Flood Improvement project may affect the floodplain situation, certain
Reserve Areas currently contain areas of 100-Year (1% Annual Chance) Regulatory Floodplain. The
residential building lots, however, have been removed from the 100-year Floodplain per a FEMA-
approved LOMR-F per letter from FEMA dated May 22, 2015 (Case No. 15-06-2469A). Elevating the
residential building lots out of the 100-year floodplain has avoided conflict with the restriction from
platting lots within the 100-year floodplain per SRs § 12-3-2.0.

The subject property appears to presently be served by the critical utilities (water, sewer, electric,
etc.).

Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject property as (1) Medium Intensity +
Residential, (2) Development Sensitive/Low Intensity + Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open
Land, and (3) Medium Intensity + Commercial Area.

The existing RS-3 and RM-2 districts both allow the single-family development as proposed. Per the
Matrix, the existing RS-3 and RM-2 districts are In Accordance or May Be Found In Accordance with all
the Comprehensive Plan designations.

Per the Matrix, PUDs (as a zoning district) are In Accordance or May Be Found In Accordance with
all designations of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. As the City Council approved PUD 78, it has
been found In Accordance with the Comprehensive Plan as a zoning district.

Therefore, Staff believes that the existing underlying zoning patterns and PUD 78, the existing Willow
Creek Estates single-family residential development, and this proposed amended plat should all be
recognized as being not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
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General. The Preliminary and Final Plat of “Willow Creek Estates Amended” propose an amended plat
to correct certain survey data errors contained on the recorded plat. No changes are proposed to any
lots, blocks, streets, Utility Easements or other easements, Reserve Areas, etc.

The Fire Marshal’s, City Engineer’s, and City Attorney’s review correspondence are attached to this
Staff Report (if received). Their comments are incorporated herein by reference and should be made
conditions of approval where not satisfied at the time of approval.

As no substantive changes were proposed and there were no other substantial applications to
consider, Staff did not call a meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and instead requested
comments only. No relevant comments were received.

Access and Internal Circulation. No changes are proposed as compared to Willow Creek Estates.

Land Use Restrictions. The Deed of Dedication and Restrictive Covenants (DoD/RCs) of the plat include
proposed land use restrictions, as required by Subdivision Regulations Section 12-5-3.A, and the land use
restrictions include proposed minimum house size and masonry standards which are consistent with the
PUD 78. No changes are proposed as compared to Willow Creek Estates.

Staff Recommendation. Staff recommends Approval.

Erik Enyart noted that this was the best way to clear up the survey data errors.

Chair Lance Whisman recognized no one had signed the Sign-In Sheet to discuss the item. Erik
Enyart gestured to Ryan McCarty of Select Design, LLC, but Mr. McCarty indicated he had nothing

to add to the Staff Report.

There being no further discussion, Thomas Holland made a MOTION to Recommend APPROVAL
of the Preliminary Plat and Final Plat of Willow Creek Estates Amended.

SECONDED the Motion. Roll was called:

ROLL CALL:

AYE: Holland, Whisman, Whiteley, and Hicks.
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

MOTION PASSED: 4:0:0

PUBLIC HEARINGS

3.

PUD 81 — “Chateau Villas PUD” — Major Amendment # 2 — Black Gold Group, LLC.

Larry Whiteley

Public Hearing, discussion, and consideration of a rezoning request for approval of Major
Amendment # 2 to Planned Unit Development (PUD) # 81 for approximately 23 acres in
part of the NW/4 NWI/4 of Section 01, T17N, R13E with underlying zoning CS
Commercial Shopping Center District, RM-3 Residential Multi-Family District, and OL

Office Low Intensity District.
Property Located: 12303 S. Memorial Dr. and the 8300-block of E. 121 St. S.

Chair Lance Whisman introduced the item and asked Erik Enyart for the Staff Report and

recommendation. Mr. Enyart summarized the Staff Report as follows:
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LOCATION:

16-Acre Tract: 8300-block of E. 1215 St. S.
7-Acre Tract: 12303 S. Memorial Dr.

SIZE: 23 acres, more or less, in two (2) tracts
EXISTING ZONING: CS Commercial Shopping Center District, RM-3 Residential Multi-
Family District, and OL Office Low Intensity District, & PUD 81
EXISTING USE:
16-Acre Tract: Vacant
7-Acre Tract: Single-family house
SUPPLEMENTAL ZONING: PUD 81 “Chateau Villas PUD” and Corridor Appearance District
(partial)
REQUEST: Approval of Major Amendment # 2 to Planned Unit Development

(PUD) # 81 (“Chateau Villas PUD”), with underlying zoning CS
Commercial Shopping Center District, RM-3 Residential Multi-
Family District, and OL Office Low Intensity District, which
amendment proposes to change parking requirements within
Development Area B and make certain other amendments.

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:

North: CS & RM-1/PUD-6, RD, and RS-1; The Memorial Square duplex-style condo/apartments
and vacant lots, and single-family residential to the northeast, a QuikTrip under
construction and commercial in the Town and Country Shopping Center to the northwest,
and farther north, duplexes along 119" St. S., all in Southern Memorial Acres Extended.

South: CS/PUD 29A, OL/RS-1/PUD 77, RS-1, and RS-2; The Boardwalk on Memorial commercial
strip shopping center with vacant land behind zoned CS/PUD 29A, vacant land and a single-
family dwelling zoned OL/RS-1/PUD 77 planned for a ministorage development, and single-
family residential in Gre-Mac Acres and Southern Memorial Acres No. 2 zoned RS-1 and
RS-2.

East:  RS-1; Single-family residential and the Bixby Fire Station #2 in the Houser Addition.

West: CG, CS, & AG; Commercial development in 121st Center, the Spartan Self Storage
ministorage business on an unplatted 1-acre tract zoned CS at 12113 S. Memorial Dr., and
(west of Memorial Dr.) agricultural land and the Easton Sod sales lot zoned CS.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

16-Acre Tract: Low/Medium Intensity + Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land
7-Acre Tract: Medium Intensity + Commercial Area

PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES:
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BZ-30 — Frank Moskowitz — Request for rezoning from AG to CS for the W/2 of the NW/4 of the NW/4
of this Section 01, T17N, R13E (including 7-acre tract subject property) — PC on 01/27/1975
recommended CS for N. approx. 12.5 acres, OL for the S. approx. 5 acres of the N. approx. 17.5
acres, and AG zoning to remain for the balance of the 20 acres. City Council approved as PC
recommended 03/18/1975 (Ord. # 270).

BL-45 — Milton Berry — Request for Lot-Split approval to separate the S. 200’ of the W. 210’ of the N.
825 of the W/2 of the NW/4 of the NW/4 of this Section 01, TI7N, RI3E (now the Spartan Self
Storage) from the balance of the property, which balance was later platted as 121st Center (includes
Reserve Area ‘A’ part of subject property) — both resultant tracts abut subject property to west and
north — PC Motion to Approve died for lack of a Second 02/26/1979; City Council Conditional
Approval is suggested by case notes. Deeds recorded evidently without approval certificate stamps
05/23/1978, which would have preceded the Lot-Split application.

Preliminary Plat of 121st Center — Request for Preliminary Plat approval for 121st Center (includes
Reserve Area ‘A’ part of subject property) — PC Conditionally Approved 12/28/1987 (Council action
not researched).

BBOA-199 — Spradling & Associates for Arkansas Valley Development Corporation — Request for
Variance to reduce the minimum lot width/frontage in CS from 150’ to 125° to permit platting the
subject tract as 121st Center (includes Reserve Area ‘A’ part of subject property) — BOA Approved
01/11/1988.
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Final Plat of 121st Center — Request for Final Plat approval for 121st Center (includes Reserve Area
‘A’ part of subject property) — PC Conditionally Approved 02/29/1988 and City Council Approved
07/11/1988 (per the plat approval certificate) (Plat # 4728 recorded 08/05/1988).

BCPA-3, PUD 68, & BZ-341 — North Bixby Commerce Park — Lou Reynolds for Alvis Houser —
Request to amend the Comprehensive Plan to redesignate property (in part) “Medium Intensity,”
rezone from AG to CS and OL, and approve PUD 68 for a ministorage, “trade center / office-
warehouse,” and retail development on 16-acre tract subject property — PC voted 2 in favor and 3
opposed on a Motion to approve the development on 04/20/2009. On 04/27/2009, on appeal, the City
Council reversed the Planning Commission’s action. On 06/08/2009, the City Council denied the
ordinance which would have approved the rezoning, PUD, and Comprehensive Plan amendment, on
the City Attorney’s advice regarding certain language in the ordinance, and called for the developer
to proceed “under existing ordinances.” On 06/22/2009, the City Council Approved, by Ordinance #
2030, all three (3) applications as submitted, and with no Conditions of Approval. The legal
descriptions in the ordinance reflected the underlying CS/OL zoning pattern as recommended by
Staff, rather than per the “Exhibit 1" to the PUD.

Preliminary Plat of North Bixby Commerce Park (PUD 68) — Request for approval of a Preliminary
Plat and certain Modifications/Waivers for a ministorage, “trade center / office-warehouse,” and
retail development on 16-acre tract subject property — PC recommended Conditional Approval
03/15/2010 and City Council Conditionally Approved 03/22/2010.

Final Plat of North Bixby Commerce Park (PUD 68) — Request for approval of a Final Plat and
certain Modifications/Waivers for a ministorage, “trade center / office-warehouse,” and retail
development on 16-acre tract subject property — PC recommended Conditional Approval 05/17/2010
and City Council Conditionally Approved 05/24/2010. City Council approved a revised Final Plat
09/13/2010.

BSP 2010-01 — North Bixby Commerce Park — RK & Associates, PLC / McCool and Associates, P.C.
(PUD 68) — Request for approval of a PUD Detailed Site Plan for a ministorage, “trade center /
office-warehouse,” and retail development on 16-acre tract subject property — PC Conditionally
Approved 07/19/2010.

PUD 81 & BZ-368 — Chateau Villas PUD — AAB Engineering, LLC — Request for rezoning from CS,
OL, and AG to CS and RM-3 and to approve PUD 81 for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and
commercial development for subject property — PC recommended Conditional Approval, with a
modified zoning schedule including OL zoning, 11/18/2013 and City Council Conditionally Approved,
as modified, the applications 11/25/2013 and Conditionally Approved same by ordinance (Ord. #
2126) 02/24/2014.

PUD 81 — “Chateau Villas PUD” — Major Amendment # 1 — Larry Kester of Architects Collective —
Request for approval of Major Amendment # 1 to PUD 81 for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential
and commercial development for subject property — PC recommended Conditional Approval
03/25/2015 and City Council Conditionally Approved application 03/30/2015. Applicant Larry Kester
withdrew from application 05/19/2015. New architect engaged, site and building designs changed,
and new PUD documents received 06/17/2015. City Council Conditionally Approved revised PUD
Major Amendment # 1 by ordinance by 3:0:0 vote 06/22/2015 (Ord. # 2153).

BSP 2015-04 — “Chateau Villas” — Larry Kester of Architects Collective (PUD 81) — Request for
approval of a PUD Detailed Site Plan for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and commercial
development for subject property — Withdrawn by Applicant 05/28/2015.

Preliminary Plat of “Chateau Villas” — Cedar Creek Consulting (PUD 81) — Request for approval of
a Preliminary Plat and certain Modifications/Waivers for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and
commercial development for subject property and adjacent Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center — PC
recommended Conditional Approval 09/21/2015 and City Council Conditionally Approved
09/28/2015.

Final Plat of “Chateau Villas” — Cedar Creek Consulting (PUD 81) — Request for approval of a
Final Plat and certain Modifications/Waivers for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and
commercial development for subject property and adjacent Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center — PC
Tabled 09/21/2015, with allowance to return to a future meeting when ready.

BSP 2015-07 — “Chateau Villas” — Cedar Creek Consulting (PUD 81) — Request for approval of a
PUD Detailed Site Plan for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and commercial development for
subject property — Pending PC consideration 12/21/2015.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

ANALYSIS:

Per BSP 2015-07, also on this December 21, 2015 Planning Commission Agenda for consideration, the
Applicant is seeking PUD Detailed Site Plan approval. This PUD 81 Major Amendment # 2 application
was submitted when the Applicant counted parking spaces and believed them to be insufficient to meet the
minimum requirements of the Zoning Code. Staff has since counted the parking and found it to be
adequate, and also observed that parking standards can be modified in the context of the PUD Detailed
Site Plan application, per the terms of the PUD Text. It is possible, however, that the Applicant may want
to use this Major Amendment # 2 application to make other minor adjustments to the PUD, such as the
design elements outlined in the Site Plan analysis. The Public Notice and agenda both simply state that
this is a PUD Major Amendment, and so does not specify any restricted scope of potential amendments.
Please refer to that report for potential changes.

If the Applicant requests any changes, they should be spelled out specifically in a PUD Amendment
document, and discussed by the Planning Commission. If no changes are sought, the Applicant should
Withdraw this PUD Major Amendment, or the Planning Commission should Table it.

Erik Enyart stated that the original purpose for this PUD Major Amendment # 2 was to amend the
minimum parking requirements for “studio” or “efficiency” apartment units. Mr. Enyart stated that,
during his review of the site plan, he observed that the project was not short of parking spaces after
all, and furthermore, the PUD provided that minimum and maximum parking requirements could be
amended in the context of the PUD Detailed Site Plan. Mr. Enyart stated that he had just finished
meeting with the Applicant for about an hour and 45 minutes and discussed every one of the review
comments for the site plan. Mr. Enyart stated that, in the meeting, the Applicant stated that they
wanted to proceed with the parking ratio change as they may want that flexibility for future
expansions. Mr. Enyart stated that the Applicant also identified that they would like the amendment
to include an allowance for a ground sign in the multifamily development area, which has no
arterial street frontage per the revised Final Plat he had received that day. Mr. Enyart stated that he
had no objection to the sign and had no philosophical objection to the parking change, as the design
included a large pool of parking spaces centrally located and convenient for most of the buildings,
and as he expected parking needs to be reduced in time with demographic and technological
changes. Mr. Enyart stated that he believed the Applicant may request some additional changes
with this PUD Major Amendment, which they should specifically identify and discuss. Mr. Enyart
stated that the Applicant was represented by Kevin Jordan, Art Kennedy, Tim Homburg of the
architect [NSPJ Architects] of the Kansas City area, and Jason Mohler of Cedar Creek Consulting.
Mr. Enyart offered to answer any questions for him at this time.

Thomas Holland asked what future changes the Applicant was contemplating.

Kevin Jordan stated that, today, he had signed a contract on the ministorage site immediately south,
and that he may want to come back to the City for lower[-profile] apartments, such as the carriage
houses. Mr. Jordan stated that the Memorial Dr. frontage was planned for commercial, such as a
Waterfront Grill or Los Cabos, with three (3) stories having apartments up above. Mr. Jordan stated
that these would be smaller units, and that this design was seen in Dallas and Denver but not yet
here.

Tim Homburg, AIA, NCARB, of NSPJ Architects, Prairie Village, KS, stated that [he and his firm]
looked at national trends in parking and believed that 1.5 parking spaces per studio apartment unit
was not necessary. Mr. Homburg demonstrated on the overhead projector certain plan drawings,
including new ones not included in any submittal, at this time and others throughout the meeting.
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Chair Lance Whisman asked if the rooves would be flat, and Tim Homburg indicated agreement
and stated that there would also be some low-pitched shed rooves. Mr. Homburg stated that the
previous design included the flat rooves with cornice work. Mr. Homburg demonstrated Exhibit J
to PUD 81 as added and approved by the City Council in June, 2015.

Thomas Holland and Jerod Hicks asked if the previous design was not a Tuscan theme with pitched
rooves, and Tim Homburg indicated agreement. Mr. Holland asked what was the reason for the
change. Mr. Homburg stated that the [parapets] would shield the noise and visual clutter of the
rooftop HVAC units.

Kevin Jordan stated that the clubhouse was now proposed to be 7,700 square feet, and that the
previous plan was to have one (1) or two (2) elevators but now four (4) were planned, three (3) in
Building A and one (1) in a three (3) story building. Mr. Jordan stated that this would be the only
project in the south Tulsa area like this. Mr. Jordan stated that Building A would have enclosed
hallways. Mr. Jordan stated that the first phase would be 198 units. Mr. Jordan indicated the
second phase land could be sold temporarily for financing purposes, but that the whole project
would become one after it was fully constructed. Mr. Jordan stated that he would like to build a
mixed use project [in Development Area A] with retail or restaurants on the first floor and
apartments up above, which now existed “nowhere in town, only in downtown [Tulsa].” Mr. Jordan
indicated further plans for the ministorage [to the south]. Erik Enyart clarified that the ministorage
referenced was the land to the south, which had been zoned for a ministorage but had not yet been
built as such. Mr. Jordan stated that his commitment was to build the nicest [multifamily
development] in the city. Mr. Jordan stated that he was building in a market with $37.00 [per
barrel] oil. Mr. Jordan stated that he expected a lot of empty-nesters, who would like the ability to
walk to a restaurant to eat. Mr. Jordan stated that he would have ‘2.7 miles of sidewalks and
walking trails.”

Tim Homburg and/or Kevin Jordan stated, “We believe this will be first class,” that the clubhouse
would now be larger than previously planned, and that the property was positioned for empty-
nesters with kids gone.

Tim Homburg stated that the planned program included a larger workout facility, gourmet kitchen,
wine locker for residents, massage therapy on call, a private trainer on call, a yoga studio and
integrated virtual trainers, concierge service, and media room with [high-end] television(s).

Erik Enyart clarified with Tim Homburg, at this time or another, a previous statement that Building
A would have fully enclosed hallways throughout the entire building.

Thomas Holland asked about the “urban” design.

Kevin Jordan indicated that this design was not common in the suburbs but was starting to be. Mr.
Jordan stated that there were 300 [urban-style] apartments being built in the middle of Edmond, and
that [they were becoming increasingly popular] in the northern Dallas and Kansas City suburbs.
Mr. Jordan stated that the target customers would be previous homeowners. Mr. Jordan stated that
he had to build high-end to get people to live there. Mr. Jordan stated that the new plans included
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more stucco, and less brick and “faux stone,” and asserted “Most cities consider Hardie board as
masonry.” Mr. Jordan stated that he would like to modify where the masonry went, and not have to
put 25% masonry on [every side of every building], so that he could put more of the masonry on the
[west- and north-facing sides of the forward-most buildings] to “give the show up here.” Mr.
Jordan stated, at this time or another, that most multifamily developments were doing 20%
masonry, but he was doing 40%. Mr. Jordan indicated he wanted a sign [at the Memorial Dr.
intersection] for the “Boardwalk shops” and another [in Development Area B] for the “Boardwalk
apartments.”

Chair Lance Whisman asked Erik Enyart, at this time or another, if there was a requirement for 25%
masonry on every side of every building, and Mr. Enyart stated that he did not recall or have the
PUD with him, but the architect had stated this was the case and he believed it was so. Tim
Homburg indicated agreement.!

Tim Homburg noted the location of the proposed 4"-story sections within Building A.

It was noted that the project would be phased until FEMA removed the floodplain by [LOMR], and
that the infrastructure for both phases would cost $38 Million.

Jerod Hicks clarified with Tim Homburg and Kevin Jordan that the 4™-story building portions
would be on the waterfront [of the stormwater retention pond in Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center].

Tim Homburg stated that the 40% [masonry standard] would be a “fictitious number if we have to
do 75%” masonry [on the fronts of the forward-most buildings and maintain 25% masonry on each
face of each building]. Mr. Homburg noted that, of the percent of masonry in the “40% box,” they
now proposed to increase the stucco and have less brick and stone.

Chair Lance Whisman expressed concern that the project was now “drastically different,” and that,
when the Applicant originally proposed it, they stated there would be nothing like it between Dallas
and Kansas City, but the Applicant was now stated that it would be unparalleled except for
downtown Tulsa. Mr. Whisman asked if the buildings could still be “considered luxury,” and
expressed concern that the project could be “backsliding.” Mr. Whisman noted that there were now
more studio apartments proposed when previous plans called for more 2- to 3-bedroom units for
families.

Erik Enyart stated that, comparing the 4™-story sections of Building A to the 4-story elevations
represented on Exhibit J of the PUD, in his opinion, there was now less masonry proposed. Mr.
Enyart clarified that the Applicant was requesting, in the context of this PUD Major Amendment, to
change the requirement to have 25% masonry on every side of every building to only 25% per
building, and “throw all that [masonry] on the front buildings.” Mr. Enyart stated, at this time or
another, that the purpose of the PUD Detailed Site Plan approval requirement was so that the City
had control over the quality of the development outcome. Mr. Enyart stated that this had been a
standard requirement for multifamily developments for several years, and allowed the City Council,

1 After the meeting, Staff found that the PUD did not contain a 25% masonry standard for every face of every building.
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and in this case, the Planning Commission also, to review and approve the plans so they know
precisely what they are getting.

Kevin Jordan stated that he did not believe this was a drastic change.

A Planning Commissioner noted that it was a drastic change since the project was presented [March
25, 2015] [to the Planning Commission].

The Planning Commissioners clarified with the Applicant and Erik Enyart, at this time or another,
that Exhibit J, as shown on the overhead projector, was the new design presented to and approved
by the City Council in June, 2015, after the Planning Commission had seen previous designs in the
PUD 81 Major Amendment # 1 on March 25, 2015. Jerod Hicks expressed concern that he had not
received this new design [in the September and December, 2015 Agenda Packets].

Thomas Holland noted that a lot of things being discussed were in the Staff Report for the site plan[,
and not strictly the PUD Major Amendment]. Mr. Holland and Erik Enyart suggested opening
Agenda Item # 5 for concurrent discussion and consideration.

OTHER BUSINESS

5. (Continued from 09/21/2015)
BSP 2015-07 — “Chateau Villas” — Cedar Creek Consulting (PUD 81). Discussion and
possible action to approve a PUD Detailed Site Plan and building plans for “Chateau
Villas,” a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and commercial development for
approximately 23 acres in part of the NW/4 NW/4 of Section 01, T17N, R13E.
Property Located: 12303 S. Memorial Dr. and the 8300-block of E. 121% St. S.

Chair Lance Whisman introduced the item and asked Erik Enyart for the Staff Report and
recommendation. Mr. Enyart summarized the Staff Report as follows:

To: Bixby Planning Commission
From: Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner
Date: Thursday, December 17, 2015
RE: Report and Recommendations for:

BSP 2015-06 — “Chateau Villas” — Cedar Creek Consulting (PUD 81)

LOCATION:
16-Acre Tract: 8300-block of E. 1215t St. S.
7-Acre Tract: 12303 S. Memorial Dr.
SIZE: 23 acres, more or less, in two (2) tracts
EXISTING ZONING: CS Commercial Shopping Center District, RM-3 Residential Multi-Family

District, and OL Office Low Intensity District, & PUD 81
SUPPLEMENTAL ZONING:PUD 81 “Chateau Villas PUD” and Corridor Appearance District (partial)
EXISTING USE:

16-Acre Tract: Vacant
7-Acre Tract: Single-family house

DEVELOPMENT TYPE:  Approval of a PUD Detailed Site Plan including as elements: (1) Detailed
Site Plan, (2) Detailed Landscape Plan, and (3) Detailed Lighting Plan, (4)
Detailed Sign Plan, and (5) building plans and profile view / elevations
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pursuant to PUD 81 for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and commercial
development
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:

North: CS & RM-1/PUD-6, RD, and RS-1; The Memorial Square duplex-style condo/apartments
and vacant lots, and single-family residential to the northeast, a QuikTrip under
construction and commercial in the Town and Country Shopping Center to the northwest,
and farther north, duplexes along 119" St. S., all in Southern Memorial Acres Extended.

South: CS/PUD 29A, OL/RS-1/PUD 77, RS-1, and RS-2; The Boardwalk on Memorial commercial
strip shopping center with vacant land behind zoned CS/PUD 29A, vacant land and a single-
family dwelling zoned OL/RS-1/PUD 77 planned for a ministorage development, and single-
family residential in Gre-Mac Acres and Southern Memorial Acres No. 2 zoned RS-1 and
RS-2.

East:  RS-1; Single-family residential and the Bixby Fire Station #2 in the Houser Addition.

West: CG, CS, & AG; Commercial development in 121st Center, the Spartan Self Storage
ministorage business on an unplatted 1-acre tract zoned CS at 12113 S. Memorial Dr., and
(west of Memorial Dr.) agricultural land and the Easton Sod sales lot zoned CS.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:
16-Acre Tract: Low/Medium Intensity + Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land
7-Acre Tract: Medium Intensity + Commercial Area

PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES:

BZ-30 — Frank Moskowitz — Request for rezoning from AG to CS for the W/2 of the NW/4 of the NW/4

of this Section 01, T17N, R13E (including 7-acre tract subject property) — PC on 01/27/1975

recommended CS for N. approx. 12.5 acres, OL for the S. approx. 5 acres of the N. approx. 17.5

acres, and AG zoning to remain for the balance of the 20 acres. City Council approved as PC

recommended 03/18/1975 (Ord. # 270).

BL-45 — Milton Berry — Request for Lot-Split approval to separate the S. 200’ of the W. 210° of the N.

825" of the W/2 of the NW/4 of the NW/4 of this Section 01, TI7N, RI3E (now the Spartan Self

Storage) from the balance of the property, which balance was later platted as 121st Center (includes

Reserve Area ‘A’ part of subject property) — both resultant tracts abut subject property to west and

north — PC Motion to Approve died for lack of a Second 02/26/1979; City Council Conditional

Approval is suggested by case notes. Deeds recorded evidently without approval certificate stamps

05/23/1978, which would have preceded the Lot-Split application.

Preliminary Plat of 121st Center — Request for Preliminary Plat approval for 121st Center (includes

Reserve Area ‘A’ part of subject property) — PC Conditionally Approved 12/28/1987 (Council action

not researched).

BBOA-199 — Spradling & Associates for Arkansas Valley Development Corporation — Request for

Variance to reduce the minimum lot width/frontage in CS from 150’ to 125° to permit platting the

subject tract as 121st Center (includes Reserve Area ‘A’ part of subject property) — BOA Approved

01/11/1988.

Final Plat of 121st Center — Request for Final Plat approval for 121st Center (includes Reserve Area

‘A’ part of subject property) — PC Conditionally Approved 02/29/1988 and City Council Approved

07/11/1988 (per the plat approval certificate) (Plat # 4728 recorded 08/05/1988).

BCPA-3, PUD 68, & BZ-341 — North Bixby Commerce Park — Lou Reynolds for Alvis Houser —

Request to amend the Comprehensive Plan to redesignate property (in part) “Medium Intensity,”

rezone from AG to CS and OL, and approve PUD 68 for a ministorage, “trade center / office-

warehouse, ” and retail development on 16-acre tract subject property — PC voted 2 in favor and 3

opposed on a Motion to approve the development on 04/20/2009. On 04/27/2009, on appeal, the City

Council reversed the Planning Commission’s action. On 06/08/2009, the City Council denied the

ordinance which would have approved the rezoning, PUD, and Comprehensive Plan amendment, on

the City Attorney’s advice regarding certain language in the ordinance, and called for the developer
to proceed “under existing ovdinances.” On 06/22/2009, the City Council Approved, by Ordinance #

2030, all three (3) applications as submitted, and with no Conditions of Approval. The legal

descriptions in the ordinance reflected the underlying CS/OL zoning pattern as recommended by

Staff, rather than per the “Exhibit 1" to the PUD.

Preliminary Plat of North Bixby Commerce Park (PUD 68) — Request for approval of a Preliminary

Plat and certain Modifications/Waivers for a ministorage, “trade center / office-warehouse,” and
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retail development on 16-acre tract subject property — PC recommended Conditional Approval

03/15/2010 and City Council Conditionally Approved 03/22/2010.

Final Plat of North Bixby Commerce Park (PUD 68) — Request for approval of a Final Plat and

certain Modifications/Waivers for a ministorage, “trade center / office-warehouse,” and retail

development on 16-acre tract subject property — PC recommended Conditional Approval 05/17/2010

and City Council Conditionally Approved 05/24/2010. City Council approved a revised Final Plat

09/13/2010.

BSP 2010-01 — North Bixby Commerce Park — RK & Associates, PLC / McCool and Associates, P.C.

(PUD 68) — Request for approval of a PUD Detailed Site Plan for a ministorage, “trade center /

office-warehouse,” and retail development on 16-acre tract subject property — PC Conditionally

Approved 07/19/2010.

PUD 81 & BZ-368 — Chateau Villas PUD — AAB Engineering, LLC — Request for rezoning from CS,

OL, and AG to CS and RM-3 and to approve PUD 81 for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and

commercial development for subject property — PC recommended Conditional Approval, with a

modified zoning schedule including OL zoning, 11/18/2013 and City Council Conditionally Approved,

as modified, the applications 11/25/2013 and Conditionally Approved same by ordinance (Ord. #

2126) 02/24/2014.

PUD 81 — “Chateau Villas PUD” — Major Amendment # 1 — Larry Kester of Architects Collective —

Request for approval of Major Amendment # 1 to PUD 81 for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential

and commercial development for subject property — PC recommended Conditional Approval

03/25/2015 and City Council Conditionally Approved application 03/30/2015. Applicant Larry Kester

withdrew from application 05/19/2015. New architect engaged, site and building designs changed,

and new PUD documents received 06/17/2015. City Council Conditionally Approved revised PUD

Major Amendment # 1 by ordinance by 3:0:0 vote 06/22/2015 (Ord. # 2153).

BSP 2015-04 — “Chateau Villas” — Larry Kester of Architects Collective (PUD 81) — Request for

approval of a PUD Detailed Site Plan for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and commercial

development for subject property — Withdrawn by Applicant 05/28/2015.

Preliminary Plat of “Chateau Villas” — Cedar Creek Consulting (PUD 81) — Request for approval of

a Preliminary Plat and certain Modifications/Waivers for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and

commercial development for subject property and adjacent Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center — PC

recommended Conditional Approval 09/21/2015 and City Council Conditionally Approved

09/28/2015.

Final Plat of “Chateau Villas” — Cedar Creek Consulting (PUD 81) — Request for approval of a

Final Plat and certain Modifications/Waivers for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and

commercial development for subject property and adjacent Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center — PC

Tabled 09/21/2015, with allowance to return to a future meeting when ready.

PUD 81 — “Chateau Villas PUD” — Major Amendment # 2 — Black Gold Group, LLC — Request for

approval of Major Amendment # 2 to PUD 81 for a Use Unit 8 multifamily residential and

commercial development for subject property — Pending PC consideration 12/21/2015.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

Per the original PUD 81 Exhibit B Conceptual Site Plan, the multifamily element of the “Chateau
Villas” development included 12 multifamily buildings and one (1) clubhouse/leasing office. All
multifamily buildings were understood to be three (3) stories in height with clay tile rooves and a
“Tuscan” theme. The clubhouse was to be between 7,500 and 8,000 square feet, and was to cost $1
Million. The artist’s/architect’s perspective renderings of the original designs were included in a PUD
Text & Exhibits package received November 25, 2013, and these and certain other drawings were
presented at certain meetings including the City Council meeting held on that date. One of the drawings
was published in a November 14, 2013 Tulsa World article entitled “High-end apartment complex likely
coming to Bixby.” Per these exhibits, the buildings appeared to be five-tone, box-like structures with flat
facades except for protruding exterior stairwells. The facades, considering their description as
“masonry,” appeared to be traditional stucco or otherwise another cementitious product resembling
stucco. The original intent was not clear.

Since the original November, 2013 PUD application approval, and February 24, 2014 PUD approval
by Ordinance # 2126, the developer acquired the 16-acre parcel in mid-2014 and the 7-acre parcel at the
end of 2014. In early 2015, the developer engaged an architect, Architects Collective of Tulsa, and the
designs changed.
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PUD 81 Major Amendment # 1 originally proposed:
(1) to increase the maximum building height from 48 to 54’ and four (4) stories, and
(2) to amend the 75% minimum masonry standard, which applies to all buildings, to define
masonry to include “concrete or clay brick of any size, natural stone of any size,
manufactured stone of any size, cement based stucco, manufactured cement fiber
based stucco panels and manufactured cement fiber horizontal siding.”

After application submittal, City Staff had several meetings and other communication with the
Applicant to refine the intent of the amendments, and suggested other amendments be made to facilitate
the most appropriate development of the property. Staff was not supportive of the original approach to
redefine “masonry,” even in the context of this application. In its final form, the Major Amendment
included a 50’ maximum building height, a fourth story, and a 40% traditional masonry and 60%
approved masonry alternatives standard, among other things.

At its March 25, 2015 Special Meeting, the Planning Commission recommended Conditional
Approval of PUD 81 Major Amendment # 1. At its March 30, 2015 Special Meeting, the City Council
Conditionally Approved the application for PUD 81 Major Amendment # 1 by vote of three (3) in favor,
one (1) opposed, and one (1) abstention.

Because the PUD Major Amendment was not ready for approval at that time, and perhaps also
because of the 3:1:1 vote on the application item, (1) the ordinance First Reading and/or approval item
and (2) the Emergency Clause attachment items were Tabled or Passed or similar, to be brought back at a
later date when the PUD was ready. The Ordinance First Reading (no action) was to be heard on the
April 13, 2015 City Council Regular Meeting, but there was no quorum and that meeting was cancelled.
The Ordinance First Reading was held April 27, 2015. Since the PUD Major Amendment was not ready,
it was delayed for a time from being returned to a City Council agenda for Ordinance Second Reading
and possible approval by majority vote.

Because the PUD Major Amendment had not yet been approved, PUD Detailed Site Plan application
BSP 2015-04 was Continued from the April 20, 2015 Planning Commission Regular Meeting to the May
18, 2015 Planning Commission Regular Meeting, and then again to the June 15, 2015 Regular Meeting.
It was not heard on June 15, 2015 because the Applicant Withdrew the application during a meeting with
Staff on May 28, 2015, since the designs had changed and the Applicant was going to submit a new
application for PUD Detailed Site Plan when the Applicant was closer to construction.

Subsequent to the Ordinance First Reading at the April 27, 2015 City Council meeting, the developer
changed architects to NSPJ Architects of Prairie Village, KS, and the building designs and site layout
changed again. The revised PUD documents were received June 17, 2015.

The June 17, 2015 plans called for a 7,000 square foot “clubhouse” and 13 multifamily buildings
with a mix of 2-, 3-, and 4-story buildings with variegated facades and certain percentage of “concrete
stone masonry material” (a.k.a. “manufactured stone” / “synthetic stone”), “brick veneer masonry,” and
stucco) and 60% masonry alternatives (including only fiber cement cladding), with exceptions for trim.
The open stairwells were brought within the building footprints, but exterior stairwells were evident in the
new 4-story building elevation on the building ends, perhaps as access auxiliary to the proposed
elevators.

Additionally, a non-exhaustive list of the most significant changes included:

1. New “Urban Contemporary” building designs, featuring:

a. More, or perhaps all buildings included attached garages
b. 5 4-story buildings all featuring elevators
c. Flat rooves with parapets rather than pitched rooves with shingles.
2. New site layout featuring:
Removal of internal water features
Realignment of boulevard entrance street/drive
Reconfiguration of buildings and internal drives layout
Fewer buildings, especially by the removal of smaller garage/apartment buildings
Clubhouse was larger, pool was smaller
Carports throughout development (with garages suggested, but not represented on
plans)
g. Commercial development area design changes.
3. Building elevations reflected only one (1) building type, and did not contain height information
or a full schedule of proposed exterior materials or their relative percentages.

"P o0 T
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On June 22, 2015, by 3:0:0 vote, the City Council Conditionally Approved the revised PUD Major
Amendment # 1 (Ord. # 2153).
The original applications for Preliminary Plat, Final Plat, and PUD Detailed Site Plan (BSP 2015-
06) were received August 21, 2015. The building designs and site layout changed again. A non-
exhaustive list of the most significant changes included:
1. New building designs, featuring:
a. 12 multifamily buildings including:
i. 2 large, segmented buildings (Buildings A and B)
ii. 4 3-story buildings
iii. 6 smaller, 2-story garage/apartment buildings
Clubhouse was smaller? and embedded (Segment B) within large Building A
Only 1 4™ story, Segment D of Building A, versus 5 4-story buildings
Evidently less brick/stone and less fagade articulation/variegation (Building A)
Evidently fewer parapet roof articulations and embellishments (Building A)
New unit mix with 57 studio units now proposed and fewer 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom units
2. New 3|te layout featuring:
a. Incorporation and modification of stormwater retention pond in Reserve A of 121st
Center
b. Pond/ canal water feature added along west side of Development Area B

o aoo0oT

c. Removal of tower feature next to clubhouse

d. Realignment of boulevard entrance street/drive and removal of roundabout/water
feature

e. Reconfiguration of buildings and internal drives layout

f.  Pool/spa appears larger

g. 16 carports removed and 6 detached 6-car garages added

h.  Fry Creek tributary channel area widened from roughly 45’ to 60’

On September 21, 2015, due to substantial design issues, the Planning Commission Tabled BSP
2015-06 and the Final Plat of “Chateau Villas,” with allowance to return to a future meeting when they
are ready. At that time, the plats and site plan included adjacent Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center. The
Preliminary Plat was recommended for Conditional Approval, and the City Council Conditionally
Approved same, subject to removing the adjacent Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center, to which the
Applicant was not then (and is not now) entitled. The intent of the approval of the Preliminary Plat was to
allow the developer to proceed with grading, drainage, and infrastructural improvements pursuant to
approved engineering construction plans.

On November 03, 2015, Staff received revised site plan drawings. The designs appear to be
essentially the same, with the exception of:

1. Removal of Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center as required until/unless Applicant acquires same or

adequate rights to modify same

2. Pool/spa and patio relocated onto the subject property and reduced in size; spa slightly larger

3. “Asphalt path” pedestrianway removed from around the stormwater retention pond in the

adjacent Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center

4. No changes proposed to ‘shoreline’ of stormwater retention pond in the adjacent Reserve Area
‘A’ of 121st Center
Building A contains substantially less brick/stone masonry (30% = 23%)

Building B contains substantially less brick/stone masonry (30% - 18%)
Buildings C contains substantially less brick/stone masonry (30% = 7%)

8. Garage buildings contain substantially less brick/stone masonry (specifics not available)

During a meeting with the developer and developer’s associates on November 13, 2015, the
developer requested that the site plan be returned to the December 21, 2015 Planning Commission
agenda.

PUD 81 Major Amendment # 2 is also on this December 21, 2015 Planning Commission Agenda for
consideration. It was submitted when the Applicant counted parking spaces and believed them to be
insufficient to meet the minimum requirements of the Zoning Code. Staff has since counted the parking

Noa

2 Roughly 3,300 : 6,402 square feet versus 7,000 square feet by interpolation of site and elevations drawings
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and found it to be adequate, and also observed that changes could be made in the context of this PUD
Detailed Site Plan application, per the terms of the PUD Text. It is possible, however, that the Applicant
may want to use this Major Amendment # 2 application to make other minor adjustments to the PUD, such
as the design elements outlined in this analysis.

ANALYSIS:

Subject Property Conditions. The subject property of approximately 23 acres in two (2) tracts:

1. An approximately 16-acre vacant tract at the 8300-block of E. 121 St. S.,

2. An approximately 7-acre tract at 12303 S. Memorial Dr. with what appears to be an unoccupied

split-level house on it, and

The subject property is zoned CS, RM-3, and OL with PUD 81 “Chateau Villas PUD.”

The subject property is moderately sloped and primarily drains to the southeast to an unnamed
tributary of Fry Creek # 1, and presently contains an area of 100-year floodplain, attendant to an
improved drainage channel along and within the eastern boundary of the 16-acre tract. Per a letter dated
September 21, 2009, the previous owner/developer was approved by FEMA for a CLOMR-F (Case No.
09-06-0671R) to widen the channel and increase its capacity to a level providing for the 100-year flow
and use the borrow material as fill to elevate the development land above the 100-year Floodplain.
Widening the channel, under the approved CLOMR-F, would remove the need for onsite stormwater
detention for the 16-acre tract. As originally conceived, the channel was only going to be widened enough
to drain the 16-acre tract, and no other properties in the area. The area downstream of the southeast
corner of the property has already been widened per Alan Betchan of AAB Engineering, LLC on
September 02, 2015. Per Mr. Betchan on November 11, 2013, the new development plans may not require
widening of the channel located on the subject property, or perhaps not as much widening, due to the
creation of less impervious surface compared to the previous development plan. However, it is not clear if
the channel on the subject property has already been widened or not. The plans may be modified and
resubmitted to the City and FEMA in order to incorporate the 7-acre tract that is now a part of this
development proposal. Pursuant to the original, approved CLOMR-F, the previous owner/developer
proceeded with the grading; however, Staff has been informed that the grading has not been completed in
accordance with the CLOMR-F as of this time. As acknowledged in the “Drainage” section of PUD 81,
the floodplain issue must be resolved through the City and FEMA approval process before the subject
property can be developed, and the development will pay a fee-in-lieu of providing onsite stormwater
detention.

Subdivision Regulations § 12-3-2.0 prohibits platting development lots within the 100-year (1%
Annual Chance) Regulatory Floodplain, as designated by FEMA and adopted as part of Bixby’s
Floodplain Regulations by ordinance. By Modification/Waiver, platting Reserve Areas may be permitted,
provided their use is passive and use restrictions prohibit building construction. To fully comply with
applicable regulations, the floodplain and drainage improvements must be completed, the developer must
secure FEMA approval of a LOMR upon completion of these improvements, the 100-year Floodplain must
be entirely contained within a Reserve Area, and the Applicant must request and be approved for a Partial
Modification/Waiver of SRs Section § 12-3-2.0 to allow the platting of a Reserve Area in the 100-year
Floodplain.

The Zoning Code and PUD 81 prohibit the issuance of Building Permits until the land has been
platted, and the Subdivision Regulations prohibit platting building lots in the 100-year Floodplain. Until
all Floodplain-related requirements are satisfied, the development may be limited to grading and utility
work, performed pursuant to an Earth Change Permit, utilities permits, and other permits as may be
required.

The subject property appears to presently be served by the critical utilities (water, sewer, electric,
etc.) and has access to the stormwater drainage in the unnamed tributary to Fry Creek # 1 to the east.
Plans for utilities were adequately described in the original PUD’s Text and represented on the original
Exhibit F, and is discussed further in the City Engineer’s review memo.

Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan designates the 16-acre tract subject property as (1)
Low/Medium Intensity and (2) Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land. The Medium
Intensity designation covers the west 6.26 acres of the 16-acre tract, pursuant to BCPA-3 approved by
Ordinance # 2030 in 2010. The 7-acre tract is designated (1) Medium Intensity and (2) Commercial Area.
The “Matrix to Determine Bixby Zoning Relationship to the Bixby Comprehensive Plan” (“Matrix”) on
page 27 of the Comprehensive Plan provides that CS zoning is In Accordance, RM-3 zoning May Be
Found In Accordance with the Medium Intensity designation, and OL zoning May Be Found In
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Accordance with the Low Intensity designation of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. Since RM-3
and OL zoning districts were approved by ordinance of the City Council, these districts have been
recognized as being In Accordance with the Comprehensive Plan in the context of PUD 81.

During the review and approval of PUD 81, Staff worked with the Applicant to adjust relative
proportions of CS, RM-3, and OL zoning and relative proportions of commercial floor area and numbers
and types of multifamily dwelling units to conform to the Comprehensive Plan designations as amended by
BCPA-3.

Per the Matrix, PUDs (as a zoning district) are In Accordance with the Medium Intensity and May Be
Found In Accordance with the Low Intensity designations of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map.
Since PUD 81 and its Major Amendment # 1 were approved by ordinances of the City Council, they have
been recognized as being In Accordance with the Comprehensive Plan as a zoning district. PUD 81
Major Amendment # 1 proposed making certain changes to design features of the development, but no
significant changes to the schedule of land uses compared to the original PUD 81.

The multifamily and commercial development anticipated by this PUD Detailed Site Plan would not

be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
General. Staff understands that the developer only intends to develop, at this time, (1) the Use Unit 8
multifamily Development Area B (proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas”), and (2) certain other DA
B-dependent site elements (private street/drive connections to Memorial Dr. and 121% St. S. and the
drainage channel along the east side of the plat). Staff recommends that speculative commercial
buildings, parking lots, etc. represented within Development Area A / proposed Lots 1 and 2, Block 1,
“Chateau Villas,” should be removed if not proposed at this time. Staff has not reviewed the commercial
development areas as a part of this site plan application. If proposed, the Site Plan needs to be updated to
include building elevations and all necessary details for such commercial buildings.

The Detailed Site Plan represents a suburban-style design with certain urban design elements. The
site plan indicates the proposed internal automobile traffic and pedestrian flow and circulation and
parking. The subject property lots proposed by the Conditionally-Approved Preliminary Plat of “Chateau
Villas” conform to PUD 81 (subject to the completion of outstanding Conditions of Approval, including
the removal of Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center) and, per the plans generally, the development elements
proposed at this time would conform to the applicable bulk and area standards for PUD 81 and the
underlying CS, RM-3, and OL districts, except as otherwise outlined herein.

The PUD Detailed Site Plan application was submitted by Cedar Creek Consulting, Inc. but the plans
were all prepared by NSPJ Architects of Prairie Village, KS, as reported on the plan drawings. The
submitted plan-view Site Plan drawing consists of ““Concept Site Plan for Chateau Villas” drawing A0.01
(hereinafter sometimes “Site Plan” or “site plan”). The landscape plan consists of a “Tree Planting Plan
for Chateau Villas” drawing L1.00. Appearance and height information is provided on the elevations
drawings SP1.10, SP1.11, SP1.13, A1.42, A2.05, A2.06, A2.15, A2.26, A2.27, A2.35, A2.36, A2.45, A2.55,
A2.56, A2.66, and A2.67 (hereinafter, individually or together, sometimes “FElevations Drawings” or
similar). Fence/screening information is provided by the representation of such information on A0.01,
SP1.10, and SP1.11. The Lighting Plan consists of “Photometric Plan” drawing E0.01 (submitted August
21, 2015). Signage information is provided by the representation of such information on site plan
drawing A0.01 and drawings SP1.10, SP1.12, SP1.14, and A2.06.

Further, PUD 81 provides certain minimum standards for screening and landscaping, including a
provision that “Landscape screening / buffering along the East boundary shall be at least as
good, if not superior to that conditionally approved for the former “North Bixby Commerce Park”
development, as will be determined by the City Council.” Consistent with the “North Bixby
Commerce Park” development, as described in the PUD 81 Major Amendment # 1 Staff Report, screening
would include a minimum of 125 of 6’-high masonry wall along the northerly end, and a certain
minimum number of landscaping trees. Since PUD requirements pertain to Development Area D and not
individual lots, and for practical reasons pertaining to screening fence/wall and drainage channel
maintenance, Staff recommends the Applicant consider making all of Development Area D a Reserve Area
and provide, in the plat, appropriate Restrictive Covenants pertaining to the dedication, purpose, right of
access and use, and share of perpetual maintenance responsibilities. Reference how this was done for the
Reserve Area in the Conditionally Approved Final Plat of “North Bixby Commerce Park.”

Per the Preliminary Plat, proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas” will have no frontage on either
Memorial Dr. or 121% St. S., and will instead have access to both via Mutual Access Easements (MAES).
Unless proposed Lot 3 is modified to have at least 75  of frontage on a Public street, or the MAE is

MINUTES - Bixby Planning Commission — 12/21/2015 Page 17 of 37



converted to private street right-of-way, the present configuration will require a PUD Minor Amendment
to relieve the frontage requirement of Zoning Code Sections 11-7C-4 Table 3 and 11-8-4, and also a
Modification/Waiver from Subdivision Regulations Section 12-3-4.B. If proposed Lot 3, Block 1,
“Chateau Villas” is modified using either of these methods, proposed Lot 1 may need to be reconfigured
to have at least 150’ of frontage on Memorial Dr. per Zoning Code Section 11-71D-4 Table 2, or a PUD
Minor Amendment may be sought to reduce the lot width.

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) reviewed the Preliminary Plat, Final Plat, and PUD
Detailed Site Plan per BSP 2015-06 on September 02, 2015. The Minutes of the meeting are attached to
this report.

Fire Marshal’s and City Engineer’s memos are attached to this Staff Report (if received). Their
comments are incorporated herein by reference and should be made conditions of approval where not
satisfied at the time of approval.

In the interest of efficiency and avoiding redundancy, regarding particulars for minor needed
corrections and site development considerations, please review the recommended Conditions of Approval
as listed at the end of this report.

Access and Internal Circulation. Plans for access and internal circulation are described in the
“Vehicular and Pedestrian Access and Circulation ” section of the PUD 81 Text as follows:

“The attached Exhibit B depicts the vehicular and pedestrian access points and circulation
anticipated to accommodate the conceptual site plan. Access to the parcels of development
area A and B will be provided by a private boulevard-style street and /or drive. This street will be
maintained by the property owners association created for the development. The Multi-Family
portion of the development will restrict access to the general public using gates, the specific
location of which will be determined at detailed site plan submittal. All such gates will be subject
to approval of the City of Bixby Fire Chief, Fire Marshal and Engineering. Access to the lots
within Development Area C will be derived by privately maintained streets and / or drives and
shall not be permitted more than one (1) direct connections to 121st Street South per lot. All
private driveway and/or street connections shall be subject to City Engineer curb cut and/or
ODOT driveway permit approval for the proposed access points to Memorial Dr. (US Hwy 64)
and 121st St. S., and the Fire Chief's and Fire Marshal’s approval of locations, spacing, widths,
and curb return radii.

Pedestrian connectivity will be provided by new sidewalks along all abutting public streets and all
private streets as well as internal sidewalk circulation within the Multi-Family development. This
sidewalk system will be designed to not only serve the immediate access issues to each building
but also to serve as a walking trail system that will circulate throughout the property. All sidewalk
layouts will be developed and presented in detail at the PUD detailed site plan submittal. ”

Plans for access can be further inferred from the site plans. Primary access to the development
would be via one (1) boulevard-style private street/drive connecting to Memorial Dr. and serving DAs A
and B, and a secondary private street/drive connecting to 121% St. S. The multifamily development will be
gated.

PUD 81 describes internal accessways as private streets and/or drives. This was pursuant to a
review comment that called for clarification, which was ultimately resolved by using this more flexible
terminology, allowing the decision on private access format to be resolved at a later date. As per other
recommendations in the analyses of the Preliminary and Final Plats and PUD Detailed Site Plan, some of
the shared entrances may be or become private streets. However, internal parking lot drive aisles are not
likely to be “streets” as they are presently termed on the Site Plan. If s0, the plat would need to dedicate
them as such and provide names for each. If otherwise, they should be retitled as “drives,” “driveways,”
“drive lanes,” “drive aisles,” or similarly as appropriate.

As indicated on the PUD Detailed Site Plan, the entire development will be served by sidewalks along
Memorial Dr. and 121% St. S. and by internal sidewalks and boardwalks. In Staff’s opinion, the current
site plan indicates adequate sidewalk connectivity to meet the PUD Text’s plans to “not only serve the
immediate access issues to each building but also to serve as a walking trail system that will circulate
throughout the property.” This PUD language was added in response to Staff’s suggestion to enhance the
development quality by adding a walking trail amenity along the Fry Creek tributary, a standard
recommendation for multifamily developments.
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Maintenance of Original Minimum Buffering Standards. As expressed in the review of PUD 81 Major
Amendment # 1, Staff has some concerns that the plans for screening, landscaping, and buffering as now
proposed would not compare favorably to the minimum standards of PUD 68, which it replaced.
For PUD 68, the “Screening” Development Standards for Development Areas C (ministorage on Lot 3)
and D (drainage channel, etc.) provided:

“[The east boundary of] Development Area [“C” / “D”] shall be [permanently] screened from
the [adjoining] residential district [to the east and south] by an opaque wall or fence which shall be:

1. Designed, constructed and arranged to provide a visible separation of uses,
irrespective of vegetation;

2. A minimum height of 6 FT placed inside the [D]evelopment [A]rea boundary line;
and

3. Constructed with all braces and supports on the interior.

The visual screening shall be maintained by the owner of the lot or lots comprising Development

Area “C”.”

Per the Conditionally Approved revised plat of “North Bixby Commerce Park,” the easterly 55° to
85’ of the 16-acre tract was to be platted as Reserve A. The 85’-wide section had an additional 30’ to
accommodate the private commercial street, and the 55° balance was to contain the widened drainage
channel. When the Planning Commission Conditionally Approved the Detailed Site Plan (BSP 2010-01)
for PUD 68 on July 19, 2010, it approved a low masonry wall for not less than the northerly 100’ of the
easterly property line, and for the balance, a 6’-high wood screening fence along the east, south, and west
borders of the 16-acre tract, the west border to the extent it abutted the 7-acre subject property. For the
masonry wall section, it was allowed to be a low-slung wall, matching the height and masonry style used
in front of the Fire Station # 2. Ultimately, that developer proposed to provide 125 of this masonry wall,
at 6’ in height, corresponding to the southerly line of Fire Station # 2 (but stopping short of the northeast
lot corner due to drainage infrastructure). The PUD requirements for DAs C and D were interpreted at
that time as requiring only one (1) screening wall/fence, provided that there was adequate overlap toward
the southerly end of the easterly line, where the drainage channel exited the east property line. The PUD
68 exhibit indicated 25 landscaping trees along the easterly property line, and BSP 2010-01 as approved
included 32 along this boundary. For the most part of the easterly line, the trees were on the top of the
west bank of the widened channel, providing additional screening. The original PUD 81 Exhibit B
conceptual site plan indicated the addition of new or replacement of existing chain-link and wood fence
sections along the easterly line of DA D with a “wood fence,” and the addition of a “combination wood
and ornamental fence” along the westerly line of DA D. The current site plan indicates a singular “wood
fence” some unspecified distance west of and parallel to the easterly line of DA D, with no plans for the
easterly line of DA C. Recognizing that the most critical areas in need of buffering are to the east and
southeast, as recommended by Staff, PUD 81, as amended by Major Amendment # 1, provides that the
commercial and multifamily uses be screened by no less a standard than was last approved for the subject
property. See related recommendations in the General, Screening, Landscaping, and Distribution of
Private Maintenance Responsibilities sections of this analysis.
Distribution of Private Maintenance Responsibilities. For developments such as this, and invariably when
a Reserve Area will be platted, an Owners Association is customarily formed for the purposes of
improvement and maintenance of the private and common development elements. In this case, such
private and common elements would appear to include the private streets/drives within the MAEs, any
Reserve Area(s) which may be platted, stormwater drainage and detention/retention facility(ies), the
drainage channel along the east side, required screening fence and masonry wall along the drainage
channel, canal and bridges, boardwalks, and other common or potentially common areas of the
subdivision such as any signage, entrance features, and/or landscaping. Staff recommends the DoD/RCs
of the plat provide for the formation of an Owners Association and/or otherwise adequately spell out the
distribution of private maintenance responsibilities of the various lot owners in “Chateau Villas” for the
privately-maintained common features.

Such DoD/RC covenants typically provide a specific percentage/formula for proportional
maintenance responsibilities for each lot, based on its relative size and/or other appropriate factors. Staff
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recommends using clear and immutable formula language on the face of the plat, versus buried in the
DoD/RCs (which may be fairly easily amended and without City approval, per the City Attorney).

Finally, the “Chateau Villas” Preliminary Plat’s Deed of Dedication and Restrictive Covenants
Section 1.G.1 presently provides that the maintenance for the Mutual Access Easement (MAE) falls on the
owner of the lot on which the MAE is located. All of the MAE falls on proposed commercial Lots 1, 2, and
4, Block 1, “Chateau Villas,” but the drives will serve as the only access to proposed multifamily
Development Area B / Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas.” Staff is not supportive of the present approach,
as most of the traffic and wear and tear on these MAEs will be by the multifamily development, which may
suppress the chances of commercial/retail development on the commercial lots and the future value of
these commercial lots.

Also to avoid suppressing the chances of commercial/retail development on commercial Development
Area (DA) C / proposed Lot 4, Block 1, “Chateau Villas,” Staff recommends the Applicant consider
constructing the minimum 125° of 6’-high masonry wall along the northerly end of DA D along with the
development of the multifamily DA B, starting where feasible at the drainage channel and stopping at the
southwest corner of the Fire Station # 2 property, and closing the intervening fence gap (if any) with the
8’-high wood fence that continues southeasterly.

Parking & Loading Standards. PUD 81 provides the following for parking:

“Parking shall be provided in accordance with the City of Bixby Zoning Code. Final parking
requirements may be modified at the time of detailed site plan review.”

For a Use Unit 8 multifamily development, Zoning Code Section 11-9-8.D requires 1.5 parking
spaces per efficiency or 1 bedroom dwelling unit and 2 per 2 or more bedroom dwelling unit. The Project
Data Form table on the site plan drawing reports the apartment unit count at 375 and 599 parking spaces
are required. However, the parking requirement would depend on changing the 1.5 parking space ratio
for “studio” / efficiency units to 1.0 for this development, as was originally requested with PUD 81 Major
Amendment# 2. Staff counted the parking spaces proposed and found errors. Per Staff’s review,
changing the ratio is not necessary because, at 1.5 parking spaces per studio/efficiency, the Zoning Code
would require 627 parking spaces for the entire multifamily development area and 632 parking spaces
were found. The number claimed on the plans is incorrect and should be double-checked for accuracy
and corrected.

Zoning Code Section 11-10-2.H provides a “minimum plus 15% " maximum parking number cap, to
prevent excessive parking that results in pressure to reduce greenspaces on the development site. The 632
parking spaces proposed is less than 1% more than the 627 required.

The 20 handicapped-accessible parking spaces proposed appears to meet the minimum number
required by ADA standards (Table 208.2 Parking Spaces / IBC Table 1106.1 Accessible Parking Spaces)
and Zoning Code Section 11-10-4.D Table 2. The Applicant has stated, ““12.32 are required. (2% of total
spaces per ADA standards Table 208.2 and IBC Table 1106.1). With the exception of Type “D” Buildings
(carriage homes), all buildings have at minimum (2) accessible spaces adjacent accessible entries on the
first floor.”

ADA guidelines require one (1) van-accessible design for the handicapped-accessible space, for up to
seven (7) accessible spaces (reference New ADAAG Section 208.2.4, DOJ Section 4.1.2(5)b, and
IBC/ANSI Section 1106.5). The Site Plan indicates four (4) such van-accessible spaces, which appears to
meet this standard. The Applicant claims that only 3.33 such spaces are required per 2009 IBC 1106.5).

The previous Site Plan did not provide dimensions for regular- or van-accessible spaces, access
aisles, or accessible routes to the entrances, or information indicating signage to be used to reserve the
accessible spaces. Staff had recommended the Applicant make use of a regular- and/or van-accessible
handicapped-accessible parking space/access aisle/accessible route detail diagrams as needed to
demonstrate compliance with applicable standards, including both ADA and Bixby Zoning Code
standards (see Figure 3 in Section 11-10-4.C). Dimensions were added to the A0.01 site plan and
drawing SP1.12. This information demonstrates that regular accessible spaces will not comply with Bixby
Zoning Code standards. Reconfiguration to meet standards, reconfiguration to “Universal” design
(which is not subject to the City of Bixby standard), or a PUD Amendment would appear necessary.

Van-accessible spaces have been designed to the left of the accessible aisle, allowing for passenger-
side convenience, as recommended.

During the design of the ADA parking features, the designer should consult with the Building
Inspector to confirm the plans will comply with ADA standards (locations, proximity to primary entrance,
maximum slopes, transition areas, level landing areas, pavement coloring, etc.).
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The individual parking space and represent (typically) 9’-wide X 18’-deep parking stalls, which
demonstrates compliance with standards for the same Zoning Code Section 11-10-4.

Zoning Code Section 11-10-3.B Table 1 provides certain minimum setbacks from streets and R
districts. All proposed multifamily DA B parking lots meet these setback standards.

Parking areas and/or driveway paving may encroach on the 17.5’-wide Perimeter U/E along the
south side of the multifamily DA B and/or the 17.5’-wide Perimeter U/E recommended to be alternatively-
placed outside and along the west side of DA D and/or any U/Es which may result upon consultation with
franchise utility companies and/or any other easements of record which are not yet represented on the
plats or site plans. Paving and site improvements on public Utility Easements is subject to City Engineer
and Public Works Director approval.

For Use Unit 8 multifamily development, Zoning Code Section 11-9-8.D requires no loading berths.
No loading berths are indicated on the site plan.

Screening/Fencing. Site plan drawing A0.01 indicates existing and proposed fences within and along the
perimeters of the subject property, and fence elevations / profile view detail diagrams are represented on
drawings SP1.10 and SP1.11, all as required.

PUD 81 requires for screening for multifamily Development Area B: “All trash and mechanical
areas shall be screened from public view of person standing at ground level. A fabric mesh with
a minimum opacity of 95% may be allowed on enclosure doors. Separation between
Development Area C and Development Area B may be provided using either a wood screening
fence and (sic) wrought iron fence with masonry columns. The limits and configuration of
screening will be determined at detailed site plan submittal.

Landscape screening / buffering along the East boundary shall be at least as good, if not
superior to that conditionally approved for the former “North Bixby Commerce Park”
development, as will be determined by the City Council/.]”

PUD 81 requires for screening for Development Area D: “The east boundary of Development Area D
will be screened from the adjoining residential district with a 8’ wood offset screening fence, as
shown herein, provided the city council may require modification at the time of Detailed Site Plan
review screening fence shall conforming (sic) to Zoning Code Section 11-8-10. The fence shall
be allowed to stop at the southwest corner of the Fire station property located immediately south
of 121st Street.

The PUD shall meet the requirements of the City of Bixby Zoning code in all other manners.

Landscape screening / buffering along the East boundary shall be at least as good, if not
superior to that conditionally approved for the former “North Bixby Commerce Park”
development, as will be determined by the City Council.”

The plans, at diagram # 7 on SP1.10, provide certain information on proposed vehicle gates. These
should be found satisfactory to the Fire Marshal.

The masonry columns, per the PUD Text, are not clearly shown on the wrought / ornamental iron
fence elevation / profile view detail diagrams on drawings SP1.11.

As noted elsewhere in this report, to avoid suppressing the chances of commercial/retail development
on commercial Development Area (DA) C / proposed Lot 4, Block 1, “Chateau Villas,” Staff recommends
the Applicant consider constructing the minimum 125’ of 6’-high masonry wall along the northerly end of
DA D along with the development of the multifamily DA B, starting where feasible at the drainage
channel and stopping at the southwest corner of the Fire Station # 2 property, and closing the intervening
fence gap (if any) with the 8’-high wood fence that continues southeasterly.

PUD 68 provided that the wood fences shall be constructed with all braces and supports on the
interior. Per PUD 81, this should be done for this project as well. The recommendations call for
clarification on this point.

Per the “Final As Approved” version of the PUD 68 Detailed Site Plan (BSP 2010-01), the screening
fence along the westerly side of the drainage channel included approximately 138 of overlap, west of and
paralleling a line extending northerly from the north end of the 386°-long property boundary. On the west
side of the channel / PUD 68 Development Area D, this fence was 8’ in height and was to be located at or
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near the top of the west bank of the channel. Similarly, all of the landscaping trees were to be planted on
the west side of the channel at or near the top of the bank.

The equivalent section of fence in this site plan is proposed to be a 6’-high “Combination Wood and
Ornamental Iron Fence.” For the sake of screening, Staff recommends this be changed to an 8’-high
wood screening fence located at or near the top of the channel bank: Fence along west side of drainage
channel starting at the East Line of Government Lot 4 (NW/4 of the NW/4) of this Section and extending
northwesterly, west of and parallel to the S 19° 52° E 946.20° call along westerly line of Houser Addition,
to a point which is due west of a point on the westerly line of Houser Addition, said point being 138’ from
the East Line of Government Lot 4 (NW/4 of the NW/4) of this Section.

The screened dumpster area locations are identified on the site plans, and their locations appear
appropriate. Per the elevations / profile view detail diagrams on drawing SP1.10, they will be 8’ in height
and be composed of 1” X 6” wood siding hung on 6” X 6~ wood posts and gates secured by 6~
[diameter] X 10’-high concrete-filled pipe bollards. The diagram demonstrates compliance with the 95%
opacity requirement of PUD 81.

Other than as outlined above and in the recommendations below, all other fence plans appear to be
substantially consistent with the PUD Text and the representation of fences on the PUD site plan, and
appear to be in order.

Landscape Plan. PUD 81 requires compliance with the landscaping standards of the Zoning Code and
provides the following descriptions and special standards for landscaping:

“The 13 (sic) buildings will create three separate “environments” for the residents. One
“environment” will focus around the existing pond and the remaining buildings will be divided
between two Center-Green “environments” that contain large, unobstructed parks space with
berms and heavy landscaping.

The Community will be completely interconnected with sidewalks that link all buildings as well as
a hike-bike path surrounding the pond and the perimeter of the entire property. The design for
the community’s initial development presently includes beautiful landscape throughout with full
landscape beds that include Over-story, Evergreen & Ornamental Trees; Evergreen and
Deciduous Scrubs; Tall Grasses, Ground Cover and Colorful Perennials and Annual Flower
Beds in fronts of all buildings and along thoroughfares, Reading Benches along sidewalks in
Center Green and along pond with Lighting, a Grilling Cabana with Table Seating, Pond Views
with Water Feature....”
Specific to DA B:

“Minimum internal landscaped space: 30%
Landscaping space is noted on Exhibit “B” as lawn area. These areas will contain sod, plants
and trees.

The PUD shall meet the requirements of Chapter 12 Landscape Requirements of the City of
Bixby Zoning code in all other manners.

Landscape screening / buffering along the East and South boundaries shall be at least as good,
if not superior to that conditionally approved for the former “North Bixby Commerce Park”
development, as will be determined by the City Council/.]”

Specific to DA D:

“The PUD shall meet the requirements of the City of Bixby Zoning code in all other manners.
Landscape screening / buffering along the East boundary shall be at least as good, if not
superior to that conditionally approved for the former “North Bixby Commerce Park”
development, as will be determined by the City Council.”

The landscaping trees proposed along the west side of the drainage channel appear to exceed those
shown on the plans for “North Bixby Commerce Park,” and they appear to be located on/along the high
bank. As this PUD boundary is critical from a screening/buffering standpoint, Staff recommends no fewer
trees here than were represented on Exhibit B1. As recommended, there are now proposed to be
approximately 91 trees proposed in DA D, which is more than as represented on the PUD site plan
Exhibit B1 (approximately 73 using one accounting method).
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As it pertains to the description, “two Center-Green “environments” that contain large,
unobstructed parks space with berms and heavy landscaping,” the two areas corresponding to
those indicated in the PUD site plan do not appear to reflect “berms,” and “heavy landscaping” is
questionable as the northern location appears to be smaller and contain fewer landscaping trees and/or
shrubs (approximately 57 versus 45 using one accounting method). The southerly one appears to have
roughly the same number of trees and/or shrubs.

As it pertains to the description, “full landscape beds that include Over-story, Evergreen &
Ornamental Trees; Evergreen and Deciduous Scrubs; Tall Grasses, Ground Cover and Colorful
Perennials and Annual Flower Beds in fronts of all buildings and along thoroughfares, Reading
Benches along sidewalks in Center Green and along pond with Lighting, a Grilling Cabana with
Table Seating, ” several of the described elements are not reflected on the landscape plan or any other
plan drawing (benches, table seating, planting beds along “thoroughfares,” and any others not now
shown). Furthermore, the entire site now appears to propose fewer trees than were represented on PUD
81 Exhibit B1 (roughly 300 versus roughly 284; 300 reported on landscape plan). Staff recommends that
the plans be revised to represent all specified design elements and not fewer than the total number of trees
as represented on Exhibit B1. The Applicant should also advise their accounting method used to report
300 trees or increase to 300 if not now represented.

The “Landscape Requirements” summary reports the 30% landscaped lot area standard required by
PUD 81. If the cited 704,593.6 square feet [proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas” lot area] is
correct, 30% would be 211,378 square feet cited. Per the landscape plan, 258,253 square feet will be
impervious, which appears to comply with this PUD 81 standard.

The proposed landscaping is compared to the Zoning Code and PUD 81 as follows:

1. 15% Street Yard Minimum Landscaped Area Standards (Section 11-12-3.A.1): Standard is not
less than 15% of the Street Yard area shall be landscaped. The Street Yard is the Zoning setback
along an abutting street. The multifamily DA B / proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas”
presently has no street frontage, but this may change per other recommendations for the
Preliminary and Final Plats and this PUD Detailed Site Plan. Compliance with this standard
will be determined upon receipt of revised plans.

2. Minimum Width Landscaped Area Strip Standards (Section 11-12-3.A.2 and 11-12-3.A.7):
Standard is minimum Landscaped Area strip width shall be 7.5°, 10°, or 15’ along abutting street
rights-of-way. The multifamily DA B / proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas” presently has
no street frontage, but this may change per other recommendations for the Preliminary and Final
Plats and this PUD Detailed Site Plan. Compliance with this standard will be determined upon
receipt of revised plans.

3. 10’ Buffer Strip Standard (Section 11-12-3.A.3): Standard requires a minimum 10’ landscaped
strip between a parking area and an R Residential Zoning District. As there are no R Districts
abutting multifamily DA B / proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas”, this standard is met.

4. Building Line Setback Tree Requirements (Section 11-12-3.A.4): Standard is one (1) tree per
1,000 square feet of building line setback area. The “Landscape Requirements” summary
includes 30° and 25’ setbacks along the east side, but there is a 75 setback from the easterly line
of DA D shared with Houser Addition. The 75° setback will likely encompass the 10° setback
between DAs B and D. The PUD 81-specific setbacks to 4-story portions of buildings are not
recognized as building setbacks as per the intent of this Code provision. The west propertyline
does have tree requirements, which will also include those common with Reserve Area ‘A’ of
121st Center. Other similar errors are likely; the Applicant should review, make all corrections,
and double check for accuracy prior to resubmission. Street frontage and the existence,
configuration, and ultimate size of a Reserve Area corresponding to Development Area D are
likely to change per other recommendations for the Preliminary and Final Plats and this PUD
Detailed Site Plan. Thus, compliance with this standard will be determined upon receipt of
revised plans.

5. Maximum Distance Parking Space to Landscaped Area Standard (Sections 11-12-3.B.1 and 11-
12-3.B.2): Standard is no parking space shall be located more than 50" or 75 from a
Landscaped Area, which Landscaped Area must contain at least one (1) or two (2) trees. For a
lot of this size, the standard calls for a maximum of 75 spacing, with two (2) trees required
within the Landscaped Area. Based on provided dimensions and relative distances between site
features, it appears this standard is met.
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6. Street Yard Tree Requirements (Section 11-12-3.C.1.a): Standard is one (1) tree per 1,000
square feet of Street Yard. The Street Yard is the Zoning setback along an abutting street. The
multifamily DA B / proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas” presently has no street frontage,
but this may change per other recommendations for the Preliminary and Final Plats and this
PUD Detailed Site Plan. Compliance with this standard will be determined upon receipt of
revised plans.

7. Tree to Parking Space Ratio Standard (Section 11-12-3.C.2): Standard is one (1) tree per 10
parking spaces. The number of parking spaces cited is incorrect. Until the total minimum
number of Street Yard and setback trees are calculated and compared to the total number
proposed for the site, Compliance with this standard cannot be determined; compliance will be
determined upon receipt of revised plans.

8. Parking Areas within 25° of Right-of-Way (Section 11-12-3.C.5.a): Standard would be met upon
and as a part of compliance with the tree standard per Section 11-12-3.C.1.a.

9. Irrigation Standards (Section 11-12-3.D.2): Zoning Code Section 11-12-4.A.7 requires the
submission of plans for irrigation. Note # 4 (and perhaps others) on the landscape plan indicates
a plan to have a plan for irrigation, and that drawing L3.00 will include a “description” of the
system. An irrigation plan was not found. Drawing L3.00 was not included, so it cannot be
determine if it is the required irrigation plan. This standard is not met.

10. Miscellaneous Standards (Sections 11-12-4.A.5, 11-12-3.C.7, 11-12-3.D, etc.): The reported
heights and calipers of the proposed trees, tree planting diagram(s), planting instructions, the
notes on the drawings, and other information indicate compliance with other miscellaneous
standards, with the following exceptions:

a. Please resolve text/linework congestion along 121% St. S., around southwest corner of
multifamily DA B, and elsewhere as needed/appropriate.

b. Changes required on the site plan, as represented on the landscape plan, should also be
made here.

C. The “Landscape Requirements” summary is inconsistent with the interpretations rendered in
this analysis, and should be reconciled therewith or removed. If retained, it should be
bifurcated into DAs B and D or proposed Lot 3 and the Reserve Area corresponding to DA
D, if not coterminous with DA D.

d. Planting instructions, as customary and required per Section 11-12-4.A.5, appear on L3.00.
Materials note # 11 discusses “existing irrigation system/controllers” and “existing
irrigation heads.” Please confirm these notes are for this and not another project, and make
any adjustments necessary.

e. General Note # 5 may refer to a different project. Please update to speak more generally to
utilities and utility easements or discuss. This note also appears on L2.00 series drawings.

f.  Please represent, dimension, and label all U/Es and other easements.

g. Tree species list: Recognizing individual trees are represented in specific locations by tree
type category and total number of trees are provided, please add numbers of each tree
species or otherwise each tree type category.

h. Tree Type Legend: “Understory Trees” is at variance with “Overstory Trees” in tree
species list.

i. Symbols customarily representative of existing trees indicated along the west side of the
south line of proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas.” Some may also be located along
the east end of the south line. Please advise / represent if / which trees / what kinds may be
located within the subject property.

jo “Lawn” term used on earlier site plan was imprecise, and has since been removed. Please
restore and define “lawn” on the plan or use more precise terminology such as “sod,”
“proposed grass,” or otherwise as appropriate.

k. Development Area A label removed from this version. Please restore all DA labels.

I.  45’-wide Drainage Easement indicated by linework along the east side of the subject
property, but the label was removed with this version. Please restore and avoid conflicts
with tree symbols and other features.

m. Number of dwelling units appears to sum to 371. Please reconcile appropriately.

n.  “South Perimeter (Street Yard)” dimension label should be located appropriately in respect
to south perimeter.

MINUTES - Bixby Planning Commission — 12/21/2015 Page 24 of 37



0. “South Perimeter (Street Yard)” and similar dimension labels should not include “(Street
Yard).” See analysis for terminology and interpretation.
p. “South Perimeter (Street Yard)” and similar dimension labels appear to have a rendering
issue resulting in rectangular symbols. Please resolve appropriately.
g. It appears several leaderlines are indicated which, on other drawings, are used to indicate
dimensions. Please restore dimensions or remove leaderlines.
r. Linetypes appear to have lost differentiation with this version. Please identify all
represented linetypes in a Legend or in situ.
s. Landscape Plan: Please restore perimeter dimensions.
Until the above are resolved, this standard is not met.
11. Lot Percentage Landscape Standard (Section 11-71-5.F; PUDs only): Standard applies to
commercial, office, and industrial lots. Development is a Use Unit 8 multifamily development.
See discussion on PUD 81-specific standards elsewhere herein. This standard is not applicable.
Exterior Materials and Colors. Appearance and height information is provided on the elevations
drawings SP1.10, SP1.11, SP1.13, A1.42, A2.05, A2.06, A2.15, A2.26, A2.27, A2.35, A2.36, A2.45, A2.55,
A2.56, A2.66, A2.67 (hereinafter, individually or together, sometimes “Elevations Drawings” or similar).
PUD 81 provides for “Building Facades” for multifamily DA B: “Not less than 40% of all buildings
facades within Development Area B, on average, shall be constructed of masonry (including
stone, “concrete stone masonry material” (a.k.a. “manufactured stone” / “synthetic stone”), “brick
veneer masonry” and stucco) and not less than 60% of all buildings within Development Area B,
on average, shall be constructed with masonry alternatives (including only fiber cement
cladding), which percentages may exclude negligible amounts of trim, such as pre-finished metal
accents from the ground at the building to the top floor top plate. Provided no building shall have
less than 25% masonry, as used herein. Building facades directly facing Memorial Dr. and 121st
St. shall have 75% masonry, as used herein, and facades shall be determined by the City
Council at Detailed Site Plan review. ”

Per the elevations drawings, the multifamily buildings will primarily consist of (1) siding (60%) and
(2) masonry (40%) of proportions 6% brick, 9% stone, and 25% stucco. Per the project totals summary
on the elevations drawings, the entire project proposes 40% masonry, which meets the 40% minimum
masonry required by PUD 81. The plans indicate less brick/stone masonry and more stucco masonry than
the version received in August:

1. Building A contains substantially less brick/stone masonry (30% - 23%)

2. Building B contains substantially less brick/stone masonry (30% - 18%)

3. Buildings C contains substantially less brick/stone masonry (30% = 7%)

4. Garage buildings contain substantially less brick/stone masonry (specifics not available)

Buildings D (“carriage homes”) will contain the same proportions of stone and stucco masonry.

By comparing the 4-story segments of Building A to the 4-story conceptual elevations on Exhibit J of
PUD 81, it appears that there is now less brick/stone masonry than represented in the PUD.

The “Construction Methods” diagrams on the elevations drawings demonstrate the siding will equal
the “‘fiber cement cladding” as per the terminology used in PUD 81.

Per the elevations drawings, no building will have less than 25% masonry, as required.

The Development Standards for DA B of PUD 81 provides, in relevant part, “Building facades
directly facing Memorial Dr. and 121t St. shall have 75% masonry, as used herein, and facades
shall be determined by the City Council at Detailed Site Plan review.” Per the elevations drawings,
none of the required fagades meet the 75% standard, which was included in the PUD as recommended by
Staff to honor the spirit and intent of the 75% masonry standard of the original PUD. The facades to
which the 75% standard appears to apply include, and are proposed as follows (here and elsewhere in
this analysis, strikeouttext indicates statistics proposed with August version, and bold, blue text indicates
current proposal):

1. The western end of Building A faces Memorial Dr. directly, but only proposes 26%-rmasenry
{46% brick/stone-and-10%- stuceo) 34% masonry (2% stone and 32% stucco).

2. The northern end of Building A faces 121% St. S. directly, but only proposes 34% masonry
(23% brickistone and 11% stucco).

3. The northern end of Building B faces 121% St. S. directly, but only proposes 26%-masenry

{£6% brick/stone-and-10%-stuceo) 34% masonry (2% stone and 32% stucco).
4. The westerly fagades of Building A arguably all face Memorial Dr. directly, but propose:
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a. Segment A:

53% masonry (36% brick/stone and 17% stucco).
b.  Segment B (clubhouse): i

42% masonry (20% brick/stone and 22% stucco).
c.  SegmentC: 52% masonry (30% brick/stone and 22% stucco).
d.  Segment D: i

43% masonry (25% brick/stone and 18% stucco).

5. The westerly facades of the westernmost two (2) Building(s) C arguably face Memorial Dr.
directly, but each proposes 38%-masenry{20% brickistone-and-10%-stuceo) 32% masonry
(3% stone and 29% stucco).

6. The northern fagade of the northernmost Building [D] (“Carriage Home”) arguably faces
121% St. S. directly, but proposes 25% masonry (25% brick/stone).

The subject property is within the Corridor Appearance District, which, as of 2013, has a masonry
and/or approved masonry alternatives requirement for all building elevations facing a Public street.
Building A is partially within the Corridor Appearance District but, as noted above, the westerly facades
of Building A would have less than 50% masonry, the balance to be a cementitious fiber product which
has not previously been recognized as an approved masonry alternative under the Corridor Appearance
District. The Corridor Appearance District requires 100% masonry or approved masonry alternatives.
Even if the concerned facades of Building A are increased to at least 75% masonry, this standard would
not be met but for the specific provisions of PUD 81. The final exterior materials treatment of Building A
and all buildings is subject to City Council consideration per the intent of the Council approval provisions
of PUD 81.

Furthermore, although it was not ultimately made a Condition of Approval of PUD 81 Major
Amendment # 1, Staff would encourage the Houser Addition- / east-facing facades of the Buildings [D] /
“Carriage Homes” and the east-facing end of Building B to increase masonry content in respect for the
need to buffer from the single-family neighborhood. The Buildings [D] / “Carriage Homes” only propose
36% masonry (12% brick/stone and 24% stucco), and the east end of Building B only proposes 26%
masonry-{16% brickistone-and-10%-stuceo) 33% masonry (4% stone and 29% stucco).

Staff recommends that the specific cementitious fiber product(s) planned should be specified on the
plan drawings. These site plans are to be the 100%-ready-to-build plan set. The specific product type
cannot be determined from composition specified.

The “Construction Methods” diagrams on the elevations drawings show that the stucco will be a 3-
coat system applied to a “self-furring lath.” See plans for details.

Color information has now been provided on new A2.00-series elevations drawings, and is open for
City Council consideration per the intent of the Council approval provisions of PUD 81.

While rooves will primarily be flat with some parapets, “V”’-shaped rooflines of undisclosed pitch are
indicated on the northern end of Building A and east end of Building B. These rooflines should be
clarified, but may not be expected or found in character with the surrounding context. This is subject to
City Council consideration per the intent of the Council approval provisions of PUD 81.

The locations of six (6) garage buildings are indicated on the site plan, and their elevations / profiles
are detailed on drawing SP1.10. They appear to be lap-siding buildings with some stone [veneer] and a
shed roof of composition shingle with a 1.5/12 pitch. As buildings, they are subject to the 40% project
average minimum masonry standard of Development Area B of PUD 81. Compared to the August
version, all of the [brick] and some of the stone appears to have been removed. Since the original plans
claimed 40% project total masonry and the garages contain only 16% masonry, which was reduced from
the previous version, the Applicant should double check and confirm the claimed 40% project total
masonry is still maintained.

The locations of two (2) “Grilling Cabana” structures are indicated on the site plan, in the
greenspaces between groups of apartment buildings. Their elevations / profiles are detailed on drawing
SP1.11, which shows them to be covered shelters with built-in gas grills, each composed of “stone
veneer,” “brick veneer,” “stucco veneer,” with “cut stone” and “EIFS” trim, and a “standing seam
metal” shed roof. They do not appear to be visible from public streets, and not particularly visible from
Houser Addition. The plans appear to be in order and do not conflict with PUD 81.

Outdoor Lighting. The Lighting Plan consists of “Photometric Plan” drawing E0.01.
PUD 81 provides for lighting:
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“All pole mounted and building mounted lighting shall be oriented to minimize light leaving the
development. All lights shall be designed or have the ability to control the light pattern to
minimize the light leaving the site at the boundary of the development. The mounting height of
each fixture light shall not exceed 30’ as measured from the pavement to the light fixture. A
maximum light level of .00 foot candles shall be obtained at the Eastern boundary of
Development Area D. A photometric study will be provided to verify the .00 foot candle
measurement at the property line. All lights shall face down and away from the boundary of the
development.”

The photometric plan does not demonstrate that the footcandle effects of the proposed lighting will be
reduced to 0.0 at the easterly boundary of DA D, shared with an existing single-family dwellings in
Houser Addition. Plans must be revised as necessary to achieve and demonstrate compliance, including
compliance with the PUD requirements and Zoning Code restrictions on lighting used to illuminate off-
street parking areas.

Although not indicated, streetlights will likely be required at the Memorial Dr. and 121% St. S.
entrances to the development. Streetlights / pole-mounted lights will likely be necessary to illuminate the
private street / drive entrances to the multifamily development area / proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau
Villas.” Finally, [pedestrian] asphalt paths and sidewalks around the existing stormwater retention pond
(along the back sides of the businesses in 121st Center), sidewalks around the perimeters (including
behind garage buildings), sidewalks around the greenspaces between buildings, and building entrances
may all need lighting. The Applicant should add locations and full specifications for all proposed outdoor
lighting as required by the site plan application and as necessary for a full review of a PUD Detailed Site
Plan.

The photometric plan indicates light output between Segments A, B, and C of Building A, but these
areas are understood to be part of the Building A complex. This should be resolved.
Signage. Signage information is provided by the representation of such information on site plan A0.01
and drawings SP1.10, SP1.14, SP1.12, and A1.16 (submitted August 21, 2015).

PUD 81 provides for signs in Development Area B:
“Signs shall be limited to the following:

o Wall signs shall be limited to 2 square feet per linear foot of building wall to which
the signs are affixed, or 50 square feet, whichever is less. Wall signs shall be limited
to the clubhouse and / or office building. Apartment buildings shall be permitted two
(2) address signs per building, limited to four (4) square feet per each such sign.

e No roof or projecting signs shall be permitted.

e Directional signage limited to 6 square feet of display surface area per side and
customary parking and driveway signage will be permitted subject to Detailed Site
Plan approval.”

PUD 81 provides for signs in Development Area A:

“Signs shall be limited to the following:

e One double sided project identification ground sign not exceeding 25’ in height shall
be permitted along Memorial Drive, provided it does not exceed 175 square feet of
display surface area per side. Signage for both Development Areas A and B shall
be allowed on this sign.

e One double sided ground sign not exceeding 20’ in height shall be permitted for
each lot along Memorial Drive, provided it does not exceed 100 square feet of
display surface area per side.

e Wall signs shall be limited to 2 square feet per linear foot of building wall to which
the signs are affixed.

e No roof or projecting signs shall be permitted.”

The site plan indicates the location of one (1) “Proposed Development Sign” at the southeast corner
of the intersection of Memorial Dr. and the main entrance private street / drive, in the same general
location as represented on the PUD 81 site plan, and one (1) “Proposed Future Monument [Sign]”
element in front of Building A near the entrance to Development Area B / proposed Lot 3, Block 1,
“Chateau Villas.”

Per the “Proposed Development Sign” detail diagram on Drawing SP1.10, this sign will comply with
the signage provisions of PUD 81 for Development Area A. The sign appears to be 9’ 11" in height and
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composed of stucco with a cast stone base (which resembles brick), a stone veneer columnar accent, copy
reading “CHATEAU VILLAS” against a tile background, and cast stone cap and lintel.

Regarding the one (1) “Proposed Future Monument [Sign]” element in front of Building A near the
entrance to Development Area B / proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas,” the signage provisions for
DA B do not provide an exemption from the requirement to have arterial street frontage in order to have a
ground sign here. If proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas” is not reconfigured pursuant to
recommendations for the Preliminary and Final Plat and this PUD Detailed Site Plan, a PUD
Amendment would be required to allow the apparent ground sign. Details for same (height, width, display
surface area, composition, and appearance) have not been provided. If it is not now planned, as
suggested by “future” qualifier, it should be removed.

The Applicant has stated that there will be no signage for the 121% St. S. entrance as part of this site
plan submittal, and that future such signage will likely placed at the 121%t St. S. entrance when
Development Area “C” develops due to potential re-alignment of that drive / private street “83™ E. Ave.”

Per drawing Al.16, the front elevation for the clubhouse segment of Building A reflects “Club
Signage,” but dimensions are not provided. It is, rather, intended as a placeholder for a future sign
design. No other wall signs are indicated.

“Directional,” “parking,” and “driveway” signage does not appear to be indicated. The same
should be provided as a part of the site plan per the PUD Text quoted above. Some such information was
found on A1.13, but not all. The ones represented appear to be in order.

Signs reserving the ADA accessible parking spaces and directional signage painted to the pavement
of the driveways (not visible from adjoining public streets) should conform to applicable standards or are
otherwise exempt per Federal standards.

Staff Recommendation. The Detailed Site Plan adequately demonstrates compliance with the Zoning

Code and PUD 81 and is in order for approval, subject to the following corrections, modifications, and

Conditions of Approval:

General

1. The multifamily Development Area B / proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas” is partially

within the 100-year (1% Annual Chance) Regulatory Floodplain. To fully comply with
applicable regulations, the floodplain and drainage improvements must be completed, the
developer must secure FEMA approval of a LOMR upon completion of these improvements, the
100-year Floodplain must be entirely contained within a Reserve Area, and the Applicant must
request and be approved for a Partial Modification/Waiver of SRs Section § 12-3-2.0 to allow
the platting of a Reserve Area in the 100-year Floodplain.

2. Easterly “Future 1-Story Office / Retail” building may not meet 10’ setback from easterly line of

Development Area A / proposed Lot 2, Block 1, “Chateau Villas” per PUD 81. The parking lots
shown may not meet parking lot setbacks from a Residential Development Area / proposed Lot 3,
Block 1, “Chateau Villas.” Other problems of this nature may exist. Speculative commercial
buildings, parking lots, etc. within Development Area A / proposed Lots 1 and 2, Block 1,
“Chateau Villas,” should be removed if not proposed at this time. Staff has not reviewed the
commercial development areas as a part of this site plan application. If proposed, the Site Plan
needs to be updated to include building elevations and all necessary details for such commercial
buildings. Some of the specificity has been removed with this current version. However,
continued representation continues the concerns raised by this item. Please remove completely
or address as per this item.

3. Please update site plan to reflect Reserve Area corresponding to DA D as per recommendations

in the Staff Report for the Preliminary and Final Plat of “Chateau Villas.”

4. Subject to compliance with all Fire Marshal and City Engineer recommendations and

requirements.

5. Project Data Form: Reports clubhouse at 7,000 (same as Exhibit B of PUD 81), but building

elevations indicate roughly 3,300 : 6,402 square feet.

RESPONSE: Site plan compliance confirmed with all Fire Marshal and City Engineer
recommendations and requirements per memo’s attached. Reference related plat
comment responses.

A floor plan diagram will help illustrate the math. The number of floors within Building A
Segment B occupied by the clubhouse was not clear, leading to the range estimate.
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6. Please add all existing and proposed U/Es and other easements (e.g. M.A.E.) within and along
the perimeters of the subject property, identify as to type, and dimension.

7. Per related recommendations for the Preliminary and Final Plats, the private street / drive
connecting to Memorial Dr. may be reconfigured for the purpose of achieving minimum public
street frontage for proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas.” Please reconcile site plans with
any changes on the plat.

8. All changes necessary for the plat of “Chateau Villas,” to the extent relevant for this PUD
Detailed Site Plan, should also be made here.

9. Site Plan: A certain linetype is used apparently to indicate DA boundary lines. However, DA
Boundary lines are coterminous with proposed propertylines per the draft plat of “Chateau
Villas.” Since propertylines are more important, please replace with same (propertyline linetype
is of same design but heavier weight).

10. Site Plan: Please represent and provide survey data for proposed propertyline common to
proposed Lots 1 and 2 per the draft plat of “Chateau Villas.” Survey data (509.72° call) added
but does not match plat.

11. Site Plan: Please clarify extents and/or confirm accuracy of leaderlines for 10’ BLDG Setback
Line along the east side of proposed Lot 4.

RESPONSE: Tag refers to the 10-0” building offset setback boundary from lot line
(which is 45-0” from NE property line of proposed lot 4). Leader line is accurate and
offset setback boundary applies to West, South and East property lines of proposed Lot
4,

Acknowledged. 10° B/L may move depending on ultimate configuration of DA D, required to
become a Reserve Area per the Conditions of Approval of the Preliminary Plat. See related
items.

12. Please dimension garage buildings along south line of proposed Lot 3 and increase setback to
17.5°, corresponding with the 17.5’-wide Perimeter U/E to be platted. Civil engineering
construction plans indicate an 8" sanitary sewerline within 17.5’-wide U/E shown on plat along
south line here.

13. Garages along south line should be relocated out of U/Es.

14. Consider a 20’ setback for garages along the south line, to provide at least a 2.5 buffer area, or
the amount necessary to protect the integrity of the foundation and supporting wall, in the event
of excavation of the 17.5’-wide U/E up to its interior edge.

15. 26°-wide “Private Street...Asphalt” linework originally projected from the southeast corner
northerly into the drainage channel area, but the linework has been clarified as recommended.
However, the 26’ drive width dimension needs to be relocated appropriately.

16. Please clarify “BMP” as used in the pond area in the southwest corner of proposed Lot 3, Block
1, “Chateau Villas.” Please add to legend or spell out in situ.

17. Please dimension the width of the proposed pedestrian bridge over the canal.

18. Please represent setbacks (and/or dimensions of encroachment) from both corners of the existing
ministorage building.

19. Note pertaining to potential realignment of drive connecting to 121% St. S.: Please clarify with
additional statement to the effect that drive will be constructed at the time of the development of
proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas.”

20. Please add to Legend or label in situ unidentified symbols and linework at the northeast corner
of proposed Lot 4, Block 1, “Chateau Villas.” Some appear to be identified. Please identify the
two (2) linetypes roughly perpendicular to easterly plat boundary and ‘dot-dot-dash’ linetype
along the channel.

21. Please identify feature (likely U/E per Preliminary Plat) with dashed linetype near DAs A and B
common line.

22. Accessible Parking...Diagram: Line Type Legend: Please confirm intent to specify elevators
within Buildings C.

23. R107 and R133 on previous site plan would appear to be survey data references. Please identify
survey data to which these correspond.

24. Please restore R133 or explain.
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25. New linetype added around “83" E. Ave.” entrance street/drive, which appears to correspond to
the MAE and U/E shown on the Preliminary Plat of “Chateau Villas.” Please identify linework
and add missing survey data.

26. 10’ Building Setback Line added along west side of Reserve Area ‘A’ of 121st Center. Does not
appear to correspond to plat of 121st Center or Preliminary Plat of “Chateau Villas.” Please
remove or advise.

27. Linetype added within Memorial Dr. R/W with leaderline pointing to north side of ministorage
driveway connection. Please identify in Legend or in situ, if pertinent to this Site Plan, or
remove.

28. “U.E.” notation with leaderline pointing to “17.5” [foot] width notation with leaderline — 2
instances found along westerly PUD boundary. Southernmost actually points to another note
altogether. Consider notation consolidation.

29. Survey data widths and other dimensions inconsistently include apostrophe ( ’ ) used for
designating feet. Please resolve.

30. Leaderline points to MAE / “U.E.” 45’ dimension corresponding to that part shown on the
Preliminary Plat as affecting proposed Lot 1, Block 1, “Chateau Villas.” That part affecting Lot
2 not indicated. Please resolve and consider annotating efficiently.

31. Consider reconciling “U.E.” and “U/E” as used variously throughout.

32. Linetype designating propertyline separating DA D from DAs B and C, required to be a Reserve
Area per the Conditions of Approval of the Preliminary Plat, should be bolded as per the Legend
and as used elsewhere throughout.

33. General Notes: # 3 is blank. Please complete or remove if not intended.

34. Please correct Location Map as follows:

a. Southern Memorial Acres No. 2 Corrected (typos)
b. The Boardwalk on Memorial (mislabeled)

C. East 131 Street South (typo)

d. Bixby Landing Second may be added if/as desired.

35. Please submit complete, corrected copies of the Detailed Site Plan incorporating all of the
corrections, modifications, and conditions of approval as follows: Two (2) full-size hard copies,
one (1) 117 X 17" hard copy, and one (1) electronic copy (PDF preferred).

36. Minor changes in the placement / locating individual trees or parking spaces, or other such
minor site details, are approved as a part of this Detailed Site Plan, subject to administrative
review and approval by the City Planner. The City Planner shall determine that the same are
minor in scope and that such changes are an alternative means for compliance and do not
compromise the original intent, purposes, and standards underlying the original placement as
approved on this Detailed Site Plan, as amended. An appeal from the City Planner’s
determination that a change is not sufficiently minor in scope shall be made to the Board of
Adjustment in accordance with Zoning Code Section 11-4-2.

37. Any recommendations in the analysis inadvertently omitted from this itemized list are included as
if fully set forth here.

Access and Internal Circulation

38. The proposed new and any modifications to existing driveway/street intersections on 121% St. S.
require City Engineer curb cut approval, and the Fire Marshal’s approval in terms of locations,
spacing, widths, and curb return radii.

39. The proposed new and any modifications to existing driveway/street intersections on Memorial
Dr. requires City Engineer curb cut approval, ODOT driveway permit approval, and the Fire
Marshal’s approval in terms of locations, spacing, widths, and curb return radii.

40. Internal private streets / drives require Fire Marshal’s approval in terms of locations, widths,
and curb return radii.

41. PUD 81 describes internal accessways as private streets and/or drives. This was pursuant to a
review comment that called for clarification, which was ultimately resolved by using this more
flexible terminology, allowing the decision on private access format to be resolved at a later
date. As per other recommendations in analyses of the Preliminary and Final Plats and PUD
Detailed Site Plan, some of the shared entrances may be or become private streets. However,
internal parking lot drive aisles are not likely to be “streets” as they are presently termed. If so,
the plat would need to dedicate them as such and provide names for each. If otherwise, they
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should be retitled as “drives,’ “drive lanes,” “drive aisles,” or similarly as
appropriate.

42. Parking areas and/or driveway paving may encroach on the 17.5’-wide Perimeter U/E along the
south side of the multifamily DA B and/or the 17.5’-wide Perimeter U/E recommended to be
alternatively-placed outside and along the west side of DA D and/or any U/Es which may result
upon consultation with franchise utility companies and/or any other easements of record which
are not yet represented on the plats or site plans. Paving and site improvements on public
Utility Easements is subject to City Engineer and Public Works Director approval.

43. Please clarify design of sidewalk as it approaches/crosses the 121% St. S. bridge over the Fry
Creek Ditch # 1 tributary.

RESPONSE: The 5-0” wide sidewalk will cross the 1215t St. S. bridge between back of
curb and existing guard rail. See site plan for further clarification.
No curb exists. Please clarify 5’ is available between paving edge and [existing| guardrail.

44, Curb return radii missing throughout — please add. A data table may be used to avoid

text/feature congestion.
Parking & Loading Standards

45. Project Data Form: Parking: Zoning Code Section 11-9-8.D requires 1.5 parking spaces for
efficiency (“studio”) apartment units. Please correct ratio and product.

46. The Project Data Form table on the site plan drawing provides that 599 parking spaces are
required and 616 provided. However, the table reports a 1 parking space per efficiency
(“studio”’) apartment unit ratio, when Zoning Code Section 11-9-8.D requires 1.5 spaces. Please
correct ratio.

47. Notwithstanding the 3-lot parking lot strip south of Building 6 (which is missing a citation), the
number of open-air parking spaces cited within each individual parking lot strip total 511
parking spaces. The 514 cited in in the table likely include the following which were mislabeled:

“driveways,’

. The parking lot strip along the south line citing 17 has 18 spaces.
o The parking lot strip near the water feature pond citing 5 spaces has 6.
. The parking lot strip in front of Building B citing 17 spaces has 18.

Please correct all these instances.

48. The parking table cites 616 parking spaces, but the number of attached garage units (66) was in
error. There appear to be a total of 82 attached garage units (18 space discrepancy believed to
be 2 Buildings D in southeast corner). Staff counted a grand total of 632 parking spaces. The 18
attached garage units appears to account for the grand total discrepancy as well. Please correct
all citation errors and double check again for accuracy.

49. The plans indicate that regular handicapped-accessible spaces will not comply with Bixby
Zoning Code standards (see Figure 3 in Section 11-10-4.C). Reconfiguration to meet standards,
reconfiguration to “Universal” design (which is not subject to the City of Bixby standard), or a
PUD Amendment would appear necessary.

50. During the design of the ADA parking features, the designer should consult with the Building
Inspector to confirm the plans will comply with ADA standards (locations, proximity to primary
entrance, maximum slopes, transition areas, level landing areas, pavement coloring, etc.).

Screening/Fencing

51. The elevations / profile view / details of proposed vehicle gates, provided as diagram # 7 on
SP1.10, must be found satisfactory to the Fire Marshal.

52. The masonry columns, per the PUD Text, are not shown on the wrought / ornamental iron fence
elevation / profile view detail diagrams on drawings SP1.11. Masonry Column diagram added,
but is not integrated/associated with wrought / ornamental iron fence detail diagram.

53. To avoid suppressing the chances of commercial/retail development on commercial Development
Area (DA) C / proposed Lot 4, Block 1, “Chateau Villas,” Staff recommends the Applicant
consider constructing the minimum 125’ of 6°-high masonry wall along the northerly end of DA
D along with the development of the multifamily DA B, starting where feasible at the drainage
channel and stopping at the southwest corner of the Fire Station # 2 property, and closing the
intervening fence gap (if any) with the 8’-high wood fence that continues southeasterly. This
should be represented on the site plan and notes should provide that it will be constructed at the
time of development of proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas.”
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RESPONSE: The Applicant would request that the construction of the above referenced
wall be deferred until Development Area C is submitted for Detailed Site Plan

Staff’s recommendation has not changed. You will need to address this specifically at the PC
and CC meetings and explain reasoning.

54. SP1.10 or SP1.11: Please add masonry wall elevation for northerly portion of Development
Area D, as per other recommendations in this report.

55. PUD 68 provided that the wood fences shall be constructed with all braces and supports on the
interior. Per PUD 81, this should be done for this project as well. Please provide appropriate
notation. Detail diagrams (‘sheets’?) not numbered on SP1.11. Found notation on 6’ and 8’
wood fence section diagrams. Appearance of combination wrought / ornamental and wood fence
section is not clear. Bracing elements, if/as possible, should also have notation similar to the
other two.

56. Please add the 8’-high wood screening fence along the west side of the channel / PUD 68
Development Area D as recommended in the screening section of this report.

RESPONSE: The Applicant would request that the 8-high wood screening fence
(currently shown on the East side of the channel) remain and that the applicant work
with the adjacent home owners to use this screening fence as a replacement to their
current wood / chain link fence. A screening fence on this side of the channel, closer to
the single family properties, will provide greater privacy as it will cut off the view angle to
the adjacent DA B. There is currently a 6-0” Combination Wood and Ornamental Iron
Fence on the West boundary of DA

Response acknowledged. Staff’s recommendation for overlapping fence sections has not
changed.

57. Site Plan: Please correct typo in “Combination Wood and Ornamental Iron Fence” in Line
Type Legend. Please search and correct any other similar instances.

58. Drawing SP1.11: Pedestrian gate detail diagram appears to be specific to pool. Please provide
detail diagram for pedestrian gates used elsewhere in the development found on SP1.11. One of
pool notes removed, but others remain.

59. The new single gate apparently retains 6 width notation of double-gate detail diagram. Please
correct this and any other such errors.

60. Please provide offset dimensions of proposed easterly and southerly PUD boundary fences/walls.

Landscape Plan

61. As it pertains to the description, “two Center-Green “environments” that contain large,
unobstructed parks space with berms and heavy landscaping,” the two areas
corresponding to those indicated in the PUD site plan do not appear to reflect “berms,” and
“heavy landscaping” is questionable as the northern location appears to be smaller and contain
fewer landscaping trees and/or shrubs (approximately 57 versus 35 45 using one accounting
method). Staff recommends that the plans be revised to represent all specified design elements.

62. As it pertains to the description, “full landscape beds that include Over-story, Evergreen &
Ornamental Trees; Evergreen and Deciduous Scrubs; Tall Grasses, Ground Cover and
Colorful Perennials and Annual Flower Beds in fronts of all buildings and along
thoroughfares, Reading Benches along sidewalks in Center Green and along pond with
Lighting, a Grilling Cabana with Table Seating,” other than landscaping trees, none of the
described elements appear to be reflected on the landscape plan or any other plan drawing.
Furthermore, the entire site now appears to propose fewer trees than were represented on PUD
81 Exhibit B1 (roughly 300 versus roughly 200 284; 198 300 reported on landscape plan). Staff
recommends that the plans be revised to represent all specified design elements and not fewer
than the total number of trees as represented on Exhibit B1.

RESPONSE: The landscape plan will, at a minimum, meet the requirements of Chapter
12 Landscape Requirements of the City of Bixby Zoning code. Further detailing of all
design elements will be represented during final development plan.

This is the final development plan. More elements are represented on L2.00 series drawings.
Please identify balance of items specified in PUD (benches, table seating, planting beds along
“thoroughfares,” and any others not now shown). Please advise accounting method used to
report 300 trees or increase to 300 if not now represented.
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63. Please resolve the 15% Street Yard Minimum Landscaped Area Standards (Section 11-12-3.A.1)
matter as described in the Landscape Plan analysis above.

64. Please resolve the Minimum Width Landscaped Area Strip Standards (Section 11-12-3.A.2 and
11-12-3.A.7) matter as described in the Landscape Plan analysis above.

65. Please resolve the Building Line Setback Tree Requirements (Section 11-12-3.A.4) matter as
described in the Landscape Plan analysis above.

66. Please resolve the Street Yard Tree Requirements (Section 11-12-3.C.1.a) matter as described in
the Landscape Plan analysis above.

67. Please resolve the Tree to Parking Space Ratio Standard (Section 11-12-3.C.2) matter as
described in the Landscape Plan analysis above.

68. Please resolve the Irrigation Standards (Section 11-12-3.D.2) matter as described in the
Landscape Plan analysis above.

69. Please resolve the Miscellaneous Standards (Sections 11-12-4.A.5, 11-12-3.C.7, 11-12-3.D, etc.)
matter as described in the Landscape Plan analysis above.

Exterior Materials and Colors

70. Staff recommends that the specific cementitious fiber product(s) planned should be specified on
the plan drawings.

71. The Development Standards for DA B of PUD 81 provides, in relevant part, “Building facades
directly facing Memorial Dr. and 121st St. shall have 75% masonry, as used herein, and
facades shall be determined by the City Council at Detailed Site Plan review.” Per the
elevations drawings, none of the required facades meet the 75% standard, which was included in
the PUD as recommended by Staff to honor the spirit and intent of the 75% masonry standard of
the original PUD. Please revise appropriately.

RESPONSE: As stated in the Applicant’s responses to Staff comments on the PUD on
this item, we request that, as stated above, the facades be determined by the City
Council at Detailed Site Plan review. The Applicant feels that the apartment buildings
are of a distance from the both Memorial Dr. and 121st Street that additional masonry
would not be discernable from traffic on these streets. Development of DA A and DA C
will further screen the apartment buildings.

The 75% is a PUD requirement.

72. Although it was not ultimately made a Condition of Approval of PUD 81 Major Amendment # 1,
Staff would encourage the Houser Addition- / east-facing facades of the Buildings [D] /
“Carriage Homes” and the east-facing end of Building B to increase masonry content in respect
for the need to buffer from the single-family neighborhood. The Buildings [D] / “Carriage
Homes” only propose 36% masonry (12% brick/stone and 24% stucco), and the east end of
Building B only proposes 33% masonry (4% stone and 29% stucco). ltem is subject to City
Council consideration per the intent of the Council approval provisions of PUD 81.
RESPONSE: In conjunction with the response to Item #75, there will be limited visibility
of the 2-story carriage homes from the adjacent homes in the House Addition. Masonry
finishes are generally located on the bottom stories of buildings and will not be visible to
the adjacent homes.

Staff’s recommendation has not changed.

73. Please clarify the “V”-shaped rooflines on the northern end of Building A and eastern end of
Building B. These rooflines may not be expected or found in character with the surrounding
context. Item is subject to City Council consideration per the intent of the Council approval
provisions of PUD 81.

74. The locations of six (6) garage buildings are indicated on the site plan, and their elevations /
profiles are detailed on drawing SP1.10. They appear to be lap-siding buildings with some stone
[veneer] and a shed roof of composition shingle with a 1.5/12 pitch. As buildings, they are
subject to the 40% project average minimum masonry standard of Development Area B of PUD
81. Since the August version, all of the [brick] and some of the stone appears to have been
removed. In the colored version on SP1.13, the note still reflects “brick.” Please correct
appropriately. Since the original plans claimed 40% project total masonry and the garages
contain only 16% masonry, which was reduced from the previous version, please double check
and confirm the claimed 40% project total masonry is still maintained.

MINUTES - Bixby Planning Commission — 12/21/2015 Page 33 of 37



75. Color information has now been provided on new A2.00-series elevations drawings. Item open
for City Council consideration per the intent of the Council approval provisions of PUD 81.

76. Elevations drawings appear to be incomplete (e.g. missing information on windows, doors, trim,
roof details, etc.). Some information added (codes for windows without a code key, pitch and
composition of “V”-shaped rooflines, possibly other minor element(s)), but not as this item
expects. Elevations drawings are to be 100%-ready-to-build plans.

77. Elevations drawings: Project Totals: Please clarify line items such as “Approved Masonry
Alternatives. ”

78. SP1.10: Building Totals: Please correct typo in term “Alternative[s].” Please search all
drawings and correct all errors.

79. SP1.10: Filltypes for stone and stucco appear to be mismatched in legend.

80. A2.15: Key Plan for Building A Segment C points to Segment D. Please double-check all for
accuracy.

81. A2.05: The westerly facade of Building A Segment A evidently has less brick and stone masonry
but more is now claimed (46%-masonry{29%brick/stone—and-17%-stuceco) = 53% masonry
[36% brick/stone and 17% stucco]). Please correct or advise.

Outdoor Lighting

82. Lighting Plan: Does not demonstrate compliance with the 0.0 footcandle requirement of PUD 81
pertaining to residential areas. Please revise appropriately.

83. Lighting Plan: Streetlights will likely be required at the Memorial Dr. and 121% St. S. entrances
to the development. Streetlights / pole-mounted lights will likely be necessary to illuminate the
private street / drive entrances to the multifamily development area / proposed Lot 3, Block 1,
“Chateau Villas.” Finally, [pedestrian] asphalt paths and sidewalks around the existing
stormwater retention pond (along the back sides of the businesses in 121st Center), sidewalks
around the perimeters (including behind garage buildings), sidewalks around the greenspaces
between buildings, and building entrances may all need lighting. Please add locations and full
specifications for all proposed outdoor lighting as required by the site plan application and as
necessary for a full review of a PUD Detailed Site Plan.

84. Photometric plan indicates light output between Segments A, B, and C of Building A, but these
areas are understood to be part of the Building A complex. This should be resolved.

85. Please discuss where photometric plan shows all four (4) light fixture types will be mounted no
higher than 30’ as per the PUD standard.

Signage

86. Regarding the one (1) “Proposed Future Monument [Sign]” element in front of Building A near
the entrance to Development Area B / proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas,” the signage
provisions for DA B do not provide an exemption from the requirement to have arterial street
frontage in order to have a ground sign kere. If proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Chateau Villas” is not
reconfigured pursuant to recommendations for the Preliminary and Final Plat and this PUD
Detailed Site Plan, a PUD Amendment would be required to allow the apparent ground sign. If
it is not now planned, as suggested by “future” qualifier, it should be removed.

87. Please provide the missing details (height, width, display surface area, composition, and
appearance) of the missing of the “Proposed Future Monument [Sign]” at the entrance to the
multifamily development area. If it is not now planned, as suggested by “future” qualifier, it
should be removed.

88. “Directional,” “parking,” and “driveway” signage does not appear to be indicated. The same
should be provided as a part of the site plan per the PUD Text quoted in the signage analysis
above. Some found on A1.13, but not all.

Kevin Jordan stated that he needed approval of the amendment to remove the requirement for 25%
masonry for each face of each building and allow them to simply be 25% per building. Mr. Jordan
stated that he would agree to do the 125° of masonry wall. Mr. Jordan stated that he also needed the
parking change. Mr. Jordan stated that the masonry wall was $40,000 that was not in the budget,
but “we will go ahead and do that.” Mr. Jordan described plans for apartment interiors and finishes,
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including big faucets, granite countertops, can lighting, stained cabinets, and islands in the kitchens.
Mr. Jordan stated that this would be a “Class A or Class A plus” development.

A Planning Commissioner asked about the red color of the buildings. Tim Homburg stated that this
may be an effect of printing the plans on paper and the print quality, and showed the
Commissioners the difference in colors as represented on the overhead projector. Mr. Homburg
stated that the buildings would not be bright red, but rather would have deep, rich colors.

Jerod Hicks asked how much the project would cost, and Kevin Jordan responded $50 Million.

A Planning Commissioner asked about the “V-shaped” northern end of Building A and eastern-end
of Building B. Tim Homburg displayed the elevation of the northern end of Building A and
described the design and intent of the inward-sloping shed roof. Erik Enyart clarified with Mr.
Homburg that the breezeway / stairwell indicated would now be enclosed. Mr. Enyart stated that he
was not an architect and may use the wrong terminology, but asked Mr. Homburg if the west- and
east-facing parapets could be “wrapped around” the northern end [to avoid the “V-shaped” effect].
Mr. Homburg described the design intent, to be reminiscent of a Midcentury home, and its purpose
to attract a certain demographic by reflecting a “cool, hip place.” Mr. Homburg contrasted other
designs as being for a different generation, which the target audience may find stuffy.

Jerod Hicks compared the design to those used for Aloft hotels, and Tim Homburg indicated
agreement.

Chair Lance Whisman asked Erik Enyart what he intended with recommendation # 73 in the Staff
Report. Mr. Enyart responded, “I wanted us to have this discussion, and I wanted us to have this
discussion at the City Council.” Mr. Enyart stated, “I thought it was a little unusual, so I wanted to
point this out” to be discussed specifically.

Jerod Hicks expressed concern that apartments can “start out nice, but after a few years,” when the
economy was down, they would lower rents. Mr. Hicks stated that he wanted to protect the city.
Mr. Hicks stated that a small community could be easily overwhelmed with apartments.

Tim Homburg described plans for a mixed use, walkable development.

Chair Lance Whisman asked if anyone else wished to speak on the item. Four (4) people in
attendance initially declined to comment, but Terry Adams of 6626 E. 127" St. S. decided to speak
on the item and signed the Sign-In Sheet. Ms. Adams stated that the building designs looked like
the 1960s, which memories and design she did not like, and “looks a bit sterile.” Ms. Adams
expressed concern about the back units having less masonry, and that one might feel “swindled” [if
they saw the higher-masonry fronts and then received a back unit]. Ms. Adams expressed
preference that the buildings and whole complex look more uniform.

The Commissioners clarified with Erik Enyart his intent for recommendations # 61 and 62 in the

Staff Report. Mr. Enyart stated that the PUD Text included specific descriptions of landscaping
elements which were not represented on the plans. Mr. Enyart stated that, when they are
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specifically listed in the PUD, they become regulatory. Mr. Enyart stated that an example of a
missing element was a “sitting bench.”

Thomas Holland asked Erik Enyart about the recommendation in the body of the Staff Report that
the streets not impact the commercial development areas. Mr. Enyart clarified with Mr. Holland
that this was not a numbered recommendation. Mr. Enyart stated that he reviewed the Preliminary
and Final Plat together with the PUD Detailed Site Plan, and identified areas of overlap, and that,
although the same language was in the Staff Reports for both, this recommendation primarily
pertained to the plats. Mr. Enyart stated that the plat and site plan designs had to fit together. Mr.
Enyart stated that the initial design of the plat had Mutual Access Easements over the commercial
lots, and the language in the Deed of Dedication and Restrictive Covenants called for the
maintenance responsibility to fall on the owner of the underlying lots. Mr. Enyart stated that most
of the traffic would be from the multifamily development area and, so that it did not diminish the
value and likelihood of development on the commercial lots, the plat should have a more equitable
share of maintenance responsibilities. Mr. Enyart stated that he had received a revised Final Plat
that day, which showed Reserve Areas containing the private streets, and he expected the revised
Deed of Dedication and Restrictive Covenants would spell this out as recommended.

Tim Homburg stated that the reserve area for the floodplain was designed to “allow us to get started
and get the lender to allow” the development to proceed until that land was “out of the floodplain.”
Mr. Homburg stated that, in reality, there should be no gap in construction, as the first phase
buildings will get started while the floodplain work is in progress, and this should transition directly
into the second phase of construction. Mr. Homburg summarized the current masonry proposal as:
75% on the fronts, 40% project average, and 25% on each building but not each face [of each
building]. Mr. Homburg agreed to revise the “V-shape” design with an alternative and present both
alternatives to the City Council.

Responding to a prompt, Erik Enyart suggested an approval Motion for Agenda Items # 3 and 5
should include (1) subject to all of the Staff recommendations, and (2) all of the amendments made
by the Applicant in the meeting and agreed to by the Planning Commission, and (3) a statement that
the City Council has final approval on aesthetic elements.

There being no further discussion, Jerod Hicks made a MOTION to (1) Recommend APPROVAL
of PUD 81 Major Amendment # 2 as follows:

1. To include the proposed amendment to the minimum parking ratio for studio / efficiency
units from 1.5 to 1.0 parking spaces per unit,

2. To include the allowance of a ground sign in Development Area B, which has no arterial
street frontage, and

3. To remove the 25% minimum masonry requirement for every face of every building, but
retain the 25% minimum masonry requirement per building.

and (2) to APPROVE BSP 2015-07 subject to the following Conditions of Approval:

1. All Staff recommendations,
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2. To incorporate all amendments proposed at the meeting and agreed to by the Planning
Commission,

and (3) to include in the Motion a statement that the City Council has final approval on aesthetic
elements.

Larry Whiteley SECONDED the Motion. Roll was called:

ROLL CALL:

AYE: Holland, Whisman, Whiteley, and Hicks.
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

MOTION PASSED: 4:0:0

OLD BUSINESS:

Chair Lance Whisman asked if there was any Old Business to consider. Erik Enyart stated that he
had none. No action taken.

NEW BUSINESS:

Chair Lance Whisman asked if there was further New Business to consider. Erik Enyart stated that
he had none. No action taken.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, Chair Lance Whisman declared the meeting Adjourned at 7:39
PM.

APPROVED BY:

Chair Date

City Planner/Recording Secretary
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