AGENDA
PLANNING COMMISSION
116 WEST NEEDLES
BIXBY, OKLAHOMA
May 02, 2013 6:00 PM

SPECIAL-CALLED MEETING

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

CONSENT AGENDA

2.

Approval of Minutes for the April 15, 2013 Regular Meeting
Approval of Minutes for the April 18, 2013 Special Meeting

PUBLIC HEARINGS

3.

(Continued from April 15, 2013)

BCPA-9 — JR Donelson for Heleme V. Byrnes Foundation. Public Hearing to receive
Public review and comment, and Planning Commission recommendations regarding the
adoption of a proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Bixby,
Oklahoma, specifically to remove the “Residential Area” specific land use designation.
Property Located: 12345 S. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 S. 85" E. P1,

(Continued from March 18 and April 15, 2013)

PUD 77 — “Byrnes Mini-Storage” — JR Donelson, Inc. Public Hearing, discussion,
and consideration of a rezoning request for approval of a Planned Unit Development
{PUD) for approximately 3.4 acres consisting of part of Lot 1, Block 1, The Boardwalk
on Memorial, part of the NW/4 of Section 01, T17N, R13E, and All of Lot 11, Block 2,
Southern Memorial Acres No. 2.

Property Located: 12345 S. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 S. 85" E. PL.

{(Continued from March 18 and April 15, 2013) .

BZ-365 — William W. Wilson for Helene V. Byrnes Foundation. Public Hearing,
discussion, and consideration of a rezoning request from AG Agricultural District to OL
Office Low Intensity District for approximately 2.9 acres consisting of part of Lot 1,
Block 1, The Boardwalk on Memorial and part of the NW/4 of Section 01, T17N, R13E.
Property Located: 12345 S. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 S. 85" E. PL.

AGENDA — Bixby Planning Commission (Special-Called Meeting) May 02,2013 Page 1 0of2
All items are for Public Hearing unless the item is worded otherwise



6. PUD 78 — “Willow Creek” — Rosenbaum Consulting, LY.C. Public Hearing,
discussion, and consideration of a rezoning request for approval of a Planned Unit

Development (PUD) for approximately 104.78 acres consisting of part of the NE/4 of
Section 12, T17N, R13E.

Property Located: South and west of the intersection of 131 8t. S. and Mingo Rd.

PLATS

7. Preliminary Plat of “Willow Creek” — Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC (PUD _78).
Discussion and consideration of a Preliminary Plat and certain Modifications/Waivers
for “Willow Creek” for 104.78 acres in part of the NE/4 of Section 12, T17N, R13E.
Property Located: South and west of the intersection of 131® St. S. and Mingo Rd.

OTHER BUSINESS
OLD BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS

ADJOURNMENT

Posted By: ,g \/GV#

Date: @Lf/“ﬁ// ‘ZQI(E
Time: IO‘~§D ‘?Qﬁ

AGENDA - Bixby Planning Commission (Special-Called Meeting) May 02,2013 Page 2 of 2
All items are for Public Hearing unless the item is worded otherwise




MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION
116 WEST NEEDLES
BIXBY, OKLAHOMA
April 15,2013 6:00 PM

In accordance with the Oklahoma Open Mesting 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:

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley called the meeting to order at 6:05 PM.

ROLL CALL:

Members Present:  Larry Whiteley, Lance Whisman, and John Benjamin.
Members Absent: Jeff Baldwin and Thomas Holland.

CONSENT AGENDA:

1. Approval of Minutes for the February 19, 2013 Regular Meeting
2. Approval of Minutes for the February 27, 2013 Special Meeting
3. Approval of Minutes for the March 18, 2013 Regular Mesting

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley introduced Agenda Items numbered 1, 2, and 3. John Benjamin
noted that he and Erik Enyart had discussed approving the Minutes despite the quorum issue. Mr.
Enyart stated that there was no quorum present of those in attendance at those meetings, and that it
is customary to Continue the Minutes’ approval [until a quorum of those in attendance are present
to vote on the Minutes]. Mr. Enyart stated that, in the past, however, commissions and boards had
decided to approve Minutes of meetings they had not attended, if they had trust in Staff and their

fellow members who were present that they were correct. Mr. Benjamin noted that there were a lot
of Minutes’ approvals held up due to the quorum issue.

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley asked to entertain a Motion. Lance Whiteman made a MOTION
to APPROVE Agenda ltems numbered 1, 2, and 3, the Minutes of the three (3) meetings as
presented by Staff. John Benjamin SECONDED the Motion. Roll was called:
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ROLL CATL:

AYE: Benjamin, Whiteley, & Whisman
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

MOTION CARRIED: 3:0:0

PUBLIC HEARINGS

4. BCPA-9 — JR Denelson for Helene V. Byrnes Foundaticn. Public Hearing to receive
Public review and comment, and Planning Commission recommendations regarding the
adoption of a proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Bixby,
Oklahoma, specifically to remove the “Residential Area” spec:lfic land use designation.
Property Located: 12345 S. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 S. 85" E. PL

5. (Continued from March 18, 2013)
PUD 77 — “Byrnes Mini-Storage” — JR Donelsen, fnc. Public Hearing, discussion, and
consideration of a rezoning request for approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for
approximately 3.4 acres consisting of part of Lot 1, Block 1, The Boardwalk on Memorial,

part of the NW/4 of Section 01, T17N, RI13E, and All of Lot 11, Block 2, Southern
Memorial Acres No, 2.

Property Located: 12345 8. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 8. 85" E. P1.

6. (Continued from March 18§, 2013)
BZ-365 — William W. Wilson for Helene V. Byrnes Foundation. Public Hearing,
discussion, and consideration of a rezoning request from AG Agricultural District to OL
Office Low Intensity District for approximately 2.9 acres consisting of part of Lot 1, Block
1, The Boardwalk on Memorial and pari of the NW/4 of Section 01, T17N, RI3E.
Property Located: 12345 S. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 S. 85thE Pl

Actmg/V ice- Chalr Larry Whlteley introduced Agenda Items numbered 4,5, and 6 and asked Enk
Enyart for the Staff Report and recommendation. Mr. Enyart stated that, prior to the mesting, he
had placed at the Commissioners’ seats copies of a letter from the Applicant requesting all three (3)
applications be Continued to the May 02, 2013 Special Meeting. Mr. Enyart stated that he believed
the request was to allow additional time for the Applicant to address the long list of recommended
correction items and other design issues.

A Commissioner asked if these applications had not been Continued from the last meeting. Erik
Enyart responded that BZ-365 and PUD 77 were Continued from the March 18, 2013 Regular
Meeting to allow the Comprehensive Plan amendment request [BCPA-9] to “catch up.”

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley asked to entertain a Motion. Lance Whisman made a MOTION

to CONTINUE BCPA-9, PUD 77, and BZ-365 to the May 02, 2013 Special Meeting. John
Benjamin SECONDED the Motion. Roll was called:

MINUTES - Bixby Planning Commission — 04/15/2013 Page 2 of 10




ROLL CALL:

AYE: Benjamin, Whiteley, & Whisman
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

MOTION CARRIED: 3:0:0

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley recognized several people in attendance and asked if they had
any questions about these items. Several people from the neighborhood expressed concerns about
historic drainage issues and the impact the development of the subject property may have on
drainage as concerned their properties. Betsy McConahy of 12426 S. 86™ E. Ave. stated that she

did not have enough information to say anything about these applications at this time, and
anticipated receiving more information first,

Discussion ensued.

Erik Enyart assured those attending that, if the development was approved, the City Engineer would
make sure the development drained properly into the drainage channel to the northeast and away
from the neighborhood, and the rate of drainage would not exceed the pre-developed conditions.

Mr. Enyart stated that the building roofs would be slanted inward to the development. Some in
attendance made certain claims about dirt being brought into the drainage area on this or other area
properties, and that there was a “dike” along the north line of the subject property that had been
removed, and that the subject property had been previously graded improperly. Lance Whisman
expressed concern that, even if the site is developed to drain entirely into the development, that the
project could still cause drainage issues by blocking water from adjoining properties if they
normally drained across the undeveloped subject property. Mr. Enyart stated that he was aware of
previous claims about grading changes in the area and Earth Change Permits, but that he had not
seen this information first-hand and that the City Engincer was the one who could best speak to the
issue. Mr. Enyart stated that he had not walked the subject property and had not discussed the
drainage of the property with the City Engineer specifically. Mr. Enyart stated that he would ask
the City Engineer for a ‘synopsis’ of the subject property’s drainage in preparation for the meeting
May 02, 2013. Mr. Enyart told those in attendance that, if they had any particular concerns, they

could contact him after the meeting or any time that week, and he would forward those concerns to
the City Engineer.

PLATS

OTHER BUSINESS

7. PUD 45 — Spicewgod Neighborhood Center — Minor Amendment # 1. Discussion and
possible action to approve a Minor Amendment to PUD 45 to allow the maximum ground
sign height fo be increased from 20’ to 25°.

Property located: Part of the NE/4 NE/4 Section 25, T18N, R13E; Southwest corner of the
intersection of 101% St. S. and Mingo Rd.

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley introduced the item and asked Erik Enyart for the Staff Report
and recommendations. Mr. Enyart summarized the Staff Report as follows:
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To: Bixby Planning Commission
From: Evil Enyart, AICP, City Planner
Date: Monday, April 01, 2013
RE: Report and Recommendations for:
PUD 45— ”szcewood Nezghbor}zood Center —MmorAmendment # 1
LOCATION: - Southwest corner of the intersection of 1 01 . St S and Mmgo Rd
- Part of the NE/4 NE/4 Section 25, TI8N, RI3E
SIZE: 10 acres, more or less
ZONING: C5 & OL with PUD 45

EXISTING USE:  Use Unir 11 “Firstar Bank"” under construction in Lot I, Block 1, First National;

Vacant in the balance of subject property

REQUEST: Minor Amendment to PUD 45 to allow the maximum ground sign height fo be

increased from 20 fto 25’7

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:

North: (across 101" St. §,) RS-3, CS, RM-0, & CS/PUD 364, Single-family residential homes and
the City of Tulsa Robert J. Riggs Jr. Park in Cedar Ridge Park Phase I to the northwest, a
Kum & Go gas station and the “Cedar Ridge Village” shopping center in Cedar Ridge
Village to the novth, single-family residential in Cedar Ridge Village io the northwest, and
the Plaza del Sol shopping center in PUD 364 across Mingo Rd. to the novtheast, all in the
City of Tulsa.

South: RT/PUD 36, Single-family residential homes and lots in Spicewood Villas.

East:  (across Mingo Rd) R-2; Single family residential The Greens at Cedar Ridge in the City of
Broken Arrow.

West: AG & RD/PUD 30; A tributary of the Fry Creek Ditch # 1 and single family residential
townhouses in Spicewood Park.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Medium/Low Intensity + Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open

Land
PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES:

BZ_165 - Pittman-Poe & Associates, Inc. for Allen G. Oliphant — Request to rezone approximately
383 acres from AG to RS-3, RD, RM-2, & CS for a residentiol and commercial development for parts
of the NW/4, NE/4, and SE/4 of this Section — Included subject property, which part was requested for
CS zoning — PC recommended Approval of an amended request (including RS-2 instead of RS-3)
03/28/1985 and the City Council Approved the amended request 06/11/1985 (Ord. # 530).

PUD 1l — Edeewoond Farm — Pitiman-Poe & Associates, Inc. for Allen G. Oliphant — Request to
approve PUDY 11 for approximately 383 acres fora residential and commercial for parts of the NW/4,
NE/4, and SE/4 of this Section — Included subject property — PC recommended Approval 05/28/1985
and the City Council Approved 06/11/1985 (Ord. # 531).

BZ-202 — W._Douglas Jones for Tercero Corporation — Request to rezone 382 acres, more or less,
from RS-3, RD, RM-2, & CS to AG (includes subject property) — PC recommended Approval
10/19/1992 and City Council Approved 10/26/1992 (Ord. # 673).

PUD 11 Abandonment — W, Douglas Jones for Tercero Corporation — Request to abandon PUD 11 -
PC vecommended Approval 10/19/1992 and City Council Approved 10/26/1992 (Ord. # 674).

BZ-282 — Tonner Consulting, LLC — Request to rezone 10 acres, more or less, from AG o CS & OL
for commercial and office use — Included subject property ~ PC recommended Approval 01/22/2002
and City Council Approved 02/11/2002 (Ord. # 847).

PUD 45 — Spicewood Neighborhood Center — Tanner Consulting, LLC — Reguest to approve a PUD
Jor subject praperty of 10 acres, more or less — PC recommended Approval 09/22/2005 and City
Council Approved 10/10/2005 (Ord. # 920).

BL-379 — Tanner Consulting, LLC — Request for Lot-Split approval for to separate the land being
platted as First National from the balance of the original 10-acre tract — PC Approved 06/20/201 1.
Preliminary & Final Plat of First National — Request for Preliminary Plat and Final Plat approval
for First National part of subject property — PC Recommended Conditional Approval 06/20/2011 and
City Council Conditionally Approved 06/27/2011 (Plat # 6416 recorded 03/16/2012).

RELEVANT AREA CASE HISTORY:

é MINUTES — Bixby Planning Commission — 04/15/2013
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

The application was filed by Weldon Bowman, owner of W Design, LLC and architect for Firstar Bank,
which owns Lot 1, Block 1, First National, located in a part of PUD 45, and in order to facilitate the
bank’s interest. This Minor Amendment will be applicable to all of PUD 45. In a March 19, 2013
conversation with Joe Westervelf of Mapleview dssociates, Inc., representative of the owner of the
balance of PUD 45, Mr. Westervelt expressed no objection to this proposal.

ANALYSIS:

Property Conditions. The subject property contains a Use Unit 11 “Firstar Bank” under construction in
Lot 1, Block 1, First National, and is otherwise vacant and zoned CS with PUD 45. The land appears to
slope gently to the south and west and drains to a stormwater detention facility on City of Bixby-owned
property immediately west of Spicewood Fond. This is part of the Oliphant drainage and detention system
located between 101" St. S. and 111" St. S., which is itself an upstream part of Fry Creek Ditch # .
Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject property as (1) Medium Intensity
and (2) Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land,

The proposed land use element, an increase in the maximum sign height, does not appear to find
Javor in or be discouraged by the Comprehensive Plan.

General. The Applicant is requesting a Minor Amendment to allow an increase in maximum sign height
Jrom 20" to 257,

The underlying zoning is CS and would permit up to 30’ in sign height. As it is within an PUD, the
PUD provisions of the Zoning Code restrict to 25" in sign height. It was the original PUD 45 itself which
restricted the height further to 20°. Since the Zoning Code would allow a 25°-high sign by right, removal
of the self-imposed 20’ height restriction may be accommodated by Minor Amendment, as requested here.
Staff Recommendation. Staff believes this PUD Minor Amendment is in order and recommends Approval.

Lance Whisman stated that he thought it was considered desirable that sign heights be limited, and
asked why the Applicant wanted the additional sign height. Erik Enyart deferred to the Applicant.

Applicant Brian Letzig of W Design, LLC, 1513 E. 15" St. S., Suite A, Tulsa, OK 74120, stated
that the client wanted a taller sign because of the trees and sign visibility. If the sign were lower,
the trees would have to be pulled back in order not to block the sign.

Larry Whiteley asked Brian Letzig, “Did you not realize you would get in this predicament?” Mr.
Letzig stated that the height was also preferred by the client to prevent vandalism. Lance Whisman
asked Erik Enyart how the site could be redesigned around the trees but with a lower sign height.
Mr. Enyart stated that it was up to [the Applicant] to design their site. Afier further discussion, Mr.
Letzig provided a drawing showing the proposed bank sign in profile, and clarified his comment
regarding the sign height as 2 measure to prevent vandalism. Mr. Whisman asked about plans being
changed after the Public viewed them [with the original PUD]. Mr. Enyart stated that he would try
to answer the question asked. Mr. Enyart stated that, commonly, the developer will conceive a plan
for a development site, but sometimes it takes years before the developer actually sells a lot for
development. Mr. Enyart stated that this PUD was approved in 2005, and the developer did not sell
the first picce of land until [2011]. Mr. Enyart stated that, when an actual development is proposed

for a specific site, that is commonly when changes to the original PUD or plan are proposed, in
order to make them “fit.”

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley asked to entertain a Motion. John Benjamin made a MOTION to

APPROVE PUD 45 Minor Amendment # 1. Lance Whisman SECONDED the Motion. Roll was
called:
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ROLI, CALL:

AYE: Benjamin, Whiteley, & Whisman
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

MOTION CARRIED: 3:0:0

PUD 57 — Bixby Station — Minor Amendment # 1. Discussion and possible action to
approve a Minor Amendment to PUD 57 to increase to 90 the maximum number of lots

permitted and to make changes to certain bulk and area standards.

Property located: Part of the SW/4 of Section 01, T17N, RI3E; Southeast of the

intersection of 126th St. 8. and 85" E. Ave.

Ac‘tmg/V 1ce—Chalr Larry Whlteley mtroduced the item and asked Erik Enyart for the Staff Report
and recommendations. Mr. Enyart summarized the Staff Report as follows:

8 MINUTES ~ Bixby Planning Commission — 04/15/2013

To: Bixby Planning Commission
From: Erik Enyart, AICF, City Planner
Date: Monday, April 01, 2013
RE: Report and Recommendations for:
PUD 5 7 - _ﬁ'i'a:\_:by Station” —M{n@fmAmendment # I
LOCATION: —  Southeast of the intersection of 126" St. S. and 85”‘ E. Ave,
—  Part of the SW/4 of Section 01, TI7N, RI3E

SIZE: 18.518 acres, more or less
ZONING: RS-4 Residential Single-Family District with PUD 57
EXISTING USE:  Residential in Bixby Landing; Vacant in the pending “Bixby Landing Second”
REQUEST: Minor Amendment(s) to PUD 57
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:

North: RS-1 and RS-2; Residential in Southern Memorial Acres No. 2

South; AG; Fry Ditch

East: AG; Fry Ditch .

West: RS-4/PUD 57, Residential in Bixby Landing
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Corridor + Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land
PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES- - :

PUD 57 — Bixby Station — Bruce Wood — Reguest for RM-3 (multi-family} and CS (Commercial
Shopping) zoning and PUD approval for subject property — PC Recommended Denial 07/16/2007.
PUD 57 — Bixby Station — Bruce Wood (Amended) — Request for RS-4 zoning and PUD approval for
subject property — PC Recommended Approval 08/20/2007 and City Council Approved 09/24/2007
(Ord. # 979).

Preliminary Plat of Bixby Station — Bruce Wood — Request for Preliminary Plat approval for subject
property — PC Recommended Conditional Approval 11/19/2007 and City Council Conditionally
Approved 11/26/2007.

Final Plat of Bixby Landing — Bruce Wood — Reguest for Final Plat approval for Bixby Landing
{previously known as “Bixby Station”) — PC Recommended Conditional Approval 06/16/2008 and
City Council Conditionally Approved 06/23/2008 (recorded 02/18/2009).

BL-359 — JR Donelson for MPR Family, LLC — Request for Lot-Split approval to allow the “Bixby
Landing” developers to acquire a small, triangularly-shaped portion of the northeast corner of the 18
acre-tract abutting to the west to make up the balance of the 50° right-of-way for S. 85® E. Ave. —
Approved by PC 08/18/2008.

BBOA-501 — Bruce Wood for Advent Development, LL.C — Request for Special Fxception per Zoning
Code Sections 11-7B-2 Table I to allow a Use Unit 5 subdivision swimming pool and pool house and
park facility on Reserve ‘A’ of Bixby Landing — BOA Approved 05/04/2009.
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BBOA-502 ~ Bruce Wood for Advent Development, LLC — Request for (1) a Variance from the
minimum number of parking spaces per Zoning Code Section 11-9-5.D., (2} a Variance from parking
setback requirements of Zoning Code Section 11-10-3, (3) a Variance from the 7.5 landscaped Strip
standard of Zoning Code Section 11-12-3.4.2, and (4) a Variance from certain other standards and
restrictions of the Zoning Code pertaining to parking for Reserve ‘4’ in Bixby Landing — BOA
Conditionally Approved (03/04/2009.
Finol Plat of The Amended Plat of Bixby Landing — Request for Final Plat approval to amend the plat
of Bixby Landing to incorporate Reserve ‘A” as residential Lot 1, Block 5 — PC Recommended
Approval 04/26/2010 and City Council Approved 05/10/2010 (not since recorded; approval expired
05/10/2011).
Final Plat of Bixby Landing Second — Request for “Bixby Landing Second” Final Plat approval for
eastern approximately 12 acres of subject property — PC Recommended Conditional Approval
03/18/2013 and City Council Conditionally Approved 03/25/2013.

RELEVANT AREA CASE HISTORY:

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

The entire Bixby Landing residential subdivision development consists of 18.518 acres and 84 lots,
The project was previously known as “Bixby Station” in the approved PUD 57, and when it was reviewed
and approved as a Preliminary Plat. The Bixby Landing first phase contains 6.326 acres and 24 lots, and
the Final Plat for same was recorded February 18, 2009.

In 2010, the City approved an amended plat of Bixby Landing, which proposed to convert Reserve
‘4,” originally planned for a pool and poolhouse and park facility, to Block 5, Lot 1, to be used for
another house. However, that plat was not since recorded, and the Final Plat approval expired
05/10/2011 (reference SRs Section 12-2-6.F).

The Subdivision Regulations do not have a time limitation for Preliminary Plat approvals, as there
are with Final Plats. Therefore, the Preliminary Plat is still approved, and only the Final Plat is required
to complete the development with Bixby Landing Second.

ANALYSIS:

Property Conditions. The subject property of 18.518 acves is zoned RS-4 with PUD 57. The land is

relatively flat and appears to drain to the south and east to the Fry Creek Ditch # 1 using stormsewers

and paying a fee-in-lieu of providing onsite stormwater detention. Bixby Landing is nearly or now
completely built out with single family residential homes, and the easterly portion (for “Bixby Landing

Second”) is presently vacant.

The subject property appears to presently be served by the critical utilities (water, sewer, electric,
etc.) and has immediate access to the stormwater drainage capacity in the Fry Creek Ditches abutting to
the east and south.

Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject property as (1) Corridor and (2)

Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land,

The residential use anticipated by this plat would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
General. This Minor Amendment will be applicable to all of PUD 57. During the review of the Final Plat
of “Bixby Landing Second,” certain Zoning deficiencies were outlined and made Conditions of Approval.
The Applicant is requesting a Minor Amendment to PUD 57 to address these deficiencies as follows:

1. Bixby Landing contains 24 lots, and “Bixby Landing Second” proposes 61 lots (85 lois total).
Between the Preliminary Plat approval in 2007 and today, an extra lot was squeezed in around the
cul-de-sac in Block 3. PUD 57 restricts the development to 84 lots. This PUD Minor Amendment
proposes to velax the maximum lot number restriction, which may be allowable as a Minor
Amendment as the 85 lots would be far less than the RS-4 district would otherwise allow.

The pertinent part of the amended text under section B Amended Standards is proposed to be as
Jfollows:

“DEVELOPMENT AREA A
MAX NUMBER OF LOTS 20"

2. "Bixby Landing Second” Lot 18, Block 7 is proposed to have 16.07° of frontage. Zoning Code
Section 11-8-4 requires a minimum of 30°.  PUD 57 does not presently provide for less than 30° of
frontage. As a Condition of Approval of the Preliminary Plat of “Bixby Station” (Bixby Landing /
“Bixby Landing Second”) in 2007, the development required (1) a PUD Minor Amendment or (2) an
extension of the ‘eyebrow’ turnaround at the intersection of 126" P 8. and 88" E. Ave. to provide at
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least 31 of frontage, as recommended by the then Planning Commission Chair, subject to the
approval of the Fire Marshal.

3. As an alternative to the above, if the emergency-access-only road is to be constructed to 20" or 267 in
widih and would otherwise meet the requirements as a city street, it can be dedicated as the extension
of S. 88" E. Ave. from “Bixby Landing Second” to Southern Memorial Acres No. 2. The frontage
would have to be widened to 50°, but this may allow for Lot 18, Block 7 to meet the froniage
requirement (see previous item). The reconfiguration would remove the need to construct a
“knuckle” / "eyebrow” twrnarvound, and may allow for the addition of one (1) lot, if requisite
adjustments are made (and subject to an amendment to the PUD). The addition of a lot may
compensale for the added expense of improving the fire access road to a City streel. Further, the
removal of Reserve ‘C’ would reduce the maintenance burden on the HOA, allowing for the reduced
annual dues to be focused on the maintenance of the other two (2} Reserves in Bixby Landing.
Finally, the HOA may someday ask the City to accept the roadway as a City street, which would then
be problematic due to any difference between the requirements for a fire access road and a City
street. The City Engineer, Fire Marshal Fire Code Enforcement Official, and City Planner would
support this change. However, per the Applicant on the date of this report, this option is not favored.

4. Lot 11, Block 3 has less than the 30° of frontage required per Zoning Code Section 11-8-4, which
PUD 57 does not provide flexibility for. An adjustment to the lot lines to achieve 30’ or a PUD
Minor Amendment would be requived. At the Planning Commission meeting held March 18, 2013,
Applicant JR Donelson indicated that this may be resolved by adjusting the lots to achieve 30’ of
frontage. Ifthis is not done, this PUD Minor Amendment would resolve the issue for this cul-de-sac
frontage lot.

For the above three (3) numbered items, the pertinent part of the amended text under section B Amended

Standards is proposed to be as follows:

“LOT WIDTH (min. ft,) 30 feet*

¥ The 30° minimum frontage requirement of Bixby Zoning Code Section 11-8-4 is
relaxed within PUD 57, provided the lot complies with the minimum lot width
requirement imposed herein, as measured at the building line.”
Staff Recommendation, Staff believes this PUD Minor Amendment is in order and recommends Approval
with the following corrections, modifications, and Conditions of Approval:
1. Ads of the date of this report, the Tulsa County Assessor’s records reflect that the developer, RC
Bixby Landing, LLC, owns a southerly, approximately 7-acre poriion of the 12-acre subdivision
(see Warranty Deed recorded 01/03/2013, Document # 2013001343), with the remainder owned
by Patriot Bank of Broken Arrow. Please confirm developer now owns all, or has acquired the
balance of subject property before recordation of Final Plat,
2. ~Please correct Section 4 Introduction as follows: “Thereafier, a portion was platted as Bixby
Landing, an addition to the City of Bixby, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, on Jfune 162008
theplatwasfiled-of record-on February 18, 2009.”

Erik Enyart stated that the underlying zoning would allow more lots than were proposed by this
Minor Amendment. Mr. Enyart stated that the second thing the Minor Amendment would do was
provide frontage flexibility. Mr. Enyart stated that the minimum frontage requirement was 30, and
a “flag lot” at the northeast comer of the development would have just a little over 16 of frontage,
and the Minor Amendment would allow this. Mr. Enyart stated that that lot would be larger than
the others. Mr. Enyart stated that the “flag lot” was caused by a design issue: the required
emergency-access-only drive to serve as the secondary ingress/egress for the subdivision. Mr.
Enyart stated that this resulted in the “flag lot.”

A Commissioner asked if the emergency drive was gated. Erik Enyart deferred to the Applicant.
Applicant JR Donelson stated that, per the Fire Marshal, the gate was being changed to a “Knox

Switch” from a “Knox Box.” Larry Whiteley asked if the drive would not be closed to regular
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traffic, and Mr. Donelson confirmed, and stated that the [Knox system] would allow access only to
the Fire Department and ambulance.

JR Donelson stated that Rausch Coleman regularly gains one (1) lot in a cul-de-sac due to their
{house] designs.

Lance Whisman asked Erik Enyart why the Planning Commission and City Council approved a plat
with 85 lots but this Minor Amendment would allow up to 90 lots. Mr. Enyart stated that he did not
know where the 90-lot number came from and deferred to JR Donelson. Mr. Donelson and Mr.
Whisman discussed the number of lots in the original PUD and Preliminary Plat and the 85 lots in
the new Final Plat for “Bixby Landing Second.” Mr. Donelson stated that he had written 90 lots
because, “in the event something happened, we don’t want to [have to] come back [here] again.”
Mr. Donelson stated that his client wanted to file the plat before the month was over. Mr. Donelson

reiterated that Rausch Coleman designs their own houses, and they design them in such a way as to
allow one (1) more lot around the cul-de-sac [street].

John Benjamin asked what prices the houses would sell for, and JR Donelson stated that he thought

the sign [for the Bixby Landing development] said that they sell for prices starting in the $130,000s
to $140,000s.

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley asked to entertain a Motion. John Benjamin made a MOTION to
APPROVE PUD 45 Minor Amendment # 1 with all of the corrections, modifications, and

Conditions of Approval as recommended by Staff, Lance Whisman SECONDED the Motion. Roll
was called:

ROLL CALL:

AYE: Benjamin, Whiteley, & Whisman
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: . None,

MOTION CARRIED: 3:0:0

OLD BUSINESS:

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley asked if there was any Old Business to consider. Erik Enyart
stated that he had none. No action taken.

NEW BUSINESS:

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley asked if there was any New Business to consider. Erik Enyart
stated that there was none. No action taken.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley declared the meeting Adjourned
at 6:32 PM.
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Erik Enyart asked City Attorney Patrick Boulden if it would be acceptable to re-convene the
meeting, in order to approve changes to the Minutes of the [February 27, 2013 Special Meeting].
Mr. Boulden recognized that no one that was in the meeting prior to Adjournment had left the
meeting room, and said this would be acceptable.

CONSENT AGENDA.:

2. Approval of Minutes for the February 27, 2013 Special Meeting

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley called the meeting back to order at 6:35 PM and re-introduced
Agenda [tem # 2.

Erik Enyart stated that, in the Minutes of the [February 27, 2013 Special Meeting], he had written
certain quotes and [paraphrased) statements made by Jan Swafford, and Ms. Swafford asked for
certain changes to be made. Mr, Enyart stated that, in response, he had suggested to Ms, Swafford
that he simply reduce the section to a generalized statement about the nature of what she said. Mr.
Enyart stated that the previous statements on page 12 of the Minutes were reduced to, “Ms.
Swafford expressed concern over the land uses proposed.” Mr. Enyart stated that Ms. Swafford
indicated she agreed with this change.

Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley asked to entertain a Motion. John Benjamin made a MOTION to
APPROVE Agenda Item Number 2, the Minutes of the February 27, 2013 Special Meeting with the
change on page 12 as amended by Staff. Lance Whiteman SECONDED the Motion. Roll was

called:

ROLL CALL:

AYE: Benjamin, Whiteley, & Whisman

NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

MOTION CARRIED: 3:0:0

There being no further business, Acting/Vice-Chair Larry Whiteley declared the meeting Adjourned
at 6:35 PM.

APPROVED BY:

Chair Date

City Planner/Recording Secretary
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JR Donelson, Inc.

12820 So0. Memorial Dr., Office 160
Bixby, Oklahoma 74008
918-394-3030

Emoil: frdon@easyteimail.coim

April 13, 2013

CITY OF BIXBY
Erik Enyart
City Planner APR i 5 2013
City of Bixh
Bi:(‘;y, Okla:oma CEI VE D

By Nt~

Re: Byrnes Mini-Storage project.

William Wilson, representing the Helene V. Byrnes Foundation, reguests BCPA-9, PUD77 and BZ-365 be
rescheduled to the May 2, 2013 Bixby Planning Commission meeting.
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MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION
116 WEST NEEDLES
BIXBY, OKLAHOMA
April 18, 2012 6:00 PM

SPECIAL-CALLED MEETING

In accordance with the Oklahoma Open Mesting Act, Title 25 0.8, Section 311, the agenda for this meeting was posted
ont the bulletin beard in the lobby of City Hall, 116 W, Needles Ave., Bixby, Okiahoma 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.

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

CALL TO ORDER:
Chair Thomas Holland called the meeting to order at 6:05 PM.

ROLL CALL:

Members Present:  John Benjamin, Thomas Holland, Larry Whiteley, and Lance Whisman.
Members Absent:  Jeff Baldwin.

CONSENT AGENDA:

Chair Thomas Holland clarified with Erik Enyart that there were no Minutes to approve on this
agenda. Mr. Enyart explained this was because this was a Special Meeting and its timing. No
action taken.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. PUD 47-C — Woodcreek Office Park — Sack & Associates, Inc. Public Hearing,
discussion, and consideration of a rezoning request for approval of a Major Amendment to
part of Planned Unit Development (PUD) # 47 for Lot 1, Block 3, Woodcreek Village
Amended, with underlying zoning CS Commercial.

Property Located: 7500-block of E. 111" St. 8.
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Chair Thomas Holland introduced the item and asked Erik Enyart for the Staff Report and
recommendations. Mr. Enyart summarized the Staff Report as follows:

To: Bixby Planning Commission
From: Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner
Date: Friday, April 12, 2013

RE: Report and Recommendations for:

. PUD # 47-C ~ Woodcreek Office Park — Sack & Associates, Inc.

LOCATION: - 7500-block of E. 111" St. 8.
— Lot 1, Block 3, Woodcreek Village Amended
SIZE: 1.1694 acres, more or less
EXISTING ZONING: CS Commercial Shopping Center District and PUD 474
EXISTING USE: Vacant
REQUEST- Major Amendment (# C) to PUD 474 for office development

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:
North: (dcross 111" St. S.) OL, RD, PUD 707, RS-3 & PUD 5§ 784, Ravens Crossing residential

subdivision, the The Office Suites of Ravenwood office park development, and the Wal-Mart
Supercenter in the City of Tulsa.

South: RT/PUD 47A; Residential n Woodcreek Village Amended,
East:  CS; Lowe’s in Bixby Commons.
West:  (Across 75" E. Ave) R8-3; Residential in WoodCreek,
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- Corridor + Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land
PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES: (not necessarily a complete list; does not include City of Tulsa cases)
BZ-304 — Brumble Dodson Construction, LLC — Request for rezoning for approximately 63 acres
Jrom AG to RS-3, RT, & CS (subject property included in that part requested for CS) — PC
Recommended Approvel 06/21/2004 and City Council Approved 07/12/2004 (Ord. # 891).
PUD 47 — Woodcreek Village — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Reguest Jor PUD approval for all of

Woodcreek Village Amended, including subject property — PC Recommended Approval 1172172005
and City Council Approved 12/12/2005 (Ord. # 928). v

Preliminary Plat of Woodcreek Village — Sack & Associates, Inc. ~ Reguest for Preliminary Plat
approval for “Woodcreek Village” (now all of Woodcreek Village Amended), including subject
property — PC Recommended Approval 12/19/2005 and City Council Approved 01/09/2006.
Final Plat of Woodcreek Village — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Request for Final Plat approval for
“Woodcreek Village” (now all of Woodereek Village Amended), including subject property — PC
Recommended Approval 07/17/2006 and City Council Approved 07/24/2006 (Plat # 6084 recorded
February 13, 2007, later replatted as Woodcreek Village Amended).
PUD 474 — Amendment to PUD 47 — Sack & Associates, Inc, — Request for Amendment to PUD 47 to
allow commercial use in the commercially-zoned 111" St. §. Jrontage area (subject property) — PC
Approved 05/21/2007 and City Council Approved 05/29/2007.
Preliminary Plat Woodcreek Village Amended — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Application  for
Preliminary Plat of Woodcreek Village Amended (including subject property) submitted on or abour
April 19, 2007 ~ No record of PC review of this application. Final Plat approved also as a
Preliminary Plat (as required) by PC 10/15/2007 and by City Council 10/22/2007.
Final Plat Woodcreek Village Amended — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Request for Final Plat approval
for Woodcreek Village Amended (including subject property) — Approved by PC 10/15/2007 and by
City Council 10/22/2007. A Modification/Waiver from street standards was also approved.
PUD 47-B — Woodcreek Office Park — Sack & Associates, Inc, — Request for Major Amendment to
PUD 47-4 for subject property — PC Continued from 12/15/2008 meeting to 01/20/2009 meeling to
allow the Applicant to attend the meeting and represent the case. PC Tabled 01/20/2009 {Applicant
did not attend either of PC meeting or other meeting schedule with Staff earlier that day 01/20/2009).
Preliminary Plat of Woodcreek Office Park — Sack & Associates, Inc, — Request for Preliminary Plat
approval for subject property — PC Continued from 12/15/2008 meeting to 01/20/2009 meeting to
allow the Applicant to attend the meeting and represent the case. PC Tabled 01/20/2009 {Applicant
did not attend either of PC meeting or other meeting scheduled with Staff earlier that day
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01/20/2009). New application filed for April, 2013 Planning Commission meeting and is pending PC

consideration 04/18/201 3.

Maodification/Waiver in Woodcreek Village Amended — Danny Brumble of Brumble Construction Co.

— Request for Modification/Wavier from the sidewalk construction requirement along E. 112" P S.

in (Subdivision Regulations Section 12-3-2.N) — City Council Approved 09/26/2011.

RELEVANT AREA CASE HISTORY:
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

Amendment #f B "Woodcreek Office Park” to PUD 47-A, and the Preliminary Plat of “Woodcreek
Office Park’” were both proposed in late 2008. Due to a large number of outstanding issues identified by
Staff and the lack of representation at the December 20, 2008 Planning Commission (PC) meeting and
two (2) January 20, 2009 meetings (one with Staff and the PC Regular Meeting that evening), the
Planning Commission Tabled both items indefinitely. Since then, the “Great Recession” technically
ended in mid-2009 and development locally bottomed out and now appears to be in recovery.

The owner has made new applications for PUD Major Amendment and Preliminary Plat approval.
The overall concept appears to have changed significantly as compared to that proposed in 2008. The
initial concept was to have a north-south drive connecting 111" St. 8. to 75" E. Ave., with most buildings
oriented to face west onto the drive. The new concept proposes five (5) of the eight (8) buildings to face
north toward 111" St. 8., with three (3) behind, and the internal access drive located along the east line of
the development,

To account for PUD 47-B, this application has been designated Amendment # C.

A letter from a neighboring property owner to the north in Tulsa submitted a letter in relation to this
application, attached to this report,

ANALYSIS:

Subject Property Conditions. 1he vacant subject property contains 1.1694 acres and is zoned CS with
PUD 47-A. It is moderately sloped and primarily drains to the southwest toward the stormwater detention
pond in WoodCreek, in the watershed of an upstream tributary of Fry Creek # 2. It is bordered on the
north by 111" 8t. 8., on the west by the private 75" E. Ave. with residential in WoodCreek beyond that, on
the south by residential in Woodcreek Villuge Amended, and on the east by Lowe's in Bixby Commons.
The Comprehensive Plan, The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject properly Corridor + Vacani,
Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land (the latter not being interpreted as permanently-planned
land use). The current CS zomning is in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The office park
development anticipated by this PUD would be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.

Swrounding Zoning and Land Use.  Surrounding zoning is primarily CS, RT/PUD 47, RS-3, and a
mixture of OL, RD, and RS-3 in Tulsa PUDs 5784 and PUD 707 to the north across 11 1% 81. 8. in the City
of Tulsa.

To the northwest the land use is residential in the Ravens Crossing subdivision, due north is the The
Office Suites of Ravenwood office park development, and to the northeast s the Wal-Mart Supercenter in
the City of Tulsa. Lowe’s is to the east in Bixby Commons, vacant residential lots are to the south in
Woodcreek Village Amended, and residential homes are to the west in WoodCreek.

Surrounding Zoning and land use patterns would support the office park development contemplated
by this PUD and the existing underlying CS zoning.

Aeccess. Primary access fo the subdivision would be via one (1) proposed entrance drive on 11 1™ St
S., with a secondary access point on S. 75 E. Ave., an existing private street providing access to the
residential lots in Woodcreek Village Amended. A parking lot constructed wholly on proposed Lot 8
would have its own driveway connection to S. 75 E. Ave.

Internal Mutual Access Easement drives are proposed to provide inter-lot access between the lots in
the development and between 111" 8t. S. and 75" E. dve.

Sidewalks are not shown along 111™ St. S. or S. 75™ E. Ave., but are required by the Subdivision
Regulations. Sidewalks are part of complete streets, providing a safe and convenient passageway for
pedestrians, separate from driving lanes for automobile traffic.

Because the right-of-way for S. 75™ E. Ave., at approximately 30" in width, is too narrow to contain a
sidewalk (a 26’ roadway leaves only 2° on either side), it appears is will be necessary to add a "sidewalk
easement” along the northeast side of 8. 75" E. Ave., along with appropriate language in the Deed of
Dedication/Restrictive Covenants specifving that the lot owners collectively, or the gffected lot owner
only, are responsible for their maintenance. Alternatively, an additional width should be added to the 30’
current right-of-way width on the subject property side to accommodate the sidewalk.
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By the approval of this PUD and plat, the former Limits of No Access (LNA) along the entire 111" St.
S. frontage of the subject property will be amended o allow a 40'-wide Access Opening toward the east
end of the frontage, which is subject to the approval of the City Engineer and County Engineer,

General. The Applicant is requesting a Major Amendment to an approved PUD, to change the subject
property from a single commercial lot to a small multiple-lot office park development.

Per the Preliminary Plat, there is no “typical lot,” but the modal lot would measure approximately
38" X 119" and so would contain 4,522 square feet (0.1 acres). Proposed buildings would contain
approximately (28’ X 50" =) 1,400 square feet (0.31 FAR), based on a scaling of the Exhibit 4
"Concefvtual flustration” site plan and 5’ internal lot line setbacks required by this PUD,

75" E. dve. has a sharp bend from northwest to southeast, as it approaches the gated entrance to the
residential part of Woodcreek Village Amended. Parking spaces are proposed to be within 10’ or so of
the roadway surface. Commercial/nonresidential parking areas should be screened Jrom view of
residential streets, 5o screening here is in order. However, due to the sharp curve and the tendency for
motorists to ‘cut corners,” especially on sharp curves, to mitigate future traffic accident hazards,
landscaping should not impede the view of motorists coming from novth to south and Jrom south to north.
One possible solution would be to depress the west end of the parking lot along the west side of Lot 8,
along with height-limited berms and/or landscaping combinations. Depressing the west end of the
parking lot would likely require the installation of a stormsewer drain, which this parking lot presently
does not propose. A 3D visualization model was recommended to the developer’s engineer when this
project was discussed in the summer of 2008, and has been recommended again as of April 04, 2013, to
show how the view from the motorists perspectives will be preserved while screening
commercial/nonresidential parking areas as needed.

If the buildings were connected, resembling townhouses, the 10° or so of wasted space between
individual buildings would be avoided, and additional space could be reclaimed for parking or
meaningful landscaped areas. Further, the units would likely be more energy efficient if connected.
Alternatively, Staff believes that the buildings could be moved closer to 111" St. § with parking between
the two (2) rows of buildings, the buildings could be consolidated and/or more of them could go to two (2)
stories, parking areas could be consolidated and interspersed with landscaping islands, and additional
meaningful landscaped areas could be provided along the perimeters, all without compromising building
Sloor areas or parking space numbers or the general layout of utilities. Staff has raised questions to the
developer over the design proposing to construct a commereial parking lot constructed off the side of the
residential street, a 12-space commercial parking lot strip within about 10 of the side of residential Lot 2,
Block 3, and a large parking lot within clear view of the house on Lot 1, Block 1.

As measures of site design flexibility, Staff suggested the reduction in the number of parking spaces
can be reduced through the PUD, if this is desired by the developer, and reducing the 17.5° Utility
Easement along the east side to 11° in width, recognizing the 50° Utility Easement abutting to the east.

Most of these recommendations were given to the developer’s engineer when the project was
proposed in 2008, and some new recommendations based on the redesign were provided to the developer
by email on April 04, 2013. Staff prepared a new conceptual sketch showing a singular parking lot
between the two (2) rows of buildings, and provided same to the developer and developer’s engineer by
email on April 04, 2013,

In the interest of efficiency and avoiding redundancy, regarding PUD particulars for needed
corrections and site development considerations, such as screening, buffering, and extevior materials,
please review the recommended Conditions of Approval as listed at the end of this

Zoning Code Section 11-7I-8.C requires PUDs be found to comply with the Sollowing prerequisites.

1. Whether the PUD is consistent with the comprehensive plan;

2. Whether the PUD harmonizes with the existing and expected development of surrounding
areas;

3. Whether the PUD is a unified treatment of the development possibilities of the project site;
and

4. Whether the PUD is consistent with the stated purposes and standards of this article.
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Regarding the fourth item, the “standards” refer to the requivements for PUDs generally and, per
Section 11-7I-2, the “purposes” include:

A. Permit innovative land development while maintaining appropriate liritation on the

character and intensity of use and assuring compatibility with adjoining and proximate

propetties;

B. Permit flexibility within the development to best utilize the unique physical feaiures of the
particular site;

C. Providse and preserve meaningful open space; and

D. Achieve a continuity of function and design within the development.

For the sake of development and land use compatibility, as described more fully above, Staff would be
supportive of this application if it adeguately provides for line-of-sight/traffic visibility, distribution of
private maintenance vesponsibilities, and land use buffering and compatibility needs. If these were
satisfactorily provided for, Staff believes that the prerequisites for PUD approval per Zoning Code
Section 11-71-8.C will have been met.

The Fire Marshal's, City Engineer’s, and City Attorney’s review correspondence are atiached to this
Staff Report {if received). Their comments are incorporated herein by reference and should be made
conditions of approval where no satisfied at the time of approval.

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) discussed PUD 47-C at its regular meeting held April 03,

2013. Minutes of that meeting are attached to this report,
Distribution of Private Maintenance Responsibilities. (Reference Preliminary Plat DoD/RCs Section
I1.B/C) A previous version of the plat stated each record owner of a lot within ‘Woodcreek Office Park’
shall be subject to assessment by the Owners Association for the purposes of improvement and
maintenance of the stormwater detention facilities and other common areas of the subdivision. This did
not specify which detention facilities it is referring to, and in which subdivision{s} such facilii(ies} are
located. Referring to Reserve areas within platied subdivisions is the accepted method for legally
describing a specific tax parcel containing the stormwaiter detention facilit(ies) mentioned. Other
provisions of the DoD/RCs made the Owners Association responsible for maintenance of the Reserve 4
private sireets, Reserve B, and other common features (Fence Easement, etc). The new plat, however,
does not include language referring to maintenance of any stormwater detention facility or other common
Jeatures.

Unless otherwise directed by the City Engineer and/or City Attorney, the PUD and the DoD/RCs of
the plat must adequately spell out the private maintenance responsibilities of resideniial and commercial
lot owners in Woodcreek Village Amended for the private streets and stormwater detention pond(s) in
WoodCreek, and the responsibilities of the commercial lot owners for the screening fence to be located in
the “Fence Easement,” sidewalks (if allowed within a ‘sidewalk easement), and any common parking,
sienage, entrance features, and/or landscaping.

Unless otherwise provided for in the PUD, all signs must be located on the lof or lots on which the
business being advertised is located, per Zoning Code Section 11-9-21.F. Will an easement be employed
Jor maintenance of common parking, signage, entrance features, and/or landscaping enjoyed by all the lot
owners in the subdivision?

Unless otherwise directed by the City Engineer and/or City Attorney, the DoD/RC provisions should
specifically designate a percentage/formula for proportional maintenance responsibilities for each lot,
based on its relative size and/or other appropriate factors. Use of 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 Altorney) is recommended.

The PUD and Preliminary Plat need to specify if the future owners of the individual office lots will
split the singular Owners Association membership (and thus singular vote) eight (8) ways or if each of the
eight (8) lot owners will severally be members of the Owners Association. Regardless of how this is done,
the PUD and DoD/RCs need to specify the respective vesponsibilities of the owners of the commercial
lot(s) and the residential lots.

Staff Recommendation. For all the reasons outlined above, Staff believes that the surrounding zoning and
land uses and the physical facts of the area weigh in favor of the requested PUD generally. Therefore,
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Staff recommends Approval, subject to the following corrections, modifications, and Conditions of

Approval:
1. Subject to the satisfaction of all outstanding Fire Marshal and City Engineer recommendations.

2. The developer should respond to the traffic visibility and other issues related to the sharp bend in

75" E. Ave. described above. By email on 04/10/2013, the Applicant stated,

amitdient sty inraer,”

The Applicant also provided a sight-line exhibit, but it does not correspond to a northbound lane

perspective. The Staff’s recommendations have not changed,

3. The developer should respond to the matter of the distribution of private maintenance
responsibilities of residential and commercial lot owners in Woodcreek Village Amended as

described above.
Title Page: Please specify that it is a “PUD Major Amendment.”

ok

Development Concept on page 1: Please cite the scope of this Major Amendment by adding

appropriate language to the development concept, following the second paragraph, such as
“This application is for approval of a Major Amendment to PUD 474, to be known and
designated on the official Zoning Map as “PUD 47-C.” and concerns Lot 1, Block 2 of
Woodcreek Village Amended, in accordance with Bixby Zoning Code Section 11-71-8.G. For all

other areas within PUD 474, no changes are made by this amendment.”

6. Development Standards Section 11, Permitted Uses — Consider removing final sentence, “Any
permitted use must provide required parking spaces based on square Jootage of the building
containing that use.” Parking is covered in other parts of the PUD. This language could cause
conflict if the minimum number of required parking spaces per lot (4 and a fraction, as
previously calculated), are not actually located on the lot with the building, and if the overall

number of parking spaces is reduced, all as per other recommendations in this FEport,

7. Development Standards Section II of the text, Minimum Lot Frontage — corvect to 75" E. Ave.

8. Development Standards Section II of the text, Off-Street Parking — Staff recommends the PUD
and DoD/RCs of the plat include a Mutual Parking Privileges covenant, so that all lots may
allow their excess spaces to be used by patrons of other lots, which is common in developments
such as this, especially when developed as a unit by a singular developer. Here is a previously-

approved example (PUD 56):

"Parking spaces. Parking space requirements established by the City of Bixhy Zoning
Code for buildings on lots in the Development Areas and which shall be applicable at
the time of issuance of a building occupancy permit may be met by excess parking
spaces available in other lots in PUD [47-C]. For purposes of this provision, the term
“excess parking spaces” shall mean the total number of parking Spaces provided in
PUD [47-C} as developed, less the number of parking spaces required Sfor all buildings
Jor which occupancy permits previously have been issued, Provided, it is understood
that mutual parking privileges shall be granted by restrictive covenants in the Deed of

Dedication recorded in the office of the Tulsa County Clerk.”

9. Development Standards Section II of the text, Off-Street Parking — Some of the shown parking
spaces are divided by lot lines. As plats allow for buildings and Iots to be sold separately, fo
avoid fulure ownership disputes which can be avoided by proper planning, Staff would
recommend that all parking spaces be maintained commonly by all of the lot owners within the

development, utilizing appropriate language in the PUD and DoD/RCs of the plat.

10. Development Standards Section II, Minimum Building Setbacks — 11° setback “From the Internal
Rear Lot Lines” — This is problematic as the rear lot lines of Lots 6, 7, and 8§ are their easterly
lot lines, per the definitions in the Zoning Code. Staff does not see why a "Rear Lot Line”
setback would be useful in this development. It may also cause landscape plan difficulties. Z {
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11, Development Standards. Section I, Minimum Building Setbacks — 5° setback “From Internal Side
Lot Lines” — A singular owner of two (2) or more lots may want to construct a singular building
over the common lot lines. Staff suggests the developer consider returning this to 0°.

12. Development Standards Section II, Minimum Building Setbacks — 20 setback “From South 76th
East Avenue (Private Mutual Access Easement)” — Please correct to “From South 73th East
Avenue (PrivateMutuoldecess Easement). ”

13. Development Standards Section II, Minimum Building Setbacks — 20’ setback “From South
[75th] East Avenue [(Private)] " — Should be 25° as per the plat of Woodcreek Village Amended,
and not 20°. With line-of-sight issues as presented by the sharp curve in 75" E. Ave., reducing to
20" by this development, on Lot I at least, is not advisable.

14, Development Standards Section I, Minimum Building Setbacks — 10° setback “From an Abutting
R District Boundary” — This would apply to the south line of the subject property, which appears
to abut an RT district. Staff suggesis a minimum of 20°, as would be found in the rear yard of a
residential structure.

15, Development Standards Section IT, Signage — Unless it specifically provides otherwise here, all
signs must be located on the lot or lots on which the business being advertised is located, per
Zoning Code Section 11-9-21 F. Current language does not clearly permit this.

16. Development Standards Section I, Lighting — There is very litile information on proposed
lighting — are there existing street lights? Are they adequate? How will they affect the location

- of outdoor lighting on individual sites, and will there be coordination? Is the 25" height standard
appropriate for this seiting, or would 15" or 20° be more appropriate?

17, Development Standards Section I, Landscaping and Screening Concept — Details on
landscaping and screening as per Zoning Code Section 11-7G-8.B.1.e. (conceptual landscape
and screening plans in addition to describing more fully the landscaping in the text) are sparse.
Will trash receptacles locations be coordinated, or shared? What standards will be applied for
screening dumpster areas? If parking lots will be allowed in front of the buildings, how will they
be screened? Consider grade elevation changes for partial parking arvea screening as has been
done for the Walgreens at 111 “ $t. 8. and Memorial Dr.

What does the screening fence fo the south look like? What is the existing screening fence on the
east line (between subject property and Lowe’s), in terms of height and composition? No details
are provided on Exhibit B. A profile view / elevations is customarily used to depict screening
appearance.

Zoning Code Section 11-71-6 gives the Planning Commission authority and discretion to require
adequate perimeter treatments, including screening, landscaping, and setbacks. The developer
should specify what they propose to do in this regard for this Planned Unit Development. Will
landscaping and streetscaping be coordinated? Will a theme or consistent pattern be planned, or
will each lot planned independently?

18. Development Standards Section Ill, Landscaping and Screening Concept — Please specify that
the overall development or each individual lot will maintain at least 13% of lot area as
landscaped space, per Zoning Code requirements for office developments.

19. Development Standards Section V, Traffic and Transportation — Needs to have wording to
ackrowledge that sidewalks will be provided such as follows, "Sidewalks shall be constructed by
the developer along the entive frontage of every lot along 111" St S. and S. 75" E. Ave.
Sidewalks shall be a minimum of four (4) feet in width, shall be ADA compliani, and shall be
approved by the City Engineer.”

Because the right-of-way for 8. 75" E. Ave., at approximately 30° in width, is too narrow to
contain a sidewalk (o 26° roadway leaves only 2’ on either side), it appears is will be necessary
to add a “sidewalk easement” along the east side of S. 75™ E. Ave,, along with appropriate
language in the Deed of Dedication/Restrictive Covenanls specifying that the lot owners
collectively, or the affected lots owner individually, are responsible for their maintenance.
Alternatively, the plat may dedicate additional width to the 30" current right-of-way width on the
subject property side to accommodate the sidewalk.

7
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20. Development Standards Section ¥V, Traffic and Transportation — includes language describing
parking, which would logically belong under a “Parking” or similarly-titled section, Language
states “Since the parking spaces are for the common use of all buildings,” but this arrangement
does not appear to be provided for elsewhere in the PUD. Reference mutual parking privileges
and other parking-related recommendations in this report.

21. Development Standards Section V, Traffic and Transportation — please describe changes in LNA

and Access Openings from as currently platted with Woodcreek Village Amended and as
proposed with this development.

22. Development Standards Section VII, Site Plan Review — Staff vecommends specifying that the
developer must submit an overall Detailed Site Plan, or each individual lot must be approved for
a Detailed Site Plan in accordance with the standards provided in this PUD prior to issuing a
building permit for that lot.

23. Exhibits: Building sizes and setbacks need to be dimensioned on the site plans, so that math,
scaling the site plan, and/or "guesstimation” are not required for zoning, Fire Marshal, and City
Engineer review. Site plan can be gualified as “conceptual only” as needed.

24. Exhibits need to represent all abutting public and private street widths and street centerlines, and
dimension Mutual Access Easements. MAEs need to qualified as “proposed by plat” or as
otherwise appropriate.

25. Exhibits need to be corrected to reflect that there is a 25 (not 20°) setback from 75" E. dve. per
the plat of Woodcreek Village Amended.

26. Exhibits need to point to the project’s location in the Location Map.

27. Exhibits need their Location Maps to accurately represent the following subdivisions:

a.  Resubdivision of Lots 3 and 4 of Bixby Commons (missing)

b.  The Links at Bixby (misrepresented as to configuration)

c. The Estates of Graystone (mislabeled)

d.  Amended Plat of Block 7, North Heights Addition (mislabeled)

28. Exhibits need to be corrected to reflect at least one (1) ADA accessible parking space on Lot 8.

29. Exhibits: ADA requires handicapped-accessible parking spaces at a 1:253 ratio. There are three
(3) parking lot areas, but some parking areas are divided onto multiple lots. Consult with the
Building Inspector to confirm the number and location of ADA parking spaces complies with
ADA standards. ADA guidelines require one (1) van-accessible design for the handicapped-
accessible space, for up to seven (7) accessible spaces. Please indicate which spaces will be of
van-accessible design in compliance with ADA standards and please provide a detail diagram
demonstrating compliance with applicable standards, inchuding both ADA and Bixby Zoning
Code standards (see striping standards of Figure 3 in Section 11-10-4.C). The designer should
consult with the Building Inspector to confirm the plans will comply with ADA standards.

30. Exhibit B Landscape Concept: Add to Required Landscape Summary something general
speaking to the minimum required landscaping tree requirement such as, “1 Tree per 1,000
square feet of Street Yard area and 1 Tree per 1,000 square feet of Zoning Setback area.”

31. A corrected PUD text and exhibits package shall be submitted incorporating all of the
corrections, modifications, and conditions of approval of this PUD (2 hard copies and 1 PDF).

Erik Enyart explained that the most significant item in the PUD was the design around the 752 E.
Ave. frontage, which street had a sharp curve, because of the tendency of motorists to cut corners,
especially when the curve is sharp. Mr. Enyart noted that, prior to the meeting, the Applicant had
submitted a revised PUD, which revision restored the original 25’ Building Line setback and made

certain modifications to the parking lot off of 75" E. Ave. to improve sight visibility, which was a
welcome change.

Erik Enyart stated that he had received a response letter and a revised PUD package plan but had
not had the chance to review it line-by-line to the recommended correction items or compare it to
the previous submittal (copies of the response letter and the revised PUD package were placed in
front of the Commissioners’ seats prior to the meeting). Mr. Enyart stated that he did review them

25
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briefly and it appeared that the Applicant had made the design changes recommended and had made
all or almost all of the recommended corrections.

Chair Thomas Holland asked if the Applicant was present and wished to speak on the item.
Applicants Ted Sack and Mark Capron of Sack & Associates, Inc., 3530 E. 31% St. S., Tulsa, were
present. Mr. Capron stated that the developer agreed to make the design change, which spoke to the
major concern from Staff. Mr. Capron stated that this change caused the need to shift the buildings,
and adjust the west parking lot, which now had less square footage. Mr. Capron stated that the
developer agreed to put in the sidewalks, so those were added. Mr. Capron stated that, for the
lighting and landscaping, his client would make it a requirement that a Detailed Site Plan be
approved, which will include Detailed Lighting and Detailed Landscaping Plans. Mr. Capron stated
that different design professionals would be available at that time. Mr. Capron stated that the

Detailed Site Plan would be required for the overall development before the first building was
constructed.

Chair Thomas Holland expressed concem over one of the review items: the lack of a lighting plan.
Erik Enyart stated that, in their response, the Applicant proposed to make the lighting plan a
required element of the PUD Detailed Site Plan. Mr. Enyart stated that the details will depend on

the buildings actually proposed. Mark Capron stated that there was no light designer to work on the
project yet.

Chair Thomas Holland confirmed with Mark Capron that there would be sidewalks constructed.
Mr. Holland referred to the Staff Report and expressed concern that the Planning Commission could
make it a requirement but the City Council could waive that requirement. Erik Enyart stated that
this comment likely originated from the case history he wrote in the Staff Report. Mr. Enyart stated
that that case was in the residential section of Woodereek Village Amended, and was a builder-
driven issue with extenuating circumstances: there was a gate on the street between WoodCreek and
Woodcreek Village Amended, among other differences. Mr. Enyart reiterated that that was a
builder-driven issue. Mr. Holland expressed concern that the sidewalk requirement would be
waived. Mr. Enyart stated, “They’re putting it in the PUD that they will do sidewalks. Ifit is in the
PUD, that [adds] one (1) more step that makes it more difficult [to waive the sidewalk
requirement).”

Lance Whisman clarified with Brik Enyart that the development would have three (3} connections
to adjoining streets: two (2) connections to 75™ E. Ave. and one (1) to 111" St. 8.

- Mark Capron stated that there would be a 20’ setback along the south side of the development.

Chair Thomas Holland asked about the required setback from the east side shared with Lowe s, and
Mr. Enyart stated that a setback was not required by the underlying zoning.

John Benjamin asked how the surfacewater drainage would be handled. Mark Capron stated that it
would be handled by the public stormsewer system in Woodcreek Village [Amended].

Lance Whisman expressed concern that the two (2) story buildings in the southerly tier may have
neon or other such signage that may be visible from the homes to the south. Erik Enyart stated that
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there was a PUD in Bixby at 123™ St. S. and Memorial Dr. that originally restricted lighted signage
as faced the rear of the development, which abutted housing. Mr. Enyart stated that the

Commission could ask the Applicant to put in the PUD restrictions on lighted signage as faces
south.

Ted Sack conferred with Mark Capron. Mr. Capron noted that there was a “good 75° from the
masonry fence [to the buildings],” and there was a 10’ landscaped buffer [along the south line of the
development]. Mr. Capron described the proposed landscaping within the 10° landscaped buffer.
Erik Enyart asked Mark Capron if there was not some standard language that he was familiar with
that said that the trees must reach a certain height in a certain amount of time. Mr. Capron
responded negatively, but stated that the language could state the trees must be “evergreen.”

Ted Sack noted that [this office park development] would be a much better use than what the zoning
would altow. Mark Capron asked Frik Enyart what the underlying zoning would allow, Mr. Enyart
responded that the CS zoning would allow retail and fast food uses.

Mark Capron stated that he could be more specific in the language describing the landscaped buffer
and specify that the trees would be evergreen, and the size. Mr. Capron suggested the trees should

be 8 to 107 at the time of planting. Chair Thomas Holland asked Erik Enyart for a response on this
proposal, and Mr. Enyart stated that it “would be an improvement.”

Lance Whisman asked Erik Enyart if the Applicant had not adjusted the sight line issue. Mr. Enyart
confirmed and stated that the PUD would adhere to the original 25’ Building Line, and the
Applicant had adjusted the parking lot in consideration of that [sight line] concern.

Chair Thomas Holland asked if there was any more discussion. There being none, Chair Thomas
Holland asked to entertain a Motion. Upon clarification of the Motion and Second among the
Planning Commissioners and Erik Enyart, John Benjamin made a MOTION to Recommend
APPROVAL of Major Amendment # C to PUD 47-A subject to all the corrections, modifications,
and Conditions of Approval as recommended by Staff, as may yet need to be made, and

incorporating all the amendments made at this meeting. Lance Whisman SECONDED the Motion.
Roll was called:

ROLL CALL:

AYE: Benjamin, Holland, Whiteley, & Whisman
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

MOTION CARRIED: 4.0:0

PLATS

2. Preliminary Plat of “Woodecreek Office Park” — Sack & Asseciates, Inc. (PUD 47),

Discussion and consideration of a Preliminary Plat, being a replat of Lot 1, Block 3,
Woodcreek Village Amended.

Property Located: 7500-block of E. 111" 8t. S.

25"
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Chair Thomas Holland introduced the item and asked Erik Enyart for the Staff Report and
recommendations. Mr. Enyart summarized the Staff Report as follows:

To: Bixby Planning Commission
From: Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner
Date: Friday, April 12, 2013

RE: Report and Recommendations for:

Prehmmmy Plat of ”Woodcreek OJj‘ice Park” - Serck & As.

RS

B GUCAZ.

T LB RS

LOCATION: - 7500-block of E. 111" 8t. 8.
’ — Lot 1, Block 3, Woodcreek Village Amended
SIZE: 1.1694 acres, more or less
EXISTING ZONING.: CS Commercial Shopping Center District and PUD 474
REQUEST: Preliminary Plat approval for an office park subdivision development

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:

North: {(Across 11 st S) OL, RD, PUD 707, R5-3 & PUD 5784, Ravens Crossing residential
subdivision, the The Office Suites of Ravenwood office park development, and the Wal-Mart
Supercenter in the City of Tulsa.

South: RI/PUD 474, Residential n Woodcreek Village Amended.

Egst:  CS; Lowe’s in Bixby Commons.

West:  (Across 75" E. Ave.) RS-3; Residential in WoodCreek.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. Corvidor + Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land
PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES: (not necessarily a complete list; does not include City of Tulsa cases)

BZ-304 — Brumble Dodson Construction, LLC — Request for rezoning for approximately 63 acres

from AG io RS-3, RT, & C8 (subject property included in that part requested for CS) — PC

Recommended Approval 06/21/2004 and City Council Approved 07/12/2004 (Ord. # 891).

PUD 47 — Woodcreek Village — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Request for PUD approval for all of

Woodcreek Village Amended, including subject property — PC Recommended Approval 11/21/2005

and City Council Approved 12/12/2005 (Ord, # 928).

Preliminary Plat of Woodcreek Village — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Request for Preliminary Plat

approval for “Woodcreek Village” (now all of Woodcreek Village Amended), including subject

property — PC Recommended Approval 12/19/2005 and City Council Approved 01/09/2006.

Final Plat of Woodcreek Village — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Request for Final Plat approval for

“Woodcreek Village” {now all of Woodcreek Village Amended), including subject property — PC

Recommended Approval 07/17/2006 and City Council Approved 07/24/2006 (Plat # 6084 recorded

February 13, 2007; Inter replatted as Woodcreek Villuge Amended).

PUD 474 — Amendment to PUD 47 — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Request for Amendment to PUD 47 to

allow commercial use in the commercially-zoned 111" Si. 8. frontage area (subject property) — PC

Approved 05/21/2007 and City Council Approved 05/29/2007.

Preliminary Plat Woodcreek Village Amended — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Application  for

Preliminary Plat of Woodcreek Village Amended (including subject property) submitted on or about

April 19, 2007 — No record of PC review of this application. Final Plat approved also as a

Preliminary Plat (as required) by PC 10/15/2007 and by City Council 10/22/2007.

Final Plat Woodcreek Village Amended — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Request for Final Plat approval

Jor Woodcreek Village Amended (including subject property) — Approved by PC 10/15/2007 and by

City Council 10/22/2007. A Modification/Waiver from street standards was also approved.

PUD 47-B — Woodcreek Office Park — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Request for Major Ameadment to

PUD 474 for subject property — PC Continued from 12/15/2008 meeting to 01/20/2009 meeting to

allow the Applicant to attend the meeting and represent the case. PC Tabled 01/20/2009 (Applicant

did not attend either of PC meeting or other meeting scheduled with Staff earlier that day

01/20/2009).

Modification/Waiver in Woodcreek Village Amended — Danny Brumble of Brumble Construction Co.

— Reguest for Modification/Wavier from the sidewalk construction requirement along E. 112" PI. 8.

in (Subdivision Regulations Section 12-3-2.N) — City Council Approved 09/26/2011.
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PUD 47.C —~ Woodcreek Office Fark — Sack & Associates, Inc. — Request for Major Amendment # C

to PUD 474 for subject property — Pending PC consideration 04/18/2013.
RELEVANT AREA CASE HISTORY:

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

Amendment # B “Woodcreek Office Park” to PUD 47-4, and the Preliminary Plat of “Woodcreek
Office Park” were both proposed in late 2008. Due to a large number of outstanding issues identified by
Staff and the lack of representation at the December 20, 2008 Planning Commission (PC) meeting and
two (2) January 20, 2009 meetings (one with Staff and the PC Regular Meeting that evening), the
Planning Commission Tabled both items indefinitely. Since then, the “Great Recession” technically
ended in mid-2009 and development locally bottomed out and now appears to be in recovery,

The owner has made new applications for PUD Major Amendment and Preliminary Plat approval.,
The overall concept appears to have changed significantly as compared to that proposed in 2008. The
initial concept was to have a north-south drive connecting 111" §t. S, to 75" E. Ave., with most buildings
oriented to face west onto the drive. The new concept proposes five (5) of the eight (8) buildings to face
north toward 111" St. S, with three (3) behind, and the internal access drive located along the east line of
the development,

To account for PUD 47-B, the Major Amendment application has been designated Amendment # C.

A letter from a neighboring property owner to the north in Tulsa submitted a letter in relation to this
application, attached to this report.

ANALYSIS:

Subject Property Conditions. The vacant subject property contains 1.1694 acres and is zoned CS with
PUD 47-A. It is moderately sloped and primarily drains to the southwest toward the stormwater detention
pond in WoodCreek, in the watershed of an upstream tributary of Fry Creek # 2. It is hordered on the
north by 111" 8t. 8., on the west by the private 75" E. Ave. with residential in WoodCreek beyond that, on
the south by residential in Woodcreek Village Amended, and on the east by Lowe’s in Bixby Commons.
The Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject property Corridor + Vacant,
Agricultural, Rural Residences, and Open Land (the latter not being interpreted as permanently-planned
land use). The current CS zoning is in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The office park
development anticipated by this plat would be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.

Access. Primary access to the subdivision would be via one (1) proposed entrance drive on 111" §t. S,
with a secondary access point on S. 75" E. Ave., an existing private street providing access to the
residential lots in Woodcreek Village Amended. A parking lot constructed wholly on proposed Lot 8
would have its own driveway connection to S. 75" E. Ave.

Internal Mutual Access Easement drives are proposed to provide infer-lot access between the lots in
the development and between 111" St. S. and 75" E. Ave.

In the PUD, sidewalls are not shown along 111" St. S. or 5. 75" E. Ave., but are required by the
Subdivision Regulations. Sidewalks are part of complete streets, providing a safe and convenient
passageway for pedestrians, separate from dviving lanes for automobile traffic.

Because the right-of-way for S. 75" E. Ave., at approximately 307 in width, is too narrow to contain a
sidewalk (a 26" roadway leaves only 2’ on either side), it appears is will be necessary to add a “sidewalk
easement” along the northeast side of S. 75" E. Ave., along with appropriate language in the Deed of
Dedication/Restrictive Covenanis specifying that the lot owners collectively, or the affected lot owner
only, are responsible for their maintenance. Alternatively, an additional width should be added to the 30°
curvent right-of-way width on the subject property side to accommodate the sidewalk.

By the approval of this PUD and plat, the former Limits of No Access (LNA) along the entire 111" 81,
S. frontage of the subject property will be amended to allow a 40 -wide Access Opening toward the eqst
end of the frontage, which is subject to the approval of the City Engineer and County Engineer.

General. The Applicant is requesting a Major Amendment to an approved PUD, to change the subject
property from a single commercial lot to a small multiple-lot office park development,

This subdivision of 1.1694 acres, more or less, proposes eight (8) lots in one (1) block and zero {0
Reserves. All lots appear to meet proposed PUD 47-C zoning standards. There is no “typical lot” but
the modal lot would measure approximately 38" X 119° and so would contain 4,522 square feet (0.1
acres). Lots I and 5 are larger than the modal lots, as they are or effectively are “corner lots,” Lots 6
and 7 are “flag lots,” and Lot 8 is relatively large due to its design-plan to contain its own exclusive

parking lot. Z —7
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Please see the PUD staff report for additional related analysis and recommendations, most of which
would affect this plat by the incorporation of updated PUD text to Section IT of the Deed of Dedication
and Restrictive Covenants (DoD/RCs).

The Fire Marshal's and City Engineer’s review correspondence are attached to this Siaff 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.

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) discussed this Preliminary Plat at its vegular meeting held

April 03, 2013. Minutes of that meeting are attached to this repori,
Distribution_of Private Maintenance Responsibilities. Unless otherwise directed by the City Engineer
and/or City Attorney, the PUD and the DoD/RCs of the plat must adequately spell out the private
maintenance responsibilities of residential and commercial lot owners in Woodcreek Village Amended for
the private streets and stormwater detention pond(s) in WoodCreek, and the responsibilities of the
commercial lot owners for the screening fence to be located in the "Fence Easement,” sidewalks (if
allowed within a 'sidewalk easement), and any common parking, signage, entrance features, and
landscaping. They should specifically designate a percentagefformula for proportional maintenance
responsibilities for each lot, based on its relative size and/or other appropriate factors. Use of 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 Aftorney)} is recommended.

Unless otherwise provided for in the PUD, all sighs must be located on the lot or lots on which the
business being advertised is located, per Zoning Code Section 11-9-21.F. Will an easement be employed
for maintenance of common parking, signage, entrance features, and/or landscaping enjoyed by all the lot
owners in the subdivision?

Please see the recommendations below pertaining to DolYRCs Section IILB/C and the PUD staff
report for additional related analysis and recommendations pertaining to the distribution of private
maintenance responsibilities.

Staff Recommendation. Staff recommends Approval subject to the following corrections, modifications,

and Conditions of Approval:

1. Subject to the final approval of PUD 474 Major Amendment # C.

2. Subject to the satisfaction of all outstanding Fire Marshal and City Engineer recommendations.

3. Proposed Mutual Access Easement encroaches 17.5° Existing Perimeter Utility Easement along
the north line of the subdivision, suggesting plans to pave over the easement. If allowed, paving
over such easements requires the specific approval of the City Engineer and Public Works
Director.

4. The area around a proposed 5' X 15" U/E on parts of Lots 7 and 8 is not clear, and may have
elements held over from previous subdivision design. It is also not clear that the 3° X 15 area
would connect to any other existing U/E. Please clarify this area iffas needed.

5. Sidewalls, required per Subdivision Regulations Section 12-3-2.N, must be installed by the
developer. Sidewalks, where they would not fit within the narrow Mutual Access Easement
streets, must be put into a “Sidewalk Fasement.” Language pertaining to their dedication and
maintenance responsibilities must be included in the DoD/RCs. Alternatively, additional Reserve
for private street right-gf-way should be dedicated for 8. 75" E. Ave, to the extent necessary to
provide for the sidewalks.

6. Represent/dimension centerline, extent of improved roadway, and rights-of-way of both abutting

sireets.

Location Map — needs to identify the subject property’s location in the Location Map.

Location Map — needs fo accurately represent the following subdivisions:

a. Resubdivision of Lots 3 and 4 of Bixby Commons (missing)

b. The Links at Bixby (misrepresented as to configuration)

¢. The Estates of Graystone (mislabeled)

d.  Amended Plat of Block 7, North Heights Addition (mislabeled)

9. Add proposed addresses fo the lots.

10. DoD/RCs: Based on the PUD site plan (see PUD staff report), Staff recommends the PUD and
DoD/RCs of the plat include o Mutual Parking Privileges covenant, so that all lots may allow
their excess spaces to be used by patrons of other lots, which is common In developments such as
this, especially when developed as a unit by a singular developer.

Be N

73
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17.
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20.
21.

Additionally, some of the shown parking spaces are divided by lot lines. As plats allow for
buildings and lots to be sold separately, to avoid future ownership disputes which can be avoided
by proper planning, Staff would recommend that all parking spaces be maintained commonly by
all of the lot owners within the development, utilizing appropriate language in the PUD and
DoD/RCs of the plat.

DoD/RCs:  Reasonable Restrictive Covenants, as are typical for commercial/monresidential
subdivisions, should be employed. As an example, a “Mainienance Covenant” pertaining to
maintenance and upkeep of properties free of trash, debris, and litter, as is customary in
commercial/nonresidential developments, would be reasonable and appropriate.

DoD/RCs Section LA: Missing critical wording such as “And the Owner has caused the above
described land to be surveyed, staked, platted, dedicated, access rights reserved, and subdivided
into XX Blocks, XX Lots, XX Reserve Areas, and Streets in conformity with the accompanying
plat, and has designated the subdivision as XXX, a Subdivision in the City of Bixby, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma.”

DoD/RCs Section LA: Says nothing about the [re-]dedicating the Fence Easement.

DoD/RCs Section LA: Please add language preferred by City of Bixby as follows: “...provided
nothing herein shall be deemed to prohibit properly-permitted drives, parking areas, curbing,
landscaping and customary screening fences....”

DoD/RCs Section Il: Update to include the latest PUD development standards.

DoD/RCs Section LF: Insert street name where indicated.

DoD/RCs Section LF: Nume of Bixby Planning Commission is “Bixby Planning Commission.”
DoD/RCs Section LG Please add language preferved by City of Bixby as follows. “...damage
to properly-permitied landscaping and paving...."”

DoD/RCs Section IT Preamble: Please correct: "...designated as PUD 47, PUD 474, and 478
474 as amended by Major Amendment # C..."

DoD/RCs Section II Preamble: Please complete the blanks with dates as appropriate.

DoD/RCs Section IILB/C: A previous version of the plat stated each record owner of a lot within
‘Woodcreek Office Park’ shall be subject to assessment by the Gwners dssociation for the
purposes of improvement and maintenance of the stormwater detention facilities and other
common areas of the subdivision. This did not specify which detention facilities it is referring to,
and in which subdivision{s) such facilit(ies) are located. Referring to Reserve areas within
platted subdivisions is the accepted method for legally describing a specific tax parcel containing
the stormwater detention facilit(ies) mentioned. Other provisions of the DoD/RCs made the
Owners Association responsible for maintenance of the Reserve A private streets, Reserve B, and
other common features (Fence Easement, etc). The new plat, however, does not include

language referring to maintenance of any stormwater detention facility or other common
Sfeatures.

Unless otherwise directed by the City Engineer and/or City Attorney, the PUD and the DoD/RCs
of the plat must adequately spell out the private maintenance responsibilities of residential and
commercial lot owners in Woodcreek Village Amended for the private streets and stormwater
detention pond(s) in WoodCreek, and the responsibilities of the commercial lot owners for the
“Mutunl Access Easement” drives traversing the subject property, the screening fence to be
located in the “Fence Easement,” sidewalks (if allowed within a ‘sidewalk easement), and any
common parking, signage, entrance features, and/or landscaping.

Unless otherwise provided for in the PUD, all signs must be located on the lot or lots on which
the business being advertised is located, per Zoning Code Section 11-9-21.F. Will an easement

be employed for maintenance of common signage, entrance features, and/or landscaping enjoyed
by afl the lof owners in the subdivision?

Unless otherwise directed by the Cily Engineer and/or City Attorney, the Dol)/RC provisions
should specifically designate a percentage/formula for proportional maintenance responsibilities
for each lot, based on its relative size and/or other appropriate factors. Use of clear and
immutable formula language on the fuce of the plat, versus buried in the DoD/RCs (which may
be fairly easily amended and without City approval, per the City Attorney) is recommended.

&
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The PUD and Preliminary Plat need to specify if the future owners of the individual office lois
will split the singular Owners Association membership (and thus singular vote) eight (8) ways or
if each of the eight (8) lot owners will severally be members of the Owners Associgtion.
Regardless of how this is done, the PUD and DoD/RCs need to specify the respective
responsibilities of the owners of the commercial lot(s) and the residential lots.

22. Caoples of the Preliminary Plat including all recommended corrections shall be submitted for
placement in the permanent file: 1 full size folded to 8.5 X 11", I 11" X 17", and 1 electronic
(PDF preferred).

The Commissioners clarified with Mark Capron and Erik Enyart that a revised Preliminary Plat had
not been submitted at this time. Mr. Capron noted that the Preliminary Plat primarily followed the
PUD, and some of the lot lines had moved as shown on the revised PUD site plans.

There being no further discussion, Chair Thomas Hoelland asked to entertain a Motion. Larry
Whiteley made a MOTION to Recommend APPROVAL of the Preliminary Plat subject to all the
corrections, modifications, and Conditions of Approval as recommended by Staff. John Benjamin
SECONDED the Motion. Roll was called:

ROLL CALL:

AYE: Benjamin, Holland, Whiteley, & Whisman
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

MOTION CARRIED: 4:0:0

OTHER BUSINESS

3. BSP 20613-01 — “Raising Cane’s” — Smith Roberts Baldischwiler, LIL.C (PUD 63).
Discussion and consideration of a Detailed Site Plan and building plans for “Raising
Cane’s,” a Use Unit 12 restaurant development for Lot 1, Block 1, 10! South Memorial
Plaza.

'Preveﬂv 1oea.’ted 10255 5. Memorial Dr.

Chalr Thomas Holland 1ntr0duced the item and asked Enk Enyart for the Staff Report and
recommendations. Mr. Enyart summarized the Statf Report as follows:

To: Bixby Planning Commission
From: Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner
Date: Friday, April 12, 2013

RE; Report and Recommendations for:

BSP 201 301 "Ratsmg Cane ‘s“ szfh Roben‘s Baldzschwzler LLC' (PUD 63)

LOCATION: — Lot 1, Block 1, 101 South Memorial Plaza
— 10255 8. Memorial Dr.,
SIZE: 0.94 acres, more or less
EXISTING ZONING: CS Commercial Shopping Center District with PUD 63 for “101 South

Memorial Plaza”
SUPPLEMENTAL ZONING: Corridor Appearance District
DEVELOPMENT Approval of Detailed Site Plan including as elements: (1) Detailed Site

o
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TYPE: Plan, (2} Detailed Landscape Plan, and (3) Detailed Lighting Plan, (4)
Detailed Sign Plan, and (5) building plans and profile view / elevations
pursuant to PUD 63 for a Use Unit 12 restaurant development

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:

North: (across 102" St. S.) CG & CG/CS/PUD 65; The Schiotzsky’s Deli restaurant on unplatted
land and a part of 101 South Memovrial Center zoned CG & CS, the new Whataburger fast-
food restaurant and the new Sprouts Farmers Market specialty grocery store, both in 101
Memorial Square, and the CVS/Pharmacy and the vacant Lot 5, Block 1, both in 101
Memorial Square.

South: CS; The BancFirst bank branch, the Carl’s Jr. and Taco Bueno Jast-food restaurants, and the
Palazzo Sh?ping Center to the southeast, all in 101 South Memorial Center.

East:  (across 82" E. Ave,) CS & CG/CS/PUD 63; The Andy's Frozen Custard restaurant under
construction across 102 St. 8. to the northeast in 101 South Memorial Plaza, the Holiday
Inn Express & Suites Tulsa South/Bixby across 102 St. S. to the northeast in 101 South
Memorial Plaza, the vacant Lot 1, Block 2, 101 South Memorial Plaza, and the Diclinson
Starworld 20 movie theater to the east and the ALDI grocery store to the southeast, both in
101 South Memorial Center,

West:  (across Memorial Dr.) AG or AG/CS; Two (2) unplatted tracts of land containing g house, a
communications tower, and field and wooded areas containing approximately 46 acres,
which may have been rezoned in part to CS per Tulsa zoning application Z-7212 in
December 2012 or early 2013 (final disposition requested of INCOG as of 04/09/201 3).

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Corridor + Medium Intensity + Commercial Area

PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES:  (Not a complete list and does not include TMAPC-jurisdiction areas)

PUD 63 — 101 South Memorial Plaza — American Southwest Properties, Inc. — Request for PUD

approval for land later platted as 101 South Memorial Plaza (includes subject praperty) —

Conditionally approved by PC and City Council in April/May of 2008 (Ord. # 1004),

Preliminary Plat of 101 South Memorial Plaza — Reguest for Preliminary Plat approval Jor 101 South

Memorial Plaza (includes subject property) — Conditionally approved by PC and City Council in

April of 2008. The City Council also approved a Modification/Waiver from the street right-of-way

widths to allow the 30° to 40’ right-of-way widths as proposed.

Linal Plat of 101 South Memorial Plaza — Request for Final Plat approval Jor 101 South Memorial

Plaza (includes subject property} — PC recommended Conditional Approval on 10/20/2008 and City

Council Conditionally Approved 10/27/2008.

Revised Final Plat of 101 South Memorial Plaza ~ Request for Revised Final Plat approval for 101

South Memorial Plaza (includes subject property) — PC recommended Conditional Approval on

04/19/2010 and City Council Conditionally Approved 04/26/2010 (plat # 6335 recorded 07/30/201 f).
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

ANALYSIS:

Property Conditions. The vacant subject property consists of Lot 1, Block 1, 101 South Memorial Plaza

and is zoned CS with PUD 63. The subject property is gently sloped and will drain through an

underground stormsewer system in a southeasterly direction to an upstream tributary of Fry Creek # 1,

which tributary flows to the southeast through 101 South Memorial Center, Regal Plaza, South Country

Estates, and the Legacy additions before its confluence with Fry Creek No. I near 107" St. 8. and 91 E.

Ave.

Tract F in 101 South Memorial Center, located immediately south of the Dickinson Starworld 20
movie theater, contains a stormwater detention facility. This fucility has been enlarged, and the
stormsewer pipe systems have been extended and enlarged, to accommodate the additional stormwater
detention and drainage capacity necessary to serve the new commercial developments in 101 South
Memorial Plaza and 101 Memorial Square.

General. The submitted plan-view Site Plan drawing consists of “Site Plan” drawing C1 by Smith

Roberts Baldischwiler, LLC. Per the number reported in the noles on the “Site Plan,” the building will

have 3,613 square feel of floor area. A note placed on the building polygon reports “40,784 square feet,”

which appears to be a reference to the total site area, not the building iftself. To avoid confusion, this
should be replaced with the correct 3,613 square foot number, if the label remains in its present location,

Based on building “Exterior Elevations” drawings A04.1 and A04.2, the building roof will not exceed 16’

S
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7 in overall height, and the parapet wall and other architectural features will not exceed 23" 47 in
overall height,

The Site Plan represents a conventional, suburban-style design and indicates the proposed internal
automobile traffic and pedestrian flow and circulation and parking. The subject property lot conforms to
PUD 63 and, per the plans generally, the 1-story building would conform to the applicable bulk and area
standards for PUD 63 and the underlying CS district.

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

The application was received too late to be placed on the April 03, 2013 Technical Advisory

Committee (TAC) Agenda. Staff mentioned the Detailed Site Plan at the April meeting and emailed it to
the TAC members on April 03, 2013, requesting comments be submitted via email. As of the date of this
report, no pertinent comments have been received. The Applicant should coordinate with the TAC utility
providers to ensure their utility service provision concerns are satisfied.
Access and Internal Circulation. The development will utilize an existing driveway entrance on Memorial
Dr. shared with BancFirst to the south, and will have an additional easterly driveway connection to 82"
E. Ave., a private street located within a Mutual Access Easement (MAE). 82" E. Ave. is represented on
the CI Site Plan drawing, but is identified as a "Public Street” in error, and needs to be corrected. A
driveway along the west/front side of the building is planned fo comnect fo the driveway on the
Schlotzsky’s Deli restaurant fo the north. That driveway connection appears to be as per a 29 -wide
Mutual Access Easement recorded on Book 7111, Page 2261 of the records of the Tulsa County Clerk.
Per the Site Plan drawing CI and aerial imagery, the Schiotzsky's Deli parking lof is already configured
to allow connection.

The existing driveway entrance on Memorial Dr. shared with BancFirst was constructed several
vears ago (likely at the time of the construction of the bank, which the Tulsa County Assessor’s records
indicate was in or around 2007). The plat of 101 South Memorial Plaza (# 63535) was recorded
07/30/2010, and placed Limits of No Access (LNA) over the area of the existing driveway connection.
Thus, the preexisting driveway connection would appear to be- ‘grandfathered’. It may be appropriate, at
some point, to resolve this inconsistency by removing the LNA.

The provided drawings indicate driveway access points and the widths of the proposed driveways and
their curb return radii. All these dimensions must comply with applicable standards and City Engineer
and/or Fire Marshal requirements.

The Site Plan represenis the existing sidewalk along Memorial Dr. and the sidewalk required to be
constructed along 82" E. Ave., the latter of which will be located within a 10"-wide Sidewalk Easement
per the plat of 101 South Memorial Plaza. Its north end will be turned east into 83 E. Ave. to avoid

conflict with the existing stormsewer inlet and other existing structures on the Schlotzsky’s Deli property

to the north.

A sidewalk will flank parts of the westifront, south/side, and east/vear of the building, and will
connect pedestrians between the parking lots to the building entrances on these sides (reference Zoning
Code Section 11-10-4.C). The sidewalks are dimensioned on the plans and appear appropriate in width.
Parking Standards. The provided drawings indicate parking lots on all four (4) sides of the building with
a total of 35 parking spaces (34 spaces reported in error). Zoning Code Section 11-9-12.D requires a
minimum of 24 parking spaces for a 3,613 square foot building. 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. PUD 63 Major Amendment # 1, approved by the
City Council January 28, 2013, removed the maximum pariing restriction within PUD 63, Therefore, the
proposed number of parking spaces complies with the Zoning Code and PUD 63.

The proposed 9°-wide regular parking space dimensions (10 at a 90° angle, 5 parallel parking spaces
along the north line, and the 20 spaces in the sivips along the south and east property lines at an
undefined, acute angle) comply with the minimum standards for the same per Zoning Code Section 11-10-
4.4, or otherwise are appropriate and may be approved by this Detailed Site Plan per Section 11-10-4.
However, the proposed angle of the parking needs to be labeled,

Two (2) handicapped-accessible parking spaces are indicated on the provided Site Plans, one (1) of
which is stated will be of a van-accessible design. At 35 spaces, the two (2} handicapped-accessible
parking spaces meet the minimum number required by ADA standards (Table 208.2 Parking Spaces / IBC
Table 1106.1 Accessible Parking Spaces).
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ADA guidelines require one (1) van-accessible design for the handicapped-accessible space, for up to
seven (7) accessible spaces (veference New ADAAG Section 208.2.4, DOJ Section 4.1.2(3)b, and
IBC/ANSI Section 1106.5). The Site Plan indicates one (1) ADA space will be of van-accessible design, as
required. The Applicant should consider reassigning the regular and van-accessible ADA spaces, so that
the access aisle will be on the right/passenger side of the van-accessible space.

The regular and van-accessible handicapped-accessible parking spaces and access aisles are
dimensioned, but do not indicate compliance with the space width or striping standards Zoning Code
Section 11-10-4.C Figure 3. These design items need to be corrected. The Applicant should make use of
a handicapped-accessible parking space/access aisle/accessible route detail diagram as needed to
demonstrate compliance with applicable standards, including both ADA and Bixby Zoning Code
standards. During the design of these features, the Applicant should consult with the Building Inspector
to confirm the plans will comply with ADA standards.

The parking lot sethack/landscaped strip width along Memorial Dr. is approximately 19.7°, which
complies with the 15’ minimum setback per Zoning Code Section 11-10-3.B Table 1.

Zoning Code Section 11-10-3.B Table 1 would normally require a 7.5 minimum parking lot setback
from 82™ E. Ave. However, that street has no public or private right-of-way per the plat of 101 South
Memorial Plaza. The setback cannot be reduced less than 5°, however, due to minimum landscaping
requirements (see landscaping analysis in this report). Per the Cl Site Plan drawing, it appears that the
parking lot will be lpcated approximately 14° from the westerly curb of the street.

The plans show internal drives and parking spaces being paved over certain Utility Easement areas
along the north and east sides of the subject property. If allowed, paving over such easements requires
the specific approval of the City Engineer and Public Works Director.

A loading berth is not indicated. A minimum of one (1) loading berth is required per Zoning Code
Section 11-9-12.D and the same must comply with the dimensional standards of Zoning Code Section 11-
10-5.4, or a Variance or PUD Minor Amendment may be requested in ovder to remove the loading berth
requirement.

Screening/Fencing. The subject property does not abut an R district, and so the Zoning Code and PUD
03 do not require sight-proof screening for any of the property lines. No fences are proposed.

PUD 63 Section E.4.a provides.

“There shall be no storage of recyclable materials, trash or similar material outside a screened
receptacle. All trash, mechanical and equipment areas, including building mounted, shall be
screened from public view in such a manner that the areas cannot be seen by persons standing at
ground level.”

A “Masonry Dumpster Enclosure” area will be placed at the southeast corner of the site, facing east-
northeast. Its details are provided on the "Site Details” drawing A10.3. The location, orientation,
compaosition, and other details appear in order for this site.

Landscape Plan. The Landscape Plan consisis of the “Landscape Plan” drawing L1.01. The proposed
landscaping is compared to the Zoning Code as follows:

L 15% Street Yard Minimum Landscaped Area Standards (Section 11-12-3.4.1): Standard is not
less than 15% of the Street Yard area shall be landscaped. The Street Yard is the Zoning sethack
along an abutting street [right-ofway]. The parking lot sethack/landscaped strip width along
Memorial Dr. is approximately 19.7', which would be approximately 39.4% (excluding
driveways) of the 150.59° X 50" Street Yard.

Because 82 E. Ave. has no right-ofway and PUD 63 provided setbacks applicable to
Development Area boundaries instead, there is no “Street Yard” attending 82™ E. Ave.
However, even if interpreted otherwise, per the CI Site Plan drawing, it appears that the parking
lot will be located approximately 14" from the westerly curb of the street, the westerly
approximately 3.2° thereof being the required sidewalk. This leaves an ungualified landscaped

strip width of approximately 8.8°, which, would be approximately 35% (excluding driveways) of
the roughly 154.98' X 25" ‘Street Yard.’

This standard is mef.
2. Minimum Width Landscaped Area Strip Standords (Section 11-12-3.4.2 and 11-12-3.A.7):
Standard is minimum Landscaped Area strip width shall be 7.5°, 10°, or 15 along abutting street (g g
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rights-of-way. The parking lot setback/landscaped sirip width along Memorial Dr. is
approximately 19.7°, which exceeds the 15° required along Memorial Dr.

The subject property does not have the typical 7.5’ landscaped strip requirement along non-
arierial sireet 82" E. Ave., as that street has no right-of-way and the setback applies to the
property lines (often the centeriines) per PUD 63. However, the landscaped aveas must have a
minimum diameter or strip width of 57 per Zoning Code Section 11-12-3.B.1 and contain at least
one (1) tree. Per the Cl Site Plan drawing, it appears that the parking lot will be located
approximately 14° from the westerly curb of the street, the westerly approximately 5.2° thereof
being the required sidewalk. This leaves an unqualified landscaped strip width of approximately
8.8°

This standard is met,

3. 10’ Buffer Strip Standard {Section 11-12-3.4.3): Standard requires a minimum [0’ landscaped
sirip between a parking area and an R Residential Zoning District. There are no R districts
abutting. This standard is not applicable.

4.  Building Line Setback Tree Reguirements (Section 11-12-3.4.4): Standard is one (1) tree per
1,000 square feet of building line setback area. Building setbacks per Development Area A of
PUD 63 are as follows:

From the west boundary (east right-of-way line for South Memorial)  50.0 feet

From the south boundary 10.0 feet
From the north boundary 17.5 feet
From the east boundary 25.0

Sfeet

The West Boundary setback area is a Street Yard. See the analysis for Zoning Code Section 11-
12-3.C.1la

Resultant tree requirement calculations are as follows:

East Boundary Setback Tree Requiremenis: 23° setback X width of east PUD boundary at
154.98° = approximately 3,874.5 square feet / 1,000 square feet = 4 trees required in the East
Boundary Setback Area. Excluding those elsewhere accounted for, four (4) “"CP” trees ave
proposed in this Sethack Area. This standard Is met for the East Boundary Setback Area.

North Boundary Setback Tree Requirements: 17.5' setback X north property line at (258.753 feet
— Memorial Dr. Street Yard width of 50 — East Boundary Setback width of 25° =} 183.75" =
approximately 3,216 square feet / 1,000 square feet = 4 trees required in the North Boundary
Setback Area. One (1) “SO” tree proposed in this Sethack Area. This standard is not met for
the North Boundary Setback Area.

South Boundary Setback Tree Requirements: 10’ setback X south property line af (282,38 feet —
Memorial Dr. Street Yard width of 50° — East Boundary Setback width of 25’ =} 207.38° =
2,073.8 square feet / 1,000 square feet = 3 trees required in the South Boundary Sethack Area.
Two (2) trees not already counted ave proposed in this Setback Area (1 "SO" and I “"CP"). This
standard is not met for the South Boundary Setback Area.

Due to the North and South Boundary Setback Areas, this standard is not met.

5. Muaximum Distance Parking Space to Landscaped Area Standard (Sections 11-12-3.8.1 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 containing .94 acres, the standard calls for a maximum of 50' spacing, with one (1) tree.
The 19.7° landscaped sivip along the west property line presently contains no (0) landscape trees
(see next item), and so the west parking lot strip does not comply with this standard. The other
parking lot strips comply with the standard, This standard is not met,

el
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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 [right-
of-way]. Memorial Dr. has a 507 setback. 50° X west property line at 150.59" = 7,529.5 square
Seet / 1,000 square feet = 8 trees required in the West Boundary Setback Area. No (0} trees are
proposed in this Setback Area. Five (5) trees are ¢laimed in the “Landscape Tabulations” notes,
and five (5) “SO" trees are indicated within the Memorial Dr. right-of-way, west of the existing
sidewalk. Trees must be located within the 19.7" landscaped strip within the subject property to
be claimed; it is unlikely that ODOT will grant permission to install trees and the required
irrigation system in the vight-of-way, and the City of Bixby does not have experience allowing
right-of-way trees to be counted toward minimum landscaping required within the development
lot. These trees will likely need to be relocated to within the 19.7" landscaped strip within the
property, and increased to the minimum eight (8) required.

Because 82™ E. Ave. has no right-ofway and PUD 63 provided setbacks applicable to
Development Area boundaries instead, and because the tree ratio standard is the same as
required for Setback Areas per Section 11-12-3.4.4, analysis for this standard is provided in the
section pertaining to Section 11-12-3.4.4 for this easterly property line.

This standard is not met.

7. Tree to Parking Space Ratio Standard (Section 11-12-3.C.2): Standard is one (1) tree per 10
parking spaces. 35 parking spaces proposed. 35 /10 = 3.5 = 4 trees required by this standard.
Excluding the Setback Area and Street Yard trees already accounted for, three (3) additional
trees proposed just east of the building (I “CC,” 1 "MG,” and I "RB."). This standard is not
met.

8. Parking Areas within 23 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. La.

9. Irripation Standards (Section 11-12-3.D.2): “Landscape Notes” # 8 provides "All required
landscape areas shall be provided with an automatic underground irrigation system with rain
and freeze sensors....” Zoning Code Section 11-12-4.4.7 requires the submission of plans for
irrigation. An irrigation plan was not submitted. This standard is not met.

10. Miscellaneous Standards (Sections 11-12-4.4.5, 11-12-3.C.7, 11-12-3.D, etc): The tree planting
diagram(s), reported calipers of the proposed trees, the notes on the “Landscape Plan” drawing,

and other information indicates compliance with other miscellaneous standards, with the
Sfollowing exceptions:

a. The schedule of tree and other landscaping materials was not submitted. This analysis
presupposes that all of the "SO, “CP,” “CC,” “MG,” and "RB” trees qualify as
landscaping trees under the Bixby landscaping requirements. A schedule should be
submitted or added to an appropriate landscape plan drawing. If any of the proposed tree
species have popular shrub-form cultivars, the Landscape Architect should qualify on the
plans that the species will be the tree-form cultivar.

b. The proposed tree heights are not provided (6° height minimum if trees are considered
“ornamental,” 8 in height if considered “canopy,” and 5’ in height if considered
“coniferous/evergreen.”’).

¢. Certain elements of the “Landscape Tabulations” are inconsistent with the City of Bixhy's
interpretation as provided herein and should be reconciled or removed.

Until the above are resolved, this standard is not met.
11. Lot Percentage Landscape Standard (Section 11-7I-5.F; PUDs only): Standard is 10% of a
commercial lot must be landscaped open space. Per the notes on the “Site Plan” drawing CI,
8,183.3 square feet (0.188 acres) would be “pervious area” post-construction, which would be
approximately 20% of the lot avea 0f 0.94 acres. This standard is met.
Exterior Materials and Colors. “Exterior Elevations” drawings A04.1 and A04.2 indicate the proposed
exterior materials and overall appearance. The exterior maierinl will primarily consist of (1) “Face
Brick” and (2) “7/8” Stucco,” with various trim materials. Color information was not specified, but is no

longer required within the Corridor Appearance District per Ordinance # 2091 approved September 10, ’%S’/
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2012, and is not vequived by PUD 63. Per Ovdinance # 2107 adopted January 14, 2013, Zoning Code
Section {1-7G-3.4 now requires within the Corridor Appearance District:
“All sides of buildings facing public streets shall be full masonry to the first floor iop plate, to
include brick, stucco, EIFS or similar masonry like product, stone, finished concrete tilt-up
panels, or some combination thereof.”

The west/Memaorial Dr.-facing building elevation, composed of "Face Brick” and "7/8 Stucco,”
which will comply with the new standard.

The roof will not be visible at ground level due to the parapet wall / “roof screen,” which will
additionally “conceal roof top equipment.”

Qutdoor Lighting. The “Electrical Site Plan” drawing E1.1 is a photometric plan that indicates lighting
patterns and the locations of pole-mounted lights. The elevations drawings indicate building-mounted
lights. All proposed lights appear typical for a suburban fast-food restaurant application.

As there are no single family residential areas within relatively close proximity, and recognizing the
location of the property in relation to existing and planned commercial in all directions, the proposed
lighting appears appropriate for this development in its context,

PUD 63 limits lighting to 20° in vertical height. "Cut sheets” were not provided and Staff was

unable to locate details on proposed lighting fixtures in the provided plans. The Applicant needs to
submit information necessary to demonstrate compliance with the 20° maximum vertical height lighting
restriction of PUD 63.
Signage. As per PUD 63 Section E.2.b, the required PUD “detail sign plan” is recognized as consisting
of (1) a ground sign elevation drawing “Raising Canes Pylon" by Complete Signs, LLC, Dothan, 4L, (2)
representation of signage information on “Exterior Elevations” drawings A04.1 and A04.2, (3}
representation of the location of the ground sign, the ADA parking space reservation signs, and the
directional paintings applied to the driveway pavement, all as represented on “Site Plan” drawing Cl,
and (3) representation of the menuboard sign on “Site Details” drawing 410.3.

The “Site Plan” drawing CI indicates the location of one (1) proposed ground sign at the southwest
corner of the lot, and the one (1) proposed menuboard sign east of the building at the drive-through
entrance. The one (1) proposed ground sign would be 25" in height and would have a main identification
sign on top with an Electronic / LED message center below, which is permit-able as a part of this Detailed
Site Plan per PUD 63 Section E.2.c. The display surface area complies with the maximum allowed.
Based on the site plan and details, it appears the menuboard sign will face east toward the driver's side
windows of cued cars. Thus, the sign would not appear to be visible from a public street, and so appears
to be permit-able per Zoning Code Sections 11-71-4.B.2.f3 and 11-9-21.C.3.4.

“Exterior Elevations” drawings A04.1 and A04.2 indicate the locations and relative sizes of (1)
certain wall signs (some indicated as “when permitted”), one (1) "Banner (By Owner)” sign on the
_ north/side elevation, and 14 corporate flags lining and projecting above the north, west, and south
parapet walls. In aggregate, the wall signage complies with the maximum display surface area standards
Jor PUD 63.

Zoning Code Section 11-71-4.B.2.a prohibits projecting signs, and Section 11-2-1 only allows an
exemption for one (1) corporate flag. Therefore, the 14 corporate flags exceed the signage allowances of
the Zorning Code and PUD 63, as amended by Major Amendment # 1. They will either need to be removed
or permitted by Minor Amendment to PUD 63.

Most restaurants and other developments of this size will have incidental signage for traffic control
and general identification information, and the provided plans do indicate incidental signage. Of those
indicated, signs reserving the ADA accessible pavking spaces and divectional signage painted to the
pavement of the driveways (not visible from adjoining public streets) appear to conform to applicable
standards. Although not represented, if eventually proposed, Zoning Code Section 11-9-21.C.3.k allows
standard directional signs at a maximum of 3 square feet in display surface area, but the same must be
submitted for approval by sign permif at that time.

Staff Recommendation. The Detailed Site Plan adequately demonstrates compliance with the Zoning
Code and s in order for approval, subject to the following corrections, modifications, and Conditions of
Approval:

1. This PUD Detailed Site FPlan approval additionally constitutes the site plan approval

requirement within the Corvidor Appearance District,

2. Subject to compliance with all Fire Marshal and City Engineer vecommendations and

/b é requirements.
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3. The proposed driveways and their curb return radii must comply with applicable standards and
City Engineer and/or Fire Marshal requirements.

4. A4 note placed on the building polygon reports “40,784 square feet” which appears to be a
reference to the total site area, not the building itself To avoid confusion, this should be
replaced with the correct 3,613 square foot number, if the label remains in its present location.
Appears also on Landscape Plan drawing L1.01.

3. The Applicant should coordinate with the TAC utility providers to ensure their utility service
provision concerns are satisfied.

6. 82 E. Ave. is represented on the C1 Site Plan drawing, but is identified as a “Public Street” in

error, and needs to be corrected,

Please correct the reported number of pavking spaces to 35 in the summary block area on C1.

Please label the angle of the parking spaces along the west property line.

The Applicant should consider reassigning the regular and van-accessible ADA spaces, So that

the access aisle will be on the right/passenger side of the van-accessible space.

10. The regular and van-accessible handicapped-accessible parking spaces and access aisles are
dimensioned, but do not indicate compliance with the space width or Striping standards Zoning
Code Section 11-10-4.C Figure 3. These design items need to be corrected. The Applicant
should make use of a handicapped-accessible parking space/access aislelaccessible route detail
diagram as needed to demonstrate compliance with applicable standards, including both ADA
and Bixby Zoning Code standards. During the design of these Jeatures, the Applicant should
consult with the Building Inspector to confirm the plans will comply with ADA standards.

11. The plans show internal drives and parking spaces being paved over certain Utility Easement
areas along the north and east sides of the subject property. If allowed, paving over such
easements requires the specific approval of the City Engineer and Public Works Director.

12. Please add a minimum of one (1) loading berth per Zoning Code Section 11-9-12.D: the same
must comply with the dimensional standards of Zoning Code Section 11-1 0-5.4, or ¢ Variance or
PUD Minor Amendment may be requested in order to remove the Ivading berth vequirement,

13. Please resolve the Building Line Setback Tree Requirements (Section 11-1 2-3.4.4) matter as
described in the Landscape Plan analysis above.

14. Please resolve the Maximum Distance Parking Space to Landscaped Area Standard {Sections
11-12-3.B.1 and 11-12-3.B.2) matter as described in the Landscape Plan analysis above.

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

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

17. Please resolve the Irrigation Standards (Section 11-1 2-3.D.2) matter as described in the
Landscape Plan analysis above.

18. Please resolve the Miscellaneous Standards (Sections 11-12-4.4.5, 11-12-3.C.7, 11-12-3.D, etc. y,
matter as described in the Landscape Plan analysis above.

19. The Applicant needs to submit information necessary to demonstrate compliance with the
maximum 20’ vertical height lighting restriction of PUD 63.

20. Zoning Code Section 11-71-4.B.2.a prohibits projecting signs, and Section 11-2-1 only allows an
exemption for one (1) corporate flag. Therefore, the 14 corporate flags exceed the signage
allowances of the Zoning Code and PUD 63, as amended by Major Amendmeni # 1. They will
either need to be removed or permitted by Minor Amendment to PUD 63.

21. 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) 11" X 17" hard copy, and one (1) electronic copy (PDF preferred),

22. 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 Jor 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 Jrom the City Planner’s
determination that a change is not sufficiently minor in scope shall be made fo the Board of
Adjustment in accordance with Zoning Code Section 11-4-2. . ’S 7
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Erik Enyart stated that he had received a PDF of the revised site plan but had not had the chance to
review it line-by-line to the recommended correction items or compare it to the previous submittal.
Mr. Bnyart stated that he did review them briefly and it appeared that the Applicant had made the all
or almost all of the recommended corrections. Mr. Enyart stated that the Applicant was present and
may have revised copies of the plan drawings.

Erik Enyart stated that there were only two (2) significant items in the plan, one (1) of which was
the requirement to have a loading berth or do a PUD Amendment to remove that requirement. Mr.
Enyart stated that, in the revised plans, he observed that the one (1) required loading berth was
added in the drive-through lane as recommended. Mr. Enyart stated that the other item was the
Raising Cane’s corporate flags lining three (3) sides of the building’s parapet walls. Mr. Enyart
stated that the Zoning Code allowed only one (1) corporate flag, and the others it would recognize
as “projecting flags.” Mr. Enyart stated that, as listed in the Staff Report, the recommendation
pertaining to this item was written so that the Applicant could either remove them or the Approval
would be Conditioned upon getting a PUD Amendment at a later date. Mr. Enyait stated that it
would work either way.

Erik Enyart stated that the Applicant was to be commended, as the plans contained a lot of detail
and information and yet were drawn clearly.

Andy McCall of CSRS, Inc., Baton Rouge, LA, stated that his firm was the architect for Raising
Cane’s. Mr. McCall introduced Jack Page of Smith Roberts Baldischwiler, LLC. Mr. McCall
stated that the first restaurant started at the gates of [Louisiana State University] 16 years ago, and
the 150" one just opened. Mr. McCall stated that Raising Cane’s was a big company but with a
small feeling. Mr. McCall stated that the company did not cut comers. Mr. McCall stated that the
mural used on all of the buildings was hand-painted, and was based on the mural uncovered at the
first restaurant. Mr. McCall stated that the flags on the building were another standard design for
Raising Cane’s. Mr. McCall stated that, until just hours ago, his client was negotiating with the

owner on a [PUD] Amendment, but decided to take the flags off the building. Mr. McCall stated

5%

that the revised site plan drawings show the elevations without the flags.

Erik Enyart noted that this was a fairly straightforward development, and the subject property had
the benefit of being built all around, and most utilities were already put in and merely had to be
tapped into.

There being no further discussion, Chair Thomas Holland asked to entertain a Motion. Larry
Whiteley made a MOTION to APPROVE subject to the corrections, modifications, and Conditions
of Approval as recommended by Staff. Lance Whisman SECONDED the Motion. Roll was called:

ROLL CALL:

AYE: Benjamin, Holland, Whiteley, & Whisman
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

MOTION CARRIED: 4:0:0
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OLD BUSINESS:

Chair Thomas Holland confirmed with Erik Enyart that there was no new business to consider. No
action taken.

NEW BUSINESS:
Chair Thomas Holland confirmed with Erik Enyart that there was no old business to consider.

Chair Thomas Holland referred to review recommendation # 8 in the Staff Report for Major

Amendment # C to PUD 47-A and expressed concern for the use of language making one case a
precedent for another.

Larry Whiteley expressed concern for allowing [payment] in lieu of building sidewalks. Mr.
Whiteley stated that, as the City grows, there is a need for sidewalks so people ¢an walk from place
to place. Chatr Thomas Holland expressed concern for the City Council waiving the sidewalk
requiremeni. Erik Enyart stated that, for years, there was no compliance with the sidewalk
construction requirernent in commercial developments and along the perimeters of housing
additions. Mr. Enyart stated that City Staff had just started enforcing the requirement a few years
ago, and encountered “growing pains.” Mr. Enyart stated that the developers were not used to
having to do them, and several of them asked not to be required ‘“just this one last time.” Mr.
Enyart stated that the City had been successful in getting sidewalks constructed recently.

No action taken.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, Chair Thomas Holland declared the meeting Adjourned at 6:53
PM.

APPROVED BY:

Chair Date

City Planner/Recording Secretary

ST
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SACK AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

¢ ENGINEERING * SURVEYING ¢ PLANNING *

3530 E. 31st St,, Ste. A, Tulsa, OK 74135-1519
P.0O. Box 50070, Tulsa, 0K 74150-0070
Phone: 918.592.4111 Fax: 918.592.4229

E-mail: sai@sackandassociates.com

CA No. 1783 (PE/LS) and 1462 (LA)

April 17, 2013

Erik Enyart, AICP,
City Planner

City of Bixby

P.O. Box 70

116 W. Needles Ave.
Bixhy, OK 74008

Via Email

RE: PUD #47C -- Woodcreek Office Park

Dear Mr. Enyart:

We have addressed comments for Woodcreek Office Park per comments received on Aptil
12, 2013. The following are our responses, otiginal comments are shown for reference:

1. Subject to the satisfaction of all outstanding Fire Marshal and City Engineer
recommendations.

Response:  Acknowledged. Both the Fire Marshal and City Engincer’s
comments have been addressed.

2. The developer should respond to the traffic visibility and other issues related to the sharp
bend in 75 E. Ave. described above. By email on 04/10/2013, the Applicant stated,
“In regards to the traffic visibility and the bend in 75t Street, we believe that there is
adequate distance for a driver to see as indicated on the attached sketch. We are proposing
to change the setback to 20” as part of this Major Amendment. This road has a very low
traffic flow and the gate and curve natural slow the traffic down. The remainder of
Woodcreek Village Amended front building setback is also 20°. Therefore, we request that
the building setback part of the amendment stay intact.”
The Applicant also provided a sight-line exhibit, but it does not correspond to a
northbound lane perspective. The Staff’s recommendations have not changed.

Response:  PUD text and exhibits have been revised to not to change the
building setback, Also, the subject parking lot has been teduced in size and
reotiented to minimize visibility conceins.

3. The developer should respond to the matter of the distribution of private maintenance

responsibilities of residential and commercial lot owners in Woodcreek Village Amended
as described above.

An equal opporiunity employer [/( {
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Response: A paragraph has been added in Section I stating a propesty
association will be formed. The maintenance responsibilities will be
specifically called out in the plat deed of dedication or private agreements.

4. Title Page: Please specify that it is a “PUD Major Amendment.”
Response:  Title Page has been revised as requested.

5. Development Concept on page 1: Please cite the scope of this Major Amendment by
adding appropriate language to the development concept, following the second paragraph,
such as “This application is for approval of a Major Amendment to PUD 474, to be
known and designated on the official Zoning Map as “PUD 47-C,” and concerns Lot 1,
Block 2 of Woodcreek Village Amended, in accordance with Bixby Zoning Code Section
11-71-8.G. ¥or all other areas within PUD 47A, no changes are made by this amendment.”

Response:  Paragraph added as requested.

6. Development Standards Section II, Permitted Uses — Consider removing final sentence,
“Any permitted use must provide required parking spaces based on square footage of the
building containing that use.” Parking is covered in other parts of the PUD. This language
could cause conflict if the minimum number of required parking spaces per lot (4 and a
fraction, as previously calculated), are not actually located on the lot with the building,
and if the overall number of parking spaces is reduced, all as per other recommendations
in this report.

Response:  Sentence removed as requested.

7. Development Standards Section II of the text, Minimum Lot Frontage — correct to 75t E.
Ave.

Response:  Text corrected as requested.

8. Development Standards Section IT of the text, Off-Street Parking — Staff recommends the
PUD and DoD/RCs of the plat include a Mutual Parking Privileges covenant, so that all
lots may allow their excess spaces to be used by patrons of other lots, which is common in
developments such as this, especially when developed as a unit by a singular developer.
Here is a previously-approved example (PUD 56):

“Parking spaces. Parking space requirements established by the City of Bixby Zoning
Code for buildings on lots in the Development Arcas and which shall be applicable at the
time of issuance of a building occupancy permit may be met by excess parking spaces




Mr. Erik Enyart
April 17, 2013
Page 3

available in other lots in PUD [47-C]. For purposes of this provision, the term “excess
parking spaces” shall mean the total number of parking spaces provided in PUD (47-C] as
developed, less the number of parking spaces required for all buildings for which
occupancy permits previously have been issued. Provided, it is understood that mutual

parking privileges shall be granted by restrictive covenants in the Deed of Dedication
recorded in the office of the Tulsa County Clerk.”

Response:  Paragraph added as requested.

9. Development Standards Section IT of the text, Off-Street Parking — Some of the shown
parking spaces are divided by lot lines. As plats allow for buildings and lots to be sold
separately, to avoid future ownership disputes which can be avoided by proper planning,
Staff would recommend that all parking spaces be maintained commonly by all of the lot

owners within the development, utilizing appropriate language in the PUD and DoD/RCs
of the plat.

Response:  Paragraph added as requested.

10. Development Standards Section II, Minimum Building Setbacks ~ 117 setback “From the
Internal Rear Lot Lines” — This is problematic as the rear lot lines of Lots 6, 7, and 8 are
their easterly lot lines, per the definitions in the Zoning Code. Staff does not see why a

“Rear Lot Line™ setback would be useful in this development. It may also cause landscape
plan difficulties.

Response;  Rear lot line changed to 0 fz.
11. Development Standards Section II, Minimum Building Setbacks — 5 setback “From

Internal Side Lot Lines” — A singular owner of two (2) or more lots may want to construct

a singular building over the common lot lines. Staff suggests the developer consider
returning this to 0°.

Response: Side lot line changed to 0 f&.

12. Development Standards Section 1T, Minimum Building Setbacks — 20’ sethack “From
South 76th East Avenue (Private Mutual Access Easement)” — Please correct to “From
South 75th East Avenue (Private Mutual Access Easement),”

Response:  Text cotrected.

13. Development Standards Section 11, Minimum Building Setbacks — 20 setback “From
South [75th] East Avenue [(Private)]” — Should be 25” as per the plat of Woodereck

45
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Village Amended, and not 20°. With line-of-sight issues as presented by the sharp curve in
754 E. Ave., reducing to 20’ by this development, on Lot 1 at least, is not advisable.

Response:  Setback changed to 25° as requested and Site Plan revised
accordingly. This resulted in a minor revision on the lot configuration.

14, Development Standards Section II, Minimum Building Setbacks — 10° setback “From an
Abutting R District Boundary” — This would apply to the south line of the subject
property, which appears to abut an RT district. Staff suggests a minimum of 207, as would
be found in the rear yard of a residential structure.

Response:  Setback changed to 20’ as requested.

15. Development Standards Section 11, Signage — Unless it specifically provides otherwise
here, all signs must be located on the lot or lots on which the business being advertised is
located, per Zoning Code Section 11-9-21.F. Current language does not clearly permit
this.

Response:  'L'ext added to paragraph to permit individual business
identification on centet identification sign.

16. Development Standards Section I, Lighting — Thére is very little information on
proposed lighting — are there existing street lights? Are they adequate? How will they
affect the location of outdoor lighting on individual sites, and will there be coordination?
Is the 25” height standard appropriate for this setting, or would 157 or 20” be more
appropriate?

Response: It is our understanding that from lighting designers that short
poles cause more light pollution due to reflection off the ground, vehicles etc.
Also, tallet poles also allow lights to be directed more downwatd rather than
cutward. At this time, no lighting design has been done. A tequirement of a
detailed lighting plan submittal and approval at the time of Detail Site Plan
has been added to the PUD.

17. Development Standards Section II, Landscaping and Screening Concept — Details on
landscaping and screening as per Zoning Code Section 11-7G-8.B.1.e. (conceptual
landscape and screening plans in addition to describing more fully the landscaping in the
text) are sparse. Will trash receptacles locations be coordinated, or shared? What standards
will be applied for screening dumpster areas? If parking lots will be allowed in front of the
buildings, how will they be screened? Consider grade elevation changes for partial parking
area screening as has been done for the Walgreens at 111m St. 8. and Memorial Dr.
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Response:  We have added PUD text stating that a landscape plan for the
entire site will be required at the time of Detail Site Plan approval.
Refuse will be handled by individual lot owners and no dumpsters will be
utilized. Text fotbidding dumpsters added. Parking lot screen text has been
added.
What does the screening fence to the south look like? What is the existing screening fence
on the east line (between subject property and Lowes), in terms of height and
composition? No details are provided on Exhibit B. A profile view / elevations is
customarily used to depict screening appearance.

Response:  Existing brick fence is described with text. Notes locating and
describing fence is added to exhibit. The fence to the east is existing and
presumably a requirement of that commercial property and not a requirement
of the subject property. A section view is added to Exhibit ‘B’ as reguested.

Zoning Code Section 11-71-6 gives the Planning Commission authority and discretion to
require adequate perimeter treatments, including screening, landscaping, and setbacks.
The developer should specify what they propose to do in this regard for this Planned Unit
Development. Will landscaping and streetscaping be coordinated? Will a theme or
consistent pattern be planned, or will each lot planned independently?

Response:  Text is added to the PUD to tequite 2 Detail Landscape Plan
be submitied at the time of Detail Site Plan submittal, Also, the landscape
within Woodcreek Office Park shall be installed by the developer and
maintained by the Property Owners Association, This will insuse the entire
landscape design will be coordinated and planned.

18. Development Standards Section I, Landscaping and Screening Concept — Please specify
that the overall development or each individual lot will maintain at least 15% of lot area as
landscaped space, per Zoning Code requirements for office developients.

Response:  Text added to ‘Landscape Area’ in Section I1 designating the
requirement for 15% of landscape area for the entire development.

19. Development Standards Section V, Traffic and Transportation — Needs to have wording
to acknowledge that sidewalks will be provided such as follows, “Sidewalks shall be
constructed by the developer along the entire frontage of every lot along 111 St. 8. and S.
13t E. Ave. Sidewalks shall be a minimum of four (4) feet in width, shall be ADA
compliant, and shall be approved by the City Engineer.”

Response:  Text added as requested,

>y



Mr. Erik Enyart
Aprl 17, 2013
Page 6

Because the right-of-way for S. 75 E. Ave., at approximately 30° in width, is too narrow
to contain a sidewalk (a 26’ roadway leaves only 2’ on either side), it appears is will be
necessary to add a “sidewalk easement” along the east side of 8. 75t E. Ave., along with
appropriate language in the Deed of Dedication/Restrictive Covenants specifying that the
lot owners collectively, or the affected lots owner individually, are responsible for their
maintenance. Alternatively, the plat may dedicate additional width to the 30 current right-
of-way width on the subject property side to accommodate the sidewalk.

Response:  Text added to that the sidewalk adjacent to S. 75 E. Ave. shall
be in a designated sidewalk easement. There is not a right-of-way for $.75" E.
Ave. and the expansion of the reseitve area would required the involvement of
several Woodcreek Village Amended tesidents. Therefore, a sidewalk
easement shall be platted. Subject easement is now shown on PUD exhibits.

20. Development Standards Section V, Traffic and Transportation — includes language
describing parking, which would logically belong under a “Parking” or similarly-titled
section. Language states “Since the parking spaces are for the common use of all
buildings,” but this arrangement does not appear to be provided for elsewhere in the PUD.
Reference mutual parking privileges and other parking-related recommendations in this
report.

Response:  Paragraph title changed to more correcily desciibe the text.

21. Development Standards Section V, Traffic and Transportation — please describe changes
in LNA and Access Openings from as currently platted with Woodcreek Village Amended
_and as proposed with this development. -
Response:  Text added to PUD describing ‘limits of access’ as requested.
The City Engineer and the County Engineer have approved this access as
shown.

22. Development Standards Section VII, Site Plan Review — Staff recommends specifying
that the developer must submit an overall Detailed Site Plan, or each individual lot must
be approved for a Detailed Site Plan in accordance with the standards provided in this
PUD prior to issuing a building permit for that lot.

Response:  Text revised to include detail lighting plan and detail landscape
to be submitted with the detail site plan for the whole development.
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23. Exhibits: Building sizes and setbacks need to be dimensioned on the site plans, 5o that
math, scaling the site plan, and/or “guesstimation” are not required for zoning, Fire

Marshal, and City Engineer review. Site plan can be qualified as “conceptual only” as
needed.

Response:  Dimensions added to exhibits as requested.

24. Exhibits need to represent all abutting public and private street widths and street
centerlines, and dimension Mutual Access Easements. MAFs need to qualified as
“proposed by plat” or as otherwise appropriate.

Response:  Information added to exhibits as requested.

25. Exhibits need to be corrected to reflect that there is a 257 (not 20°) setback from 75t E.
Ave. per the plat of Woodcreek Village Amended.

Response:  Exhibit revised as requested.
26. Exhibiis nced to point to the project’s location in the Location Map.

Response:  Exhibit revised as requested.

27 Exhibits need their Location Maps to accurately represent the following subdivisions:
a. Resubdivision of Lots 3 and 4 of Bixby Commons (missing)
b. The Links at Bixby (misrepresented as to configuration)
c. The Estates of Graystone (mislabeled)
d. Amended Plat of Block 7, North Heights Addition (mislabeled)

Response:  Location map revised as requested.

28. Exhibits need to be corrected to reflect at least one (1) ADA accessible parking space on
Lot 8.

Response:  Parking lot revised as requested.

29. Exhibits: ADA requires handicapped-accessible parking spaces at a 1:25 ratio. There are
three (3) parking lot areas, but some parking areas are divided onto multiple lots. Consult
with the Building Inspector to confirm the number and location of ADA parking spaces
complies with ADA standards. ADA guidelines require one (1) van-accessible design for
the handicapped-accessible space, for up to ssven (7) accessible spaces. Please indicate
which spaces will be of van-accessible design in compliance with ADA standards and
please provide a detail disgram demonstrating compliance with applicable standards,

L/
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including both ADA and Bixby Zoning Code standards (see striping standards of Figure 3
in Section 11-10-4.C). The designer should consult with the Building Inspector to confirm
the plans will comply with ADA standards.

Response:  Building Inspector contacted as requested. Exhibits have been
designated as conceptual as suggested. More detail of parking stripping will
 be provided on the Detail Site Plan.

30, Exhibit B Landscape Concept: Add to Required Landscape Summary something general
speaking to the minimum required landscaping tree requirement such as, “1 Tree per 1,000

square feet of Street Yard arca and 1 Tree per 1,000 square feet of Zoning Setback area.”

Response:  Exhibit tevised as requested. Landscape Buffer requirements
added to Section 1L,

31. A corrected PUD text and exhibits package shall be submitted incorporating all of the
corrections, modifications, and conditions of approval of this PUD (2 hard copies and !
FDE).

Response:  Acknowledged.

Thank you for your time. Please contact us with any questions or comments.

Sincerely,
SACEK AND ASSOCIATES, INC. -

Cc New WoodMere Properties
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CITY OF BIXBY
P.O.Box 70
116 W. Needles Ave,
Bixby, OK 74008
(918) 366-4430
(918) 366-6373 (fax)

To: Bixby Planning Commission

From: Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner %
Date: Friday, April 26, 2013

RE: Report and Recommendations for:

PUD 77 ~ “Bymmes Mini-Storages” — JR Donelson, Inc., and
BZ-365 — William W. Wilson for Helene V. Byrnes Foundation

NOTE: BCPA-9 and BZ-365 concern two (2) tracts, while PUD 77 concerns three (3)
tracts.).

LOCATION:
PUD 77: - 12345 8. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 8. 85" E, PL.
- Part of Lot 1, Block 1, The Boardwalk on Memorial, part of the NW/4 of
Section 01, T17N, R13E, and All of Lot 11, Block 2, Southern Memorial
Acres No. 2
BCPA-9/BZ-365:
- 12345 8. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 8. 85" E. P1.

- Part of Lot 1, Block 1, The Boardwalk on Memorial and part of the
NW/4 of Section 01, T17N, R13E

LOT SIZE:

PUD 77: approximately 3.4 acres in three (3) tracts
BCPA-9/BZ-365: approximately 2.9 acres in two (2) tracts

EXISTING ZONING:

PUD 77: AG Agricultural District/PUD 29A & RS8-2 Residential Single-Family
District

BCPA-9/B7-365: AG Agricultural District/PUD 29A
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EXISTING USE:
PUD 77: A soccer practice field and a single-family dwelling with accessory
building
BCPA-9/BZ-365: A soccer practice field and a residential accessory building

REQUESTED ZONING: OL Office Low Intensity District & PUD 77 (existing RS-2
zoning to remain in place)

SUPPLEMENTAI ZONING: Corridor Appearance District (part)

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:

North: OL, AG, CS/OL/PUD 68, & RS-1; A single-family residence on a 7-acre tract zoned
OL and AG and the PUD 68 “North Bixby Commerce Park” pending development
on a 16-acre tract, a drainage channel, and residential homes in Houser Addition. To
the northwest at 12113 S. Memorial Dr. is the Spartan Self Storage ministorage
development on an unplatted 1-acre tract zoned CS, and commercial development in
121st Cenfer.

South: RS-1 & RS-2; Single-family residential zoned RS-1 in Gre-Mac Acres along 124"
St. 8. and RS-2 in Southern Memorial Acres No. 2.

East: RS-2; Single-family residential in Southern Memorial Acres No. 2.

West: CS/PUD 29-A; The The Boardwalk on Memorial shopping center and Memorial Dr.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Low Intensity + Residential Area (BCPA-9 requests removal of
Residential Area specific land use designation)

PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES: (Not a complete list; Minor Architectural Committee and

Planning Commission signage approvals in the Boardwalk shopping center not included here):
PUD 29 — The Boardwalk on Memorial: Part of Lot 1, Block 1, The Boardwalk on
Memorial (of which subject property was a part), Lots 1 and 2, Block 1, Gre-Muac Acres,
requested for rezoning and PUD approval — PC Recommended Approval 05/20/2002 and

~ City Council Approved PUD 29 and CS zoning for Lot 1 and OL zoning for Lot 2

06/10/2002 (Ordinance # 850, evidently dated 06/11/2001 in error).

PUD 29A — The Boardwalk on Memorial: Request for Major Amendment to PUD 29,
known as PUD 29A, which expanded the original PUD and underlying CS zoning to an
unplatted area to the north of Lots 1 and 2, Block 1, Gre-Mac Acres, and rezoned
Development Area B to AG for “open space” — PC Recommended Approval 03/17/2003
and City Council Approved 04/28/2003 (Ordinance # 867).

Preliminary Plat of The Boardwalk on Memorial: Request for Preliminary Plat approval for
part of subject property — Recommended for Approval by PC 04/21/2003 and Approved by
City Council 04/28/2003.

Final Plat of The Boardwalk on Memorial: Request for Final Plat approval for part of
subject property — Recommended for Approval by PC 11/21/2005 and Approved by City
Council 11/28/2005.

“Minor Amendment PUD 29b to PUD 29, 29a”: Request for Planning Commission
approval of the first Minor Amendment to PUD 29A (could have been called “Minor

Amendment # 1) to approve a drive through bank window on the south side of the building

for Grand Bank — PC Approved 02/22/2005.
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AC-07-08-01 — Request for Architectural Committee approval of a masonry archway over
an internal access drive on the north side of the The Boardwalk on Memorial (of which
subject property was a part) — AC Approved 08/20/2007.

“PUD 29A Minor Amendment # 1 [2]”: Second request for Minor Amendment to PUD
29A to (1) Remove restrictions from east-facing signs and (2) Increase maximum display
surface area for wall signs from 2 square feet per lineal foot of building wall to 3 square feet
per lineal foot of building wall as permitted by the Zoning Code — Planning Commission
Conditionally Approved 11/19/2007. Should have been called “Minor Amendment # 2.”
AC-07-10-11 & AC-07-10-13: Request for Architectural Committee approval of two 2)
wall signs for The Boardwalk on Memorial (of which subject property was a part) for The
Eye Center South Tulsa— Tabled by AC 10/15/2007 pending resolution of outstanding PUD
zoning issues and Approved by AC 12/17/2007 after Minor Amendment # 2 was approved.
BL-373 — William Wilson for Boardwalk on Memorial I, LP: Request for Lot-Split
approval to separate the east approximately 472° from the balance of the subject property —
PC Approved 02/16/2010.

PUD 29A Minor Amendment # 3: Request for Minor Amendments to PUD 29A to remove
Development Area B from the PUD ~ Planning Commission Continued the application
from the January 19, 2010 meeting to the February 16, 2010 meeting. The submission of
PUD 29A Major Amendment # 1 in lieu of this application was recognized as the
Withdrawal of this application.

PUD 29A Major Amendment # 1: Request for Major Amendments to PUD 29A to relax
Zoning Code bulk and area requirements for Development Area B to allow for Lot-Split per
BL-373, which Development Area B was required to be legally attached to lots having the
minimum required amount of public street frontage — PC Recommended Approval
02/16/2010 and City Council Approved 03/08/2010 (Ord. # 2033).

AC-11-06-03 — The Boardwalk on Memorial: Request for Planning Commission approval
of an Electronic/LED ground sign for The Boardwalk on Memorial (of which subject
property was a part), which became the second allowable ground sign on the property upon
the attachment of the archway sign (cf. AC-07-08-01, AC-07-10-11, & AC-07-10-13) to the
north side of the building as an extension of the building wall, which thus became a wall
sign as originally approved by the City — PC Approved 06/20/2011,

RELEVANT AREA CASE HISTORY: (Not a complete list)
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-warchouse,” and retail development on a 16-acre tract
abutting subject property to the north — 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.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

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 a 16-acre tract abutting subject property to the north
— 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 a lé-acre tract abutting subject property to the north — PC
recommended Conditional Approval 05/17/2010 and City Council Conditionally Approved
05/24/2010.

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 a 16-acre tract
abutting subject property to the north — PC Conditionally Approved 07/19/2010.

PUD 76 “Scenic Village Park” & BZ-364 — Tanner Consulting, LI.C — Request for rezoning
from AG to CG and PUD approval for a multiple-use development, including ministorage,
on 92 acres located approximately 1/3 of a mile west of subject property — PC
recommended Conditional Approval 02/27/2013 and City Council Approved 03/25/2013
(Ord. # 2116).

Preliminary Plat of “Scenic Village Park” — Tanner Consulting, LLC — Request for
Preliminary Plat approval for a multiple-use development, including ministorage, on 92
acres located approximately 1/3 of a mile west of subject property — PC recommended
Conditional Approval 03/18/2013 and City Council Conditionally Approved 03/25/2013
(Ord. #2116).

Staff searched for but did not find any Zoning or site plan approval records related to the
Spartan Self Storage, a l-acre ministorage development at 12113 S. Memorial Dr. which
appears to have 0’ setbacks along the north/side, east/rear, and south/side property lines. The
Tulsa County Assessor’s records indicate the facility was constructed in 1998.

History of the Applications. When beginning the review of PUD 77 on March 08, 2013, Staff
observed that the Comprehensive Plan designates the BZ-365 subject property as Low Intensity
+ Residential Area, with which OL zoning and a non-residential PUD are not consistent. Staff
advised the Applicant by email that these applications needed to be Continued to the April 15,
2013 Regular Meeting, to allow for the preparation, submission, and concurrent review of a
request for Comprehensive Plan Amendment, as would be required by Zoning Code Section 11-
5-2. By phone conversation on March 08, 2013, Applicant JR Donelson consented to the
Continuance to the April Regular Meeting. On March 18, 2013, the Planning Commission
Continued both cases to the April 15, 2013 Regular Meecting.

BCPA-9 was submitted and advertised for the April 15, 2013 Regular Meeting, and is covered
by this Staff Report.

At the TAC meeting held March 04, 2013, Staff discussed with the developer and developer’s
agent JR Donelson some of the issues presented by the original proposal to build ministorage

Staff Report — BCPA-9, PUD 77 “Bymes Mini-Storages,” & BZ-365
May 02, 2013 Page 4 of 15




buildings on the north and south property lines. Upon further reflection, Staff advised the
Applicant by email on March 08, 2013 that this situation will apparently create need to secure
easements from the adjoining property owners:

1. Temporary construction easement (or license) to allow construction activities that
marginally fall on the adjoining properties during the erection of the buildings and
installation of masonry facades

2. Permanent easement for building wall maintenance (repair, painting, repointing/“tuck-
pointing,” cleaning, etc.)

Securing mulfiple easements would be a significant issue to undertake, and considering the

number of residential property owners abutting the south side of the property, may be nearly
impossible to completely secure.

In addition to the other issues noted at the TAC meeting and the above, there may be other
consequences 0’ setback building may present that Staff has not yet considered due to there
being no local experience with such a situation where a commercial building would be built on
a residential property line. Zero-lot-line developments are typically residential (townhouses,
etc.) or downtown/storefront-style buildings, the latter which are not constructed locally
anymore. In those cases, residential abuts residential, and commercial abuts commercial. Staff
requested input from Tulsa area community planners, and received many comments, but none
of them provided insight into the question of construction or maintenance easements for (0’
setback situations, or alternative solutions or new issues this would present.

Given:

1. 170° lot width

2. 30’ minimum spacing between buildings

3. 70’ desired main building with (20” exterior access, 10’ interior access, 10" internal
walking corridor, 10’ interior access, 20° exterior access)

4. 20’ desired south line building (10’ X 20’ storage units)

5. 20 desired north line building (10° X 20’ storage units),

It appears that any setback along the south line would not allow all three (3) buildings to be in
their current configurations. The modular pre-fabricated storage buildings come in 10° X 10’
increments. That would appear to require reducing one (1) tier of exterior access units from 20’
to 10’ in depth. Other than reducing the building with, the only other flexibility would come
from reducing drive(s), which is subject to the review and approval of the Fire Marshal,

JR Donelson, Bill Wilson, Fire Code Enforcement Official Jim Sweeden, and City Planner Frik
Enyart met on April 02, 2013, to discuss this situation and options. It was determined that the
Zoning Code’s 30’ minimum separation between buildings was intended to allow turning
movements for fire apparatuses within the site. Upon agreement in the meeting, the southerly
east-west drive was enhanced with an additional gate at its west end, allowing for a singular
drive with no required turning movements from east to west ends. This allowed the reduction
in the drive width from 30’ to 26°, with the 4’ to be applied along the south line as the buildin

setback. Per the Fire Marshal, the full 26” drive width is required to be carried through to 85
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Pl. E. The northernmost buildings continue to be proposed on the northerly property line, with
expectation that the property owner will be able to secure easement or other legal permission to
allow temporary construction activities and future building wall maintenance as described
above. As of the date of this report, documentation regarding easement or other legal
permission has not been received.

Staff encourages the revision adding a 4° setback from the southerly property line of
Development Area A (“DA A”), as a 0’ commercial building setback from single-family
residential properties was problematic for several reasons. Further, the 4° setback, as per
statements by the Applicant in the April 02, 2013 meeting with Staff, would allow for the
several existing mature trees along the fenceline to be preserved. Installing a required fence or
redesigning the site in accordance with the Zoning Code requirements, which would normally
result in an internal drive constructed here (which has no required setback) would result in the
loss of these trees. To ensure this design element is incorporated in this PUD, Staff
recommends adding a 4’-wide “Existing Tree Preservation and Landscaping Easement” along
the entirety of the south line of DA A, as per other recommendations in this report. Due to the
4° building-to-property line proximity and the intent to use materials required by the Zoning
Code, the building wall is proposed to serve as the screening fence along this south property
line. Staff has reservations about the proposed use of “stamped concrete to resemble brick.”
Unless the Planning Commission and City Council can be convinced that the “stamped
concrete” will be consistent in quality in terms of appearance and resistance to weathering,
cracking, and fading, Staff recormmmends actual brick be used along the south line, in respect to
the residential neighborhood. This also applies to the east end of the southernmost building,
which appears to be approximately 5° from the west/rear yard line of the residential Lot 12,
Block 2, Southern Memorial Acres No. 2, rather than having the 10’ setback required.

While resuming the review of PUD 77 on April 05, 2013, Staff found that the PUD proposed a
maximum floor area of 40,000 square feet, which would be an effective FAR of 0.33. Staff
calculated the proposed square footage based on the site plan, at 57,500 square feet, which is an
FAR of 0.47. The maximum allowable in the OL district is 0.30, but it may be increased to
0.40 by Special Exception (or PUD, in this case). In response, on April 09, 2013, the Applicant

submniitted & revised PUD rtemioving certain portions of building areas as originally proposed.

The revised plan now proposes approximately 47,600 square feet, an FAR of 0.39, which may
be allowed by this PUD.

As requested by the Applicant, this PUD was Continued from the April 15, 2013 Regular
Meeting to this May 02, 2013 Special Meeting agenda. This report has been updated to reflect
changes made to the PUD, received on the date of this report, April 26, 2013. The name of the
PUD was changed from “Byrnes Mini-Storage” to “Byrnes Mini-Storages.” In the interest of
time, Staff has dispensed with the customary detailed re-review of the report for resolution of
internal inconsistencies, and focused most attention to the recommended corrections,
modifications, and Conditions of Approval.

The Nature and Value of the Comprehensive Plan. Comprehensive Plans are the result of
intensive study, broadly garnered and comprehensive information, professional analysis and
coordination, public input, and general consensus of the City’s staff, Planning Commission, and
City Council. They bring together all planning functions (e.g., housing, land use,
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transportation, physical environment, energy, infrastructure and community facilities,
demographics, efc.), analyze and compare them all on the community-wide scale, relate them to
specific geographical areas within the community (i.e. the Land Use Map), and consider all this
with a long-range time perspective (e.g., 15-20 years into the future).

The Comprehensive Plan is a thorough, complete, and well researched policy document used to
inform the Planning Commission, City Council, and the Public at large how land can best be
developed and used (among other things), and so how rezoning applications should be accepted
or rejected. Comprehensive Plans, when followed, prevent arbitrary, unreasonable, or
capricious exercise of the legislative power resulting in haphazard or piecemeal rezonings
(read: rezoning decisions legally indefensible in a court of law).

Comprehensive Plans can be highly prescriptive, prescribing specific land uses and land use
intensities to specific parcels of land, or can be highly generalized, merely mapping out large
swaths of land which may be suitable for certain intensities of development, and including a
broad range of zoning districts which may be authorized therein, Bixby’s Comprehensive Plan
falls somewhere in between, specifically designating certain areas with specific land uses, and
others more generally (e.g. the “Corridor” designation.).

Zoning Code Section 11-5-2 prohibits rezonings which would conflict with the Comprehensive
Plan, and requires that such rezonings “must be processed along with a request to amend the

land use map and a PUD in order to be accepted and considered.” The Applicant has requested
PUD 77 in support of BCPA-9 and the rezoning application.

Procedure for Comprehensive Plan Amendments. Certain passages in the Comprehensive Plan
text (page 30, 55, etc.) suggest the anticipation of amendments to the Plan. However, the
Comprehensive Plan does not provide, nor do State Statutes, a definite procedure or method for
the City or property owners to request to amend the Comprehensive Plan, The City of Broken
Arrow regularly (quarterly, etc.) considers applications to amend their Comprehensive Plan, for
cases where a rezoning application would not be consistent with the Plan, but the plan
amendment and rezoning application may be appropriate.

After receiving the first two (2) requests in mid-2008 (BCPA-1 and BCPA-2), Staff consulted
the City of Broken Arrow to determine how that community goes about facilitating applications
for Comprehensive Plan amendments, and followed the same method, which was supported by
the Applicant’s attorney in those cases, which was to advertise the public hearing in the same
manner used for a rezoning application: By sign posting on the property, newspaper
publication, and mailing a notice to all property owners within a 300” radius of the subject
property. This method was used in the successful applications BCPA-3 and BCPA-4 in 2009,

BCPA-5 and BCPA-6 in 2011, and BCPA-7 and BCPA-8 in 2012, and all of these have been
done in this amendment case as well.

ANALYSIS:

Subject Property Conditions. The subject property consists of three (3) parcels of land:
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1. The Easterly approximately 472’ of Lot 1, Block 1, The Boardwalk on Memorial
(approximately 1.4 acres), separated from the balance of the platted lot with the
shopping center and parking lot by Lot-Split BL-373 in 2010, Tulsa County Assessor’s
Parcel # 57623730115240,

2. One (1) acre unplatted tract, being the E. 256.23" of the N. 170" of the NW/4 of Section
01, TI7N, R13E, Tulsa County Assessor’s Parcel # 97301730154670, and

3. Lot 11, Block 2, Southern Memorial Acres No. 2 (approximately 0.6 acres), Tulsa
County Assessor’s Parcel # 58100730101130.

Tract “1” contains a soccer practice field and is zoned AG with PUD 29A. Tract “2” contains a
residential accessory building historically associated with Tract “3™ and is zoned AG. Tract “3”
contains a single-family dwelling and is zoned RS-2.

Tracts “1” and “2” are requested for Comprehensive Plan amendment and rezoning from AG to
OL. All three (3) tracts are to be covered by PUD 77. PUD 77 would supersede PUD 29A for
the concerned part thereof. Tracts “1” and “2” are in Development Area A, and Tract “3” is in
Development Area B. Tract “3” / Development Arca B will remain zoned RS-2 and will
continue to maintain the house structure as a residential dwelling.

All of the subject property is relatively flat and drains to the east to an un-named tributary of
Fry Creek # 1.

Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan designates all of the subject property as (1)
Low Intensity and (2) Residential Area. BCPA-9 requests removal of Residential Area specific
land use designation, to allow Development Area A fo be rezoned to OL and be developed with
a ministorage business.

The “Matrix to Determine Bixby Zoning Relationship to the Bixby Comprehensive Plan”
(*Matrix”) on page 27 of the Comprehensive Plan provides that OL zoning May Be Found In
Accordance with the Low Intensity designations of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map.

Page 7, item numbered 1 of the Comprehensive Plan states:

“ The Bixby Comprehensive Plan map depicts desired land uses, intensities and use
and development patterns to the year 2020. Intensities depicted for undeveloped
lands are intended to develop as shown. Land uses depicted for undeveloped lands

are recommendations which may vary in accordance with the Intensities depicted
for those lands.” (emphasis added)

This language is also found on page 30, item numbered 5.

This text introduces a test to the interpretation of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map, in
addition to the Matrix: (1) If a parcel is within an area designated with a specific “Land Use”
(other than “vacant, agricultural, rural residences, and open land,” which cannot be interpreted
as permanently-planned land uses), and (2) if said parcel is undeveloped, the “T.and Use”
designation on the Map should be interpreted to “recommend” how the parcel should be zoned
and developed. Therefore, the “Land Use” designation of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use
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Map should also inform/provide direction on how rezoning applications should be considered
by the Planning Commission and City Council.

If approved to remove the Residential Area specific land use designation, BCPA-9 would not
confer a new one.

Per the Mairix, PUDs (as a zoning district) are In Accordance or May Be Found In Accordance
with all designations of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map, and thus PUD 77 would be In
Accordance with the Comprehensive Plan as a zoning district.

General. Because the review methodology is similar, and all three (3) applications are
essentially rezoning-related and propose to prepare the subject property for the same
ministorage development, this review will, for the most part, include all three (3) applications

simultancously, and not attempt to differentiate between the analyses pertaining to each of the
different applications.

The submitted site plans for the development exhibit a suburban-style design. The plan
indicates essentially three (3) rows of ministorage buildings, with internal drives connecting
them. Primary access would be through an “Existing 25’ Access Easement” through the
Boardwalk on Memorial shopping center parking lot. The entrance will be gated past the
leasing office and parking area. Secondary, emergency-only ingress/egress would be through a
driveway connecting the southeast corner of Development Area A through the south/west side
of the residential lot to S. 85™ E. P Per revised plans received April 09, 2013, another
emergency-only gated entrance will be installed at the west end of the southerly drive in
Development Area A, to allow a “straight shot” drive to the emergency-only ingress/egress at
the southeast corner of the PUD. This revision will allow the reduction in the 30° minimum
building spacing for that drive only per the Fire Marshal, since the 30’ spacing between
buildings is primarily to ensure adequate spacing for fire apparatus turning movements and

thus, removing the need for turning movements from that drive reduces the drive width
requirement.

For stormwater drainage and detention purposes, a stormwater detention pond will be
constructed at the northeast corner of DA A. This will, in turn, drain into the un-named
upstream tributary of Fry Creek # 1.

In the interest of efficiency and aveiding redundancy, regarding PUD particulars for needed
corrections and site development considerations, such as screening, buffering, and exterior

materials, please review the recommended Conditions of Approval as listed at the end of this
report.

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.

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) discussed PUD 77 at its regular meeting held March
04, 2013. Minutes of that meeting are attached to this report.
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Access. The proposed internal automobile traffic and pedestrian flow and circulation and
parking can be inferred from the provided site plans.

Development Area A is “landlocked,” having no frontage on a dedicated and built public street.
Access will be provided by means of Mutual Access Easements from adjoining lots with public
street frontage and between lots within the development.

The development is planned to have two (2) means of ingress / egress through The Boardwalk
on Memorial shopping center, which will lead to two (2) entrances / gates at the west end of
DA A. The routes as planned for the two (2) drives through the shopping center must be legally
provided by dedication of Mutual Access Easement(s). The Applicant needs to provide in the
appropriate section of the Text a timeline for the dedication or a citation of Document # where
such easement(s) is/are recorded.

The two (2) Mutual Access Easements to connect and allow cross access between proposed
Lots 1 and 2, Block 1, “Byrnes Mini-Storages,” must be represented on the Exhibit A
“Preliminary Plat” and other Exhibits as appropriate.

At the east end of the PUD, a 26’-wide emergency-only ingress/egress drive will be constructed
through Development Area B, connecting DA A to 85™ PL. E. It is not clear, from the provided
plans, whether and to what extent that 26’-wide drive will fall on Lot 12, Block 2, Southern
Memorial Acres No. 2. Per the plans, part of the drive may fall on that residential lot by means
of a 15°-wide Mutual Access Easement. The plans cite the recordation of the easement with
Document # 2013018388, which is a “Roadway Easement” granted from Gail & John Horne to
The Helene V. Byrnes Foundation, recorded 02/22/2013. The documeni grants easement over
“The Northwesterly 15 feet” of Lot 12. Based on its representation on the provided exhibits, it
is assumed to have meant the “Northeasterly 15 feet.” Otherwise, the described area may be a
pie-shaped piece extending southeasterly from the northwest corner of said Lot 12, which may
not allow for the emergency-only 26’-wide drive as shown on the plans. The Applicant should
clarify and/or amend the easement if/as needed.

~ Development Area A has frontage on the northerly dead-end of 8. 85™ E. Ave., a half-street

platted in Gre-Mac Acres but not built. The PUD Text needs to specify that access to this
platted right-of-way will not be allowed within this PUD.

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use Compatibility. Surrounding zoning pattemns are primarily
CS, OL, AG, RS-1, and RS-2.

To the north is a single-family residence on a 7-acre tract zoned OL and AG, the PUD 68
“North Bixby Commerce Park” pending development on a 16-acre tract with underlying zoning
CS and OL, a drainage channel, and residential homes in Houser Addition zoned RS-1. “North
Bixby Commerce Park™ consisted of (1) a ministorage development on the southerly
approximately 8 acres, a “irade center” / “office-warehouse” development on the middie
approximately 5 acres, and a retail commercial site on the balance of the acreage at its north end
along 121* St. S. Thus, the City of Bixby has recently approved OL zoning and ministorage
development for the tract abutting to the north, similar to the present applications. To the
northwest at 12113 8. Memorial Dr. is the Sparfan Self Storage, a 1-acre ministorage
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development which appears to have (° setbacks along the north/side, easi/rear, and south/side

property lines. The Tulsa County Assessor’s parcel records indicate the facility was
constructed in 1998.

The The Boardwalk on Memorial shopping center to the west is zoned CS/PUD 29-A, and
Memorial Dr. is further west zoned C8 and CG. On March 25, 2013, the City Council
Approved/Conditionally approved PUD 76, CG zoning per BZ-364, and a Preliminary Plat of
“Scenic Village Park,” a multiple-use development, including ministorage, on 92 acres located
approximately 1/3 of a mile west of subject property.

South and east of the subject property is single-family residential zoned RS-1 in Gre-Mac Acres
along 124™ St. S. and RS-2 in Southern Memorial Acres No. 2. Care must be applied when

allowing the non-residential zoning and ministorage business land use to abut residential zoning
and land use.

The requested OL zoning would be a logical extension of the two (2) established OL districts to
the north, one (1) of which is abutting. Further, the location of BZ-365 would place the OL
district between CS districts abutting to the north and west and the RS districts abutting to the
south and east, and so the OL could serve as a buffer zoning district between CS and RS, OL
zoning is the lowest-intensity non-residential district available in the City of Bixby, and is
commonly used as a buffer zoning district between higher-intensity uses and residential

districts. Ministorage itself is commonly used as a buffer land use between higher intensity
uses and residential districts.

Recognizing its landlocked position and long and narrow tract configuration, Staff believes that
the location and configuration of Development Area A and the character surrounding area

satisfactorily meet the expectations of Zoning Code Section 11-9-16.C.13 for ministorage
developments.

Therefore, Staff is supportive of BCPA-9 and OL zoning as requested by BZ-365, as refined by
PUD 77. Staff has certain recommendations as to the specifics of PUD 77 to enhance the

compatibility of the development with the residential neighborhood to the south and east, listed
in the Staff Recommendation section of this report.

Zoning Code Section 11-7I-8.C requires PUDs be found to comply with the following
prerequisites:

1. Whether the PUD is consistent with the comprehensive plan;

2. Whether the PUD harmonizes with the existing and expected development of
surrounding areas;

3. Whether the PUD is a unified treatment of the development possibilities of the
project site; and

4. Whether the PUD is consistent with the stated purposes and standards of this
article. '

Staff Report — BCPA-9, PUD 77 “Byrnes Mini-Storages,” & BZ-365
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Regarding the fourth item, the “standards™ refer to the requirements for PUDs generally and,
per Section 11-71-2, the “purposes™ include:

A. Permit innovative land development while maintaining appropriate limitation on
the character and intensity of use and assuring compatibility with adjoining and
proximate properties;

B. Permit flexibility within the development to best utilize the unique physical
features of the particular site;

C. Provide and preserve meaningful open space; and

D. Achieve a continuity of function and design within the development.

For the sake of development and land use compatibility, as described more fully above, Staff
would be supportive of the three requests supporting the development proposal if it provides for
land use buffering and compatibility needs. If these were satisfactorily provided for, Staff
believes that the prerequisites for PUD approval per Zoning Code Section 11-71-8.C will have
been met.

Staff Recommendation. For all the reasons outlined above, Staff believes that the surrounding

zoning and land wvses and the physical facts of the area weigh in favor of the requested
amendment and rezoning applications generally. Therefore, Staff recommends Approval of
both requests, subject to the following corrections, modifications, and Conditions of Approval:

1.

2.

3,

Subject to the satisfaciion of all outstanding Fire Marshal, City Engineer, and City
Attorney recommendations.

Please secure and submit easements (or other acceptable form of legal agreement) to
allow incidental construction activities and future building wall maintenance activities
on the two (2) parcels adjoining to the north, to allow the buildings to be constructed on
the notth property ige.
Please submit clear and compelling information on what the building wall would look
like on the south side, as facing the residential homes, in order to not have to install a
screening fence along the south line, 4° from the building, A note on site plan states
“Back wall of building to be stamped concrete to resemble brick.” This needs to be
operationalized by placing text into the Development Standards for DA A. Further,
please submit an example or exhibit of the “stamped concrete” actually proposed, for
the review and approval of the Planning Commission and City Council. Unless the
Planning Commission and City Council can be convinced that the “stamped concrete”
will be consistent in quality in terms of appearance and resistance to weathering,
cracking, and fading, Staff recommends actual brick be used along the south line, in
respect to the residential neighborhood. This also applies to the east end of the
southernmost building, which appears to be approximately 5° from the west/rear yard
line of the residential Lot 12, Block 2, Southern Memorial Acres No. 2,

In the PUD received April 26, 2013, certain standards have been proposed but which are
not fully consistent with Staff’s recommendations. Reconciliation is recommended.
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4. In addition to the southerly property line as discussed elsewhere, Zoning Code Section
11-9-16.C.3, the masonry building wall and screening fence requirements would appear
to apply to:

a. The north building wall of the northernmost buildings (to the extent adjoining OL
zoning, and potentially visible from RS-1 zoning in Houser Addition),

b. The north property line (to the extent adjoining OL zoning, and potentially visible
from RS-1 zoning in Houser Addition),

c. The east property line (adjoining RS-2 zoning),

d. The east-facing ends of three (3) easternmost buildings (adjoining RS-2 zoning).

e. The west-facing ends of three (3) westernmost buildings (visible from RS-2 zoning).
The PUD Text needs to list and describe building wall and screening fence materials to

be applied to each of the above, and the same need to be labeled on the appropriate
Exhibit(s).

In the PUD received April 26, 2013, certain standards have been proposed but which are
not fully consistent with Staff’s recommendations. Reconciliation is recommended.

5. The modular pre-fabricated storage buildings come in 10° X 10° increments. Please
confirm that these dimensions incorporate the thickness of exteriorly-applied siding
materials (masonry or “stamped concrete” tilt-up panels, etc.), or adjust site plans as
necessary. For the sake of the residential properties to the south and the other reasons
expressed elsewhere in this report, Staff is not supportive of reducing the setback from
the south line less than 4’ as currently proposed.

6. The PUD needs to specify that the existing U/Es will be vacated, and the Applicant will
request 2 Modification/Waiver of the 17.5" Perimeter U/E requirement when platting,
and specify to propose, in lieu thereof, a U/E between the northernmost buildings to
allow the waterline loop, and future utilities as may be necessary.

7. “Roadway Easement” granted from Gail & John Horme to The Helene V. Byrnes
Foundation, Document # 2013018388, recorded 02/22/2013, grants easement over “The
Northwesterly 15 feet” of Lot 12. Based on its representation on the provided exhibits,
it is assumed to have meant the “Northeasterly 15 feet.” Otherwise, the described area
may be a pie-shaped piece extending southeasterly from the northwest comer of said
Lot 12, which may not allow for the emergency-only 26>-wide drive as shown on the
plans. Please clarify and/or correct easement if/as needed.

8. Page 2, DA B Minimum Building Setbacks: Zoning Code citation needs to use a period
instead of a colon to remove ambiguity.

9. Page 3, Section C.1.a: First sentence wording suggests a screening fence will be
installed along the north line. Please clarify.

10. Page 3, Section C.1.a: Staff recommends adding a 4’-wide “Existing Tree Preservation
and Landscaping Easement” along the entirety of the south line of DA A, as per other
recommendations in this report. Please add this to the narrative here, stating that all
existing mature trees of a certain minimum caliper (and define same) within the 4’
easement will be preserved, or replaced through time at a 2:1 ratio, and new landscaping
will be planted, spaced X’ (20’ maximum) on center, for areas currently containing no
trees, in consideration of the requested removal of the requirement for a screening fence
along the south property line of DA A. Describe what new landscaping will be
installed, which must be found satisfactory to the Planning Commission and City
Council. Specify that the new landscaping will be replaced through time at a 1:1 ratio.
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Describe how new landscaping will be irrigated and how the minimum “drip line”
requirements of the landscaping chapter of the Zoning Code will be met, at least in spirit
and intent.

In the PUD received April 26, 2013, certain standards have been proposed but which are

not fully consistent with Staff’s recommendations. Reconciliation is recommended.

11. Page 3, Section C.1: Please quantify how much landscaping will be proposed for which
property lines (landscaped strip widths, landscaped areas, and tree counts), recognizing
the following minimum setbacks/minimum required landscaped areas and landscaping
tree requirements as per Zoning Code Sections 11-71-5.E and 11-7C-4 Table 3 and this
PUD:

a. The west approximately 68’ of the north line of DA A abutting AG zoning has a 10’
setback therefrom (680 square feet = 1 landscaping trec; 15% of this area must be
landscaped).

b. The East Line of DA A, abutting RS-2 zoning for a distance of 170°, has a 10’
setback therefrom (1,700 square feet = 2 landscaping trees; 15% of this area must be
landscaped).

c. The South Line of DA A, abutting RS-1 zoning for a distance of approximately
723.74°, has a 10° setback therefrom (7,237.4 square feet = 8 landscaping trees; 15%
of this area must be landscaped).

d. The 170’-long West Line of DA A has a 15° setback therefrom (2,550 square feet =
3 landscaping trees; 15% of this area must be landscaped).

Any proposed reductions from the above must be spelled out and approved as a part of

this PUD and the same must be compensated for by alternative landscape plans, in

recognition of Zoning Code Section 11-71-5.E. Recognizing that this PUD, as proposed,
grants flexibility from the setbacks per a., b., and c. and from the screening fence
requirement for ministorage uses along the north and south lines of DA A, the proposed
standards should demonstrate that the combination of existing tree preservation and new
tree plantings will be more than the minimum standards as would otherwise be required.

- In the PUD received April 26,2013, certain standards have been proposed but whichare - -

not fully consistent with Staff’s recommendations. Reconciliation is recommended.

12. Page 3, Section C,2.a: Please specify that the one (1) “ground monument sign” “shall”
not exceed 15 in height (used term “will” connotes intent at this point in time, and does
not clearly have obligatory effect in this context).

13. Page 4, Section C.7 Access, Circulation and Parking: Describe plans for access such as
identified in this analysis:

a. The gated emergency-only ingress/egress through Lot 11, Block 2, Southern
Memorial Acres No. 2 to S. 851 PL. E., to include

b. Whether and to what extent that 26’-wide drive will fall on Lot 12, Block 2,
Southern Memorial Acres No. 2, and

c. If the “Roadway Easement” on Lot 12, Block 2, Southern Memorial Acres No. 2
was adequately described therein or requires amendment.

14. Exhibits A, B, F, & G: Please represent and label existing U/Es (with notation that
same are subject to being vacated) and proposed new U/E (see related review item).

15. Exhibit A “Preliminary Plat”: Approval of Exhibit A as a part of this PUD, though
titled “Preliminary Plat,” would not constitute the approval of an application for
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Preliminary Plat of “Byrnes Mini-Storages,” which will require submission of an
application and a full review for Preliminary Plat approval. Staff has not reviewed
Exhibit A fully as if it were a Preliminary Plat.
16. Exhibit B: Please dimension existing and proposed setbacks as follows:
a. Three (3) westernmost buildings from the west property line.
b. Northernmost two (2) buildings from the east line of proposed Lot 1, Block 1,
“Byrnes Mini-Storages.”
¢. Southernmost building from the east line of proposed Lot 2, Block 1, “Byrnes Mini-
Storages.”
d. House in Development Area B / proposed Lot 3, Block 1, “Byrnes Mini-Storages”
from (at a minimum) front, northeast/side, and 135°-wide west/rear property lines.
17. Exhibit B: Please label Development Areas as stated in Introduction section on page 1.
18. Exhibit B: Please label proposed fence height and materials as per other

recommendations in this report. Fence notation completely missing at southwest corner
of DA A.

19. Exhibit C: Please restore PUD name or add PUD #.

20. Exhibit G: Please confirm all existing trees of a certain minimum caliper (must be
defined) are represented within X* (4’ minimum) north and south of the south line of
DA A and represent any currently missing. Aerial and satellite imagery indicate several
other trees than are represented on the exhibit, but their sizes are not known.

21, For the recommended Conditions of Approval necessarily requiring changes to the text
or exhibits, recognizing the difficulty of attaching Conditions of Approval to PUD
ordinances due to the legal requirements for posting, reading, and administering
ordinance adoption, please incorporate the changes into appropriate sections of the
PUD, or with reasonable amendments as needed. Please incorporate also the other
conditions listed here which cannot be fully completed by the time of City Council
ordinance approval, due to being requirements for ongoing or future actions, etc. Per
the City Attorney, if conditions are not incorporated into the PUD text and exhibits prior
to City Council consideration of an approval ordinance, the ordinance adoption item
will be Continued to the next City Council meetling agenda.

22. A corrected PUD text and exhibits package shall be submitted incorporating all of the
corrections, modifications, and conditions of approval of this PUD Two (2) hard
copies and one (1) electronic copy (PDF preferred).
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Erik Enyart

From: Joey Wiedel [firemarshal@bixby.com]
Sent: Monday, April 08, 2013 9:54 AM

To: jrdon@easytelmail.com

Ce: : Erik Enyart

Subject: RE: from JR Donelson / Bill Wilson project

JR. Donelson,

Please note that we will need more hydrants than is presented on the drawing. Also the driveway that is coming
off of 85™ E. Ave needs to be at least 26> wide.

Joey Wiadel/ Fire Marshal
City of Bixby Fire Dept.
116 W. Needles

Bixby, Ok 74008

PH: (918)366-0436

F: {918)366-4416

From: Erik Enyart [mailto:eenyart@bixby.com]

Sent: Thursday, April 4, 2013 3:50 PM

To: Jim Sweeden; "Joey Wiede! (firemarshal@hixby.com)'
Subject: FW: from JR Donelson / Bill Wilson project

Jim / Joey:

I just noticed that JR did not copy you on this. He is looking for your input prior to completing the PUD
revision. Please advise as appropriate and thanks,

Erik

From: JR Donelson [mailto:jrdon@easytelmail.corn}
Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 7:24 AM

To: Erik Enyart

Subject: from JR Donelson / Bill Wilson project

Erik,

Please review and have Jim review. | am revising the PUD now. Let me know if | need to modify this
or add language.

JR Donelson

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2013.0.3267 / Virus Database: 3162/6221 - Release Date: 04/02/13




| CITY OF BIXBY ~ FIRE MARSHAL

Memo

To: Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner
From: JOEY WIEDEL
Date: 2/21/2013

Re: PUD 77 "Byrnes Mini Storage

PUD 77 concept site plans are not approved. Need larger set of plans that is legible. Plans need to be
no smaller than 1172 by 1774

See code aitachment,

%




building official is authorized to grant, in writing, one or more
extensions of time, for periods not mare than 180 days each.
The extension shall be requested in writing and justifiable
cause demonstrated.

105.6 Suspension or revocation. The building official is
authorized to suspend or revoke a perstif issued under the pro-
visions of this code wherever the permir is issued in error or an
the basis of incorrect, inaccurate or incomplete information, or
in violation of any ordinance or regulation or any of the provi-
sions of this code.

103.7 Placement of permit. The building permit or copy shall
be kept on the site of the work until the completion of the pro-
ject.

SECTION 106
FLOOR AND ROOF DESIGN LOADS

106.1 Live loads posted. Where the live loads for which each
floor or portion thereof of a commercial ar industrial building
is or has been designed to exceed 50 psf (2.40 kN/m?), such
design live loads shall be conspicuously posted by the ownerin
thal part of each story in which they apply, using durable signs,
It shall be unlawful 10 remove or deface such notices

106.2 Issuance of certificate of occupancy. A certificate of
occupancy required by Section 111 shall not be issued until the
floor load signs, required by Section 106.1, have been installed,

106.3 Restrictions on leading. It shall be unlawful to place, or
cause or permit to be placed, on any floor or roof of a building,

structure or portion thereof, a load greater than is permitted by
this code.

SECTION 107
SUBMITTAL DOCUMENTS

107.1 General. Submittal doecuments consisting of construc-
tion documents, statement of special inspections, geotechnical
report and other data shalt be submitted in two or more sets
with each permir application. The construction documenis
shall be prepared by a registered design professional where
required by the statutes of the jurisdiction in which the project
is to be constructed. Where special conditions exist, the build-
ing officialis authorized to require additional construction doc-
uments to be prepared by a registered design professional.

Exception: The building official is authorized to waive the
submission of construction documents and other data not
required to be prepared by a registered design professional
if it is found that the nature of the work applied for is such
that review of construction documents is not necessary to
obtain compliance with this cade.

107.2 Construction documents. Construction documents
shall be in accordance with Sections 107.2.1 through 107.2.5.

107.2.1 Information on construction documents, Con-
struction documents shall be dimensioned and drawn upon
suitable material. Electronic media documents are permit-
ted to be submitted when approved by the building official.
Construction documents shall be of sufficient clarity to indi-
cate the location, nature and extent of the work proposed

2009 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE?

SCOPE AND ADMINISTRATION

and show in detail that it will conform to the provisions of
this cade and relevant laws, ordinances, rules and regula-
tions, as determined by the building afficial.

107.2.2 Fire protection system shop drawings. Shop draw-
ings for the fire protection system(s) shall be submitted to
indicate conformance to this cade and the construction docu-
menis and shall be approved prior to the start of system instal-
lation. Shop drawings shall contain all information as
required by the referenced installation standards in Chapler 9.

107.2,3 Means of egress. The construction documents shall
show in sufficient detail the location, construction, size and
character of all portions of the means of egress in compli-
ance with the provisions of this code. In other than occupan-
cies in Groups R-2, R-3, and I-1, the construction
documents shall designate the number of occupants to be
accommodated on every floor, and in all rooms and spaces.

107.2.4 Xxterior wall envelope. Construction documents
for all buildings shall describe the exterior wall envelope in
sufficient detail to determine compliance with this code.
The construction documents shall provide details of the
exterior wall envelope as required, including flashing, inter-
sections with dissimilar materials, corners, end details, con-
trol joints, intersections at roof, eaves or parapets, means of
drainage, water-resistive membrane and details around
openings.

The construction documents shall include manufac-
turer’s installation instructions that provide supporting doc-
umentation that the proposed penetration and opening
details described in the construction documents maintain
the weather resistance of the exterior wall envelope. The
supporting documentation shall fully describe the exterior
wall system which was tested, where applicable, as well as
the test procedure used,

1077.2.5 Site plan. The construction documents snbmitted
with the application for permir shalt be accompanied by a
site plan showing to scale the size and location of new con-
struction and existing structures on the site, distances fromt
Iot lines, the established sireet grades and the proposed fin-
ished grades and, as applicable, flood hazard areas,
floodways, and design flood elevations; and it shall be
drawn in accordance with an accurate boundary line survey,
In the case of demolition, the site plan shall show construc-
tion to be demolished and the location and size of existing
structures and construction that are to remain on the site or
plot. The building official is anthorized to waive or modify
the requirement for a site plan when the application for per-
it is for afteration or repair or when otherwise warranted.

107.2.5.1 Design flood elevations. Where design flood
elevations are not specified, they shall be established in
accordance with Section 1612.3,1.

107.3 Examination of documents. The building official shall
examine or cause to be examined the accompanying submitta}
documents and shall ascertain by such examinations whether
the construction indicated and described is in accordance with
the requirements of this code and other pertinent kaws or ozdi-

nances, 7 /



City of Bixby
Engineering Department

Memo

Tor

Erik Enyart

Fresmz Jared COWGAAW

oG

Bea Aamodt
File

Datez 02/28/13

Re: Bymes Mini-Storage
PUD 77
General Comments!

1.

1L

Any previous restrictions on the property from the Boardwalik on Memorial and the construction of
the socoeer fields should be considered and incorporated into the proposed PUD,

Detention is required for all runoff that does not discharge directly to the Fry Creek Channel.
However, because the area drains into the Fry Creek Channel, fee-in-lieu charges of $0.20/sf of
impervious area may still apply.

The storm water drainage system must accommodate runoff from adjacent properiies and in no
way inhibit the existing drainage pattems or cause any discharge onto the properties to the souih.

Wiater and sewer mains are accessible from the sita.

The location of fire hydrants as determined by the Fire Marshall may require extension of water
mains onto the site. Water main extension wilt need to be looped.

Lot access to streets and internal circulation must be addressed to the satisfaction of both the
Zoning Code and the Fire Marshall.

1of1




IR Donelson, inc.
12820 3o. Memorio! Dr., Office 160
Bixtyy, Oklabomo 74008
SiR-Z94-3030
Email: frdon@easyielmallcom

March 13, 2013

Erik Enyart

City Planner
City of Bixby
Bixby, Ollahoma

Re: Request o modify the Bixby Comprehensive Plan

William Wilson, regresenting the Helena V. Byrnas Foundation, requasts the Bixby Comprahensive Pan
be moditied to aliow the "OL”, OHite Low intensity District zoning classification be allowed on their

property. Ris presenily defined as a residential area by the Bixby Comprehensive Plan. The legal
description of the property is attached.

Thank yoft

\w..,-,
R i}on lson



PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
A lract of lond situated in a part of the NW/4 | Section 1, T—17-N,
R—13—E, of the Indian Base and Meridian, Tulsa County, Stule of Oklohoma,

being more particularly described by metes ond bounds, by Charles K. Howard,
LS 237, aos follows, fo—wit:

Beginning ot the northeast corner of "The Beardwalk on Mermoriol” PUD 29
thence with an assumed tearing of 5 8959°21°E being the north line of "The
Boardwatk on Memorial” o distance of 251.74 feet to the northwest corner of
tat 11, Block 2, Corrected plat of Southern Memorial Acres No. 2; thence
S0024°08"W and dlong the West line of said Lot 11, Block 2 a distance of
170.00 feel; thence N 83°5321"W o distance of 723.62 feet; thence

N 0000°39"E o distance of 170.00 feet to the north line of “The

Boardwaflk on Memorial”; thence S 895921"E and along the north line

of "The Boordwalk on Memorial” a distonce of 473.04 feel {o the point

of beginning and containing 2.82 ucres more or less.
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Byrnes Mini-Storages
Bixby, Oklahoma

April 8, 2013

Prepared For:

Helene V. Byrnes Foundation
12345 So. Memorial Dr., #108
Bixby, Oklahoma 74008

Prepared By:

J-R. Donelson, Inc.
12820 So. Memorial Dr., Office 100
Bixby, Oklahoma 74008

Byrnes Mini-Storages, Planned Unit Development No. 77



Byrnes Mini-Storages
Planned Unit Development Number 77
Introduction.
Byrnes Mini-Storages is planned for a Mini-Sterage and Office development. The overall site totals 3.4616
acres. The site is located on the east side of South Memorial Drive and includes the east parcel of “The
Boardwalk on Memorial” and Lot 11, Block 2, Southern Memorial Acres No.2. See Exhibit A, which is a
Preliminary Plat of the Site.

As depicted on Exhibit B to this Planned Unit Development (PUD), the proposed PUD consists of two
development areas. Development Area A will be used as Mini-Storage and Development Area B will
remain residential. Development Area B will serve to provide a secondary, emergency only access drive
for Development Area A. The legal description for this PUD is shown in Exhibit B1.

Zoning.

The Site, Development Area A currently consists of two parcels. The easiern parcel will be known as Lot
2, Block 1 and is presently zoned “AG”, (Agriculture District). The western parcel will be known as Lot
1, Block 1 and is presently zoned “AG” and is a part of “The Boardwalk on Memorial”, PUD 29A. An
underlying zoning change is requested to “OL”, (Office Low Intensity District). Development Area B will
be known as Lot 3, Block 1 and is presently zoned “RS-2” (Residential District) and will remain “RS-2”.
Attached is Exhibit C, which is a map from INCOG that identifies the existing zoning of the site and
surrounding area. All uses by right of “OL”, (Office Low Intensity District) zoning will be allowed in
Development Area A as well as Use Unit 16, mini-storage business use. All uses by right of “RS-2” will
be allowed in Development Area B. The underlying zoning change application is case no. BZ-365.

The Comprehensive land-use Plan.

The Site is located within the jurisdiction of the Bixby Comprehensive Plan 2001-2020. The Helene V.
Bymes Foundation is requesting the Bixby Comprehensive Plan be modified to allow the “QL”, Office
Low Intensity District zoning classification be allowed on this property. It is presently defined as a
residential area by the Comprehensive Plan.

Detailed Site Plan.

Prior to building permit issuance a Detailed Site Plan, adequate to demonstrate compliance with applicable
standards and including details on proposed parking and landscape plans, shall be submitted for Planning
Commission approval as required by the Zoning Code Section 11-71-8.B.5 and this PUD.

Site Seil Conditions
The Soil Survey of Tulsa County, Oklahoma list the soil for this site to be “ Choska very fine loam”. The
site is nearly level and has moderately permeable soil.



Development Standards

A. DEVELOPMENT AREA A

LAND AREA:
Gross: 2.826 acres 123,110 square feet
Net: 2.826 acres 123,110 square feet

PERMITTED USES (to be allowed by right):

Those uses permitted are all the Use Units allowed by right within the “OL”
zoning district of the City of Bixby Zoning Code as well as Use Unit 16 mini-
storage business use; and all accessory uses permitted in the underlying zoning
district and in the Planned Unit Development Chapter of the City of Bixby

Zoning Code.
MINIMUM FRONTAGE 0
MAXIMUM BUILDING FLOOR AREA: 47,600 square feet
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT (mini-storage buildings): 12 feet
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT (office building): 24 feet
F.A.R. (floor to area ratio) 0.387
MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS .
Lot 1, Block 1 West 17.5feet
North Ofeet
South 4feet
East Ofeet
Lot 2, Block 1 West Ofeet
North Ofeet
South 4feet
East 5fcet
STORMWATER DETENTION AREA Minimum 12,311 sf, 10% of the development area.

Maximum 18,466sf, 15% of the development area.
BUILDING WALL MATERIAL Building walls adjacent to the north, south and east property
lines will be of masonry construction. The option is either brick
or a concrete panel with the surface stamped to resemble brick.
Interior facing walls will be metal or masonry.

BUILDING DESIGN The buildings in Development Area A will have shed roofs slanted
inward to the development site, ensuring all roof drainage is directed
into the internal storm water drainage system, and will not drain onto
adjoining properties. The roof will not overhang adjacent property
lines and the roof pitch will be between 1/12 and 4/12.



B. DEVELOPMENT AREA B

LAND AREA:
Gross: (inclhudes % abutting ROW) 0.6356 acres 27,690square feet
Net: 0.6018 acres 26,215square feet

PERMITTED USES (to be allowed by right):
Those uses permitted are all the Use Units allowed by right within the “RS8-2”
zoning district of the City of Bixby Zoning Code; and all accessory uses
permitted in the underlying zoning district and in the Planned Unit Development
Chapter of the City of Bixby Zoning Code.

MINIMUM FRONTAGE 65.83 lin.fi.
MAXIMUM PROPOSED UNITS 1 units
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 35 feet

MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS
Pursuant to Section 11-7B-4 Table 3, of the City of Bixby Zoning Code:

LANDSCAPE/GREEN AREA minimum 3,932 sf 15% gross land area
C. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR ALL DEVELOPMENT AREAS
1. LANDSCAPED AREA AND SCREENING

a. Preliminary landscaping and screening area represented on Exhibit G.
Development Area A - The screening of the North and South property line
will be accomplished by utilizing the exterior wall of the building and a
screening fence. The building material for the exterior wall of the building
will be either brick or a concrete panel stamped to resemble brick. There
will be a 4°-0” landscape area south of the south building adjacent to the
south property line. Constructing the south building 4°-0” north of the
south property line will allow 12 trees situated along the south property line
to remain, A 6°-0” screening privacy fence will be installed along the west
and east property lines. Any wall visible from an adjacent residential zoned
property will be constructed from masonry or a concrete panel stamped to
resemble brick. Development Area B — The existing trees and landscaping
will remain on the site. No screening fences area required.

b. A 4'-0” easement described as, “Existing Tree Preservation and Landscape
Easement”, will be shown on the south 4°-0” of Development Area A.

c. Three trees are required along the west property line, one will be proposed.
Two trees are required along the east property line, four will be proposed.
One tree is required along the north property line, two will be proposed.
Eight trees are required along the south property line, twelve will be
preserved by setting the building 4°-0” north of the south property line.
None will be planted.

d. The west property line area wil have a minimum of 5% of landscape area.
The east property line area will have a minimum of 15% landscape area.
The south property line area will have a minimum of landscape of 4°-0” x
723.62°, which equals 2,.894.48 sf.  The north property line will have a
minimum of 2500sf of landscaping,



SIGNS

a. Signage shall comply with the PUD Chapter (Chapter 7-I). One (1) ground
monument sign will be permitted in Development Area A and will not
exceed 15°-0" in height.

b. Flashing signs, changeable copy signs, running light or twinkle signs,
animated signs, revolving or rotating signs with movement shall be
prohibited in this PUD for Development Areas A and B, except as may be
permitted by the Bixby Planning Commission as part of the approved detail

sign plan.
LIGHTING

a. Lighting used to illuminate the development area shall be so arranged as to shield and direct
the light away from adjacent properties. Building-mounted lights will not exceed 12 feet in

height.
TRASH., MECHANICAL AND EQUIPMENT AREAS

a.  There shall be no storage of recyclable materials, trash or similar material. All trash, ground
supported mechanical and equipment areas, shall be screened from adjacent properties.

SITE GRADING

a. According to the adopted and effective FEMA floodplain maps, the site has some amount of
Flood Zone “AE” 100 year floodplain along the north line of Development Area A. An Earth
Change / Floodplain Development permit will be requested and will determine if and how
much area is in the “AE” zone. The Earth Change/ Floodplain Development permit will be
approved by the City of Bixby to allow site grading as proposed for this development. An
Elevation Certificate by an Oklahoma Register Professional Land Surveyor will be required
prior to the issuance of a Building Permit / Floodplain Development Permit for the construction
for the foundation of each building within Development Area A, which Elevation Certificate
must demonstrate the 100-year Base Flood Elevation for the building site and the existing
finished grade. A second Elevation Certificate will be required upon the completion of the
foundation of each building in Development Area A prior to the issuance of a Building Permit /
Flood Plain Development Permit for the balance of the building and must demonstrate the First
Finish Floor of each structure’s foundation is at least one (1) foot above the 100 year Base Flood
Elevation. Alternately, the Elevation Certificate requirement may be avoided if the lot is fully
removed from the adopted and effective FEMA floodplain maps at the time a building permit is

sought.

The site will be graded so that storm water runcff flows to surface area drains located in the
drive lanes, between the mini-storage buildings. The storm water will flow to a proposed dry
storm water detention facility in the northeast portion of Lot 2. An existing French drain located
approximately 2.5 feet north of the south property line presently collects storm water runoff
along the south line of Development Area A and directs it to the Fry Ditch. The French drain
will remain in place. Storm water runoff along the east boundary of Development Area A will
be collected and directed to the proposed detention facility in the northeast portion of Lot 2.

A Professional Engineer registered in the State of Oklahoma shall certify to the appropriate City
official that all required storm water drainage requirements serving the Site have been installed
in accordance with the approved plans prior to issuance of an Occupancy Permit on that lot.
During construction on the property, the owner will provide adequate and reasonable erosion
control methods, and after construction, will provide and maintain vegetative, landscaped ground
cover so that soil does not erode on or from the property,

4.



TOPOGRAPHY AND UTILITIES

Topography. Topography of the Site is depicted on Exhibit F.

Utilities. Water and sanitary sewer service will be provided by the City of Bixby. An
existing water line is located on the east side of South Memorial Drive. A water line will be
instailed connecting the water line along South Memorial Drive to the existing water line
along So. 85" Place. An existing sanitary sewer line is located running parallel to the south
property line. A sanitary sewer line will be installed along the west property line and
extended to the north property line. Storm water runoff will be collected in area inlets and
piped to the on site detention facility.

ACCESS, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Access, traffic circulation and parking are depicted on Exhibit B. All drives and parking areas
within the PUD shall be privately owned and maintained.

There will be two (2) access gates along the west property line of Development Area A. One
gate access the Byrnes Mini-Storages for customers. One gate will be for emergency vehicles
and will be accessed using a knox-switch.

Two (2) mutual access easements across “The Boardwalk on Memorial”, will allow access to
“Byrnes Mini-Storages”. The mutual access easements will be filed at the Tulsa County
Court House prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit for buildings in “Byrnes Mini-
Storages™. '

The access to the site, but un-built, So. 85 E. Ave. will not be allowed in the PUD,

A 15 foot Roadway Easement, Doc. No. 2013018388, has been filed on Lot 12, Block 2,
Southern Memorial Acres No. 2, allowing emergency access to South 85" E. Place.

Two (2) mutual access easements wil} allow cross access between Lots 1 and 2, Development
Area A.

RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS: ENFORCEMENT

a.

Restrictive covenants will be adopted and recorded for the PUD as platted. The hours of daily
operation will be from 6:00 am to 10:00 pm. There will be no space used as a residential
dwelling. A security system will be installed for the project to monitor ¢lient movement
within the facility and serve as a deterrent for non clients.

SCHEDULE OF DEVELOPMENT

Development will commence upon the approval of the PUD, preliminary plat and the
constructions drawings by the appropriate government agencies. The proposed development
schedule is as follows :

o a0 o

Earth Change Permit 5/15/2013
Preliminary Plat 5/22/2013
Approval of construction plans: 6/1/2013

Final Plat / Detailed Site Plan 6/20/2013
Installation of site erosion control: 6/24/2013
Begin site grading: 6/25/2013
Begin building construction: 8/1/2013



Exhibits

Exhibit A. Preliminary Plat.

Exhibit B. Conceptual Site Plan.
Exhibit B-1. PUD Site Legal Description.
Exhibit C. Existing Area Zoning.
Exhibit D. FEMA Firm Map.

Exhibit E. Aerial of the Site.

Exhibit F. Topography of Site.

Exhibit G. Landscape Plan.
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HELENE v. BYRNES FOUNDATION
12345 50. MEMORIAL DR, *22

PRELIMINARY PLAT

BYRNES

MINI-

A TRACT OF LAND SITUATED IN THE NW/4 OF SECTION 1,

T=17-N, R—13—E OF THE INDIAN BASE AND MERIDIAN,

BEING A RE—PLAT OF A PORTION OF “THE BOARDWALK ON
MEMORIAL™ AND “LOT 11, BLOCK 2, SOUTHERN MEMORIAL

ACRES NO.2", TO THE CITY OF BIXBY, TULSA COUNTY,
STATE OF OKLAHOMA.
PUD NO. 77
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STATE OF OKLAHOMA
COUNTY OF TULSA 3ss LEGEND

I, Pat Key. Tulsa County Clerk, in and uE UTILITY EASEMENT
for the County and State of Oklahoma above Bl BULDING LINE
named, do hereby certily that the foregoing is = D AT

a te and correct copy of o lie instrument
now an file in my offic

DOCNO.  DOCUMENT NUMBER

Doted the day o
Pat Key, Tulsa Cmmly Clerk

Deputy
“Addresses shown on this plat were accurate
t the time this plat wos filed. Addresses

are subject to change and should never be
relied on in place of legal descriptions.

This plat mests the Oklahoma minimum
standards for the practice of Land
Surveying as adopted by the Oklahoma
Stote Boord of Registration for
Professional Engineers and Surveyors.

BENCHMARK:

Flowline of Sanitary Sewer Manhole, located
16 feet South and 15 feet East of the
Northwest Corner of Lot 11, Block 2,
Southern Memorial Acres No. 2

Elevation: 598.42, NGVD29

BASIS FOR BEARINGS:

The basis for bearings is the North line
“The Boardwalk on Memorial”, with an
assumed bearing of S 89'59'21'E.

80,316.37 SF

12355 SO. MEMORIAL DR.

DEVELOPMEN

1.8438 ac

Lor iz
42,794 |SF

~0.9824 ac.

50°24°08"W 170.00"

GRE—MAC 'ACRES [

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

A tract_of land situated in a part of the NW/4 , N,
the Indion Base and Meridian, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma,

R—13-E, of

Section 1, T—17—

being more particulorly described by metes and bounds, by Charles K. Howaro,

LS 297, as follows, to—wit

Beginning at the northeast corner of "The Boardwalk on Memorial”,

PUD 29;

thence with on assumed bearing of S 89°59'21°E being the north line of “The

Boardwalk on Memorial”

o distance of 251.74 feet ta the northwest comer of

Lot 11, Block 2, Corrected plat of Southern Memorial Acres No. 2; thence
continuing S 8959°21"E an dlong the north line of said Lot 11, Block 2 a
distance of 90.00 feet to the nartheast corner of said Lot 11, Block 2;
thence S 26'30°37°E and dlong the eost line of said Lot 11, Block 2 o

distonce of 206.32 feet;

thence along a curve ta the left with a radius of

100.00 feet ond a delta angle of 374304 for 65.83 feet, with a chord
bearing of S3548'20"W and a chord distance of 64.65 feet; thence

N 54%52'56"W o distance of 177.62 feet;
thence N 89%59°21"W a distance of 471.88 feet; thence
e

of 3500 feet;

thence S 0024'08°W a distance

N 0000'39"E o distance of 170.00 feet to the north line of “

Boardwalk an Memorial’;

thence S 89'59'21°E and along the north line

of “The Boordwalk on Memorial” o distance of 473.04 fest to the point
of beginning and containing 3.4616 ocres more or less.
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EXHIBIT B—1

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
A tract of land situated in a part of the NW/4 , Section 1, T—17—N,
R—13—£, of the Indian Base and Meridian, Tulso County, State of Okiahoma,

being more particularly described by metes and bounds, by Charles K. Howard,
LS 237 as follows, to—wit:

Beginning at the northeast corner of "The Boardwalk on Memorial”, PUD 29;
thence with an assumed bearing of S 8359 21"C being the north line of "The
Boardwalk on Memorial” a distance of 251.74 feet to the northwest corner of
Lot 11, Block 2, Corrected piat of Southern Memorial Acres No. Z; thence
continuing S 8959°21"E an along the north line of said Lot 11, Biock 2 a
distance of 90.00 feet to the northeast corner of said Lot 11, Block Z2;
thence S 26°30°37"FE and along the east line of said Lot 11, Block 2 a
distance of 206.32 feet; thence along a curve to the left with a radius of
100.00 feet and a delta angle of 3/°43°04” for 65.83 feet, with a chord
bearing of 53548 20"W and o chord distance of 64.65 feel; thence

N 5452°56"W a distance of 177.62 feet; thence S 00°24°08"W o distance

of 35.00 feet; thence N 8959 21"W a distance of 471.88 fect: thence

N 00°C0'39°E a distance of 170.00 feet to the north line of “The

Boardwalk on Memorial”; thence S 8359°21"F and along the north line

of "Ihe Boardwalk on Memorial” a distance of 473.04 feet to the point

of beginning and containing 3.4616 acres more or less.

PUD SITE LEGAL DESCRIPTION
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Tulsa County Clerk - PAT KEY
Doc # 2013018388 Page(s): 2 Recordaed 02/22/2013 at 08:50 AM
Receipt# 388631 Fee §15.00

ROADWAY EASEMENT

The Roadway Easement described herein (the “Easement™) is hereby granted this / i b

day of ELM@L 2013, by GAIL D. HORNE and JOHN W. HORNE, wife and husband,
(“Grantors”) to THE HELENE V. BYRNES FOUNDATION, an Oklahoma not-for-profit

corporation, (“Grantees”) and its assignees as herein provided.
Grantee owns the property described below, to-wit:
Lot Eleven (11), Block Two (2), SOUTHERN MEMORIAL ACRES
NQ. TWO, an Addition in Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma,
according to the Recorded Plat thereof
AND

T 1256223 f of orth Half o
thelSouthieest Quarter {SW/4) of{the west Quarter 4)o I
Segtion Gpe (1), Township Sevemiee Naorth)| Range TNurtgen

- 1 a Tu

( st of the Indian Base and Meridian, sa County, State of
Oklahoma, according to the U.S. Government Survey thereof

(collectively the “Grantee’s Property™)
This Easernent is granted to Grantee and its successors and assignees of the Grantee’s Property (the
“Grantees’ Assigns”) to assure access to Grantee's Property,
Grantors, as the legal and equitable title owner of the real estate subject to the Easement
described herein hereby grant and convey unto Grantee and the Grantee’s assigns a private,

permanent, non-exclusive access easement over and across the property described below, to-wit;

- The Northwesterly 15 feet of Lot Twelve (12), Block Two (2),
abutting the Southwesterly line of Lot Eleven (1 1), Block Two {2), of
CORRECTED SOUTHERN MEMORIAL ACRES NO, TWO, an
Addition in Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the
recorded plat No. 2802
(the “Easement Property™)
for a private roadway for the purposes of providing vehicular and other access for the exclusive use
of the owners of the Grantee’s Property, its successors and assigns, refuse collection service, the
United States Post Office, law enforcement agencies, personnel of the City of Bixby, Tulsa County,
Oklahoma, the State of Oklahoma and United States of America, the operators of all emergency

vehicles, and the guests, tenants, invitees and licensees of the owners, from time-to-time, of the



Doc # 2013018388 Page: 2 of 2

Grantee’s Property. No owner, tenant, guest, inviteg, or other person using said Easement shall in
any manner obstruct said Easement or interfere with the use of said Easement for vehicular or other
access. Said Easement shall be used only for a private roadway. No above ground structures shall
be permitted on the Easement.

This Easement, and the rights granted hereunder to Grantee and the owners of the Grantee’s
Property and its successors and assigns, may be released or limited at any time by Grantee or
Grantee’s Assigns.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the Grantors have executed this Roadway Easement the date

UNOEFICIAL COPY

Gail D. Home

il 1) Wt

Zl6y’ W. Horne

STATE OF OKLAHOMA )
) 88.
COUNTY OF TULSA )

4
f\ Before me, a Notary Public in and for said county and State, on this / i day of
S LB o W-py , 2013, personally appeared Gail D. Home and John W. Horne, wife and
husband, to me kfiown to be the identical persons who executed the within and foregoing instrument
and acknowledged to me that they executed the same as their free and voluntary act and deed for the
uses and purposes therein set forth.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my official signature and affixed my notaria} seal
the day and year last above written.

Commission: (3720003 / f (%
Dw" Z - 09‘ / ‘-‘{ .

RO ATy BT
) State of Okiahoms
i LORI L. SHULTS
TULSA CoUNTY
COMMISSION 42000114

JHE.HORNE BYRNES.ROADWAY EASEMENT




Erik Enyart

From: Jared Coftle

Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2013 4:26 PM

To: Erik Enyart

Ce: Bea Aamodt; Patrick Boulden

Subject: RE: Yesterday's Planning Commission meeting
Erik,

The Earth Change Permit approval for the Wilson property included constructing a crown along the east/west axis of the
soccer field at the same elevation as the original dike between the Butler/Wilson property on the north. The dike's
purpose was to prevent runoff from the Butler site from entering or crossing the Wilson property, a function that is now to
be performed by the field crown.

The Wilson Earth Change Permit also included providing drainage swale along the south boundary of the Wilson property
fo receive and convey neighborhcod runoff to the east end of the Wilson property.

A specific drainage plan has yet to be submitted, but any future development will continue to be required to receive and
convey off-site runoff (from either the neighborhood or the Butler property) and convey the water to the Fry Channel
without allowing bypass from the north or creating a dam on the south.

Jared Cottle, City Engineer
City of Bixby

Ph: 918/366-4430

Fax: 918/366-4416

From: Erik Enyart

Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2013 9:21 AM
To: Jared Coidle

Cc: Bea Aamodt; Patrick Boulden
Subject: FW: Yesterday's Planning Commission meeting

Jared:

~ Atihe mecting, regarding Bill Wilson’s ministorage development (it wasn’t discussed during the item butthe
Chair allowed those in attendance to speak on it after they Continued all three applications to 05/02/2013),
several people from the neighborhood expressed concerns about the drainage on this property and the Jim
Butler 16 acyes to the north. I assured them that the City Engineer would make sure the development drained
properly into the drainage channel to the northeast and away from the neighborhood, and the rate of drainage
would not exceed the pre-developed conditions. They made certain claims about dirt being brought into the site
(I think that was the Jim Butler property they were referring to), and then removed, and that there was a “dike”
along the property line between the Wilson and Butler properties that was removed, and that Wilson did not
grade his site properly. One of our Planning Commissioners also raised the concern that, even if the site is
developed to drain entirely into the development, through inward-sloping roofs and stormsewers, then straight
to the channel, with 0 runoff, that the project could still cause drainage issues by blocking water from the
residential properties along 124" St. S., if they normally drained across the undeveloped Wilson lot. I told
those in attendance and the Planning Commission that [ had not discussed drainage of the property with you
specifically, and would ask for a ‘synopsis’ of the drainage in preparation for the meeting 05/02/2013. I also
told those in attendance that, if they had any particular concerns, they could contact me after the meeting or any
time this week, and I would forward them to you.

Please advise as you have time and thanks in advance,

v 1




Erik

Feom: Erik Enyart
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2013 8:50 AM

To: '<djenevoldsen@olp.net>'; Jared Cottle; 'mayor@bixby.com'; Bea Aamodt; 'Donna Crawford'; Patrick Boulden
Subject: Yesterday's Planning Commission meeting

Hi All:

Here’s the outcome of yesterday’s meeting:

PUBLIC HEARINGS

4,

PLATS

BCPA-9 — JR Donelson for Helene V. Byrnes Foundation, Public Hearing to receive Public review
and comment, and Planning Commission recommendations regarding the adoption of a proposed

amendment to the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Bixby, Oklahoma, specifically to remove the
“Residential Area” specific land use designation.

Property Located: 12345 8. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 S. 851 E. PL.

(Continued from March 18, 2013)

PUD 77 - “Byrnes Mini-Storage” — JR Donelson, Inc. Public Hearing, discussion, and consideration
of a rezoning request for approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for approximately 3.4 acres
consisting of part of Lot 1, Block 1, The Boardwalk on Memorial, part of the NW/4 of Section 01,
TI7N, R13E, and All of Lot 11, Block 2, Southern Memorial Acres No. 2.

Property Located: 12345 S. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 S. 85T E. PI.

(Continued from March 18, 2013)
BZ-365 — William W. Wilson for Helene V. Byrnes Foundation. Public Hearing, discussion, and
consideration of a rezoning request from AG Agricultural District to OL Office Low Intensity District

for approximately 2.9 acres consisting of part of Lot 1, Block 1, The Boardwalk on Memorial and part
of the NW/4 of Section 01, T17N, R13E.

Property Located: 12345 S. Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 S. 851 E. PL

As requested by the Applicant, these 3 related items Continued to the 05/02/2013 PC Special
Meceting agenda. Prior to the meeting, JR Donelson had expressed to me that he wanted the extra
time to work out the long list of recommended correction and design issues. There were several
people from the neighborhood that expressed concerns over drainage. 1 agreed to follow up with
Jared to ask about drainage design issues as pertain to this property.

OTHER BUSINESS

7.

PUD 45 — Spicewood Neighborhood Center — Miner Amendment # §. Discussion and possible
action to approve a Minor Amendment to PUD 45 to allow the maximum ground sign height to be
increased from 20° to 25°.

Property located: Part of the NE/4 NE/4 Section 25, T18N, R13E; Southwest corner of the intersection
of 101* 8t. 8. and Mingo Rd. Approved as recommended by Staff,

z 173




8. PUD 57 — Bixby Station — Minor Amendment # 1. Discussion and possible action to approve a
Minoer Amendment to PUD 57 to increase to 90 the maximum number of lots permitted and to make
changes to certain bulk and area standards.

Property located: Part of the SW/4 of Section 01, T17N, R13E; Southeast of the intersection of 126"
St. 8. and 85" I. Ave. Approved as recommended by Staff.

FYI and thanks,

Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner
City of BixTy, PO Box 70
Bixby, OK |74008

Ph. (918) 366-0427

Fax {918) 366-4416
eenvart@bixby.com
www.bixby.com

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2013.0.3272 / Virus Database: 3162/6246 - Release Date: 04/15/13
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MINUTES
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
DAWES BUILDING CITY OFFICES
113 W, DAWES AVE.
BIXBY, OK 74008
March 06, 2013 - 10:00 AM

MEMBERS PRESENT
Jim Peterson, BTC Broadband
Evelyn Shelton, AEP-PSO

STAFF PRESENT
Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner, City of Bixby
Jim Sweeden, Fire Code Enforcement Official, City of Bixby

OTHERS PRESENT

Ricky Jones, Tanner Consulting, LLC
Justin Morgan, Tanner Consulting, LLC
JR Donelson, JR Donelson, Inc.

Bill Wilson, Helene V. Byrnes Foundation
Betsy McConahy

1. Erik Enyart called the meeting to order at 10:00 AM.

JR Donelson proposed to take the agenda items out of order, as he had two (2) items on the agenda
and Tanner Consulting, LLLC only had one (1). Erik Enyvart asked those present if they had any

objections. Those present indicated they had no objections, Erik Enyart introduced agenda item # 4
at this time.

4, Preliminary Plat — Sceni¢c Village Park — Tanner Consulting, LLC (PUD 76). Discussion
and review of a Preliminary Plat and certain Modifications/Waivers for “Scenic Village Park”
for 92 acres in part of the E/2 of Section 02, T17N, R13E.

Property Located South and west of the intersection of 121% St. S and Memorlal Dr.

AR Mg e T TR T S ST P LTS ST e S b A B BRI L S - bnin Ak b S

Erik Enyart introduced the item and summarized the project and its location. Mr. Enyart noted that
the TAC probably recalled the PUD on this project from the previous month. Mr. Enyart stated that
the Planning Commission, the previous Wednesday, recommended Conditional Approval of the
PUD, and it would go to the City Council Monday for final approval. Mr. Enyart stated that this
was the next step in the development process, the Preliminary Plat.

Frik Enyart asked if there were any questions or comments at this time.

Ricky Jones noted that Tanner Consulting, LLC provided the first submittal engineering plans the

previous week. q (
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Erik Enyart asked the Applicant if they had received the Fire Marshal’s memo, and Ricky Jones
indicated he had.

Erik Enyart asked if there were any questions or comments from the utility companies.

Jim Peterson noted that there would be a big drainage project along 121% St. 8., and noted that he
would have a conflict with existing lines for a distance of about 50’ to 60°. Mr. Peterson indicated
he would work with the contractor if the contractor would call him. Mr, Peterson stated that, if
there was enough slack, it may be moved, but otherwise would need to be relocated. Mr. Peterson
stated that it could be relocated to the north side of 121% St. S., and would then be completely out of
the way, but that would be expensive.

Erik Enyart asked if there were any further questions or comments,

Evelyn Shelton discussed with Tanner Consulting, LLC certain electrical line locations along the
new street, and preferences for burying lines. Ms. Shelton noted there was an overhead electrical
line along 121" St. 8. Ms. Shelton asked if there would be easement between the Encore on
Memorial apartment property and the southeast corner of the subject property. Justin Morgan stated
that the owner did not get easement there. Erik Enyart asked if the owner did not have it in the
contract with the seller that the seller would dedicate the right-of-way to allow 126™ St. S. to be
extended, and Ricky Jones confirmed this was correct. Ms. Shelton asked how wide the right-of-
way would be, and Mr. Morgan and Mr. Enyart stated it would be 80’ in width. Ms. Shelton
indicated agreement, and stated that the electrical line could be placed across from the south to the
north sides of the street to connect the subject property.

Erik Enyart asked Ricky Jones if the site plan for the assisted living facility was close to being
ready for publication. Mr. Jones and Justin Morgan indicated it should be. Mr. Enyart stated that
[the facility’s developer] Joel Erickson had asked the City for assistance, and it would be preferable

to have a current site plan to use for this purpose. Mr. Jones asked what kind of assistance Mr.

Enyart was referring to, and Mr. Enyart responded, “Per our Mayor, we’re putting something
together for their benefit.”

Jim Peterson asked if the assisted living facility was not being developed in two (2) phases. Justin
Morgan and Ricky Jones responded that there would be two (2) or three (3) phases, and that the
back acreage would be a future phase. Erik Enyart and Mr. Morgan clarified that the south/back
acreage would be for detached, independent living housing.

Evelyn Shelton asked about service to the residential area to the south. Erik Enyart asked Ricky
Jones if that [Development Area C] would not be replatted into individual lots, and Mr. Jones
indicated agreement.

Erik Enyart stated that, as for the PUD, Roy Johnsen had already provided him nearly everything
needed to satisfy the recommendations, but the site plan was still outstanding. Mr, Enyart stated
that the PUD would go to the City Council Monday, and he knew the City Clerk would be “after me
today to get the information packet.” Mr. Enyart clarified with Ricky Jones that he would like the

16
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final PUD submittal by the end of the day so he could get it to the City Clerk. Mr. Jones stated that
he would see that this was done.

Erik Enyart asked if there were any further questions or comments. There were none.

Ricky Jones and Justin Morgan left at this time.

2. PUD 77 ~ “Byrnes Mini-Storage” — JR Donelsen, Inc. Discussion and review of a rezoning
request for approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for approximately 3.4 acres
consisting of part of Lot 1, Block 1, The Boardwalk on Memorial, part of the NW/4 of Section
01, T17N, R13E, and All of Lot 11, Block 2, Southern Memorial Acres No. 2.

Property Located: 12345 S, Memorial Dr. and/or 12404 S. 850 E. P1.

¢ ASSTEtAR R ASE T WA

Erik Enyart introduced the item and summarized the location and the development. Mr. Enyart
stated that the property was located behind The Boardwalk on Memorial shopping center at 12345
S. Memorial Dr., and included a house in Southern Memorial Acres No. 2. Mr. Enyart stated that
the vacant fracts were proposed for a ministorage development, and the house would remain a house
but provide a second means of ingress and egress for emergency purposes.

Erik Enyart recognized Betsy McConahy from the neighborhood near the item. Mr. Enyart stated
that Ms. McConahy had stopped by the previous day to ask about this project, and he had told her
about this meeting, and so she was attending to see this part of the process. JR Donelson asked Ms.

McConahy if she was from the neighborhood, and Ms. McConahy clarified that she was not from
Gre-Mac [Acres] but lived in that area.

Erik Enyart asked if the Fire Marshal had any questions or comments.

Jim Sweeden asked if the primary means of access would be through the drive under the arch [along
the north property line], and Bill Wilson confirmed and stated that he was still attempting to get
additional easement from the property to the north. Mr. Wilson stated that he had already secured
casement from [Lot 12, Block 2, Southern Memorial Acres No. 2]. FErik Enyart asked if the
emergency access drive would not be located on [Lot 11, Block 2, Southern Memorial Acres No. 2],
owned by the [Helene V. Burns] Foundation. Mr. Wilson and JR Donelson responded that it would.
Mr. Wilson stated that he had secured additional easement in case it was needed. Mr. Enyart asked
how wide the easement was, and Mr. Wilson stated that it was 15” in width. Mr. Enyart asked JR

Donelson if it would not show up in a later site plan iteration, and Mr. Donelson indicated
agreement.

JR Donelson stated that the emergency access drive would have a Knox Box [Rapid Entry System].
Jim Sweeden stated that the owner could elect to use a chain and lock, in the event they wanted to
use it themselves, or could use a Knox Box with a number code, but that was more expensive.

Jim Sweeden took a call and left the meeting momentarily.

Jim Peterson asked if the only service needed would be at the office at the northwest corner of the
development, and Bill Wilson indicated agreement but stated that the security [gate] at the east end

ay
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would need {electrical and perhaps also telecommunications] service. Evelyn Shelton indicated

AEP-PSO could serve the office building through the shopping center and the security gate from the
neighborhood at the east end.

Jim Sweeden returned.

Erik Enyart asked about the layout of the buildings. Mr. Enyart noted that he saw what appeared to
be a 10’-wide corridor between 10’ X 10° cells, which he suspected to be a walking corridor serving
10° X 10° storage units. JR Donelson confirmed and stated that it would be “temperature-
controlled.” Bill Wilson stated that the storage buildings on the outside would be 10° X 20’. Mr.
Wilson stated that the buildings were [modular] standard units and came in 10 increment sizes.

Jim Sweeden stated that the buildings, if built on the property line, would have to have a four (4)
hour fire wall rating. JR Donelson asked why Mr. Sweeden was requiring this. Erik Enyart
clarified with Jim Sweeden that this was a Fire Code requirement. Mr. Enyart stated that it was not
the City making up this rule.

Erik Enyart addressed JR Donelson and Bill Wilson and stated that putting the building on the
property line presented other issues as well. Mr. Enyart stated that the Zoning Code has minimum
setback requirements and landscaping requirements, and there was a Utility Easement that the
building would be constructed over. Mr. Donelson asked where there was a Utility Easement, and
Mr. Enyart responded that there was a U/E in the residual part of 7he Boardwalk on Memorial plat.
Mr. Enyart clarified with Mr. Donelson that the owner would have to request this be vacated. Mr.
Donelson stated that there were no utilities in the U/E, and the utility companies had just said they
did not need to go through the development and would serve from either end. Mr. Enyart confirmed
with Jim Sweeden that the City Engineer’s memo noted that the waterline must be looped through
the entire development. Mr. Enyart stated that, if no other utility needed easement, the City would
for the water service. Mr. Donelson indicated the waterline would be placed along the north side of
the property. Mr. Enyart clarified with Mr. Donelson that he meant he was proposing to dedicate a
new U/E in the 30’ drive between the northern two (2) buildings.

q

2
O

JR Donelson stated that the owner wanted the building wall to serve as the fence. Bill Wilson stated
that the neighbors would probably prefer to see a masonry building wall as opposed to a fence and a
metal building. Erik Enyart clarified that the Zoning Code required masonry on the building wall
anyway, so to describe it as a “metal building,” while technically accurate, would not be in order,
since the metal building would be sided with masonry. Mr. Enyart stated that he expected the
neighbors would not be happy with the ministorage buildings built on their property line, with all
the trees removed. Bill Wilson stated that all the trees would stay in place. Mr. Enyart stated that
he was not referring to the trees that may be on the neighbors’ properties but the ones along the
fenceline. Mr. Wilson stated that, with the ice storm that came through some years back, all the
trees were dying and were not worth anything. Mr. Wilson stated that, when he constructed the
soccer fields, he put in French drains to move the water away from the residential properties, JR
Donelson stated that the roofs would be directed to drain into the development. Mr. Enyart noted
that he understood the property was narrow, only 170” in width, and that the City required 30° of
separation between, buildings, with the area left over for buildings. Mr. Enyart noted that he also
understood the buildings were modular and came in specific sizes and configurations. Mr. Enyart
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asked, hypothetically, how Mr. Wilson would respond if, by whatever means they would seize on
the idea, the City Council told Mr. Wilson to give the homeowners some “breathing room,” to have
the buildings moved off the property line by some distance, and whatever condition they may be in,
preserve the trees along the fenceline and add additional landscaping. Mr. Enyart asked if Mr.
Wilson would have a “fallback plan” in this instance. JR Donelson restated Mr. Enyart’s question
to Mr. Wilson by asking what his position would be if the Planning Commission told him he had to
have a 10’ setback and plant trees or bushes. Mr. Wilson stated that he could not set the buildings
back 10°. Jim Sweeden asked where the 10’ requirement came from, and Mr. Enyart stated that Mr.
Donelson had supplied the 10’ figure. Mr. Donelson, Mr. Wilson, and Mr. Enyart discussed this
matter briefly. Mr. Enyart stated that he expected the neighbors may not be happy to have a
commercial building constructed on their property line and all the trees removed. Mr. Enyart
reiterated that he understood the narrow, 170° width and the other parameters could cause Mr.
Wilson to lose his third row of buildings, and that he understood that this was not a desirable
outcome. Mr. Enyart asked if there was any flexibility [in the size of the buildings or drives] to
allow for a setback along the south line, if a setback was ultimately required. Mr. Wilson asked
why the City would require this. Mr. Enyart responded that he understood Mr. Wilson was trying to
work within the 170” and other existing parameters, but it was Mr. Wilson that was proposing a plan

in conflict with City requirements, which put the City in the position of having to say it was against
Code.

Erik Enyart stated that Bill Wilson would know his neighbors better than he would, but he wanted
to say these things so that he and Mr. Donelson could consider the matter and be prepared with a
fallback position if need be. Mr. Wilson stated that he didn’t know his neighbors all that well, but
when he was going to put up a fence a few years back, they could not agree on what they wanted, so
he did not build one and just put up netting to try to keep the soccer balls out.

Jim Sweeden stated that, due to the size of the buildings, they needed a sprinkler system. JR
Donelson asked if a three (3) hour-rated fire wall could be used between building sections, and Mr.
Sweeden confirmed. Mr. Sweeden and Mr. Donelson noted that “they don’t make 3-hour doors.”
Mr. Enyart asked if that would mean the doors would have to be custom-built. Mr. Sweeden and

Mr. Donelson stated that, in this case, they simply use 2-hour-rated fire doors. Mr. Sweeden noted
that this is what was done in Crosscreek.

Bill Wilson asked if a third solution would not be to simply put the 3-hour fire wall between the two

(2) building sections and have people come in from both ends of the building. Mr. Sweeden and
Mr. Donelson indicated agreement.

Jim Sweeden noted that two (2) fire hydrants would be needed, and indicated the preferred locations
for same.

Erik Enyart asked Bill Wilson, hypothetically, how he would respond if, at the same time as this
would be developed, the land to the north was being developed—would he be willing to work with
that property owner to share a drive along the common lot line. Mr. Wilson named the owners of
the two (2) properties to the north and Mr. Enyart acknowledged and stated that he knew both were
for sale. Mr. Wilson asked for clarification. Mr. Enyart asked Mr. Wilson if it would not give him

19
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additional flexibility if there was a mutual access drive along the north side of his property. Mr.
Wilson indicated he did not know.

Erik Enyart asked if there were any further questions or comments. There were none.
3. Final Plat — Bixby Landing Second — JR Donelson, Inc. (PUD 57). Discussion and review

of a Final Plat for “Bixby Landing Second,” Part of the SW/4 of Section 01, T17N, R13E.
Property Located: Southeast of the intersection of 126™ St. S. and 85" E. Ave.

Erik Enyart introduced the item and summarized the location and the development. Mr. Enyart
noted that the PUD was approved in 2007, but the developer only platted the first phase, at 24 lots.
Mr. Enyart noted that this would be the second phase, and would complete the development at 84
lots total. Mr. Enyart stated that, at the time of the first phase, the developer was approved for
Preliminary Plat, which does not expire. Mr. Enyart stated that, therefore, the owner was asking for
Final Plat approval at this time. Mr. Enyart confirmed with JR Donelson that the first phase was
almost completely built out, and had only a couple lots left. Mr. Donelson stated that the developer
wanted to apply for Building Permits in June. Mr. Enyart asked Mr. Donelson if all the engineering
had been approved, and Mr. Donelson stated that it was approved with the Preliminary Plat, and
they were just proceeding with those plans. Mr. Enyart asked Mr. Donelson if all the ODEQ
permits had been approved and Mr. Donelson stated that they had.

Erik Enyart asked if the Fire Marshal had any questions or comments. Jim Sweeden confirmed JR
Donelson had received his memo, including fire hydrant locations.

Erik Enyart asked if the utility companies had any questions or comments. Jim Peterson confirmed
utility locations with JR Donelson.

Erik Enyart asked if there were any further questions or comments from anyone. Evelyn Shelton
asked JR Donelson if he or the developer had the previously-approved electrical layout. Mr.
Donelson stated that he was not sure. Ms. Shelton stated that she could not find the old layout, but

had drawn a new one tentatively.
Jim Sweeden out at 10:57 AM.
Jim Peterson and Evelyn Shelton discussed utility locations briefly.

JR Donelson stated that Scott [Gideon of ONG] had sent him his layout of the development, and it
was the same as before.

Erik Enyart stated that he was surprised ONG did not show up, especially for the [Scenic Village
Park] development. Mr. Enyart noted that ONG and Cox Communications seemed to have stopped
sending representatives to the TAC meetings.

Erik Enyart recognized Betsy McConahy and asked if she had any questions or comments. Ms.

McConahy complained that the construction trucks were using the [emergency access drive] to
drive down [126™ St. S.] through her neighborhood, Mr. Enyart clarified with JR Donelson that
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Ms. McConahy was referring to the existing street 126%™ St. S. Ms. McConahy stated that the
roadway was in poor condition already and the trucks were causing damage, Mr. Enyart indicated
that Ms. McConahy had visited with him the day before to ask about the two (2) developments near
her neighborhood, and he had told her to report these issues to, and about the TAC agenda, where
she could view the development plans online. Mr. Enyart indicated that he had informed Ms.
McConahy that the meeting was open to the Public and she could attend this technical meeting to
hear more about the development process. Ms. McConahy noted that a street shown on the plat was
not in existence. Mr. Enyart advised Ms. McConahy that he knew the roadway was not there, but
that area used to be part of the subdivision until the Fry Creek system was developed about 13 years
prior. Ms. McConahy stated that the lots shown on the plat were not there either, and she didn’t
think the streets or lots were ever there, as she had lived there a long time. Mr. Enyart responded

that the plat of the old subdivision would not change, and this new plat merely represented the old
lots and streets as they were originally platted.

JR Donelson noted that the emergency access drive was being reconstructed from 18’ to 26° in
width per the Fire Marshal. Mr. Enyart clarified the location of the widened street with Mr.

Donelson using the full-size copy of the plat. Mr. Enyart confirmed with Mr. Donelson that the

[approximately 30°] of frontage of the Reserve Area would allow ample room for the 26’-wide
paving.

Erik Enyart asked if there were any further questions or comments. There were none.

5. Old Business
6. New Business

7. Meeting was adjourned at 11:10 AM.

(O]
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CITY OF BIXBY
P.O.Box 70
116 W. Needles Ave.
Bixby, OK 74008
(918) 366-4430
(918) 366-6373 (fax)

To: Bixby Planning Commission -

From: Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner ?f
- . /

Date: Thursday, April 25, 2013

RE: . Report and Recommendations for:

PUD 78 — “Willow Creck” — Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC

LOCATION: — South and west of the intersection of 131 &t. 8. and Mingo Rd.
— Part of the NE/4 of Section 12, T17N, R13E

LOT SIZE: 104.78 acres, more or less

EXISTING ZONING: — RS-3 Residential Single Family District

— RM-2 Residential Multifamily District

SUPPLEMENTAL ZONING: Corridor Appearance District (300’ south from centerline of

13198t S
EXISTING USE: Agricultural
REQUEST: " Approval of PUD 78

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:

North: 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. 8.

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

East: CS & AG; The Faith Temple Assembly church, agricultural land zoned CS, and,
across Mingo Rd.: 444 Landscaping, Four Seasons Lawn Care, agricultural land,
and a cell tower, all in unincorporated Tulsa County. / 3
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West: RS-3, CG, & CS; Single family residential in Blue Ridge II and Sun Burst and, along
131% St. 8.: a house on a 3-acre tract zoned CS, the WW Sprinkler Repair business,

and the Broken Arrow Hitch & Trailer, and miscellancous other uses, all zoned CS
and CG.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:
(1) Medium Intensity + Residential
(2) Development Sensitive/l.ow Intensity + Vacant, Agricultural, Rural Residences, and
Open Land
(3) Medium Intensity + Commercial Area

PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES:  (Not necessarily a complete list)
BZ-23 — Robert Leikam — Request for rezoning from AG to OL, CS, RM-2, & RS-2 for
approximately 117 acres, including 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 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
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, OI., RD, and RS-2 to RS-3 for approximately 104.74 acres (includes 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. ¢/o Bob Lemons - Request for
Preliminary Plat and Modification/Waiver (maximum cul-de-sac length) approval for
104.74 acres (includes subject property) — PC recommended Conditional Approval on
05/19/2008 and City Council Conditionally Approved 05/27/2008.
BL-353 — Faith Temple Assembly, Inc. ¢/o Tony Genoff — Request for Lot-Split approval

. for 13 acres abutting to the north and east (but including approximately 2 acres of subject -

property currently zoned RM-2) to separate the church property from its swrrounding
acreage — PC Approved 05/19/2008.

BL-364 — HRAOK, Inc. for Prestige Trading Company — Request for Lot-Split approval for
104.74 acres (includes 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
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 subject property — PC recommended
Conditional Approval on 06/15/2009 and probably Conditionally Approved by City Council
06/22/2009,
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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 subject property —
Withdrawn by Applicant 07/03/2012,

Preliminary Plat of Willow Creek — Rosenbaum Consulting, ILC — Request for Preliminary
Plat approval for subject property — Pending PC consideration 05/02/2013.

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” — 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:

The subject property was approved for a Preliminary Plat (and Modification/Waiver of the 300’
maximum cul-de-sac/dead end street standard, to allow cul-de-sacs in the 350 range based on
local precedent) for a 254-lot development in 2008. The Planning Commission recommended

Conditional Approval of the Preliminary Plat on 05/19/2008 and City Council Conditionally
Approved it 05/27/2009.

As part of a series of Lot-Splits reallocating ownership patterns, the subject property acquired
approximately two (2) acres on the west side of the “Twin Hills Creek” / “Old Fry Creek” in
exchange for approximately 2.33 acres on the east side of the same. Per an older rezoning case,

(BZ-236 — Faith Temple Assembly, Inc., 1998), the approximately two (2) acres retains RM-2
zoning,

The subject property was redesigned for a 276-lot development with more stormwater
drainage/detention Reserve areas in 2009. The Planning Commission recommended
Conditional Approval of the Preliminary Plat on 06/15/2009 and City Council probably
Conditionally Approved it 06/22/2009 (electronic copy of Minutes appears to have been

overwritten by a later meeting date’s Minutes), along with a Modification/Waiver to exceed the
2:1 maximum lot depth to lot width ratio of SRs Section 12-3-4.F.

The property ownership has since changed. The new owner has proposed a new Preliminary
Plat for a 291-lot development, but has retained the overall framework (streets and blocks) as
proposed and Conditionally Approved in 2009. This PUD would allow for the 65’ minimum
lot widths per RS-3 to be reduced to 60°, which would allow for the increase in the number of
lots as compared to the previous plat proposal.

The developer has expressed this situation within the PUD as follows, “Due to market
conditions the Willow Creek is primarily based on a smaller lot size and excellent location to
drive the residential market to this area of Bixby. With great access and a consistent market of

——
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residential home construction in this range PUD# [78] will greatly improve the Willow Creek
success for the City of Bixby’s continued growth.

This Planned Unit Development (PUD# [78]) is an overlay covering the RS-3 zoning district
and will generally follow RS-3 dimensional and density standards with certain notable
exceptions. The purpose of this PUD# [78] is to modify the dimensional and development
standards allowing the site to be developed into 60’ minimum lot widths.”

The Preliminary Plat for the subject property is also pending Planning - Commission
consideration at this May 02, 2013 Special Meeting.

ANALYSIS:

Subject Property Conditions. The subject property is agriculturally-used and contains 104.78
acres, more or less. It is zoned RS-3, with the exception of approximately two (2} acres zoned
RM-2. It has approximately 1,470 feet of frontage on 131 St. S. and approximately 1,505 feet
of frontage on Mingo Rd. It 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 IT, 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% 8t. §., and on the
northeast by “Twin Hills Creek” / “Old Fry Creck.” 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 creek was also previously rerouted southwest of the intersection of 141¥ St. S. and Mingo
Rd. to discharge directly to the Arkansas River.

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 cast side of Mingo Rd.

subject property currently contams substannal areas of 100=year (1% Annuval Chance)
Regulatory Floodplain. Per the City Engineer, any development of the subject property must
coordinate with the Haikey Creek engineering design plans.

Development of the property at this time, and prior to the completion of the Haikey Creek
drainage improvement project will result in the requirement to (1) Submit and receive FEMA
approval of a Conditional Letter Of Map Revision based on Fill (CLOMR-F), (2) Fill / elevate
the property to above the current 100-year Base Flood Elevation (BFE), (3) Provide
compensatory storage for the fill / elevation, (6) Submit and receive FEMA approval of a
LOMR-F, and (5) provide on-site stormwater detention. Elevating the subject property out of
the 100-year floodplain would avoid conflict with the restriction from platting lots within the
100-year floodplain per SRs § 12-3-2.0. The subject property was approved for a CLOMR-I
(Case No. 10-06-2013C) per letter from FEMA dated September 09, 2010. The balance of the
actions remains to be done. '
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Access. Primary access to the subdivision would be via one (1) entrance from 131% St. S. and
another from Mingo Road, and the third via 133" St. 8. through Sun Burst. There are no other

stub-out streets abutting the subject property to connect to, and no undeveloped residential
acreages to provide a new stub-out street to.

The Subdivision Regulations do not contain a ratio schedule for the number of required points
of access to a subdivision based on the number of lots within it. Recommendations as to
adequacy of the three (3) means of ingress and egress in ratio to the number of lots proposed
should come from the City Planner, Fire Marshal, and Police Chief, all of whom have expressed
that the three (3) should be considered adequate when 254 lots were proposed. All three (3)
verbally indicated that the three (3) were still adequate when that number was increased to 276

lots. 291 lots are now proposed, and Staff is soliciting input from these officials as to the
adequacy at this number of lots.

A Residential Collector Street is planned, at 60° in right-of-way width (and presumed roadway
width at 36°, when infrastructure plans are submitted), as per Subdivision Regulations

standards, connecting 131% St. S. to Mingo Rd., located between Blocks 1, 2, 3, and 7 on the
west and Blocks 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9 on the east.

General. This PUD primarily proposes to reduce the RS-3 minimum lot width requirement
from 65° to 60°, to allow for platting as “Willow Creek.” The submitted site plan for the
development (Concept Plat) exhibits a suburban-style subdivision design.

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.

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) reviewed this PUD on April 03, 2013. The Minutes
of the meeting are attached to this report.

In the interest of efficiency and avoiding redundancy, regarding PUD particulars for needed

corrections and site development considerations, please review the recommended Conditions of
Approval as listed at the end of this report.

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 dccordance or May Be Found In
Accordance with all the Comprehensive Plan designations.

Per the Mairix, PUDs (as a zoning district) are In Accordance or May Be Found In Accordance
with all designations of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map, and thus PUD 78 would be In
Accordance with the Comprehensive Plan as a zoning district.
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Therefore, Staff believes that the proposed single-family residential PUD should be recognized
as being consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use Compatibility. Surrounding zoning patterns are primarily
AG, RS-3, RE, CS, and CG. To the south and west are single family residential subdivisions
Sun Burst, Blue Ridge Estates, Blue Ridge II, Southbridge, and Southwood South Addition
zoned RS-3 and RE.

Along 131" St. S. to the northwest are a house, the WW Sprinkler Repair business, and the
Broken Arrow Hitch & Trailer business, and miscellaneous other uses, all zoned CS and CG.
Along 131% 8t. S. To the north of 131% St. S. is agricultural land zoned AG. To the northeast
(across “Twin Hills Creek” / “Old Fry Creek”) is the Faith Temple Assembly church and
agricultural Jand zoned CS.

Land east of the subject property, across Mingo Rd., includes the A44 Landscaping and Four
Seasons Lawn Care businesses, agricultural land, a communications tower, and land recently
acquired by the City of Bixby for the Haikey Creek Flood Improvement project, all zoned AG
in unincorporated Tulsa County.

Staff believes that the proposed single-family residential development contemplated by this
PUD would be compatible with and complimentary to the surrounding residential uses and
zoning patterns, and future uses anticipated in the areas to the north and east. '

The subject property is within the Corridor Appearance District, to the extent located within
300’ of the centerline of 131" St. S. However, Zoning Code Sections 11-7G-3 exempts
residential zoning districts.

Within the nearest subdivisions, lots in Sun Burst, Blue Ridge Estates, Blue Ridge II, and
Southbridge are all typically 65 in width, consistent with their RS-3 zoning. TLots in
Southwood South Addirion to the south are typically 150" in width, consistent with RE zoning.
—__ The closest additions with smaller lots is the recently-approved “Bi ing Second,”
which has lots varying in width but as narrow as 50°, as permitted by PUD 57 and its
underlying RS-4 zoning. A4bbie Raelyn Estates at 132" st. §. and 78™ E. Ave. and Copperleaf
at 131% St. S. and Sheridan Rd. each contain lots at roughly 50” typical widths.

Somewhat similarly to this development, the City of Bixby recently approved PUD 72,
allowing Lantern Hill at 146® St. S. and Sheridan Rd. to be replatted as Southridge at Lantern
Hill with 60°-wide lots. Upon its August 27, 2012 approval of PUD 72, the City Council
imposed the following Conditions of Approval:

«,..subject to the corrections, modifications, and conditions provided by staff and the additional
conditions that houses constructed will be a minimum of 1,800 square feet up to 3,000 square
feet, with full masonry up to the plate line, which masonry shall not include “hardi board. This
approval is subject to final review by the City Planner for inclusion of language in PUD-72
providing for these conditions...”

Within this PUD, similar language has been added, but is different:
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“The minimum home square footage shall be 1,500 square foot.
Home exterior shall be 50% masonry up to the first floor plate line.”

The Developer should note the difference and be advised that the City Council may request

changes to such standards for quality in exchange for the benefits conferred upon the
development by this PUD.

Regardless of area precedent for lots narrower than 65°, recognizing that the subject property
contains approximately two (2) acres of RM-2 zoning, and that this PUD will exclude
multifamily use in favor of an exclusively single-family development, it secems reasonable that
the RM-2 zoning be translated to a small measure of added intensity in the form of the
relaxation of the 65° lot widths to 60°. This 60° width appears to have allowed for a (291 — 276
=) 15 lot net increase in lot yield, or 5.4% increase over the 276 last proposed and Conditionally
Approved. For comparison, even when excluding the approximately two (2) acres of RM-2
zoning and counting the same as RS-3, provisions for residential intensity within a PUD would
permit approximately 540 lots per Zoning Code Section 11-7[-5.A.1.a.

The PUD would not appear to be inconsistent with surrounding Zoning or land use patterns.

Potential Subdivision Design Enhancements. In the Staff Reporis for the original and revised
Preliminary Plat applications, Staff identified several potential design enhancements, some of
which have been incorporated as of the 2009 redesign (more reserve areas, and reserve arcas
connecting to other reserve areas, etc.). One of the recommended potential design
enhancements was to use the 130° PSO eleciric powerline right-of-way easement as a greenway
/ walking trail amenity (for illustration, consider the walking trail in the Churchill Park
subdivision in Jenks). This could connect to the corresponding open space Reserve along the
north side of the Southbridge subdivision. This trajectory would allow it to connect to the
planned trail along the south side of Southbridge and into the Tulsa Metropolitan Trails system
connection at Washington Irving Park to the west. The other Reserve Areas used for
drainage/detention may also allow for passive recreational uses.

Studies have shown that lots abutting greenways, lmear parks, and parks in general, fetch
higher prices in the marketplace and maintain their values better than others not abutting such

amenities. Use as a Walkmg trail amenity could enhance the attractiveness, and thus value, of
the entire subdivision.”

Such design enhancements could be discussed and decided at an early date, and without

significant developer investmert in a singular plan, if a Sketch Plat were submitted first for the.
Planning Commission’s approval of the conceptual layout.

These recommendations were not incorporated into the design, but there are now more Reserve
areas, primarily designed for stormwater drainage/detention. The Planning Commission should

discuss with the developer the likelihood of adding walking trails around the high banks of the
drainage/detention areas.

* bitpy/fwwwi.tph.ore/research/parks/economic-healih-benefits.himl
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Staff Recommendation. Staff believes that the proposed PUD is consistent with Zoning Code
Section 11-71-8.C and the purposes and intent of the Zoning Code generally and recommends
Approval subject to the following corrections, modifications, and Conditions of Approval:

1. Subject to the satisfaction of any outstanding Fire Marshal, City Engineer, and City
Attorney recommendations.

2. Per the City Engineer, any development of the subject property must coordinate with the
Haikey Creek engineering design plans.

3. Development of the property at this time, and prior to the completion of the Haikey
Creek drainage improvement project will result in the requirement to (1) Submit and
receive FEMA approval of a Conditional Letter Of Map Revision based on Fill
(CLOMR-F), (2) Fill / elevate the property to above the current 100-year Base Flood
Elevation (BFE), (3) Provide compensatory storage for the fill / elevation, (6) Submit
and receive FEMA approval of a LOMR-F, and (5) provide on-site stormwater
detention. Elevating the subject property out of the 100-year floodplain would avoid
conflict with the restriction from platting lots within the 100-year floodplain per SRs §
12-3-2.0. The subject property was approved for a CLOMR-F (Case No. 10-06-2013C)
per letter from FEMA dated September 09, 2010. The balance of the actions remains to
be done.

4. Entire document: Please add PUD number where appropriate (PUD # 78 presuming
approval).

5. Project Description: Correct geographical description such as follows: “The project is
located appresimately24-mile-south of Seuth-131st Street east South and on the west
side of Mingo Road in Bixby, Oklahoma.”

6. Soil Characteristics: Reference to “Southridge at Lantern Hill” rather than “Willow
Creek.”

7. Plaiting: Please clarify language such as follows: “Prior to issuance of a eertificate-of
eccupaney-a building permit, restrictive covenants, enforceable by the City of Bixby,
setting forth the desfgn standards of this approved Planned Unit Development (PUD #

- _78) shall be filed of record in the Office of the County Clerk. The required covenants

may shall be filed in conjunction with are-plat the subdivision plat of the property e
as-a-soparateinstrament.”

8. The “Concept Plat” is recognized as the site plan required by Zoning Code Section 11-
71-8.B.1. The following corrections or enhancements should be made:

a. Please change the street names as per the “Street Names Plat” provided to the
Applicant on April 03, 2013.

b. The Reserve Arcas should indicate the purpose(s) for each per the PUD site plan
requirement to represent land uses. Reserve Arcas A, B, C, and D are labeled
“Drainage and Detention Easement.” If the Developer is agreeable to Staff’s
suggestion to allow their additional passive recreational use such as for walking
trails, this can be added to each.

¢. Reserve Areas E and F are not labeled as to intended use (landscaping and/or
entry features presumed).

d. The 130°-wide AEP/PSO easement (Book 3600 Page 16} is not represented on
this or the Preliminary Plat.
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e. Please represent locations of identification signage per Zoning Code Section 11-
71-8.B.1.f (if known at this time). :

f. Please represent locations and descriptions of screening and landscaping per
Zoning Code Section 11-71-8.B.1.¢ (if known at this time).

g. The graphic scale does not appear to correspond to map features. The numeric
scale was not checked as its native paper size is not known.

9. Zoning Code Section 11-71-8.B.1.c calls for the provision of plans for pedestrian access
and circulation, in addition to vehicular access and circulation. The PUD needs to have
wording to acknowledge that the Subdivision Regulations require sidewalks along the
perimeter and internal streets, such as follows, “Sidewalks shall be constructed by the
developer or individual lot owners along perimeter and internal streets in accordance
with the Bixby Subdivision Regulations. Sidewalks shall be a minimum of four (4) feet
in width, shall be ADA compliant, and shall be approved by the City Engineer.” If
walking trails will be permitted within Reserve Areas, as suggested by Staff, this should
be described here as well,

10. Information on signage, as required per Zoning Code Section 11-71-8.B.1.f, is missing,
Modern subdivisions with frontage along main arterial streets typically have
identification signage at the entrances, maintained by the Homeowners Association. If
plans for signage are known at this time, they should be described in an appropriate
section of the PUD and represented on the “Concept Plat” site plan if known as to
location. If otherwise, the PUD text can state something general, such as “Identification
signage, if to be installed for this development, shall comply with Bixby Zoning Code
Section 11-7B-3.B.4.b.”

11. Zoning Code Section 11-7I-8.B.1.e calls for the provision of plans for screening and
landscaping. Modern subdivisions with frontage along main arterial streets typically
have a uniform fence or wall along these streets, sometimes enhanced with landscaping,
maintained by the Homeowners Association. If plans for perimeter walls/fences are
known at this time, they should be described in an appropriate section of the PUD and
represented on the “Concept Plat” site plan as to location. The development also has
Reserve Areas that may someday have landscaping (sod, trees, etc.). The PUD does not
have, and needs to describe in the text and represent on the “Concept Plat” site plan
proposed screening/walls, eniry features, and landscaping throughout, if known at this
time. If otherwise, the PUD text can state something general.

12. For the recommended Conditions of Approval necessarily requiring changes to the text
or exhibits, recognizing the difficulty of attaching Conditions of Approval to PUD
ordinances due to the legal requirements for posting, reading, and administering
ordinance adoption, please incorporate the changes into appropriate sections of the
PUD, or with reasonable amendments as needed. Please incorporate also the other
conditions listed here which cannot be fully completed by the time of City Council
ordinance approval, due to being requirements for ongoing or future actions, ete. Per
the City Attorney, if conditions are not incorporated into the PUD text and exhibits prior
to City Council consideration of an approval ordinance, the ordinance adoption item
will be Continued to the next City Council meeting agenda.

13. A corrected PUD text and exhibits package shall be submitted incorporating all of the
corrections, modifications, and conditions of approval of this PUD: One (1) hard copy
and one (1) electronic copy (PDF preferred).

Staff Report — PUD 78 — “Willow Creek” — Rosenbaum Consulting, LL.C l{
May 02, 2013 Page 9 of 9
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MINUTES
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
DAWES BUILDING CITY OFFICES
113 W. DAWES AVE.
BIXBY, OK 74008
April 03,2013 - 10:00 AM

MEMBERS PRESENT
Evelyn Shelton, AEP-PSO

STAFF PRESENT
Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner, City of Bixby
Jim Sweeden, Fire Code Enforcement Official, City of Bixby

OTHERS PRESENT

Mark Capron, LLA, Sack & Associates, Inc.

Barrick Rosenbaum, PE, Rosenbaum Consulting, [LC
Jerry Emanue]

1. Erik Enyart called the meeting to order at 10:05 AM.

Mark Capron and Jerry Emmanuel noted that they had questions pertaining to the City Engineer’s
comments on the waterlines, especially as concerns Lot 7. Erik Enyart offered to see if Jared Cotile

could attend the meeting. Mr. Enyart left and returned later and reported that Mr. Cottle and the
Public Works Director were out of the office until this afiernoon.

2. PUD 47-C - Woodcreek Office Park — Sack & Associates, Inc. Discussion and review of a
rezoning request for approval of a Major Amendment to part of Planned Unit Development

(PUD) # 47 for Lot 1, Block 3, Woodcreek Village Amended, with underlying zoning CS
Commercial.

Property Located: 7500-block of E. 111® 8¢, §.

3. Preliminary Plat of “Woodcreek Office Park”™ — Sack & Associates, Ine. (PUD 47).

Discussion and review of a Preliminary Plat, being a replat of Lot 1, Block 3, Woodcreek
Village Amended.

Property Located: 7500-block of E. 111% §¢. §.

Erik Enyart introduced the two (2) items related to the same project and summarized the project and
its location. Mr. Enyart noted that the last time this was proposed was “going on five and a half
years ago.” Mr. Enyart stated that the Planning Commission and TAC had seen this project in
December of 2008, and it was ultimately Tabled in January of 2009. Mr. Enyart stated that, since
then, there had been a downturn in the national economy that the area was now recovering from,
Mr. Enyart asked Mark Capron and Jerry Emmanuel if the plans had changed since as they were
proposed originally. : ( 3
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Jerry Ermmanuel stated that the original plan had interior roads connecting all the lots, but that the
market dictated that more lots face 111 St. S., so the new plan included as many lots along 111"
St. S. as possible. Mr. Emmanuel stated that there were the same nurmber and sizes of lots, and the
buildings would be the same size. Mr. Emmanuel stated that it was still the same plan for single-
owner buildings.

Erik Enyart asked what the impetus was behind the plan at this time, and if there was any particular
business wanting to go into the site at this time.

Jerry Emmanuel stated that a CPA had approached the owner with interest, as had a dentist, in
recent months.

Jim Sweeden clarified with Jerry Emmanuel and/or Mark Capron that there were still the same
number of buildings, eight (8), proposed.

Erik Enyart asked if the City Engineer’s review memo did not call out the matter of the driveway
location. Jerry Emmanuel stated that the comment asked them to get approval from Tulsa County
for the curb cut. Mr. Enyart asked if the driveway comment had anything to do with alignment with
existing driveways on the other side of the street, and Mr. Emmanuel stated that it was only on the
Tulsa County approval maiter.

Erik Enyart asked Evelyn Shelton if she had any questions or comments at this time. Ms. Shelton
stated, “We're okay.”

Erik Enyart advised Mark Capron and Jerry Emmanuel that he was working on the Staff Report for
the Planning Commission Special Meeting on April 18, 2013. Mr. Capron asked if there was
anything else on that agenda. Mr. Enyart stated that the Willow Creek PUD and Preliminary Plat
were supposed to have been on that agenda, but the Public Notice listed the meeting date at March
18, rather than April 18, and so he would have to talk to Barrick Rosenbaum later in the meeting to
___ determine another Special Meeting date, if to be heard before the May 20, 2013 Regular Meeting.
Mr. Enyart stated that, also on the April 18, 2013 Special Meeting agenda was a Detailed Site Plan
for a Raising Cane’s restaurant. Mr. Enyart advised Evelyn Shelton that he had not sent that out to
the TAC vet [as it was received too late for this agenda], but would be sending that out by email
soon for comments by email.

Mark Capron stated that the Lowe’s development installed their fire hydrant(s) in a way that
required this project locate a new hydrant on 11 1% St. S. Mr. Capron clarified with Jim Sweeden
that the project would need two (2) fire hydrants: Oneon 1 11" St. S. and one on 75 E. Ave.

Mark Capron stated that the City Engineer had commented that Lot 7 did not have direct access to a
waterline, but it was an “L”-shaped lot. Erik Enyart confirmed that it was a “flag lot,” and that the
plat showed it extended to 75™ E. Ave. Mr. Enyart confirmed that the water meter would be along
75% E. Ave., and the service line would take whatever route needed through the lot to the building.
Mr. Enyart stated that, if one only looked at the site plan, it would be hard to see this, but that
configuration shows up better on the plat. Mr. Enyart stated that one would have to look at the two
(2) together to see what was going on.

i
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Erik Enyart asked if there were any questions or comments at this time.

Jim Sweeden confirmed with Jerry Emmanuel that the buildings would not have sprinkler systems.
Mr. Sweeden stated that he thought this would be the case due to the size of the buildings. Mr.
Sweeden stated that it appeared the buildings would be for offices, but asked if any would be for
assembly [occupancy]. Mr. Emmanuel asked if he meant assembly as in manufacturing, Erk
Enyart stated that Mr. Sweeden meant assembly occupancy, such as a church. Mr. Emmanuel
stated that he did not think the buildings were big enough for this, but that he did not know.

Erik Enyart asked if there were any further questions or comments. There were none.

Jerry Emmanuel and Mark Capron left at this time.

4. PUD 78 — “Willow Creek” — Rosenbaum Consulting, LI.C. Discussion and review of a

rezoning request for approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for approximately 104,78
acres consisting of part of the NE/4 of Section 12, T17N, R13E.
Property Located: South and west of the intersection of 131% St. 8. and Mingo Rd.

5. Preliminary Plat — Willow Creek — Rosenbaum Consulting, LI.C (PUD 78). Discussion
and review of a Preliminary Plat and certain Modifications/Waivers for “Willow Creek” for
104.78 acres in part of the NE/4 of Section 12, T17N, R13E.

Property Located: South and west of the intersection of 131* St. S. and Mingo Rd.

Erik Enyart introduced the two (2) items related to the same project and summarized the project and
its location. Mr. Enyart stated that he understood the PUD was primarily designed to allow for the
lot widths to be reduced to 60°, as was done with the Southridge at Lantern Hill project. Barrick
Rosenbaum indicated agreement. Mr. Enyart confirmed with Mr, Rosenbaum that the new owner
was Simmons Homes. Mr. Enyart stated that he had reviewed the plat only briefly, but had
observed some overlapping text and duplicate street names, and street names that will need to be
changed. Mr. Enyart asked Mr. Rosenbaum if he had sent to him the previous Staff Report with
review comments, and Mr. Rosenbaum stated that he would have to check, as he did not get all of
the information from HRAOK, Inc. when he split with them (It was later found that it was sent
11/20/2012, and then was resent again on 04/03/2013). Mr. Enyart stated that his review would
follow that report closely, and in fact, he would use the latest report, compare the review comments
to the new plat, and the new plat to the old plat. Mr. Enyart asked who the surveyor was for the
project, and Mr. Rosenbaum stated that it was Tulsa Land Surveying, LLC, Josh Lamb. Mr. Enyart
stated that the subdivision appeared to be the same as the last version submiited, Mr. Rosenbaum
stated that the streets were the same, as [his client] wanted to operate under the approved CLOMR.
Mr. Rosenbaum stated that the stormwater detention areas were the same, but they were changing
them to dry detention areas, rather than the wet areas as originally planned, as the water in the
ponds required additional offsets. Mr. Rosenbaum stated that [the City Engineer] had indicated that

some of the excavated dirt from the Haikey Creek Flood Improvement project could be applied to
this property.

115
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Erik Enyart stated that the City Engineer’s review memo indicated that there would be some sort of
interaction with the Sun Burst and Blue Ridge Il neighborhoods, and that he saw the stormwater
detention pond connection to Blue Ridge II, but did not know if that was the same type of
interaction with Sun Burst, Barrick Rosenbaum stated that the pond in Sun Burst was a retention
pond, and that the plan since HRAOK, Inc. worked on it was to give it an outlet. Mr. Rosenbaum
stated that the water would drain from this pond through the subdivision, through the pond in Blue
Ridge 1I, and back through the subdivision along the south side. Mr. Rosenbaum stated that the
developer was making arrangements with the owner of the pond lot in Blue Ridge 1. Mr.
Rosenbaum and Erik Enyart observed that there were fence issues pertaining to that lot. Mr.
Rosenbaum stated that the survey was going to identify all of this.

Barrick Rosenbaum stated that the plan was to get rid of the Sun Burst lift station, and not to have to
install a new one along Mingo Rd. as was previously planned. Mr. Rosenbaum stated that he was
working with [the City Engineer] to redo the sewer system so that it would gravity flow to the Blue
Ridge lift station at 136™ St. S. at the west end of Southbridge. Mr. Rosenbaum stated that the plan
was then to remove that lift station as well. Mr. Rosenbaum noted that Jared Cottle had
recommended a slight change in the routing of the new sewerline around Reserve C, which he
would do.

Erik Enyart stated that, as he recalled from the last time this was reviewed that he had suggested the
additional use of the Reserves for stormwater drainage and detention as a walking trail amenity.
M. Enyart asked Barrick Rosenbaum if his client had considered this, and Mr. Rosenbaum stated
that he would talk to them about it. Mr. Enyart stated that part of that area was within a PSO
overhead transmission line right-of-way. Mr. Enyart asked Evelyn Shelton if it was not still
acceptable to allow a passive walking trail amenity in these areas, if done within specifications, and
Ms. Shelton indicated agreement but stated that it was a different division that handled this. Mr.
Rosenbaum confirmed with Ms. Shelton that it was Robert [Pierce] that handled this. Mr.
Rosenbaum and Mx. Enyart noted that they had received the materials [Mr. Pierce] had sent them.
Mr. Enyart stated that he had actually read them to be sure that they still permitted walking trails.
Mr. Rosenbaum stated that [Mr. Pierce} had commented on the Southridge at Lantern Hill project

that the easement needed to have language saying that the owner should contact AEP before
building anything. Mr. Enyart stated that he had seen in Jenks, in Churchill Park, that they used the
powerline easements for meandering walking trails, and that he had seen walking trails in other
communities within stormwater drainage and detention reserves.

Erik Enyart noted that, as he recalled from the last time this was reviewed, there were certain cul-
de-sac streets that exceeded the 300’ maximum length standard, and were required to be connected.
Mr. Enyart stated that he had not yet compared this plat to the approval conditions of the plat the
last time this was reviewed, or the previous version of the plat to see if that had already been done,
but wanted to point this out. Barrick Rosenbaum stated that he would check. Mr, Enyart stated
that, on the one hand, connecting the streets provided a configuration that allowed more lots, as the
lots around the cul-de-sac [turnarounds] were larger, but on the other hand, developers like those
lots, as they are more attractive and can be sold for a higher price. Mr. Enyart stated that Mr.
Rosenbaum’s client was in the business to sell lots so they would know what their market was, and
the City knew the codes.
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Erik Enyart asked if anyone had any questions or comments.

Jim Sweeden confirmed with Barrick Rosenbaum that there were still three (3) entrances/exits to
the addition. Mr. Sweeden confirmed with Mr. Rosenbaum that this would not be a gated
community. Mr. Sweeden asked Mr. Rosenbaum about the width of the entry at 131% St. S. with
the median. Mr. Sweeden stated that the roadways needed to be no less than 14’ from curb to curb.
Mr., Rosenbaum stated that that connection would have one (1) lane in and two (2) lanes out. Mr.
Sweeden stated that “California-type curbs” would be allowed. Mr. Rosenbaum confirmed with
Mzr. Sweeden that the curbs he was referring to are often called “mountable” curbs. Mr, Sweeden
stated that he did not think the Code allowed that for regular City streets. Rosenbaum stated that he

preferred the mountable curbs in his neighborhood in Broken Arrow, and that they required no eurb
cuts since one simply drives over them.

Erik Enyart observed that there would be one (1) collector road connecting 131% St. 8. to Mingo
Rd., and that the plat reflected that they would have a 60’ right-of-way width, which met the
requirement of the Subdivision Regulations for a residential collector street. Mr. Enyart asked Mr.
Rosenbaum to confirm the plan was to have the roadway at 36’ in width, and Mr. Rosenbaum
confirmed. Mr. Enyart stated that the 36° width was also required by Subdivision Regulations.

Jim Sweeden stated that his office wanted to locate the fire hydrants, and discussed the 300’ cul-de-
sac street length requirement and hydrant spacing standards and as applied to certain areas of the
subdivision. Mr. Sweeden stated that he could not tell on the plans he was provided where the
watetlines would be. Barrick Rosenbaum stated that it was on the conceptual utilities plan, and that
he would get this to him. Mr. Rosenbaum noted that he had placed a waterline along one side of a

street to cut down on the number of service lines crossing the road but the City Engineer wanted it
on the other side for the sake of consistency, which he would do.

Erik Enyart asked Barrick Rosenbaum when he and his client would want to schedule a Special
Meeting to hear the PUD and plat, and Mr. Rosenbaum stated, “ASAP.” Mr. Enyart stated that, if
he could get the Public Notice in the next available South County Leader, April 11, 2013, the
carliest Special Meeting date would be May 1% or 2™, and that the 1% woul probably be preferable.
Mr. Rosenbaum stated that May 01, 2013 would be fine. Mr. Enyart stated that this would be about
18 days prior to the regular Planning Commission meeting date and would put the applications in
front of the City Council on May 13, 2013, saving a couple weeks. Mr. Enyart stated that, since it
was the City’s error, the City would pay the republication costs.

Erik Enyart asked if there were any further questions or comments.
Evelyn Shelton asked if there was a known time frame for the development. Bairick Rosenbaum
stated that the development would be done in three (3) phases starting from west to southeast, and

that they would like to get the dirtwork started in summer and start building by the end of the year.

Erik Enyart asked if there were any further questions or commeats. There were none.

|7
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6. ¥-45 — Eller & Detrich, PC for Eagle SPE Multi I, Inc. Discussion and review of a request
to Close a Utility Easement within Lot 6, Block 1, Bixby Centennial Plaza.
Property Located: Approximately the 11800-block of 8. Memorial Dr.

Erik Enyart introduced the item and summarized the location and the development. Mr. Enyart
noted that this case was not to be confused with the last one in Bixby Centennial Plaza, which the
TAC saw a few months ago and was related to the office development project Barrick Rosenbaum
had worked on. Mr. Enyart stated that this case was for the development lot located north of
[Communications Federal Credit Union].

Erik Enyart asked Evelyn Shelton if she had any questions or comments. Ms. Shelton stated that
she gets confused in this area with all of the changes, and she would have to look at the records.
Mr. Enyart stated that there had been several Lot-Splits over the years, cobbling together
development lots, which tended to leave Utility Easements in the middle of the development.

Erik Enyart asked if there were any further questions or comments. There were none.

7. Old Business
8. New Business

0. Meecting was adjourned at 10:40 AM.
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Willow Creek PUD #

Project Description:

Willow Creek is a residential subdivision in Bixby with the full development of streets,
sanitary sewer, water lines and storm sewers. The project is located approximately
% mile south of South 131st Street east and on the west side of Mingo Road in
Bixby, Oklahoma.

Due to market conditions the Willow Creek is primarily based on a smaller lot size
and excellent location to drive the residential market to this area of Bixby. With great
access and a consistent market of residential home construction in this range PUD#
will greatly improve the Willow Creek success for the City of Bixby’s continued
growth.

Willow Creek currently is located partly within FEMA flood plains. A previously
approved CLOMR-f is still in existence and will be adhered to with the new
development scheme. The previous preliminary plat for Willow Creek shows a
proposed street network that will also be maintained with the new Willow Creek
development. Civil construction plans for the previous Willow Creek development
included wet detention facilities to be constructed. Willow Creek as proposed will
include dry ponds for all detention and retention facilities.

This Planned Unit Development (PUD# ) is an overlay covering the RS-3 zoning
district and will generally follow RS-3 dimensional and density standards with certain
notable exceptions. The purpose of this PUD# is to modify the dimensional and
development standards allowing the site to be developed into 60’ minimum lot
widths.

Public utility systems will be installed with this project development along with public
streets throughout.
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Willow Creek PUD #

Development Standards

This PUD # shall be developed in accordance with the Bixby Zoning Ordinance and
the use and development regulations of the RS-3 district except as described below.

Use Reqgulations:

Permitted uses: All uses allowed by right in the RS-3 zoning
district and specifically single-family
residential homes

One (1) Use unit 5 “Neighborhood swimming pool and/or clubhouse” is allowed on a
lot or lots as determined by the developer/owner of Willow Creek. The facility shall
be subject to a site plan and, upon completion of construction pursuant to an
approved Building Permit, the approval of use of the singular facility shall attach only
to the lot or lots on which the Building Permit was issued.

Dimensional Standards:

Lot Width:
The minimum lot width proposed in the Willow Creek will be 60'.

The minimum home square footage shall be 1,500 square foot.
Home exterior shall be 50% masonry up to the first floor plate line.
All other dimensional standards will be as per RS-3 zoning guidelines.

Soil Characteristics:

An exhibit is attached showing the soil characteristics at Southridge at Lantern Hill.
These soils are sufficient for construction types as proposed within this
development.
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Willow Creek PUD #
General Provisions

Utilities:
Storm sewer, water, and sanitary sewer service already exist at the site and
will be extended to all phases of the development. Franchise utilities will also
serve the project with communications, gas and electric service as necessary.
Coordination of any proposed modifications to the private franchise utilities
will be done during the platting phase of the project.

Platting:
Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy a restrictive covenants,

enforceable by the City of Bixby, setting forth the design standards of this
approved Planned Unit Development (PUD # ) shall be filed of record in the
Office of the County Clerk. The required covenants may be filed in
conjunction with a re-plat of the property or as a separate instrument.

Schedule:

The Willow Creek development is expected to proceed immediately upon
completion of the planning and/or platting process.
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Willow Creek PUD #

Legal Description

A TRACT OF LAND SITUATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4) OF SECTION TWELVE (12),
TOWNSHIP SEVENTEEN (17) NORTH, RANGE THIRTEEN (13) EAST OF THE INDIAN BASE AND
MERIDIAN, TULSA COUNTY, STATE OF OKLAHOMA ACCORDING TO THE US GOVERNMENT SURVEY
THEREOF, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4) OF SAID SECTION
TWELVE (12); THENCE S 00°06'13" W ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4) A
DISTANCE OF 1140.25 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING S 00°06'13" W ALONG
THE EAST LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4) A DISTANCE OF 1504.98 FEET TO THE
SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4), THENCE S 89°54'45" W ALONG THE
SOUTH LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4) A DISTANCE OF 1324.80 FEET TO THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (SE/4 NE/4),
THENCE 00°05'04" E ALONG THE WEST LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID NORTHEAST
QUARTER (SE/4 NE/4) A DISTANCE OF 1321.37 FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (SE/4 NE/4), THENCE S 89 DEG 51'30" W
ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NW/4 NE/4)
A DISTANCE OF 1325.24 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID
NORTHEAST QUARTER (NW/4 NE/4); THENCE N 00°03'55" E ALONG THE WEST LINE OF THE
NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NW/4 NE/4) A DISTANCE OF 924.09 FEET A
POINT THAT IS 66.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF
THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NW/4
NW/4 NW/4 NE/4); THENCE N 89°49'05" E PARALLEL WITH AND 66.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE SOUTH LINE
OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF
SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NW/4 NW/4 NW/4 NE/4) A DISTANCE OF 331.39 FEET TO A POINT THAT IS
66.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHWEST OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NW/4 NW/4 NW/4 NE/4);
THENCE N 00°04'13" E ALONG THE WEST LINE OF THE EAST HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF
THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (E/2 NW/4 NW/4 NE/4) A DISTANCE OF
396.11 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4); THENCE N
89°48'16" E ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4) A DISTANCE OF 1469.96
FEET TO A POINT THAT IS 850.00 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID NORTHEAST
QUARTER (NE/4); THENCE S 00°06'13" W PARALLEL WITH AND 850.00 FEET WEST OF THE EAST LINE
OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4) A DISTANCE OF 175.00 FEET; THENCE S 41°23'39" E A
DISTANCE OF 1282.83 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF SAID NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE/4)
AND THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
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Soil Map—Tulsa County, Oklahoma
(Willow Creek - Bixby Oklahoma)
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Soil Map—Tulsa County, Oklahoma

Willow Creek - Bixby Oklahoma

Map Unit Legend

Tulsa County, Oklahoma (OK143)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

7 Choska very fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes, 55.3 51.8%
rarely flooded

29 Latanier clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, occasionally 30.3 28.4%
flooded

49 Severn very fine sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes, 21.2 19.8%
rarely flooded

Totals for Area of Interest 106.8 100.0%

USDA
el 2aY

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

3/7/2013
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City of Bixby

Engineering Department

Memo

To: Erik Enyart
From: Jared Cottle

©e: Bea Aamodt
File

Pate: 04/02/13
Re: Willow Creek PUD 78 and Preliminary Plat Review

General Comments:

1. The proposed project includes utilization of off-site properties (Blue Ridge Il & Sunburst). The
written arrangements/agreements that provide for the use of these properties must be provided
before Construction Plan approval,

Grading/Drainage/Paving Comments:

2. An updated Drainage Report should be submitted covering the proposed project and noting any
changes to previously submitted documentation.

3. A CLOMR has already been filed covering the site grading and storm water drainage plans. f any
changes are proposed, they should be included in an updated Drainage Report.

4. Any drainage or grading coordination with the Willow Creek Plaza project shauld be described and
provided with future submitals.

5. A soils report including pavement design recommendations based on the City Engineering Design
Manual will be required.

Sanitary Sewer Comments:

8. The sewer plan should include the installation of the off-site interceptor sewer along the seuth and
west perimeter. The interceptor extension should be aligned directly across line Reserve “C” from

Lot 17 to Lot 3. Installation of a deep, 24” interceptor under City streets and through abutting back
or side yards is not desirable.

7. For future accessibility, the interceptor sewer line should terminate at the NW corner of Lot 19,
Block 1 rather than in Lot 10, Block 1.

8. A sanitary sewer design memorandum should be provided with the design that indicates the
potential drainage basin based on drainage areas and the depth of the lateral and interceptor lines.

9. All terminal manholes should be located within 15 of the street curb — i.e. the manhole between Lot
24 and Lot 25, Block 9 should be extended further south to 135" St

Water Comments:

10. All valves and fiiting should be located outside of paved areas.
11. The water line on S. 95" E. Ave. should be located on the east side of the roadway for continuity.
12. The water line on S. 92™ E. Ave. should be located on the east side of the roadway for its entirety.

120




13. The water line on S. 88" E. Ave. and E. 132™ St. should be located on the north side of the
roadway.

14. Fire hydrant locations must be approved by the Fire Marshall.

® Page 2 0f 2



CITY OF BIXBY
P.O. Box 70
116 W. Needles Ave.
Bixby, OK 74008
(918) 366-4430
(918) 366-6373 (fax)

To: Bixby Planning Commission

From: Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner %
Date: Friday, April 26, 2013

RE: Report and Recommendations for:

Preliminary Plat of Willow Creek (PUD 78)

LOCATION: — South and west of the intersection of 131 8t. S. and Mingo Rd.
— Part of the NE/4 of Section 12, T17N, R13E

LOT SIZE: 104.78 acres, more or less

EXISTING ZONING: — RS8-3 Residential Single Family District

— RM-2 Residential Multifamily District

SUPPLEMENTAL — Corridor Appearance District (300” south from centerline of
ZONING: 131% 8t. 8.
— PUD 78 (pending consideration 05/2013)
EXISTING USE: Agricultural
REQUEST: Preliminary Plat approval for a 291-lot residential subdivision

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:

North: CS & AG; The Fuaith 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.

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

East: CS & AG; The Faith Temple Assembly church, agricultural land zoned CS, and,
across Mingo Rd.: A44 Landscaping, Four Seasons Lawn Care, agricultural land,
and a cell tower, all in unincorporated Tulsa County.

‘ Lt 6 Staff Report — Preliminary Plat of Willow Creek (PUD 78) May 02,2013  Page 1 of 11



West: RS-3, CG, & CS; Single family residential in Blue Ridge II 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

(3) Medium Intensity + Commercial Area

PREVIOUS/RELATED CASES:  (Not necessarily a complete list)
BZ-23 — Robert Leikam — Request for rezoning from AG to OL, CS, RM-2, & RS-2 for
approximately 117 acres, including 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 subject
property at about the 13400-block of 8. 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
subject property currently zoned RM-2 for fuiure church parking lot —
Recommended/Approved for RM-2 zoning in November 1997/January 1998 (Ord. # 765).
BZ-338 — Cardinal Indusiries, Inc. ¢/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 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 Creck - Cardinal Industries, Inc. ¢/o Bob Lemons — Request for
Preliminary Plat and Modification/Waiver (maximum cul-de-sac length) approval for
104.74 acres (includes subject property) — PC recommended Conditional Approval on
05/19/2008 and City Council Conditionally Approved 05/27/2008.
BL.-333 — Faith Temple Assembly, Inc. ¢/o Tony Genoff — Request for Lot-Split approval
for 13 acres abutfing to the north and east (but including approximately 2 acres of 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 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 (GenofY) 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
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 subject property — PC recommended

Conditional Approval on 06/15/2009 and probably Conditionally Approved by City Council
06/22/2005.

Staff Report — Preliminary Plat of Willow Creck (PUD 78) May 02,2013  Page2of11 ﬁ



BBOA-562 — Hank Spieker for Cardinal Industries, I.L.C — 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 subject property -
Withdrawn by Applicant 07/03/2012.

PUD 78 — Willow Creek — Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC — Request for PUD approval for
subject property — Pending PC consideration 05/02/2013.

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” — 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 abuiting subject property to the east — PC recommended Conditional
Approval on 04/20/2009 and City Council Conditionally Approved 04/27/2009.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

The subject property was approved for a Preliminary Plat (and Modification/Waiver of the 300
maximum cul-de-sac/dead end sireet standard, to allow cul-de-sacs in the 350° range based on
local precedent) for a 254-lot development in 2008. The Planning Commission recommended
Conditional Approval of the Preliminary Plat on 05/19/2008 and City Council Conditionally
Approved it 05/27/2009.

As part of a series of Lot-Splits reallocating ownership patterns, the subject property acquired
approximately two (2) acres on the west side of the “Twin Hills Creek” / “Old Fry Creek” in
exchange for approximately 2.33 acres on the east side of the same. Per an older rezoning case,
(BZ-236 — Faith Temple Assembly, Inc., 1998), the approximately two (2) acres retains RM-2
zoning.

~ The subject property was redesigned for a 276-lot development with more stormwater

drainage/detention Reserve areas in 2009. The Planning Commission recommended
Conditional Approval of the Preliminary Plat on 06/15/2009 and City Council probably
Conditionally Approved it 06/22/2009 (electronic copy of Minutes appears to have been
overwritten by a later meeting date’s Minutes), along with a Modification/Waiver to exceed the
2:1 maximum lot depth to lot width ratio of SRs Section 12-3-4.F,

The property ownership has since changed. The new owner has proposed a new Preliminary
Plat for a 291-lot development, but has retained the overall framework (streets and blocks) as
proposed and Conditionally Approved in 2009. Also pending Planning Commission
consideration at this May 02, 2013 Special Meeting, PUD 78 would allow for the 65° minimum
lot widths per RS-3 1o be reduced to 60°, which would allow for the increase in the number of
lots as compared to the previous plat proposal.

The developer has expressed this situation within PUD 78 as follows, “Due to market
conditions the Willow Creek is primarily based on a smaller lot size and excellent location to
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drive the residential market to this area of Bixby, With great access and a consistent market of

residential home construction in this range PUD# [78] will greatly improve the Willow Creek
success for the City of Bixby’s continued growth,

This Planned Unit Development (PUD# [78]) is an overlay covering the RS-3 zoning district
and will generally follow RS-3 dimensional and density standards with certain notable

exceptions. The purpose of this PUD# [78] is to modify the dimensional and development
standards allowing the site to be developed into 60° minimum lot widths.”

ANALYSIS:

Subject Property Conditions. The subject property is agriculturally-used and contains 104.78
acres, more or less. It is zoned RS-3, with the exception of approximately two (2) acres zoned
RM-2. It has approximately 1,470 feet of frontage on 131 St. S. and approximately 1,505 feet
of frontage on Mingo Rd. It 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 Hiich & Trailer business on a 4-acre
tract zoned CG and a house on a 3-acre tract zoned CS, on the north by 131 St. 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 creek was also previously rerouted southwest of the intersection of 141% St. S, and Mingo
Rd. to discharge directly to the Arkansas River.

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, the
subject property currently contains substantial areas of 100-year (1% Annual Chance)
Regulatory Floodplain. Per the City Engineer, any development of the subject property must
coordinate with the Haikey Creek engineering design plans.

Development of the property at this time, and prior to the completion of the Haikey Creek
drainage improvement project will result in the requirement to (1) Submit and receive FEMA
approval of a Conditional Letter Of Map Revision based on Fill (CLOMR-F), (2) Fill / elevate
the property to above the current 100-year Base Flood Elevation (BFE), (3) Provide
compensatory storage for the fill / elevation, (6) Submit and receive FEMA approval of a
LOMR-F, and (5) provide on-site stormwater detention. Elevating the subject property out of
the 100-year floodplain would avoid conflict with the restriction from platting lots within the
100-year floodplain per SRs § 12-3-2.0. The subject property was approved for a CLOMR-F

(Case No. 10-06-2013C) per letter from FEMA dated September 09, 2010. The balance of the
actions remains to be done,

Access. Primary access to the subdivision would be via one (1) entrance from 131™ St. 8. and
another from Mingo Road, and the third via 133 St. S. through Sun Burss. There are no other

/!
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stub-out sireets abutting the subject property to comnect to, and no undeveloped residential
acreages to provide a new stub-out street to.

The Subdivision Regulations do not contain a ratio schedule for the number of required points
of access to a subdivision based on the number of lots within it. Recommendations as to
adequacy of the three (3) means of ingress and egress in ratio to the number of lots proposed
should come from the City Planner, Fire Marshal, and Police Chief, all of whom have expressed
that the three (3) should be considered adequate when 254 lots were proposed. All three (3)
verbally indicated that the three (3) were still adequate when that number was increased to 276
lots. 291 lots are now proposed, and Staff is soliciting input from these officials as to the
adequacy at this number of lots.

A Residential Collector Street is planned, at 60° in right-of-way width (and presumed roadway
width at 36°, when infrastructure plans are submitted), as per Subdivision Regulations
standards, connecting 131% St. S. to Mingo Rd., located between Blocks 1, 2, 3, and 7 on the
west and Blocks 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9 on the east.

General. This subdivision of 104.78 acres, more or less, proposes 291 lots, nine (9) blocks
(however, due to Reserve “C” completely separating parts of Block 3, Staff recommends the
designation of a tenth block), and seven (7) Reserve areas. The typical lot appears to be 60° X
125° (7,500 square feet) to 60° X 130’ (7,800 square feet).

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.

The Technical Advisory Commitiee (TAC) reviewed this PUD on April 03, 2013. The Minutes
of the meeting are attached to this report.

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

this report.

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 [n 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, and thus PUD 78 would be In
Accordance with the Comprehensive Plan as a zoning district.

Therefore, Staff believes that the proposed Preliminary Plat for a single-family residential
development should be recognized as being consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

5%
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Potential Subdivision Design Enhancements. In the Staff Reports for the original and revised
Preliminary Plat applications, Staff identified several potential design enhancements, some of
which have been incorporated as of the 2009 redesign (more reserve areas, and reserve areas
connecting to other reserve areas, etc.). One of the recommended potential design
enhancements was to use the 130° PSO electric powerline right-of-way easement as a greenway
/ walking trail amenity (for illustration, consider the walking trail in the Churchill Park
subdivision in Jenks). This could connect to the corresponding open space Reserve along the
north side of the Southbridge subdivision. This trajectory would allow it to connect to the
planned trail along the south side of Southbridge and into the Tulsa Metropolitan Trails system
connection at Washington Irving Park to the west. The other Reserve Areas used for
drainage/detention may also allow for passive recreational uses.

Studies have shown that lots abutting greenways, linear parks, and parks in general, fetch
higher prices in the marketplace and maintain their values better than others not abutting such

amenities. Use as a vgalking trail amenity could enhance the attractiveness, and thus value, of
the entire subdivision.

Such design enhancements could be discussed and decided at an early date, and without

significant developer investment in a singular plan, if a Sketch Plat were submitted first for the
Planning Commission’s approval of the conceptual layout.

These recommendations were not incorporated into the design, but there are now more Reserve
areas, primarily designed for stormwater drainage/detention. The Planning Commission should

discuss with the developer the likelihood of adding walking trails around the high banks of the
drainage/detention areas.

Access. Primary access to the subdivision would be via one (1) entrance from 131% $t. . and
another from Mingo Road, and the third via 133" St. 8. through Sun Burst. There are no other

stub-out streets abutting the subject property to connect to, and no undeveloped residential
acreages to provide a new stub-out street to.

The Subdivision Regulations do not contain a ratio schedule for the number of required points
of access to a subdivision based on the number of lots within it. Recommendations as to
adequacy of the three (3) means of ingress and egress in ratio to the number of lots proposed
should come from the City Planner, Fire Marshal, and Police Chief, all of whom have expressed
that the three (3) should be considered adequate when 254 lots were proposed. All three (3)
verbally indicated that the three (3) were still adequate when that number was increased to 276

lots. 291 lots are now proposed, and Staff is soliciting input from these officials as to the
adequacy at this number of lots,

A Residential Collector Street s planned, at 60° in right-of-way width (and presumed roadway
width at 36’, when infrastructure plans are submitted), as per Subdivision Regulations

standards, connecting 131* St. 8. to Mingo Rd., located between Blocks 1, 2, 3, and 7 on the
west and Blocks 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9 on the east.

* http:/rwww tpl.orefresearch/parks/economic-health-benatits huml ( 6 7>
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Subdivision Regulations Section 3.2.20 (Section 12-3-2.T of the codified City Code) has a
maximum 300” street length standard, but provides that “longer cul-de-sac designs than
stipulated in the éngineering design manual may be approved upon the consent of the city staff,
including city engineer, fire marshal, police chief, public works director and city planner.”

For the previous Preliminary Plat, the Fire Marshal, City Planner, City Engineer, and Public
Works Director previously agreed that all cul-de-sacs in the 500 range must be connected, but
that the two (2) that were in the 350° length range may be allowed based on local precedent.
The City Council approved the Modification/Waiver for the cul-de-sacs in the 350’ length
range as supported by Staff. With the Staff’s and Planning Commission’s favorable
recommendation, when the Preliminary Plat was first approved in 2008, the City Council
approved a Modification/Waiver from this standard to allow one (1) certain street to marginally
exceed this distance. This Modification/Waiver applied to “Sireet Alignment C,” at
approximately 320’ in length, and “Street Alignment J,” at approximately 348’ in length, based
on the local precedent for streets in the 350° range in Blue Ridge II. These street alignments are
now/should be known as 91 E. Ave. and 134% St. S, respectively. As of the 2009 redesign, all
of the streets are in compliance with the approved Modxficatlon/W aiver, which is recognized as
still in effect for this marginally-revised Preliminary Plat. 134™ St. S. was shortened to 348’
and it appears that 91% E. Ave. has been shortened to 300 or less.

Staff Recommendation. Staff recommends Approval Staff of the Preliminary Plat subject to the
following corrections, modifications, and Conditions of Approval:

1. The Modification/Waiver from the 300’ maximum length standard of Subdivision
Regulations Section 3.2.20, which the City Council approved with Planning
Commission’s favorable recommendation when the Preliminary Plat was first approved
in 2008. This Modification/Waiver applied to “Street Alignment C,” at approximately
320’ in length, and “Street Alignment )" at approximately 348’ in length, based on the
local precedent for streets in the 350° range in Blue Ridge II. These street alignments
are now/should be known as 91% E. Ave. and 134™ St. S., respectively. As of the 2009
redesign, all of the streets are in compliance with the approved Modification/Waiver,

which is recognized as still in effect for this marginally-revised Preliminary Plat. 134"
St. S. was shortened to 348’ and it appears that 91™ E. Ave. has been shortened to 300’
or less, but the actual distance cannot be determined.

2. Please designate the length of the cul-de-sac street centerlines from intersection with
centerline(s) of connecting strects to the center of the cul-de-sac turnaround, so that
street lengths can be determined.

3. The Modification/Waiver from 2:1 maximum lot depth to lot width ratio of SRs Section
12-3-4.F, which the City Council approved with Planning Commission’s favorable
recommendation when the Preliminary Plat was approved in 2009, is recognized to still
be in effect and shall apply to all such lots exceeding this ratio. More lots exceed this
ratio now than previously due to the lot narrowing.

4. Subject to the satisfaction of any outstanding Fire Marshal, City Engineer, and City

* Attorney recommendations.

5. Per the City Engineer, any development of the subject property must coordinate with the

Haikey Creek engineering design plans.
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6. Development of the property at this time, and prior to the completion of the Haikey
Creek drainage improvement project will result in the requirement to (1) Submit and
receive FEMA approval of a Conditional Letter Of Map Revision based on Fill
(CLOMR-F), (2) Fill / elevate the property to above the current 100-year Base Flood
Elevation (BFE), (3) Provide compensatory storage for the fill / elevation, (6) Submit
and receive FEMA approval of a LOMR-F, and (5) provide on-site stormwater -
detention. Elevating the subject property out of the 100-year floodplain would avoid
conflict with the restriction from platting lots within the 100-year floodplain per SRs §
12-3-2.0. The subject property was approved for a CLOMR-F (Case No. 10-06-2013C)
per letter from FEMA dated September 09, 2010. The balance of the actions remains to
be done.

7. Lots 1 through 5, inclusive, Block 3, are completely separated from the balance of
Block 3 by Reserve Area ‘C.’ Per the definition of “Block” in the Subdivision
Regulations and the typical block numbering conventions, the two (2) areas need to be
separate blocks.

8. The 2009 plat included a “Reserve ‘G’ between the north-south collector street and the
“Park” Lot 34, Block 3, Blue Ridge II, which contains a stormwater detention/retention,
facility. 'This plat contains linework suggesting an extra-wide easement of some sort,
but the same is not dimensioned or labeled. Please dimension and label. Will this area
be used for emergency or other access to the stormwater detention pond? If so, its width
is normally required to be 30° per the Fire Marshal, or otherwise it must be approved as
to design by the Fire Marshal.

9. Lot, Block, and Reserve number statistics on the first page is missing number of
Reserve Areas.

10. Update Lot, Block, and Reserve number statistics on the first page to add the new block
number.

1. The 130’-wide AEP/PSO easement (Book 3600 Page 16) is not represented on this or
the PUD 78 “Concept Plat” site plan.

12. Please confirm Lot 3, Block 6 and Lot 49, Block 4 have an average lot width not less
than 60°.

13. Lot 3, Block 6 missing dimensions along rear-most lines.
14. Please indicate the breakpoints between 131 P1. 8. and 95™ E. Ave. and 132%¢P1. §. and
94" . Ave.

15. Please change the street names as per the “Street Names Plat” provided to the Applicant
on April 03, 2013.

16. Please add proposed addresses to the lots.
17. Plat missing standard address caveat/disclaimer: “Addresses shown on this plat were

accurate at the time this plat was filed. Addresses are subject to change and should
never be relied on in place of the legal description.”

18. Per SRs Section 12-4-2.A.3, the Location Map (“Vicinity Map™) must include:
e All platted additions represented with the Section
e Scale at 17 =2,000".

19. Plat missing notes pertaining to monumentation (reference SRs Section 12-1-8).

20. The graphic scale does not appear to correspond to map features, The numeric scale
was not checked as its native paper size is not known.
21. Angle/bearing data missing throughout plat.

165
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22. Linework along the west sides of Lots 17, 18, and 19, suggestive of an easement, is
missing label and dimension. It was last known as a “17.5” U/E & OD/E” in 2009.

23. Easements lacking labels and dimensions throughout plat.

24. Easements represented on the 2009 plat along 131% St. S., “Report of Commissioners
(Case No. 74808)” and “15” City of Bixby Easement (Book 5428, Page 2167)” missing
from this plat.

25. All easements of record affecting the subject property must be represented on the plat
(SRs Section 12-4-2.B.2, eic.).

26. Contour data should be muted to improve legibility. See 2009 version for example.

27. Survey data missing for Reserves E and F.

28. Please represent the underlying RS-3 and RM-2 zoning district boundary lines as per
SRs Section 12-4-2.B.3.

29. Please add lot sizes to lots for purposes of reviewing for Zoning Code compliance. A
schedule may be used in order not to clutter the lots with more text.

30. Similar to the 2009 version, this plat contains an overall layout on the first page and
then north and south parts on the following two (2) pages. However, this version does
not have a Sheet Legend or labels indicating “Overall Layout,” “North Part,” or “South
Part,” and has no Maichlines.

31. Certain lots are not fully represented on either the north or south part sections (e.g. Lot
47, Block 4, Lots i:4, Biock 8).

32. Curve Data Table has no name (reference 2009 version).

33. Linework suggesting easements (10" U/E per the 2009 version) not labeled. Please label
as to width and designate “U/E” if that is what they are.

34, The 2009 plat had an FL/E (Fence and Landscape Easement) along 131% St. S. and
Mingo Rd. Linework suggesting an easement is represented in the same place, but is
not dimensioned or labeled. Please dimension and label.

35. For the FL/E (Fence and Landscape Easement), please add appropriate dedication and
maintenance respongsibility language in the DoD/RCs. This was DoD/RCs Section I1.L
in the 2009 plat.

36. Dimension missing between northwest corner of Lot 1, Block 4 and C67. Last reported
to be 63.59°.

37. Dimension missing from south line of Reserve C.

38. Dimension missing on common line between Lot 12, Block 3 and Reserve C.

39. Dimensions missing from several areas throughout the plat.

40, 134" 8t. 8. in Blue Ridge II mislabeled,

41. Please correct name of subdivision abutting to the west to Sun Burst.

42. Text congestion at Lots 12 and 13, Block 6, Lot 4 and 15, Block 3, and text and
linework conflicts throughout the plat make reading difficult.

43, North-south dimension missing from west end of Reserve A.

44, Consider making the common lot line between Lots 33 and 34, Block 1, coterminous
with the southerly endpoint of C22 in order to eliminate the 0.90° variance between the
southerly endpoint of C22 and the common lot corner. 1t is not clear if the 0.90°
variance is to the north or to the south of the common lot corner, due to its exceptionally
small size and the scale of the plat.

45, Three (3) separate instrument U/Es indicated suggest public U/Es will be dedicated.
Please submit at your convenience for City Council acceptance of the public easement
dedication.
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46. Three (3) separate instrument U/Es indicated: Cite Document # recording reference
where instruments are recorded with the Tulsa County Clerk.

47. DoD/RCs Preamble: Missing legal description.

48. DoD/RCs Preamble: Missing critical wording such as “And has caused the above
described land to be surveyed, staked, platted, granted, donated, conveved., and
dedicated, access rights reserved, and subdivided ...” as per the City Attorney’s
recommendations regarding fee simple ownership of rights-of-ways.

49. DoD/RCs Section L.A: Please qualify this section as follows: “...provided however,
nothing herein shall be deemed to prohibit properly-permitted drives, parking areas,
curbing, landscaping, customary screening fences and walls that do not constitute an
obstruction.”

50. DoD/RCs Section LE: Does not appear to provide for passive recreational uses (such as
walking trails) in Reserve Areas, if the Developer is willing to incorporate this design
suggestion.

51. DoD/RCs Section LE.3: Refers to HOA formation in DoD/RCs Section TII, but should
be Section IV.

52.DoD/RCs Section LH: Please qualify this section as follows: *...damage to
landscaping and paving, when permitted by the City of Bixby, occasioned....”

53. DoD/RCs Section LI: Refers to HOA formation in DoD/RCs Section I, but should be
Section IV. :

54. DoD/RCs Section LI: Does not appear to provide for passive recreational uses (such as
walking trails) in Reserve Areas, if the Developer is willing to incorporate this design
suggestion.

55.DoD/RCs Section II & LJ: Appears to be missing use, ownership, and related
provisions for Reserve Areas A, B, C, and D. See Section LI of 2009 plat for
illustration of language which could be used here.

56. DoD/RCs Section LI & L1J: Wil these Reserve Areas also be designated Utility
Easement?.

57. DoD/RCs Scction 1J.2: The description of the 5’ and 5’ is somewhat awkwardly
written — is it intended to state that 10’ will be maintained between residences, rather
than the sum of the two 5’ side yards? Advisory.

58. Deed of Dedication / Restrictive Covenants: Section 1.J.2: Provision allowing side
yards at 15” along streets conflicts with 20° Building Lines shown throughout the plat.
Advisory. Language was modified in 2009 and now states “(except where easements
are greater),” but this does not resolve the issue when the Building Lines are more
restrictive.  Probably intended to state “(except where Building Lines are more
restrictive as shown on the plat).”

59. DoD/RCs Section II: Please complete blanks with appropriate information pertaining to
the approval of PUD 78 (pending approval).

60. DoD/RCs Section ILD.1: Provides a 60’ Lot Frontage standard, when PUD 78 proposes
a 60’ minimum Lot Width standard.

61. DoD/RCs Section II: Please update with the final wording of PUD 78 (pending
approval).

62. DoD/RCs Section IIIl: Refers to the “Declarant,” but the term does not appear to be
identified within the DoD/RCs.

63. DoD/RCs Section Il Preamble: Refers to “Sections 1100-1107 of Title 42, Bixby
Revised Ordinances (Bixby Zoning Code).” This appears to point to the City of Tulsa’s
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Zoning Code. Please revise to simply “... the provisions of the Bixby Zoning Code
pertaining to Planned Unit Developments (PUDs),” or something to that effect.

64. DoD/RCs Section ILD: Contains a subsection .1 and no other subsections. Advisory.

65. DoD/RCs Section II[.A: Does not appear to provide for the transfer of duties from the
subdivision’s Architectural Committee to the HOA. Advisory.

66. DoD/RCs Section III.A.1.a: Indicates minimum square footage requirement of PUD 78
may be waived by the subdivision’s Architectural Committes. Please qualify
appropriately. :

67. DoD/RCs Section IILA.1.b: Indicates masonry requirement of PUD 78 may be waived
by the subdivision’s Architectural Committee. Please qualify appropriately.

68. DoD/RCs Section III.A.l.e: Requires concrete driveway construction. Would
cobblestone or Belgian block be permitted? Advisory.

69. DoD/RCs Section 111.A.3: Provides a 20’ front-yard, 0° side yard, and 15° rear yard
setbacks in conflict with RS-3 zoning and PUD 78 as proposed, and the 25 front yard
Building Lines shown on the plat. Please revise.

70. DoD/RCs Section III.A.4.e: Refers to enforcement provisions in DeD/RCs Section V
instead of IV as presumed intended.

71. DoD/RCs Section IV Enforcement, Duration, Amendment and Severability: Duplicate
Section number. Section V is presumed intended. '

72. DoD/RCs Section [VI].C: Refers to DoD/RCs Section ILB “Use,” when Section lIL.B
“Use” of the 2009 version was presumed intended. Section III of this plat appears to be
substantially rewritten as compared to the 2009 version, so this former reference may no
longer be valid.

73. DoD/RCs Section [VI].C. Has an extra period with attendant spacing.

74. DoD/RCs Section [VI].C. Please include PUD number in space indicated.

75. A copy of the Preliminary Plat including all recommended corrections shall be
submitted for placement in the permanent file.

76. Due to the number of minor errors, Staff advises the Applicant to re-review the plat and
Deed of Dedication and Restrictive Covenanis and satisfy themselves as to its
correctness.
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PUD 78 - “Willow Creek” — Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC, &
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Erik Enyart

From: Barrick Rosenbaumn, P.E., CFM [barrick@rosenbaumconsultingllc.com]
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 12:04 PM

To: Erik Enyart

Subject: RE: Bixby TAC Agenda for 04/03/2013

Received and thanks!
Have a great day.
Sincerely

Barrick

From: Erik Enyart [mailto:eenyart@bixby.com]
Sent: Monday, Aprit 01, 2013 11:50 AM

Tao: Barrick Rosenbaum, P.E., CFM

Subject: FW: Bixby TAC Agenda for 04/03/2013

Barrick:
See below and attached as pertains to the Willow Creek project.

FErik Enyart

From: tipierceir@aep.com [mailte:rniercejr@aep.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2013 2:10 PM

To: Erik Enyart

Ce: emshelton@aep.com

Subject: Re: Bixby TAC Agenda for 04/03/2013

Erik,

| have reviewed the agenda items for the April 3, 2013 Bixby TAC meeting, as forwarded to my attention via email on 3-
20-2013.

The following comments apply:

Woodcreek Office Park (Preliminary Plat):
Neither American Electric Power Company, Inc. (AEP), Public Service Cornpany of Oklahoma (PSO) nor AEP Oklahoma
Transmission Comnpany, Inc. (OKTRANSCO) currently maintain any high voltage electric transmission facilities or own
Transmission right-of-way easement rights upon the subject property.

Willow Creek (Concept Piat):
PSO is owner of a transmission line right-of-way easement across the south 130 feet of the subject property.
reference file attachment below.....

__certain restrictions as to the use of this easement area will apply - for more information reference the two attachments
below....

ility Eagsement Closure Request - Lot 6, Block 1 Bixby Centenmal Plaza:

* Nor objectlons to requested action.
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This correspondence is intended to address only those issues regarding any AEP/PSO and OKTRANSCO owned high
voltage transmission system facilities and does not represent or imply the concurrence of Public Service Company of
Oklahoma as regards its existing or proposed electric distribution facilities on the properties. Further, this concurrence is

not to be construed as to preempt the grant of any additional easements necessary to provide electrical service to the
properties at some future date.

Rabert Pierce

Lead Right-of-Way Agent

AEP Transmission Line Engineering

212 E. 6th St., GO4E, Tulsa, OK 74119-1295
Office Telephone: (918) 598-2257

Office AudiNet: 8-700-2257
Celt Phone: (918) 708-2111
Facsimile (Fax). 866-947-0823
E-Mail: ripiercejr@aep.com

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www avg.com
Version: 2013.0.2904 / Virus Database: 2641/6205 - Release Date: 03/26/13

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.aveg.com
Version: 2013.0.3267 / Virus Database: 3161/6218 - Release Date: 04/01/13




Memo

To: ERIK ENYART, AICP, CITY PLANNER

From: JIM SWEEDEN

Date: 3/20/2013

Re: REVISED PRELIMINARY PLAT OF "WILLOW CREEK”

RESIDENTIAL HYDRANT SPACING IS 600 FEET. THIS OFFICE SHALL LOCATE AND AFPROVE
HYDRANT LOCATIONS AND SHALL BE INSTALLED ON PROPERTY LINES. HYDRANTS NEED

TO BE AS CLOSE TO ENTRANCES OF CUL-DE-SAC AS POSSIBLE.
MINIVMUM PAVEMENT WIDTHS FOR RESIDENTIAL IS 26 FEET.
EACH SIDE OF ENTRANCES AND EXITS AREAS WITH ISLANDS SHALL BE NO LESS THAN 14

FEET FROM CURB TO CURB. THE ISLANDS AT THE TWO ENTRANCES SHALL HAVE
CALIFORN!IATYPE CURBS.




Erik Enyart

From: Joey Wiedel [firemarshal@bixby.com]

Sent: Friday, April 26, 2013 1:58 PM

To: Erik Enyart

Subject: RE: Staff Report PUD 78 - Willow Creek - Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC - DRAFT version
drafied 04-25-13

Erik,

Everything in questions seems to be sufficient to me.

Thanks,

Joey Wiedel/ Fire Marshal

City of Bixby Fire Dept.

116 W. Needles

Bixby, Ok 74008
PH: (918)366-0436
F: (918)366-4416

From: Erik Enyart [mailto:eenyart@bixby.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2013 11:19 AM

To: Tke

Shirley; 'Joey Wiedel (firemarshal@bixby.com)'; Jim Sweeden

€ Jared Cotile; Bea Aamodt
Subject: FW: Staff Report PUD 78 — Willow Creek — Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC — DRAFT version drafted 04-25-13

Ike, Joey, and Jim:

Please see the attached draft report and strect names plat.

1)

2)

Part of the report is:

“The Subdivision Regulations do not contain a ratio schedule for the number of required points of access
to a subdivision based on the number of lots within it. Recommendations as to adequacy of the three (3)
means of ingress and egress in ratio to the number of lots proposed should come from the City Planner,
Fire Marshal, and Police Chief, all of whom have expressed that the three (3) should be considered
adequate when 254 lots were proposed. All three (3) verbally indicated that the three (3) were still
adequate when that number was increased to 276 lots. 291 lots are now proposed, and Staff is soliciting
input from these officials as to the adequacy at this number of lots.”

Do you now that there are 291 lots, do you still concur that the three (3) points of access are adequate?

Please take a look at the street name plat and see if | have made any errors or if enhancements are in
order.

Thanks in advance!

Frik
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From: Erik Enyart

Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2013 10:56 AM

Yo: 'Barrick Rosenbaum, P.E., CFM'

Cc: Jared Cottle; Bea Aamadt; 'lim Sweeden'; Joey Wiedel (firemarshal@bixby.com)'; Patrick Boulden
Subject: Staff Report PUD 78 — Willow Creek ~ Rosenbaum Consulting, LLC ~ DRAFT version drafted 04-25-13

Hi Barrick:

Draft report attached. Please review and contact me with any questions or if you need additional information.

Others copied here for review and edits as may be needed.
Thanks~

Erik Enyart, AICP, City Planner
City of Bixby, PO Box 70
Bixby, OK. 74008

Ph. (918) 366-0427

Fax (918) 366-4416
eenyart@bixby.com
www.bixby.com

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2013.0.3272 / Virus Database: 3162/6264 - Release Date: 04/22/13




City of Bixby

Engineering Department

Memo

Tos

Erik Enyart

Frome Jared Cottle

[ ]

Bea Aamodt
File

Date: 04/02/13

Re:

Willow Cresk PUD 78 and Preliminary Plat Review

General Comments:

1.

The proposed project includes utilization of off-site properties (Biue Ridge Il & Sunburst). The

written arrangements/agreements that provide for the use of these properties must be provided
before Construction Plan approval.

Grading/Drainage/Paving Comments:

2.

3.

4,

5.

An updated Drainage Report should be submitted covering the proposed project and noting any
changes to previously submitted documentation.

A CLOMR has already been filed covering the site grading and storm water drainage plans. If any
changes are proposed, they should be included in an updated Drainage Report.

Any drainage or grading coordination with the Willow Creek Plaza project should be described and
provided with future submittals.

A soils report including pavement design recommendations based on the City Engineering Design
Manual will be required.

Sanitary Sewer Comments:

6. The sewer plan should include the instaliation of the off-site interceptor sewer along the south and
west perimeter. The interceptor extension should be aligned directly across line Reserve “C" from
Lot 17 to Lot 3. Installation of a deep, 24" interceptor under City streets and through abutting back
or side yards is not deslrable.

7. For future accessibility, the interceptor sewer line should terminate at the NW corner of Lot 19,
Block 1 rather than in Lot 10, Block 4.

8. A sanitary sewer design memorandum shouid be provided with the design that indicates the
potential drainage basin based on drainage areas and the depth of the lateral and interceptor lines.

9. All terminal manhales should be located within 15' of the street curb — Le. the manhole between Lot
24 and Lot 25, Block 9 should be extended further south to 135™ St.

Water Comimients:

10. All valves and fitting should be located outside of paved areas.

11. The water line on S. 95" E. Ave. should be located on the east side of the roadway for continuity.

12

The water line on S. 92™ E. Ave. should be located on the east side of the roadway for its entirety.

1of2
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13, The water iine on S. 88™ E. Ave. and E. 132™ St. should be located on the north side of the

roadway.

14. Fire hydrant locations must be approved by the Fire Marshall.

@ Page 2 of 2
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WILLOW CREEK
DEED OF DEDICATION
AND
RESTRICTIVL COVENANTS

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

Willow Creek Development, LLC, an Oklahoma limited liability company, hereinafier together referred 1o as the

"Owner/Developer” is the owner of the feliowing described Jand in the City of Bixby, Tulsa County, State of Cklahoma, 1o wit:
Insert legat here

and has caused the above described Jand to be surveyed, staked, platred and subdivided into lots, blocks, reserve areas and
sueets, in conformity with the accompanying plat and survey (hereinafter the “Plar” and has entitied and designated the
subdiviston as “Willow Creek”, a Subdivision in the City of Bixby, Tulsa County, Oklahama (hereinafter "Willow Creek” or the

“Subdivision”).

SECTIONI.  PUBLIC STREETS, EASEMENTS AND UTILITIES

A. Public Streets and General Utifity Easemenis

The Owner/Developer does hereby dedicate for public use the streets depicted on the accompanying plat and does
further dedicate for public use the utility easements as depicted on the accompanying plat as “w/e” or “utility

easement”, far the several purposes of constructing, maintaining, operating, repairing, replacing, and/or removing any

and all public viilities, including storm sewers, sanitary sewers, telephone and communication lines, electric pawer
lines and transformers, gas lines, water [ines and cable television lines, together with all fittings, including the poles,
wires, conduits, pipes, valves, meters and equipment for each of such facilities and any other appurtenances thereta,
with the rights of ingress and egress te and upon the utility easements for the uses and purposes aforesaid, provided
however, the Gwner/Develeper hereby reserves the right to construct, maintain, operate, lay and re-lay water lines
and sewer lines, tagether with the right of ingress and egress for such construction, maintenance, operation, laying
and re-laying over, across and along all of the utility easements depicted on the plar, for the purpose of furnishing
water and/or sewer services to the area included in the plar.  The Owner/Developer herein imposes a restrictive
covenant, which covenant shall be binding on each lot owner and shall be enforceable by the City of Bixby,

Oklahoma, and by the supplier of any affected utility service, thart within the uility easements depicted on the

——

CITY OF BIXBY
MAR 18 2003

RECEIVED

[



accompanying plat no building, structure or other above or below ground obsiruciian shall be placed, erected,

installed or maintained, provided however, nothing herein shall be deemed 16 prohibit drives, parking areas, curbing,

landscaping, customary screening fences and walls that da not constitute an abstruction.

Underground Service

Overhead lines for the supply of efectric, wefephane and cable television services may be located along the
south side perimeter boundary of the subdivision, if located within a general viiliry easement as depicied on
the accompanying plat. Street light poles or standards may be served by overhead line or underground cable
and elsewhere throughout the subdivisian all supply fines shali be located underground in the general wtility
easements.  Service pedestals and transformers, as sources of supply at secondary voltages, may also be

tocated in the general ulity easements.

Underground service cables to alf structures which may be located within the subdivision may be run from
the nearest service pedestal or transformer to the point of usage determined by the location and
censtruction of such sirucire as may be located upon the lot, provided that vpon the installation of a
servire cable to a particular structure, the supplies of service shall thereafier he deemed 10 have a definitive,
permanent and effective easement on the lor, covering a 5 foot strip extending 2.5 feet on each side of the

service cable, extending from the service pedestal or ransformer to the service entrance on the structure.

The supplier of electric, telephone and cable television services, through its agents and employees, shall at
all imes have right of access to all general utility easements depicted on the accompanying plat or otherwise
provided for in this Deed of Dedication for the purpese of installing, maintaining, removing or replacing any

portian of the underground electric, telephone or cable television facilities installed by the supplier of the

utility service.

Lot owners shall be responsible for the protection of the underground service facilities located on sheir
respective los and each shall prevent the aleration of grade or any canstruction activity that would
interfere with the elecrric, telephane or cable television faciliies. The supplier of service shall be
responsible for ordinary maintenance of underground facilities, but the owner shall pay for damage or

relocation of such facilities caused or necessitated by acts of the owner or his agents or contractors.

The foregoing cavenants set forth in this paragraph B shall be enforceable by the supplier of the electric,

tefephone or cable television service and Lot owners agree o be bound hereby.



Waier, Sanilary Sewer and Starm Sewer Service

Lot owners shall be responsible for the protection of the public water mains, sanitary sewer mains and storm
sewers located on their respective lots and shall prevent the alteration of grade or any construction artivity

which may interfere with said public water main, public sanitary sewer main or storm sewer,

Within the utility easement areas depicted on the accompanying plat, the alteration of grade in excess of 3
feet from the contours existing upon the completion of the installation of a public water main, sanitary
sewer Main ar storm sewer, or any construction activity which would interfere with public water mains,

sanitary SEWEr mains and storm sewers shall be prnhibi[ed.

The City of Bixby, Oklahoma, or its successors, shall be responsible for ordinary maintenance of public water
and sewer mains, but Lot owners shall pay for damage or relocation of such facilities caused or necessitated

by their acts and/or the acts of their agents or contractors.

The City of Bixby, Oklahoma, or its successors, shall at all times have right of access 1o all easements
depicted on the accompanying plat, er atherwise provided for in this Deed of Dedication, for the purpase of
instafling, maintaining, remaving o¢ replacing any portion of underground water or sewer facilities.

The foregoing covenants set forth in this paragraph C shall be enforceable by the City of Bixby, Oklahoma,

or its suceessors, and Lot owners agree to be bound hereby.

Gas Service

Let owners shall be responsible far the prorection of gas facilities located on sheir respective lots,

Within the utility easement areas depicted on the accompanying plat, the afteration of grade imexcess of 3

feet from the cantours exisiing wpon the completion of the Instaflation of a gas main or any construction

activity which would interfere with a gas main shall be prohibited.
The supplier of gas service shall be responsible for ardinary maintenance of gas mains, but Lot owners shall

pay for damage or relocation of such facilities caused or necessitated by their acts and/or the acts of their

agents or canractors.
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The supplier of gas service shall at all times have right of access to all easements depicted on the
accompanying plar, or otherwise provided for in this Deed of Dedication, for the purpose of installing,

maintaining, removing or replacing any partion of gas facilities.

Underground gas service lines to all structures which may be located within the subdivision may be run
from the nearest gas main 1o the point of usage determined by the location and construction of such
structure as may be located upan the lot, provided that upon the installation ef a service line to a particular
structure, the supplier of service shall thereafier be deemed to have a definitive, permanent and effective

easement on the loi, covering a 5 foot strip extending .5 feet on each side of the service line, extending

from the gas main to the service entrance on the stucture.

The feregoing covenants set forth in this paragraph D shall be enforceable by the supplier of gas service and
Lot owners agree to be bound hereby,

Dverland Drainage Easement

The Owner/Developer does hereby grant and establish a perpetual easemenc on, over and across Reserve
Area A, B, C, and D (hereinafter referred to as rhe "Overland Drainage Easement Areas"} for the purposes of

permitting the flow, conveyance, detension and discharge of stormwater runoff fram the various lots within

the subdivision.

Detentian and other drainage facilities constructed within the Overland Drainage Easement Areas shall be

in accordance with standards and specifications approved by the City of Bixby, Oklahoma

Drainage facilities shall be maintained by the Homeowners’ Assaciation (to be formed pussuant to Section
111} to the extent necessary ta achieve the intended drainage and detention funciions including repair of
appurtenances and removal of obstructions and siltation.  The Homeowners' Association shall provide
routine and customary grounds maintenance within the Overland Drainage Easement Areas which shall be

in accordance with the fallowing standards:
a. The Overland Drainage Easenent Areas shall be kept free of litzer.

h. The Overland Drainage Easement Areas shall be mowed during the growing season at intervals

not exceeding 4 weeks.
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[ In the event the Homeowners' Association should fail to praperly maintain the Dverland Drainage
Easement Areas as ahove provided, the City of Bixby, Oklahoma, or its designated contractor may
eniter the Overland Drainage Easement Areas and perform such maintenance, and the cost thereof

shail be paid by the Homeowners' Association.

d. tn the event the Homeowners' Association, after completion of the maintenance and receipt of a
statement of costs, fails to pay the cost of maintenance as above set forth, the City of Bixby,
Cklahoma may file of recard a copy of the statement of costs and thereafter the costs shall be a
lien against each residential lo within the subdivision, provided however, the lien against each

residential lot shall not exceed 1/291th of the costs.

e Alien established as above provided may be foreclosed by the City of 8ixby, Oklzhema.

Surface Drainage and 1ot Grading Restriction

Each Lot shall receive and drain, in an unabstructed manner, the storm and surface waters from lots, drainage areas
of higher elevation, and public sueets and easements. No ot owner shall construct or permit ta be constructed any
fencing or ather obstructions which woutd impair the drainage of storm and/or surface waters over and across his let.
The foregoing covenants set fosth in this paragraph F shall be enforceable by any affecied lot awner and by the City of

Bixby, Oklahoma.
Limits of No Access

The undersigned Owner/Developer hereby refinguishes rights of vehicular ingress or egress from any portion of the
property adjacent 1o Sauth Mingo Road and East 131" Street South designated as "Limies of No Access” (LN.A) on the
—accempanying placThe LNA may be amended orreleased by the Bixby Planning Commission, or its successor, with
the approval of the City of Rixby, Oklahama, or as otherwise provided by the statutes and laws of the State of

Oklahama. The LNA established shall be enforceable by the City of Bixby, Oldahoma.

Paving and Landscaping Within Easements

Lot owners affected shall be responsible for the repair of damage to landscaping and paving occasiened by necessary
installation or maintenance of underground water, sewer, storm sewer, natural gas, communication, cable television
or elecwic facilities within the rasement areas depicted upon the accompanying plat.  Provided, however, the City of

Bixby, Oklahoma or the supplier of the utility service shall use reasonable care in the perfermance of such activities.
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I Reserve Area E and Reserve Area F

The use of Reserve Area E and Reserve Area F shall be limited 10 use as open space, landscaping and is reserved for
subsequent conveyance to the Homeowners' Assaciation, as set forth within Section Ill, 1o be formed far the purpases

of the administration and maintenance of the comman areas of the Subdivision.

I Minimum Building Setbacks and Yards

1. No building or pant thereof, except open parches and terraces, shall be lacated neares ta the right

of way of an adjoining public streer than the building line depicted on the accampanying plat.

2. Na residence shall be huilt nearer than five (5) fzet 1o any side lot on one side, and five (5) feet an
the ather side, thus requiring a combined tozal of at feast ten (1 0) feet berween the residence and
both side lot lines, Where side lot easements are shown greates than the foregoing, no
encroachment shali be allowed on the easement. Buildings abutting a side street may he
constructed up to the fifteen {15) foor building line (except where easements are greater),

provided thauif the garage abuts the side street, the setback shall be rwenty (20) feer.
3. The minimum rear yard shall be owenty {20) fees

4, No building, whether principal or accessory, shall encroach uzpon any utility easernent as depicted

on the accompanying plat.

5. All buildings must face the most restrictive building line.

SECTION#.  PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS

Whereas, Willow Creek was submitted as a planned unit development {designated as PUD No. ) as provided within

Sections 1100-1107 of Title 42, Bixby Revised Ordinanices (Bixby Zoning Cade}, and

Whereas, PUD No.  was affirmatively recommended by the Bixby Planning Commissian on and

approved by the City Council of the City of Bixby, Oklahoma, on the implementing Ordinance No.

being adopted on and published on

and

Whereas, the planried unit development provisions of the Bixby Zoning Code require the establishment of covenants of record,
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inuring to and enforceable by the City of Bixhy, Oklahoma, sufficient te assure the implemeatation and continued compliance

with the approved planned unit development, and

Whereas, the Dwner/Developer desires to establish restrictions for the purpose of providing for an orderly development and o
insure adequate restrictions for the mutual benefit of the Owner/Developer, its successors and assigns, and the City of Bixby,

Oklahoma.
THEREFORE, the Qwner/Developer does hereby impose the following restrictions and cavenants which shall be covenants
ruaning with the land and shall be binding upon the Owner/Developer, its successors and assigns, and shall be enforceable as

hereinafter set farth.

A Development in Accordance Wity PUD

Willow Creek shall be developed and used in substantial accordance with the restrictions and development standards
of PUD No.  approved by the City Council of the City of Bixby, Oklahoma, or in substantial accordance with such
modifications or amendments af the restrictions and development standards of PUD No.  as may be subsequenily

approved.

B. Applicable Ordinance

The development of Willow Creek shall be subject to the planned unit development provisions of the Bixby Zoning

Code, as such grovisions existed on

c Use

All uses allowed by right in the R5-3 zoning district and specifically single-family residential homes.

D. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

1) Development Area — Single Family Lots

Permitted uses single family residences and customary

ACCessory uses.

Minimum Lot Frontage: 60 feet, measured at the building line if the lot fronts a cul-de-sac
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A,

Other Bulk and Area Requirements As set forth wizhin an RS-3 Districr

Site Plan Review And Compliance With Approved Plans

The approved final Plat of the Subdivision shall constitute the detailed site plan required by the Bixby Zaning Code.
The development and use of Willow Creek shal be in compliance with the appraved building plans and sign plans, as

may be later approved by the Bixby Planning Commission or its successor.

Definitions

In the event of ambiguity of any ward or term set forth in this Sectian i1, the meaning thereof shall he deemed to be

defined as ser forth within the Bixby Zaning Code as the same existed an

SECTIONIIL.  PRIVATE RESTRICTIONS

Architectural Committee.

PLANS AND SPECIFICAYIONS: A complete set of plans and canstruction specifications inciuding materials for any
structure propesed 1o be erected must first be submitted to the Declarant and written approval thereof obrained from
the Declarant or its agent prior to the commencement of any constzuction upan each and alt of the Lots in Willow
Creek.  In addision, unless waived by the Declarant in writing, based on hardship, economic considerations or other
reasons which will not interfere with the harmany of design ar diminish property values in the neighborhood, the

following standards shall apply to alf dwellings in Willow Creek:

{a). Dwelling Size,  All dwellings shall have a minimum living space of at least 1,500 square feer.

Square footage shall be computed for living space, exclusive of porches, paties, and garages,

(b). Masonry. Al dwellings shall have at least fifty percent (50%) of the exterior walls thereof
comprised of brick, stone or masonry siding.  The front exterior walls of the dwelling shall be 100%
comprised of brick, stone or masanry siding; provided, however, that the area of ali windows, covered
porches and doors located in the exterior walls shall be excluded in the determination of the area of said
exterior walls.  In particular cases, the Declarant reserves the right to permit Dryvit brand or similar

exteriar construction material in lieu of brick or stone.
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(e} Garages. All dwellings shall have awtached garages suitable for accommedating a minimum of twa
(2} standard size automobifes.  All garages shall be accessed by an overhead garage daor.  Carports shall

not be permitred.

(d} Patio Roof.  All patic roofs shall be an integral part of the residence such that they are contained
within the roofline and shall be constructed with the same design, shingle color and materials as the

residence.

(e). Driveways.  All driveways into a Lot from any street shall be constructed of concrete and shall

not be less than sixteen (16) feetin width.

(). Mailboxes.  All maitbaxes shali be of a uniform structure and color and shall be constructed in
acrordapce with a wiitten plan/diagram and specifications 1o he approved by Declarant prior 1o

construction.

(g). Roof Pitch; Materials.  Roof materials shall be Heritage I or comparable composition shingles of

equal or bezter guality, and shall be of such color scherne appraved by the Declarant prior o installation.
(h). Sodding; Landscaping. The front, back and side yards of each lot shall be fully sodded upon the
completion of the construction of any residence.  Tach lot shall have a reasonable landscape package in

the front yard upen cempletion of the construction of any residence.

(i) Heating and Air Conditioning Requirements.  All residences in Willow Creek shall be

constructed with centrat heat and air systems. Mo portable, window or wall-type heating or air

cenditioning units shall be permitted.

2 MO WARRANTY ASTO PLANS: - Motwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, the Declarant shall nec be liable —

far any approval, disappreval or failure to approve any plans ar specifications hereunder, and izs approval of building
plans shall not constiwute a warranty of or responsibility for building methads, marerials, procedures, structural design,
prading, drainage, restrictive covenant compliance or code compliance.  The approval, disapproval or failure 1o
approve of any building p|ans shall not be deemed a waiver of any restrictions, vnless the Declarant is herein
authorized 1o grant the waiver and the Declarant did, in fact, grant the waiver. It is the responsibility of each Lox
Owner, and not the Declarant, to insure that such Owner’s grantor and/or builder has caused the subject Lot, and all
impravements thereto, ta be in full compliance with all relevant cedes, covenants and restrictions imposed upon

Willow Creek.
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SET-BACK LINES AMD EOT DIMENSIONS:  No buildings, outbuildings, structures, ar parts thereof shall be

constructed or maintained on lois nearer ta the property lines than the set-back lines provided herein or shown on the
accompanying plat.  Unless otherwise pravided by easement or set-back lines shown on the accompanying plat, the

minimum building ser-back lines for dwellings or ather outbuilding structures shall be:

Front Yard: 20 feer
Corner Lot Side Yards: 15 feet
Side Yards {except corner lot): 5 feet {each side) or 10 feet one side and 0 feer

on the other side provided no side yard shall be
less than the width of any utility easement
located within the Lot and along the side lot
line

Back yard: 15 feet

The frontage and minimum depth of a Lot shall be as shown on the recorded Plat for Willow Creek.  No building,

whether principal or acressory, shall encroach upon any easement.  Excepr as ahove modified or otherwise set forth

in PUD-

a Lot shall comply with the bulk and area requirements of the R5-3 Residential Single Family District

as set forth within the Bixby Zoning Ordinance.

FENCES:  Nou front yard fence shall be erected an any Lot closer o any street than the front of the main structure
withour the prior writien approval of the Declarant.  Except as described below, all fences shall ?JB six {6) feet in
height and made of wood privacy fencing. Mo fences shall be constructed upon walkways or access easements,
which would impair or hinder the intended us_e_then;uf.r A fence must be erected and well-maintained besween
each house from the side of the house extending to each respective awner's lotline.  5aid fence should be installed
50 as to prevent a view into the back yard of a lot from the street fronting the ot No fences shall be constructed an
overland drainage areas or upen walkway or access easernents which would impair or hinder the intended use
thereof.  Furthermare, wood privacy fences shall, if necessary, be trimmed at the bottom of the ferce so as 1o permit
storm water 1o run under the fence to an area with a lower grade of elevation.  Interior Fencing or Walfs shall not
extend beyond that point nearest the street at each end cosner of the residence onthe Lot On corner lots, side yard
fences shall be installed and well-maintained, sa as ta prevent a view into the back yard from the street running along
the side of the struceure.  Side yard fences can be no closer ta the street than five (5) feet from the property line for

that side yard.

(7} The Declarant reserves the right and easement, in its sole discretion, to construct fence of its choasing along the

property lines of the Subdivision, which fence shall be maintained by the Asseciation.

—
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(b) In the event a side or rear fence is constructed adjacent ta a Reserve Area, the Owners of such Lots shall construet a

woodrail with attached black raated chainlink fence along such side and/or rear yard{s) which abuts a Reserve,

(¢} The Declarany, in its sole discretion, reserves the right and easemens {but in no event shall be obligated) to
construct a fence of its choosing within any Reserve shown on the Plat which shall be maintained by the

Homeowner's Association.

{d)  All ather fences shall be a woed privacy except the Declarant may, in its sole discretion, approve in writing the
use of an alternative fencing material on a case by case basis.  No barbed wire, meshed or ather meral fencing is
allewed in any area of the Subdivision.  No fence over six feet {6°) tall is permitred unless approved by the Declarant
in wiiting.  Fences located on exterior sides of corner Lots facing a street shall not extend beyond seven and

one-half {7.5") feet from the exterior sidelines and shall be wood privacy fencing,

(e} All fencing shall be approved by the Declarant in writing prior to its construction; provided, however, upon the
wransfer of & Lot to an Owner orcupant, the construction, repair or replacement of any fence and the materials used
therefor upen such Lot shall be approved by the Assaciation in writing prior to such constructon, repair or
replacement.  All fences within Willow Creek shall be neatly maintained by the Owner thereof.  The Declarant
reserves the right, but shall not be abligated, ta enter upan such Lots in erder ta maintain, repair or stain such fencing
in a manner which the Declarant, in its sole discretion, befieves to be reasonable and appropriate, and the cost thereof

shall be charged back to the Lot Owner as a lien and shall be governed by Aricle V hereoi.

OUTBUILDINGS:  Portable storage buildings are alfowed provided they do not exceed 100 square feet in size and 8
feet i height, unless otherwise approved in writing by the Declarant.  Further, no detached structure or building far
purely ornamental or other purposes shall be erected on any part of any Lot without the prior written cansent of the

Declarant.

5. —ANTENNAE o television, radin, or ofher antennae ar reception devices, other Tham an eighteen (T8} inchor

smaller relevision sateflite dish, shall be constructed or maintained on any Lot without the written approval of the
Declarant.  Satellite dishes permitted herein shall be installed and maintained on the backside of the residential

structure and shall net be visible from streess in front of said strucwre.
NOISE POLLUTION:  Each builder of residences on the Lots will cause adequare noise pollution controf measures

10 be incorporated into the design and construction of the single-family residences as may be required by the City of

Bixhy, or any ather governmental {state or federal) bady or agency.
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SECTION IV, HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION

Formartion of Hormeawners' Association

The Owner/Developer has formed or shall cause 10 be farmed an assaciation of the owners of the Lots within Willow
Creek (hereinafter referred to as the "Homeewners' Assotiation”) to be established in accordance with the statures of the
State of Oklahoma, and to be formed for the general purpases of maintining the comman areas, inchuding but without

limitation the starm water detention facilities and reserve areas, and enhancing the value, desirability and artractiveness

of Willow Creek.

Membership

Every person or entity who is a record owner of the fee interest of a Lot shal be a member of the Homeowners'

Asseciation.  Membership shall be appurienant to and may not he separated from the ownership of a Lot.

Assessment

Each record owner of a Lot shall be subject to assessment by the Homeowners' Association for the purposes of

improvement and maintenance of the storm water detention facilities, reserve areas and other common areas,

SECTIONTV,  ENFORCEMENT, DURATION, AMENDMENT AND SEVERABILITY

Enforcement

The restrictiens herein set forth are covenants to run with the fand and shall be binding upon the Owner/Developer, its

successors and assigns.  Within the provisions of Section |. Public Streets, Easemenis and Utilities are set forth certain

covenanis and the enforcement rights pertaining thereta, and additionally the covenants within Section L. whether or not

specifically therein so stated shall inure to the benefit of and shalk be enforceable by the City of Bixby, Oklahoma. The

covenants contained in Section Il. Planned Unit Development Restrictions are estahlished pursuant to the Planned Unit
Development provisions of the Bixby Zoning Code and shall inure 1o the benefit of and shall be enfarceable by the City
of Bixby, Oklahoma, any ewner of a Lot and the Homeowners' Assaciation. If the undersigned Owner/Develaper, or its
sucecessors or assigns, shall violate any of the covenants within Section Il,, it shall be lawful for the City of Bixhy, any
owner of a Lot or the Homeowners' Assaciation to maintain any action at law or in equity against the persan or persons
violating or atempting to violate any such covenant, to prevent him or them from so doing ar to compel compliance

with the covenant. The covenants contained in Section . Private Restrictions and Section IV. Homeowners'

—12—



Association shall inure 1o the benefit of any owner of a Lot and the Homeowners' Assaciation. ¥ the undersigned
Owner/Developer, of its successors or assigns, shall violate any of the cavenants within Section [l is shali be lawful for
any owner of a Lot or the Homeowners' Association 10 maintain any action at faw or in equity against the person or
persons violating or aiempring to violate any such covenant, to prevent him or them from so doing or to compel
compliance with the covenant.  1n any judicial action brought 10 enforce the covenants established within this Deed of
Dedication, the defense that the party initiating the equitable proceeding has an adequate remedy at law, is hereby
waived. In any judicial aciien brought by any owner of a Lot or the Assaciation, which action seeks 10 enforce the
cavenants contained in Section iV and/or to recover damages for the breach thereol, the prevailing party shall be entitled

to receive reasonable attorney fees and costs and expenses incurred in such acrion.

B. Duration
These restrictions, to the extent permitted by applicable law, shall be perpetual, hut in any event shall be in force and
effect for a term of not less than twenty (20) years from the daie of the recording of this Deed of Dedication unless
terminated or amended as hereinafter provided.

[ Amendment

The covenants contained within Section |, Public Streets, Easemeats and Unilities, may be amended or terminated at any

time by a written instrument signed and acknowledged by the owner of the land 1o which the amendment or
termination is to be applicable and approved by the Uity of Bixby, Oklahoma, or its successars. . The covenants

contained within Secgion 1l Planned Usit Development Restrictions may be amended or terminated at any time by a

written instrument signed and acknowledged by the owner of the land ta which the amendment or termination is to be
applicable and approved by the Bixby Planning Commission, or its sucressors. Nowwithstanding the foregoing the
covenants cortained within Section (I, shall be deemed amended {without necessity of execution of an amending

decument) upon approval of a2 miror amendment ta PUD No. by the Bixby Planning Commission or its successois

——— andrecording-of a—cenified-copy-of the-minutes—af-the BixbyPlanning-Commissian—oris-successorswith-the Tulsa—

County Clerk. The covenants and restrictions contained within Section 1ll, Private Restrictions, may be amended or

terminated at any time by a written instrument signed and acknowledged by the Qwnes/Developer during such period
that the Owner/Developer is the owner of at [east ane {1) Lat, or akernatively the covenants and restrictions may be
amended or terminated at any time by a writien instrument signed and acknowledged by the owners of 60% of the Lots
within the Subdivision.  In the event of any conflict between an amendment or termination properly executed by the
Owner/Develeper during its ownership of at least one (1) Lot and any amendment or termination properly executed by
the owners of at least 60% of the Lots, the instrument executed by the Qwner/Develuper shall prevait during i
cwnership of at least one (1) Lot.  The covenants and restrictions contained within Section IV. Homeowners’

Assaciation may be amended or terminated at any time by a written instrument signed and acknowledged by the
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Owner/Developer during such period that the Gwner/Developer is the owner of at least ane {1) Lot, or aleernatively the
covenants and restrictions may be amended or terminated at any time by a majority vote of the members of the
Homeowner' Association as evidenced by written instrument signed and acknowledged by the president of the
Homeawners’ Assaciatien.  In the event of any conflict berween an amendment or terminartion properly executed by
the Owner/Develaper during its ownership of at least ane (1) Lot and any amendment or termination evidenced by an
insument properly executed by the president of the Homeowners' Association, the instrument executed by the
Owner/Developer shall prevail during its ownership of at least ane (1) LaL. The pravisions of any instrument amending
or terminating covenants as above set farth shall be effeciive from and after the date, it is properly recorded. Mo

amendment or termination of a covenant or restriction shall be drafted as to affect a specific Lat(s) excepr as provided

herein under Section 11 (B), Use.

D. Severability

Invalidation of any restriction set farth herein, ar any part thereof, by an order, judgment, or decree of any Court, or
otherwise, shall not invalidate or affect any of the other restrictions or any past thereof as set forth herein, which shall

remain in full force and effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Willow Creek Development, LE.C, an Oklahoma limited liability company, has executed this

instrumencthis__ day of 2013.

Willow Creek Development, LL.C.

an Oklahoma limited liability company
By: Keurtis Property Management, Inc.

an Oklahoma corporation

fts Manager

By:

Pete Koustis, President
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STATE OF DK LAHOMA )

) ss.
COUNTY OF TULSA )
Before me, the undersigned, Notary Public, in and for said County and State, on this day of

2013, personally appeared Pete Kouriis, to me known to be the identical person who executed the foregoing

Declaration of Covenants, Canditions and Restrictions as President of Keurtis Progerty Management, Inc, an Oklahoma
corpocation, as Manager of Witlow Creek, LL.C, an Oklahoma limited liability company, and acknowledged 1o me that he
executed the same as his free and voluntary act and deed, and as the free and voluntary act and deed of said Company, for the

uses and purposes therein set forth.

WITNESS my hand and seal the day and year above written.

Motary Public

My Commission Expires:

Commissian Me.:

CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY

I, joshua R. Lamb, a Registered Professional Land Surveyor, in the State of Oklahema, do hereby certify that | have carefully and
accurately surveyed, subdivided, and plated the tract of land described above, and that the accompanying plat designated
herein as “Willow Creek”, a subdivision in the City of Bixby, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, is a representation of the survey

made on the ground using generally accepted practices and meets or exceeds the Oklahoma Minimum Standards for the

Practice of Land Surveying.

foshua R, Lamb
Registered Professional Land Surveyor

Oklahoma No.1678

—15—
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STATE OF OKLAHOMA )
COUNTY OF TULSA )

The foregoing Cenificate of Survey was acknowledged befare me on this

2013, by Joshua R. Lamb, as a registered prafesstonal fand surveyor.

day of

My commission expires:

Morary Public

My commission number is:

4
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