

















































































































PUD-533 June 1995: Request to rezone an 8.6 acre tract located on the north
side of Skelly By-Pass on the northeast corner of East 27" Street South and
South 86™ East Avenue from CS and OM to CS/OM/PUD for commercial and
multifamily development. All concurred in approval of the request.

Z2-6446 June 1994: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a three-
acre tract from RD and RM-1 to OL. The property is located on the northeast
corner of South 93™ East Avenue and East 21%' Street South.

BOA-16799 September 1994: The Board of Adjustment approved a variance of
the maximum one-story height to permit a three-story building in an OL-zoned
district on property located on the northeast corner of East 21" Street and South
93" East Avenue.

Z-6203/PUD-439 November 1988: Request to rezone 2.4 acres located on the
northeast corner of South 89" East Avenue and East 21%" Street from OL to CS
with PUD overlay for office and product storage facility. All concurred in approval
of the request.

BOA-14426 April 1987: The Board of Adjustment approved a special exception
to permit a classroom to be used in conjunction with an existing church and
accessory uses on property located east of the northeast corner of East 22™
Place South and South 91% East Avenue.

AREA DESCRIPTION:

SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is approximately .9 acres in size and is
located on the northwest corner of East Skelly Drive and South 92" East
Avenue. The property is flat, non-wooded, contains a multi-story office building,
and is zoned OM.

STREETS:

Existing Access MSHP Design. Exist. No. Lanes Surface Curbs
South 92™ East Avenue 60’ 2 lanes Paved No
East 22" Place South 80/ 2 lanes Paved No

South 92™ East Avenue and East 22" Place South are residential streets.
UTILITIES: Water and sewer are available to the subject property.

SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is abutted on the north by vacant
property, zoned OM and beyond that to the north is a single-family dwelling,
zoned RS-3; to the west is a church, a private school and daycare and accessory
parking, zoned RS-3; to the east by a mini-storage facility, zoned CS; and to the
south by East Skelly Drive, zoned RS-2.

The surrounding area appears to be In transition since the completion and
opening of the U. S. Postal Service facility located west of the subject property.
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The immediate neighborhood contains a mixture of uses, and appears to be
moving away from the single-family residential.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The District 5 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan
Area, designates the subject property as Special District 1 Indian Acres Area.
Plan policies specify that new development be compatible with existing uses.

According to the Zoning Matrix the requested CS may be found in accordance
with the Plan Map by virtue of its location within a Special District.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The March, 2000 zoning case (Z-6733) first requested CS zoning on a lot located
at the northwest corner of the same block, diametrically opposite this property
and separated from it by a few single-family residential lots. Staff recommended
denial, based on the adjacency of these single-family residential zoning and uses
to the subject property. Staff, however, recognized that this area is clearly in
transition from single-family residential use. The property in question lies west of
a large area of CS zoning that is adjacent to Skelly Drive and to the Highway
Patrol headguarters.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan, existing zoning and trends in the area, staff
can support the requested CS zoning and would recommend APPROVAL of CS
zoning for Z-6774.

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

TMAPC Action; 10 members present:

On MOTION of BOYLE, the TMAPC voted 10-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Collins,
Harmon, Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Midget, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"
none "abstaining”; Hill "absent”) to recommend APPROVAL of CS zoning for Z-
6774 as recommended by staff.

Legal Description for Z-6774:

Lot 10, Block 2, Memorial Acres Addition, an addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, Okiahoma according o the recorded plat there, less and except a part of
Lot 10, Block 2, Memorial Acres, described as beginning at the Southeast corner
of said Lot 10; thence North along the East line thereof a distance of 38.02' to a
point, thence Southwesterly a distance of 59.14’ to a point on the South line of
said Lot 10; thence East along the South line a distance of 44.80’ to the Point of
Beginning, from OM (Office Medium Intensity District) to CS {Commercial
Shopping Center District).
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APPLICATION NO.: Z-6776 AG TO AGICS
Applicant: William D. LaFortune (PD-17) (CD-5)
Location:  Northeast corner of East 41 Street and Mingo Valley Expressway

Staff Recommendation:

RELEVANT ZONING HISTORY:

BOA-18321 February 1999: The Board of Adjustment approved a request for a
special exception for the expansion of a church in an AG-zoned district on the
subject tract.

Z-6582 March 1997: Ali concurred in approval of a request to rezone a 10.9-
acre tract located on the socuthwest corner of East 41% Street and South Garnett
Road from CS to CO.

Z-5444 October 1980: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a 27-
acre tract located on the southwest corner of East 41° Street and South Garnett
Road from CS to CO for mixed-use development.

Z-5413 July 1980: Request to rezone a 4.7-acre tract located west of the
northwest corner of East 41% Street and South Garnett Road from AG to CS and
FD. All concurred in approval of CS zoning on the south 2.8 acres and the
balance was rezoned to FD.

BOA-14089 June 1986: The Board of Adjustment denied a request for a home
occupation, pecan cracking and retail business, on property located on the west
side of Mingo Valley Expressway, at 10025 East 41%' Street.

AREA DESCRIPTION:

SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is approximately 15.6 acres in size and
is located at the northeast corner of East 41st Street and the Mingo Valley
Expressway. The property is flat, non-wooded, contains a church and
recreational facilities, and is zoned AG.

STREETS:
Existing Access MSHP Desian. Exist. No. Lanes Surface Curbs
East 41 Street South 100" 4 lanes Paved Yes

The Major Street Plan designates East 41% Street South as a secondary arterial
street. The City of Tulsa 1996 — 1897 traffic counts indicate 25,200 trips per day
on East 41 Street between the Mingo Valley Expressway and South Garnett
Road.

UTILITIES: Water and sewer are available to the subject property.
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SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is abutted on the north by single-
family dwellings, zoned RS-3; to the east by a restaurant and various commercial
businesses, zoned CS; to the south by commerciai, offices and apartments
zoned CS; and to the west by the Mingo Valley Expressway, zoned RS-3.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The District 17 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan
Area, designates the south 700" of the subject tract as Medium Intensity — No
Specific Land Use and the balance of the tract on the north is designated as Low
Intensity — No Specific Land Use with a small portion of the northeast corner
being designated as Development Sensitive.

According to the Zoning Matrix the requested CS is in accordance with the Plan
Map on the southern 700’ but is not in accordance with the Plan on the balance.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL of CS zoning for Z-6776 to a depth of 700" north
of the centerline of East 41% Street and recommends DENIAL of CS zoning on
the balance.

TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Westervelt stated that it appears that the existing commercial line is isolated
from the residential by some sort of drainage facility. Ms. Matthews stated that
she is not sure if it is a drainage facility, but it does appear to be a natural
demarcation.

Mr. Carnes asked why with the natural boundary, staff is recommending a cutoff
and creating a commercial zoning line. In response, Ms. Matthews stated that
the cutoff line is in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and it would keep
the commercial district farther away from the singie-family residential. Mr.
Carnes stated that with the creek in place, the commercial couldn't crowd the
residential area.

Applicant’s Comments:

William D. LaFortune, 2900 Mid-Continent Tower, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103,
stated that he agrees with the staff recommendation for approval of the 700’, but
disagrees with the recommendation of denial for the remainder of the application.

Mr. LaFortune submitted case maps (Exhibit A-1) on which he indicated the
current zoning and the requested zoning boundaries. He stated that staff
depends on the Comprehensive Plan and he recognizes how important the
Comprehensive Plan is. He reminded the Planning Commission that the
Comprehensive Plan is an advisory guide as a general framework, and the
Zoning Code states that there are situations from which the Comprehensive Plan
can be deviated. Particularly, there are physical characteristics that would justify
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a minor deviation from the Comprehensive Plan, which falls into place with this
request for the following reasons.

1) Surrounding properties are all zoned CS except for the Mingo Valley
Expressway, which has an underlying RS zoning; 2) the request is
reasonable because he is asking for the CS zoning on a straight westward
line from the existing CS to the Mingo Valley Expressway; 3) there is a
creek buffer that meanders throughout the tract to the west and along the
border of the residential property; 4) there is a 260-foot AG buffer between
the CS and the residential area, which he specifically requested that the
CS start 260 feet down from the residential border in order to have the
buffer in place.

Mr. LaFortune stated that there has already been a precedent set for the CS
zoning. He requested that the Planning Commission grant the request in its
entirety.

interested Parties Comments:
Barbara Moore, 3942 South 100" East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74146, stated
that she was interested in why the church wanted to rezone and to make sure
that the improvements made to the subject property would not impact the flood
work that has already been done. She explained that she does not have any
reason to object to the rezoning.

Michael Kay, 10624 East 38" Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74146, stated that he
lives directly behind the proposed zoning change. He expressed concerns
regarding the creek and stormwater drainage. He requested to know what the
church has planned for the subject property after rezoning.

Applicant’s Rebuttal:

Mr. LaFortune stated that he met with Ms. Moore before the meeting started
today. He informed the Planning Commission that his client has no plans to build
in the subject area near the creek. The church has requested the rezoning in
order to have more options and opportunities regarding the uses of the land and
signage. He explained that the church has had to request several special
exceptions in the past few years and his client was informed that if the church
rezoned the subject property, it would eliminate the need for special exceptions.

Mr. LaFortune indicated that the church is considering, sometime in the future, to
develop elderly housing facilities. He stated that it is not something that is
planned at this time, but could possibly happen in the future.
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TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Ledford asked Mr. LaFortune if the church realizes that after rezoning the
subject property it will be subject to platting. In response, Mr. LaFortune
answered affirmatively. Mr. Ledford stated that he does not want to see a plat
waiver coming before the Planning Commission for the subject property.

Mr. Westervelt asked staff that if the Planning Commission were inclined to
approve the request would the Comprehensive Plan need to be amended. In
response, Ms. Matthews answered affirmatively.

TMAPC Action; 10 members present:

On MOTION of BOYLE, the TMAPC voted 10-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Collins,
Harmon, Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Midget, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays";
none "abstaining”; Hill "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of CS zoning for the
tract described in the application, less than the north 260’ as requested by the
applicant and direct staff to amend the Comprehensive Plan accordingly.

Legal Description for Z-6776:

A TRACT OF LAND IN THE SW/4 OF THE SE/4 OF SECTION 19, T-19-N,
R-14-E, OF THE INDIAN BASE AND MERIDIAN, CITY OF TULSA, TULSA
COUNTY, STATE OF OKLAHOMA, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL
GOVERNMENT SURVEY THEREOF, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, TO-WIT: COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF THE SW/4 OF THE SE/4 OF SAID SECTION 19; THENCE
N 01°20'16" W ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID SW/4 OF THE SE/4
FOR 1320.51' TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SW/4 OF THE SE/4;
THENCE N 88°37'43" E ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID SW/4 OF
THE SE/4 FOR 243.10' TO A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY
LINE OF THE MINGO VALLEY EXPRESSWAY AND THE SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF "SHANNON PAR:{ u..., AN ADDITION TO THE CITY OF
TULSA, OKLAHOMA, PLAT NO. 3209; THENCE CONTINUING N 88°37'43" E
ALONG THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID "SHANNON PARK 6TH" FOR
747.73' TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF "RAVENWOOD", AN ADDITION
TO THE CITY OF TULSA, TULSA COUNTY, OKLAHOMA, PLAT NO. 4484,
AND THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE W/2 OF THE E/2 OF THE SW/4 OF
THE SE/4 OF SAID SECTION 19; THENCE S 01°22'15"E ALONG THE
WESTERLY LINE OF SAID "RAVENWOOD" AND THE EASTERLY LINE OF
SAID W/2 OF THE E/2 OF THE SW/4 OF THE SE/4 FOR 260.00' TO THE
"POINT OF BEGINNING" OF SAID TRACT OF LAND; THENCE CONTINUING
S 01°2215" E ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE AND SAID EASTERLY LINE
FOR 984.94' TO A POINT ON THE NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF
EAST 41ST STREET SOUTH; THENCE S 88°36'50" W ALONG SAID RIGHT-
OF-WAY LINE FOR 329.46' TO A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY
LINE OF SAID MINGO VALLEY EXPRESSWAY; THENCE N 01°22'41" W
ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR 251.68" THENCE
CONTINUING ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE N 31°49'33" W
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FOR 824.54"; THENCE CONTINUING ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-
WAY LINE N 01°25'48" W FOR 22.56", THENCE N 88°37'43" E AND PARALLEL
TO AS MEASURED 260.000 SOUTHERLY OF THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF
SAID "SHANNON PARK 6TH" FOR 747.47' TO THE "POINT OF BEGINNING"
OF SAID TRACT OF LAND.
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Mr. Midget out at 3:06 p.m.

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-476-2 MINOR AMENDMENT
Applicant: John W. Moody (PD-6) (CD-9)
Location: 1311 East 41% Place

Staff Recommendation:

PUD-476 contains 22,178 SF and is located on the north side of East 41%' Place
South, approximately 107 feet east of South Peoria Avenue. There is a mini-
storage facility on the subject tract, which was part of the original approval. The
tract has 150 feet of frontage on East 41° Place and is 125 feet deep.

The west 60 feet of the tract is zoned CS and the remainder is RM-2. The tract is
abutted on the north by commercial uses zoned CS and CH, on the west by
commercial uses and a mini-storage zoned CH, on the east by multifamily
dwellings zoned RM-2 and there are multifamily dwellings and a special
exception business zoned RM-1 and RM-2.

A minor amendment (PUD-476-1) was approved on February 23, 2000 to permit
a communication tower 99 feet high. The applicant is proposing to increase the
height of the tower to 125 feet to permit collocation of a second communication
tower. This would add an additional 26 feet to the height of the 99-foot tower
approved February 23, 2000. The proposed tower would be a multi use tower
providing services to two communication companies. The proposed tower would
be a monopole structure, 125 feet in height.

The tower would be erected within the parking area adjacent to one of the
existing mini-storage units, which would be used to house the communication
equipment located on the ground. The site plan shows the location of the
proposed tower. A security fence would be erected around the tower as shown
on the site plan. There is an existing screening fence on the north boundary and
a screening wall on the east as required by the original PUD.

The proposed tower (measured from the centerline of the monopole) would be

147 feet from the east boundary of the PUD, 110 feet from the south boundary,
15 feet from the north boundary and three feet from the west boundary. The
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proposed location would be in excess of 110% from the RM zoned property
abutting on the east and across East 41° Place South to the south.

Staff finds the proposed amendment to be minor in nature and maintains
substantial compliance with the approved PUD standards.

Therefore, staff is recommends APPROVAL of PUD-476-2 as requested.

Applicant’s Comments:

John Moody, 7146 South Canton Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74136-6303,
representing Voice Stream, stated that Voice Stream does have a confirmed
commitment from another phone company for collocation (Exhibit B-1). The 99’
in height will be necessary in order to accommodate the second carrier. He
informed the Planning Commission that his client would be able to meet the
Code requirement of 110% setback.

Mr. Moody stated that this is an appropriate application because it eliminates the
necessity of a second tower.

There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

TMAPC Action; 9 members present:

On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Collins,
Harmon, Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none
"abstaining”; Hill, Midget "absent") to APPROVE the minor amendment for PUD-
476-2 as recommended by staff.
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APPLICATION NO.: PUD-460-3 MINOR AMENDMENT

Applicant: Ted Sack (PD-18) (CD-8)

Location:  North and west of northwest corner of East 81% Street and South
Mingo Road

Staff Recommendation:

The minor amendment proposes to change the maximum building height for
multifamily dwellings in Development Area B from three stories or 39 feet to three
stories or 45 feet. The subject tract is abutied on the north and west by
Development Area C of PUD-460. Development Area C has been approved for
single-family dwellings. Development area A is at the northwest corner of East
81% Street and South Mingo Road and has been approved for commercial uses.

Buildings in Area B which are greater than one story must be set back a
minimum of 50 feet from the boundary of Development Area C plus one foot for
every foot of height above 35 feet. This standard was approved prior to the new
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standard for spacing between single-family and multifamily was adopted by City
Council. If any increase in building height is permitted, staff recommends the
new standard be used in this PUD.

Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD-460-3, subject to the following
setback requirements in Development Area B.

Minimum Building Setbacks from Development Area C:

Two stories or less 50FT
Three stories 75 FT plus one foot for
every foot of height above
35FT.
AND
APPLICATION NO.: PUD-460 DETAIL SITE PLAN
Applicant: Ted Sack (PD-18) (CD-8)
Location: North and west of northwest corner East 81%' Street and South
Mingo Road

Staff Recommendation:

The site plan proposes 242 multifamily dwellings on the unplatted south haif of
Development Area B. The apartment buildings are up to 45’ in height, which
does not meet the PUD standards, but a minor amendment (PUD-460-3) is to be
heard at the June 7, 2000 meeting, which if approved, would increase the
permitted height to 45'. The property has not been platted; therefore, this site
plan can only be reviewed for compliance with the PUD conditions and not the
requirements of the plat.

Staff finds that the detail site plan meets the PUD standards if PUD-460-3 is
approved per the staff recommendation. Therefore, staff recommends a
TENTATIVE SITE PLAN APPROVAL, subject to approval of PUD-460-3 and no
conflict with the subsequent plat. Site plan approval would be VOID if this site
plan conflicts with the plat.

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation.

The following Interested Parties expressed similar concerns and
opposition:

Lawrence D. Taylor, Atforney representin%; the Reserve Homeowners
Association & Select Home Sites, 3223 East 31 Street, #211, Tulsa, Oklahoma
74105: Charles Cotton, 7829 South 95" Fast Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74133;
David Harrold, 7828 South 95" East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74133; Wendell
Cook, 7893 South 95" East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74133; Paul Davis, 7859
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South 95" East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74133; Wendy Zewollan, 9512 East
78" Place South, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74133.

Mr. Collins out at 3:34 p.m.

The following comments were expressed by the above-listed Interested
Parties:

Concerned with the proposed height increase being intrusive with the gated
neighborhoods; apartments with balconies at this height can look down in the
neighborhood yards and the neighbors lose their privacy; continue the application
in order to meet with an attorney and the developer; what type of fence will be
installed; prefer to have a masonry fence instead of a wood fence; airflow
concerns; prefer that if the application is to be approved that it would be six feet
taller and 85 feet away from the property line; request that the homeowners be
separated and isolated from the apartment complex as best as possible.

TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Westervelt asked Mr. Cotton if he was aware that the zoning in place during
the purchase of his home would allow a 39 building within 54’ of the property
line. In response, Mr. Cotton stated that he recently discovered this situation.
Mr. Boyle informed Mr. Cotton that if the Planning Commission denied today's
requests, the applicant could still build a 39 three-story building within 54’ of the
property line.

Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Cotton if he would be worse off if the Planning Commission
allowed the applicant the additional six feet in height and made the applicant
move the building back an additional 30 feet. Mr. Cotton stated he didn't know
until he could calculate the distance.

Staff Comments:

Mr. Stump explained that currently the applicant could build a 39 feet (three
story) apartment building 54 feet from the property line adjacent to the gated
neighborhoods. Staff is proposing that in order to increase the three-story
building to 45 feet, the applicant will have to set the building back 85 feet from
the property line, which is 31 feet farther back for an extra six feet in height.

Applicant’s Rebuttal:

Mr. Sack, 111 South Elgin, Tulsa, Okiahoma 74120, stated that the PUD was
submitted in December 1989 and approved in January or February of 1990. He
explained that the new standard was proposed to bring the detail site plan up
with the standards that have been adhere to in recent times.

Mr. Sack stated that there will be a 25 buffer before the parking lot, 45 in height
is the standard of the 90’'s for apariments, but it does not mean that the third
story balcony is higher. It is to add to the pitch of the roof. The steeper roofs
make the apartments more attractive.
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Mr. Sack indicated that he has looked at the surrounding neighborhoods and
tried to bring the standards up to today's standards as opposed to the 1990
standards. He explained that the density is not being changed from the previous
approval. He stated that the zoning was in place before the developer purchased
the subject property.

TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Sack if he intends to install a six-foot masonry-screening
wall. In response, Mr. Sack stated that he had proposed a six-foot masonry-
screening wall; however, currently there is a wooden fence with brick columns
existing on the residential development in a fence easement. Mr. Sack
commented that he does not like to build two fences back-to-back because of the
problems of maintaining the area between the two fences. Mr. Sack stated that
he does not have a problem with building a masonry fence if the other fence is
removed, or in working something out with the neighborhood. Mr. Sack indicated
that he would be happy to meet with the neighborhood and working something
out regarding he fence.

Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Sack to describe the footage for the two buildings facing the
residences. In response, Mr. Sack stated that building number ten is 91.99 feet
and building number six is 90.5 feet; which are the closest two buildings to the
residences.

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of BOYLE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon,
Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining”;
Collins, Midget, Hill "absent") to APPROVE the minor amendment for PUD-460-3
subject to setback requirements in Development Area B as recommended by
staff and SITE PLAN APPROVAL, subject to approval of PUD-460-3 and no
conflict with the subsequent plat. Site plan approval would be VOID if this site
plan conflicts with the plat as recommended by staff.
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Mr. Ledford announced that he would be abstaining from AC-050.

OTHER BUSINESS:
APPLICATION NO.: AC-050  ALTERNATIVE LANDSCAPE COMPLIANCE
Applicant: Jerry Ledford, Jr. (PD-18) (CD-9)

Location:  Southeast corner of East 53" Street and South Lewis Avenue
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Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Stump stated that the request is for an alternative compliance for a PUD that

envisioned saving an existing building and building some additional office
buildings for office use. The applicant has provided staff with the additional
information needed regarding landscaped areas within street yards.

Mr. Stump indicated that the 53™ Street frontage does have adequate
landscaped area, as far as total area; however, it does not comply with the
requirement that there be a five-foot landscaped strip between the parking area
and the street right-of-way. Lewis Avenue does have the five-foot strip that is
required, but does not have the total amount of landscape required in the subject

area.

Mr. Stump stated that the alternative landscape compliance far exceeds the 15%
required landscaping within a PUD by having 23% landscaping. This application
does have the number of required street yards through the use of islands in the
parking lot. Staff believes that this application does exceed the number of trees
required and generally should be as good as or better than meeting the letter of
the law. Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAL of the alternative landscape
compliance for AC-050.

There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation.

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of BOYLE, the TMAPC voted 7-0-1 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon,
Horner, Jackson, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; Ledford "abstain”; Collins,
Hill, Midget "absent”) to APPROVE the alternative landscape compliance for AC-
050 as recommended by staff.
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There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned
at 3:46 p.m.
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