NORMAN PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR SESSION MINUTES

JANUARY 11,2018

The Planning Commission of the City of Norman, Cleveland County, State of Oklahoma, met in
Regular Session in the Council Chambers of the Norman Municipal Building, 201 West Gray
Street, on the 11t day of January, 2018. Nofice and agenda of the meeting were posted at the
Norman Municipal Building and online at hitp://www.normanok.gov/content/boards-
commissions at least twenty-four hours prior to the beginning of the meeting.

Chair Erin Williford called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
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ltfem No. 1, being:

RoLL CALL
MEMBERS PRESENT Sandy Bahan
Nouman Jan
Chris Lewis
Neil Robinson
Erin Williford
Lark Zink
Dave Boeck
Tom Knotts
Andy Sherrer
MEMBERS ABSENT None
A guorum was present.
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT Susan Connors, Director, Planning &

Community Development
Jane Hudson, Principal Planner
Janay Greenlee, Planner I
Roné Tromble, Recording Secretary
Larry Knapp, GIS Analyst I
David Riesland, Traffic Engineer
Ken Danner, Subdivision Development
Manager
Todd Mclellan, Development Engineer
Drew Norlin, Asst. Development Coordinator
Terry Floyd, Development Coordinator
Kathryn Walker, Assistant City Aftorney
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ltem No. 2, being:
ELECTION OF OFFICERS FOR 2018
Chair Williford asked for nominations for the position of Chair for 2018,

Erin Williford nominated Neil Robinson as Chair for 2018. Chris Lewis seconded the nomination.

There being no additional nominations and no further discussion, a vote was taken with the
following result:

YEAS Sandy Bahan, Nouman Jan, Chris Lewis, Neil Robinson, Erin
Williford, Lark Zink, Dave Boeck, Tom Knotts, Andy Sherrer

NAYES None

MEMBERS ABSENT None

Commissioner Robinson was elected Chair for 2018 by a vote of 9-0.
Chair Williford asked for nominations for the position of Vice-Chair for 2018.

Andy Sherrer nominated Tom Knotfs as Vice-Chair for 2018, and Chris Lewis seconded the
nomination.

There being no additional nominations and no further discussion, a vote was taken with the
following result:

YEAS Sandy Bahan, Nouman Jan, Chris Lewis, Neil Robinson, Erin
Williford, Lark Zink, Dave Boeck, Tom Knotts, Andy Sherrer

NAYES None

MEMBERS ABSENT None

Commissioner Knotts was elected Vice-Chair for 2018 by a vote of 9-0.
Chair Williford asked for nominations for the position of Secretary for 2018.

Erin Williford nominated Nouman Jan as Secretary for 2018, and Neil Robinson seconded the
nomination. Mr. Jan declined.

Andy Sherrer nominated Lark Zink as Secretary for 2018, and Sandy Bahan seconded the
nomination.

There being no further nominations and no discussion, a vote was taken with the following result:

YEAS Sandy Bahan, Nouman Jan, Chris Lewis, Neil Robinson, Erin
Williford, Lark Zink, Dave Boeck, Tom Knoftts, Andy Sherrer

NAYES None

MEMBERS ABSENT None

Commissioner Zink was elected Secretary for 2018 by a vote of 9-0.
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The meeting recessed briefly to allow the newly elected officers to take their seats, and to
update the changes in the voting machine.
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CONSENT DOCKET
ltem No. 2, being:
TMP-115 -- APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 14, 2017 PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR SESSION MINUTES

* kX

Chair Robinson asked if any member of the audience wished to remove an item from the
Consent Docket. There being none, he asked if any member of the Planning Commission wished
to remove an item from the Consent Docket. There being none, he asked for a motion.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION:
Chris Lewis moved fo approve the Consent Dockef as presented. Tom Knofts seconded the
motion.

There being no further discussion, a vote on the motion was taken with the following result:

YEAS Sandy Bahan, Nouman Jan, Chris Lewis, Tom Knoftts, Neil
Robinson, Lark Zink, Dave Boeck, Erin Williford, Andy Sherrer

NAYES None

MEMBERS ABSENT None

Ms. Tromble announced that the motion, to approve the Consent Docket, passed by a vote of
9-0, and the Minutes of the December 14, 2017 Planning Commission Regular Session were
adopted as submitted.
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Chair Robinson asked for a motion to address the items that have requested postponement.

ltem No. 4, being:
O-1718-6 — SYLVIA BRUCE REQUESTS SPECIAL USE FOR A RECREATIONAL CAMP FOR PROPERTY CURRENTLY ZONED A-
2, RURAL AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT, AND LOCATED AT 10209 CLINKENBEARD ROAD.

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD:

1. Location Map

2. Postponement Memo

3. Request for Postponement

4. Excerpt of December 14, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes

Applicant requested postponement until March 8, 2018.
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ltem No. 5a, being:

R-1718-25 — HOLLYWOOD CORNERS STATION, L.L.C. REQUESTS AMENDMENT OF THE NORMAN 2025 LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION PLAN FROM LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DESIGNATION TO COMMERCIAL DESIGNATION FOR
APPROXIMATELY 2.38 ACRES OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF PORTER AVENUE AND FRANKLIN
ROAD (4712 N. PORTER AVENUE).

and

ltem No. 5b, being:

0-1718-9 - HOLLYWOOD CORNERS STATION, L.L.C. REQUESTS REZONING FROM A-2, RURAL AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT,
10 TC, TOURIST COMMERCIAL DISTRICT WITH SPECIAL USE FOR A LIVE ENTERTAINMENT VENUE AND SPECIAL USE FOR A
NIGHTCLUB OR TAVERN FOR APPROXIMATELY 2.38 ACRES OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF PORTER
AVENUE AND FRANKLIN ROAD (4712 N. PORTER AVENUE).

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD:

1. Location Map

2. Postponement Memo

3. Excerpt of December 14, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes

Applicant requested postponement until February 8, 2018.
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ltem No. 6, being:

O-1718-15 — UNIVERSITY NORTH PARK, L.L.C. REQUESTS AMENDMENT OF THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
ESTABLISHED BY ORDINANCE NO. 0-0203-2, AND AMENDED BY ORDINANCE NO. 0-0607-13, TO ALLOW
DEVELOPMENT OF UP TO 50 NET ACRES NORTH OF ROCK CREEK ROAD FOR COMMERCIAL USES, INCLUDING
APPROXIMATELY 150,000 SQUARE FEET OF ENTERTAINMENT/RESTAURANT USES, FOR PROPERTY GENERALLY LOCATED
NORTH OF ROCK CREEK ROAD, SOUTH OF TECUMSEH ROAD, EAST OF I-35, AND WEST OF WESTHEIMER AIRPORT,

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD:

1. Location Map

2. Postponement Memo

3. Request for Postponement

4. Excerpt of December 14, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes

Applicant requested postponement until February 8, 2018.
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DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION:

Chris Lewis moved fo postpone Ordinance No. O-1718-6 to the March 8, 2018 Planning
Commission meeting, and Resolution No. R-1718-25 and Ordinance Nos. O-1718-9, and O-1718-
15 fo the February 8, 2018 Planning Commission meeting. Dave Boeck seconded the motion.

There being no further discussion, a vote on the motion was taken with the following result:

YEAS Sandy Bahan, Nouman Jan, Chris Lewis, Tom Knotts, Nell
Robinson, Lark Zink, Dave Boeck, Erin Williford, Andy Sherrer

NAYES None

MEMBERS ABSENT None

Ms. Tromble announced that the motion, to postpone Ordinance No. O-1718-6 to the March 8,
2018 Planning Commission meeting, and postpone Resolution No. R-1718-25 and Ordinance Nos.
0-1718-9, and O-1718-15 to the February 8, 2018 Planning Commission meeting, passed by a
vote of 9-0.
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ffem No. 7, being:
0-1718-29 - A STORAGE ONE, L.L.C. REQUESTS AMENDMENT OF THE PUD, PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT,
ESTABLISHED IN O-1415-22, FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1331 24™ AVENUE S.E.

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD:
1. Location Map

2. Staff Report

3. PUD Narrative with Exhibits

PRESENTATION BY STAFF:
1. Jane Hudson reviewed the staff report, a copy of which is filed with the minutes. Staff
supports this request and recommends approval of Ordinance No. O-1718-29.

2. Mr. Boeck — What kind of technical data was provided about the material, in terms of ifs
longevity?
3. Ms. Hudson — They sent us a spec sheet on it, but | don't have any details. | don't know if

the applicant’s representative can answer that better than | can.

PRESENTATION BY THE APPLICANT:

1. Sean Rieger, 136 Thompson Drive, representing the applicant - | don’t have much at all
to add to this; it's very straightforward. Let me answer your question. | did not see the cut sheet,
but the cut sheet was provided to staff and I'm happy to go back and look at that and make
sure it adheres. My understanding at the fime was that it was a product intended for metal
surfaces. This was a high bond adhesive coating of a texture that emulates stucco when it is
applied to a metal surface.

2. Mr. Lewis — | understand they're trying to make a retaining wall look on the back of those
buildings with the stucco, but currently between each building — and | thought maybe it was for
potential expansion — there's, for lack of a better word, a wood fence panel that is between
those. Do they plan on making that a congruent wall, or will those fence panels remain there
that would deteriorate?

3. Mr. Rieger — The intention was just a fence panel, as far as | understood. | don't think
there was any requirement to do otherwise. There was discussion with the neighborhood to the
south as to some fencing, but | don't think it included that fencing. There was discussion on this
edge down here on the bottom, and my understanding was that was all resolved. I'm not sure if
that was in your packet or not, but | believe that was all resolved. | don't believe it included any
fencing on that west side.

4, Mr. Lewis — | would think for aesthetics purposes, if they would replace those fence panels
and make it one large stucco wall it would be much more aesthetically pleasing, especially with
commercial going in front of that.

5. Mr. Rieger — | see what you're saying. | don't have anything else o add, really. | think Ms.
Hudson covered the whole thing and this is a pretty straightforward item, but I'm happy to
answer any other questions you have,

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION:
None
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DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION:
Chris Lewis moved to recommend adoption of Ordinance No. O-1718-29 fo City Council.
Nouman Jan seconded the motion.

There being no further discussion, a vote on the motion was faken with the following result:

YEAS Sandy Bahan, Nouman Jan, Chris Lewis, Tom Knotts, Neil
Robinson, Lark Zink, Dave Boeck, Erin Williford, Andy Sherrer

NAYES None

MEMBERS ABSENT None

Ms. Tromble announced that the motion, to recommend adoption of Ordinance No. O-1718-29
to City Council, passed by a vote of 9-0.
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ltem No. 8q, being:

R-1718-74 — GOLDEN TRIBE, L.L.C. REQUESTS AMENDMENT OF THE NORMAN 2025 LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION
PLAN FROM LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DESIGNATION AND FLOODPLAIN AND FLOODWAY DESIGNATION TO MEDIUM
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DESIGNATION AND FLOODPLAIN AND FLOODWAY DESIGNATION FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 410,
414 AND 416 NORTH PARK AVENUE.

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD:
1. 2025 Map
2. Staff Report

and

ltem No. 8b, being:

0-1718-28 — GOLDEN TRIBE, L.L.C. REQUESTS REZONING FROM R-1, SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT, TO SPUD,
SIMPLE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 410, 414 AND 416 NORTH PARK AVENUE.

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD:
1. Location Map

2. Staff Report

3. SPUD Narrative with Exhibits

and

ltem No. 8c, being:

PP-1718-6 — CONSIDERATION OF A PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBMITTED BY GOLDEN TRIBE, L.L.C. (SMC CONSULTING
ENGINEERS, P.C.) FOR GOLDEN TRIBE ADDITION, A SiMPLE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, FOR PROPERTY LOCATED
AT410, 414 AND 416 NORTH PARK AVENUE.

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD:
Location Map

Preliminary Piat

Staff Report

Transportation Impacts
Preliminary Site Plan
Pre-Development Summary

AL

Dave Boeck asked o be recused.

Chris Lewis moved to allow Dave Boeck fo be recused from these items. Sandy Bahan
seconded the motion.

There being no further discussion, a vote on the moftion was taken with the following result:

YEAS Sandy Bahan, Nouman Jan, Chris Lewis, Tom Knotts, Neil
Robinson, Lark Zink, Dave Boeck, Erin Williford, Andy Sherrer

NAYES None

MEMBERS ABSENT None

Ms. Tromble announced that the motion, to allow Dave Boeck to recused on these three items,
passed by a vote of 9-0. Mr, Boeck left the dais and was seated in the audience.

PRESENTATION BY STAFF:

1. Janay Greenlee reviewed the staff report, a copy of which is filed with the minutes. Staff
supports this infill development project and recommends approval of Resolution No. R-1718-76.
This infill development will provide accessible, multi-generational, aging in place housing stock in
close proximity to goods and services. Staff supports and recommends approval of Ordinance
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No. O-1718-28. Staff recommends approval of the preliminary plat for GOLDEN TRIBE ADDITION,
a Simple Planned Unit Development.

2. Mr. Knotts — Will there be any kind of specific age requirements for inhabitants or renters?

3. Ms. Greenlee — The SPUD does not speak to that. It does speak to the maximum number
of dwelling units and structures; three dwellings will be allowed with two units each,

4, Mr. Lewis — We're taking ten lots that potentially could have ten separate homes on them
and we're putting three duplexes, which basically are six homes, plus a detention pond and
green space. Is that what I'm seeing?

5. Ms. Greenlee - There are Lots 7 through 16, but they're three parcels, so those lots are
combined. Those are not separate lots. Those lots are 25" wide.

6. Mr. Robinson - We have three duplexes, so six units, with how many bedrooms per unite

7. Ms. Greenlee — What they proposed in the Pre-Development meeting, they're looking at
two and three bedrooms for each unit,

8. Mr. Robinson — Single story, correct?
9. Ms. Greenlee — They're single story and two-story. They're both.
10. Mr. Robinson — So we could be looking at 18 bedrooms, ultimately.

11. Ms. Greenlee — And for each unit, 1.8 parking spaces is required per the ordinance, but
that's what they're meeting in this as well,

PRESENTATION BY THE APPLICANT:

1. Sean Rieger, 136 Thompson Drive, representing the applicant - I'll try to address a couple
of those questions as we go. | thank Janay for the description; | think she really described it very
well, But let me show you right here — you can see it's a little bit odd. When we were brought
this project, it is odd in that you see there are six parcels shown right there — this is the City's GIS -
but you can see the three parcels are interior — that's not really a legal parcel. You can't have
interior lots like that. There's a lot of oddities here as to what the configuration of existing lotfs are,
and how that came about we don't fully know. As to your question as to specific lots, you can
see here, for instance, over on the left, 22 and 23, 24 and 25 - it's pretty common in Norman Old
Town to have technically multiple lots per parcel, but very commonly you will have two or three
or more actually make up the parcel, if that makes sense, for Norman Old Town.

2. Mr. Lewis — | think my point there, Mr. Rieger, was it looks like we're maximizing space but
also leaving green space for the enjoyment of park area.

3. Mr. Rieger — Absolutely. I'll show you that. But the oddity is the configuration of the
original lofts.
4, Mr. Lewis — Can you clarify one other thing for me?2 | don't mean to sidetrack us. But this

being aging in place, and certainly aimed at accessible first, help me understand these are all
one level - or is that a misunderstanding?

5. Mr. Rieger — It is actually proposed as one and two-story. We're still looking at that. But
the reason for the two-story is multi-generational and seniors need caregivers often times that
would utilize the upstairs rooms. So there are proposals for a second story — or no more than two
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stories. The SPUD caps it at two stories. Commissioner Boeck is going to walk you through a floor
plan that shows you the details of how it's laid out for aging in place, with the 5' radius and
those kinds of things.

6. Mr. Lewis — But we're not talking about any of those tall, three, four and five-story units
around campus, because this is primarily aimed at seniors and also millennials that want to live
there, not students.

7. Mr. Rieger — Correct. Multi-generational aging in place, and when you see the floor plan
you will see that this is really aging in place with the 5' radius circles and 3' wide doors and things
of that nature. The second floor is for caregivers or multi-generational people that can certainly
climb stairs; the seniors would be on the ground floor.

Commissioner Knotts' question, as to how you deal with that, there are fair housing laws
that we can't just absolutely say we're going to just accept seniors. There's a very methodical
way you have to do that; it's by covenants and restrictions. It's 55 or older, and you have to
maintain 80% occupancy of those 55 or older in return for the ability and right to advertise as a
senior housing product, otherwise you can't do it, and that's by law of fair housing laws. So
there's a very specific defined way you do that. It's not generally done in the zoning. It's
generally done in the covenants on the property.

8. Mr. Knotts — Do you have a plan fo do that?

9. Mr. Rieger — Yes, we would do that. We have fo. If you're going to advertise as senior
housing, you have to do that. It's a law. You can't just say we're going to be senior housing.
You have to actually put forth a document that shows that you are that and you're adhering to
the 80% occupancy of seniors. Otherwise you lose that right. After that, fair housing of rentals,
sales, brokers, anybody — you cannot legally say we're seeking an older couple or a young
professional. Any terms of age are discrimination — patently. The only way you can use any term
of age in marketing and anything is that one exception for senior housing if you do it per that fair
housing standard. So that's how we would have to do if, and that's how we would, otherwise
we couldn't advertise it as that. It doesn't matter if you have grab bars anywhere. It doesn't
matter. That's the finite legal way.

10. Mr. Lewis — We've seen several of those successful in Norman, | believe, over on Oakiree
and | believe on 24t Avenue N.W.

11. Mr. Rieger — There's many of them, and they're successful. | want to take you through
several slides that | hope show you why.

12. Mr. Knotts ~ Is it anticipated that the tribe will maintain ownership?
13. Mr. Rieger - Yes.
14, Mr. Knotts — So the units will not be sold?

15. Mr. Rieger — Cormrect. This is not a fribe — | just wanted to make sure everybody
understands. This is a local owner; Mr. Andy Golden is in the audience.

16. Mr. Knotts — | love it when the Golden Tribe comes.
17. Mr. Rieger — Yes. Local owner; been here for many, many years. | can tell you, just as

personal experience, I've worked on a number of his items going way back - 15 to 20 years. Yes.
Local owner; local management; local use.
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Let me take you through a few more slides to illustrate the project a little bit. Janay
showed you, but it's important o note some of these things. Existing zoning. We're asking for a
SPUD, which essenftially would be duplexes, very medium density. RM-6 is immediately to the
north of this, abuts it to the north. R-3 is farther to the south. Then also the floodplain and
floodway. A number of structures in this neighborhood — and this is a screen shot from the City of
Norman GIS yesterday, but you can see the light blue. It doesn't show up very good fonight but
that light blue is all FEMA floodplain, so many properties in this area are covered by floodplain
and the purple is floodway, if you're familiar with those terms. Of course, floodway is the much
more serious condition of flooding than is the floodplain. Part of this property is covered by a
ittle bit of both and you will see, and Janay mentioned it, we're not touching either one. Our
detention is outside of it and the property is proposed to be outside of if.

This is the site. Right now it is a green field. We don't have any idea when the last fime it
ever had any improvements on it. | think the staff report says decades. That's really all we know.
It has been R-1 for a long, long time and vacant for a long, long time. Some of the protests say
why don't we just keep this as R-1 and try o encourage somebody to buy it and build a house
onit. Well, it's been available for a long time and nobody has done that., We can keep hoping
for that, but it simply hasn't happened. The proposal tonight is fo go fo an aging in place, multi-
generational concept that would be very compatible with The Willows to the north. One of the
things | want to highlight on this site is we're going fo put a sidewalk across the front that
connects to the sidewalk right there — you see it across the top where we highlighted in green.
That gets you into the trail system of Andrews Park, takes you straight up to the new library, takes
you over to Legacy Trail, takes you on down info downtown. A perfect site where we can very
quickly — and The Willows, of course, uses that. You'll see them very often use that trail over into
the park and we'll connect right into that trail, so it's a perfect location for us. | think, as Janay
said, this was really sought out as a site for this purpose. | know Andy has been talking 1o me
about this site for years really, and the first thing we looked at was the oddities of the platting on
it. | think we've overcome those and now we've found a way to do it. But he's been looking at
this site for a long time as an aging in place product.

This is the proposed site plan. Six units, and really put in a configuration very similar fo
what the homes would be. Again, it's kind of the three lots that would be homes, and now they
would be duplexes. Again, redlly very close to The Willows — a five foot setback, which is what it
is anyway for R-1 —it's 5 foot, so we had the same setback and the same location there. Again,
the detention right there. | think Janay showed you that.

This is the green plan, so a significant amount of green space. | think we're upwards of
68% green space on this product, so very large. Again, the floodplain at the bottom is
untouched.

Dave Boeck is sitting out here for a reason, because he designed this. This is Dave's
design and his project, and so you all are familiar with Dave as an aging in place specialist ~
that's what he does and that's his focus, and so, with that, | wanted Dave to talk through his
floorplan, After he talks through this, I'm going fo show you a couple other slides.

18. Mr. Boeck — Is the other floorplan in there also?
19. Mr. Rieger - It is not. We just have this one.
20. Mr. Boeck — Well, this is the one that we're not going to build. | will talk about this one.

Dave Boeck, 922 Schulze Drive. Professor of Architecture at OU and a local architect doing
predominantly residential, predominantly aging in place. For the last 10 years, all my projects
have been for people over 50 that want to live in the neighborhood where they raised their
family, because they love their house; they love their neighbors and they want to stay there. So
they want to make their house accessible as they age. | have been philosophically opposed to
nursing homes, assisted living complexes, anyplace where you concentrate seniors. I'm glad
that Sean brought up the idea of multi-generational housing, because when | started working
with Andy three years ago on another project and this project, the idea was to make housing
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that met the needs of seniors, millennials, families — because the concept readlly is a universal
design. All houses should be designed so that anyone, whether it's a liftle child this tall, or
someone this tall, or someone this tall, or someone this big can live independently because the
house supports them. We originally designed one and two-story. The one-story are two
bedrooms, two bathrooms that are accessible. This particular floorplan is two-story, two
bedrooms and a bathroom upstairs, master suite downstairs, but you can see that 5' radius circle
is kind of the emblem that's used in all accessibility codes and standards, but the idea is to
provide space so that people can get around, whether they're using a walker, whether they're
waiking independently, whether they are in a wheelchair. Builders today do not build houses
that way. Part of my research is in looking at how to design housing, how to redesign, how to
modify housing, how to build housing, where does housing need to be, so that people can stay
integrated into their culture, into their community, as they age.

This lot sat for a long time. | knew the guy that owned it. He was going 1o put a house on
it then decided not to. It'sin the middle of everything. The library is going in there, Andrews Park
is there, these buildings are here, there's shopping within walking distance, and basically if you
read anything, the World Health Organization has eight indications of an age-friendly
community, and one of them is infegration — social integration where seniors can live and work
and play and integrate with their neighbors in a neighbornood that is supportive. So that's the
whole idea. I've got a couple friends that live over in the Miller District. They're my age - older -
and they hate their houses because their laundry is in the basement, they've got bedrooms on
the second floor, they've got this huge yard that they have to cut and they're starting to have
lots of health issues. They go we'd sure like to live someplace where we didn't have to cut grass
and we didn't have to walk up and down stairs. So Andy and | have been working on that.
That's one of the nice things about being a college professor ~ | don't have to work for any
client — | can pick my clients and I've decided to pick clienfs that want 1o do the kind of stuff
that | want to see in a community. He's one of those.

I've tried to talk him out of garages before, but his compassionate desire to help seniors is
the fact that we have bad weather in Oklahoma and a lot of senior apartments the parking is
across the parking lot because they're two or three-story apartments. So you have to walk a
distance to get to your apartment. Having a garage — having a place to park your car, orif a
caregiver comes, a place for them to park — is important. We have a storm shelter in there; you
can see safe room underneath the stairs. The laundry is accessible. The bedroom, bathroom
and closet are accessible, as the kitchen and living room are. Of course, facing the park was
important, so there's a front porch, frying to maximize the size of that, and a back porch so they
have a place to sit outside and enjoy nature and enjoy the center of Norman.

The idea of designing houses that are accessible — universal design is designing a house
that has the right kind of lighting, that has the right kind of spaces, right kind of building
materials, no steps — there's no steps — this is all on one level. Andy and | had a discussion — we
really have decided that we're only going to build the two bedroom, one-story units. The other
units are going to be a little bit more costly and that's the other thing, is trying to find a price
range for the stuff that he's building that's affordable. He has the option, he could sell them. He
likes to keep them right now. It's obvious in Norman 60% or 70% of the houses in Norman are
rental properties, especially around Campus. | personally know people that own 4, 5, 6, 8, 10
rental units. This neighborhood is no exception. Our son lived around here. Most people know
that I'm opposed to what has been going on on Campus Corner with those mini-dorms. One,
they're not building anything that's accessible. 've been working with one builder in Campus
area and he's actually doing an accessible apartment building — the first one in the Campus
Corner area. Soit's important to us — Andy and myself and Sean - that there's housing in central
Norman that's accessible. That's what this is all about. Any questions?

21. Mr. Rieger — A couple more slides to cover, too, if you don’t mind. Let me cover a couple
more points here. | wanted to just highlight, too, immediately north of us is The Willows senior
housing RM-6 project. How more compatible can you be than to be an aging in place senior
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housing product next to what is already a more intense RM-6 senior housing product? This was
just a website | pulled off and it said it was built using HUD funds for the elderly program.

One other, this was another article that we found. This was the Office of Policy
Development and Research of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, an
arficle in Fall of 2013. | think this is a litfle bit instructive to our project tonight. it says, “Most
seniors would prefer to age in place”. You've heard Commissioner Boeck fell you that for years.
But "home modifications are critical to this process, but the costs can be prohibitive." So when
you're reaching that moment in life where you need to start looking at aging in place options
and the facilities within your home, it gets expensive. You maybe can't afford that kind of a
capital outlay, so you need to look to a rental option, possibly, and you may only be looking at
something for five fo ten years, so it's hard to justify any extensive capital costs o do that. So this
report goes on and says that, “In addition, much of the rental housing" — and Dave just
mentioned this — but “stock lacks the accessibility features that make residences more aging
friendly; only 36.3 percent of renter-occupied units have wheelchair-accessible bathrooms, only
15.5 percent have handrails or grab bars in the bathrooms, and only 6.3 percent have exira-
wide doors or hallways.” You certainly see that. Bathrooms are usually a two-foot door. For
aging in place they need to be three-foot wide. To make that kind of a modification in an
existing facility is very hard to do, because you get into electrical and structural and oftentimes
the cabinetfs and everything — it just doesn't work. You redlly have to start from ground up to get
to that point to be able to do that, and that's very hard for a senior to do. So rental properties,
as Dave menftioned, become very important.

This one is supported by staff. [t's directly adjacent to The Willows — the same concept
again as we're proposing here. It is a perfect location with the library, and the trail of Andrews
Park and everything you can get to from this location. It just fits ideally.

There is a significant protest; Janay mentioned it. When you read those letters, those
protests are very largely all about rental housing. If you read those protest letters, they say we
shouldn't have any more rental housing, that this should just be kept as R-1 for a single family to
buy. Again, | would say it's been R-1 for a single family to buy for a long time. This is a product
we need. This is a product that is immediately compatible with what's immediately next to it
and, therefore, it should be justified. With that, I'll answer any questions you have. | thank you
very much for your consideration.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION:
1. George Ahmadi, 502 N. Park - | did have a couple of questions - if there is a way to
legally go about making this into aging in place residences through the Fair Housing Act — the
covenants — why can't we do that in the SPUD doc? Second, why aren't The Willows under this
same parking requirements as | guess this — the 1.82 Also, if there is some issues about one or two
stories, why can’t we define stories as being one level in the PUD doc as well, just, again, to give
a little bit more protection to the zoning and also in case Mr. Golden decides to sell, it would also
pull the next developer under the same constraints.

| just wanted to be very clear that, as far as my protest goes, | am very much in support of
this property being developed. | just wish that it was not leased — so what | feel so contradictory
to the rest of the neighborhood — | feel like garage door frontage is not happening in that
neighborhood. | appreciate the fact that there's some green space being utilized. Again, |
understand that design criteria is not part of the zoning decision, but if we are asking for a
customized zoning then | think it is part of the decision. Thank you for your time.

2. Terrance Wood, 428 N. University Boulevard — Thank you very much. Much as was said
before, my concerns are not necessarily for the design. There are some of the plan aspects, with
the garage frontage, and also with zoning regulations as far as parking and having multiple
vehicles in front of that. When you're talking about having potentially a 3-bedroom or 4-
bedroom unit, you're talking about having honestly more than one or two vehicles. Secondarily,
I don't know that anyone in the neighborhood is opposed to the aging in place, but | think the
large concem is there is nothing that would hold the next owner or owners in the future to
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maintaining that aspect. So this very easily could become - you know, considering the size of it
and with the amount of rental property, especially this close to the University going into this areaq,
we may have the greatest of convictions at this point in time as we go into it, but what we have
to make sure is that we're planning for the future and a future owner of this property. So, while
there are aspects of the SPUD that | think could address that, | am opposed to this without more
information about the dwellings that will be there and any future prohibitions that will be placed
upon using this for alternate purposes in the future. Thank you very much.

3. Phyllis Murray, 801 College — We have eight parcels of property on Tonhawa, including
one on University. | really welcome senior housing. There's not a problem in the world with that.
[ think | would redlly like to see a drawing of the plans of what they plan to use, rather than — |
thought this was what this was, and we don't have the final plans, and I'd really like to see that
before | can say too much more, | was concerned about the two stories. | do understand that
the caregiver and other family members might be upstairs. | get that. 1 don't see a porch, other
than just a little stoop maybe on one end of each one of those housing units. I'm not really
objecting to the design. 1just have some questions about not seeing the final plan, which | think
all in this room probably would like to see. | don't see any ramps, and perhaps I'm missing those
in those plans. If it's a wheelchair bound person, they're going to have to have a ramp. If I'm
missing that, I'm sorry. It would just be nice to see that.

| will agree that it is in a neighborhood that is very, very walkable to everything. You've
got everything that anybody could ever want in that neighborhood as far as walking ability and
accessibility. [t is a wonderful spot. It has been vacant for a long time, and | understand that it
needs to be buiit on. | don't have a problem with that. | think aging area - the families would
be appropriate for that area. But | do have questions about the height of the building, and |
redlize they can go up much higher. But it would be nice to be able to see the final plans of
what they are intending to build.

We do have a bed and breakfast in that neighborhood. We did have to have two
houses taken down because they were just non-repairable for what we wanted them for, and
one of them had been condemned. But we did try to build in those spots housing that would be
compatible with our neighborhood. So it does fit in with the neighborhood that we're in, I'm
hopeful that | will see this more compatible with that neighborhood with their new plans. Thank
you very much.

4, William Murray, 309 W. Tonhawa - Owner of a bed and breakfast and, yes, we do have
eight parcels in this area. The SPUD does not address design, but there are other places in fown
that | feel that this particular design has shown to be a negative aesthetic. With the garages in
the front, it tends to be not very aesthetically pleasing and not compatible with the
neighborhood, in my opinion. In doing our design of our properties, we were held to a standard
aond had to be compatible to that standard. To me, to get to a duplex, it's going to look like a
duplex no matter what, and | understand that's part of the plan. One thing that we also had to
always keep in mind was who's going o buy it next and what can they do legally, and | think
that's where there's an address here that is a concern of most people in the protest, because,
obviously, aging in place and the design and the use for the current plan sounds fantastic. But,
at the same time, what happens nexte If you don't put in the restrictions now — kind of what Mr.
Ahmadi said — then we don't know what's happening next, and that's probably my biggest fear.
Thanks.

5. Carol Jacob, 324 W. Daws — | guess I'm here talking about the people who do not want
to see it rezoned at all, and left at R-1. We had a lot of people who signed the protest, and that
was their biggest concern — setting precedent for other properties in the neighborhood to be
rezoned. We certainly do have a lot of rentals in Norman. | agree with what Mr. Murray said.
We don't know what's going to happen next. We have had houses built in the neighborhood —
there's one on Daws Street under construction, one on Tonhawa Street that was just built that
have owners living in them. | talked to several millennials — younger people — who have bought
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quite a few homes in the neighborhood that were rentals because they want to live in that
neighborhood because of the neighborhood it is, and we are a neighborhood of small homes.
We are hoping that more of those homes will be bought by people who want to live in a
walkability neighborhood. We don't know what's going to happen next. We don't know how
long this property is going to stay this way and we were told at the meeting we went to initially
that there was no guarantees who was going live in those apartments — they couldn't really
regulate who was going to be there. Given what we've seen in other parts of Norman, it makes
us very nervous. We're a small, quiet neighborhood. We would like 1o stay that way. 1've talked
to Brenda at The Willows. They are not ali seniors. People have lived there for 20 years. They
move in there when they're younger. They are not thrilled with what's going on. The buildings
butt right up against it, and | redlize that that's the code - they're allowed to do that, but The
Willows are feeling very confined by that and they're not real thrilled to have who knows who
living in those six residences. We want to see homes built there. | actually have lived there long
enough to remember when there were homes there. We would like fo see them continue to be
there and we really hope that you will keep that into consideration that we have so many
rentals in Norman. We really don't want to see our neighborhood become full of more rentals.
We are hopeful that, because young people are buying there now, that that trend will continue.
Thank you.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION:

1. Mr. Sherrer — Maybe a question or just understanding from the applicant. Heard a lot of
comments about garage frontage, and | assume that's design. Just talk to us a little bit about
why the garage was placed in the front. No way to get around the back. | know garages are
important. 1'd just love to hear a little bit more about that. That seemed to be a common
theme in those comments.

2. Mr. Rieger — First of all, obviously, the architect is right here, so I'd let Dave speak, but |
would just make one comment about it. It is an older neighborhood, so | understand the
comments that they don't like the garages in front. But realize Original Old Town had garages
as a separate building, often times in the back. So this is different now, and that was discussed -
do you have an elderly person park in a separate building, and it didn't really work. And just
also cost. This is a cost issue with seniors. So go ahead.

3. Mr. Boeck - Yeah, he explained cost. To me, the safety of having a garage. Everybody
you think lives in a house with a garage that's attached to the house - if you can park in your
garage when it's snowing outside or if it's icy. Most apartment buildings have outside parking.
The Willows has outside parking on the sftreet. But Andy's concern, and | think it's a good
concern, was that this gives them a place to pull info that's in the house that's a conditioned
space that makes it more safe, especially if they're using a walker or a wheelchair.

[ will bring up one thing, because it seems like the concerns are we don't know who will
live there next. Because of the slides that Sean showed in terms of the number of units - the lack
of accessible units around. I'm on the ADA Transition Steering Committee right now, and one of
the next things we're going to study, after streets and parks and stuff like that, is housing
because there is a deplorable shortage of accessible housing. Once people move into
accessible housing, like The Willows, they stay. That one person said that people have lived
there for 20 years. So that speaks fo itself.

4, Mr. Rieger ~ Let me make one other comment, too. A ot of comments about they don't
have garages in the front in this area of town. Another comment about that is because there
are a lot of dlleys in this area of fown and so access to garages offen times happens at alleys.
We don't have that here. We don't have an alley here to use or to work with and so the garage
has to go out front. If you were to put it out back, you'd have an enormous cost of concrete
and you basically are building a road around this property, which doesn't work — it would kill the
project. So that's largely why that happened.
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5. Mr. Lewis — | appreciate that Commissioner Boeck has designed such a very accessible
building for aging in place. Had there been an alleyway in the back, | might say that the
garage might be turned around, but there's not an alley there. For a piece of green space that
has been vacant for numerous years to make something that is very aesthetically pleasing, also
for aging in place to make something that close to a library, close to an arts area which is our
amphitheater over here, something close to a walking frail = | can't imagine, as we're all not
growing any younger, finding a better place in Norman 1o live, and as long as I've sat on this
Commission — which has been numerous years now — | always hear the same argument: this is
not the place for it, there's a better place. With this design and this location, | cannot imagine
that there's a better place for these aging in place duplexes than exacily where you've
designed them. So thank you.

6. Ms. Bahan — Dave, if | understood you correctly, that the picture you showed us of the
layout - that's not the one you're going to use?

7. Mr. Boeck - That's the two-story, three bedroom.
8. Ms. Bahan — And you're going to do a one story?
9. Mr. Boeck — Yeah. We looked at the cost of building a two-story unit, because that's one

of the things that seniors can't afford ~ they have limited budgets. So the two bedroom, single
story unit is what is going to be built there, just in terms of the cost going up two stories.

10. Ms. Bahan - So it is going o be just one story?

11. Mr. Boeck - Yes.

12. Mr. Sherrer — So can you change the SPUD to that?

13. Mr. Boeck — Well, the SPUD has flexibility.

14, Mr. Rieger — | would be reluctant on that. This is already allowable for two stories as R-1.

15. Mr. Sherrer — | understand. | just wanted to make sure that was not something you
wanted to redefine.

16. Mr. Rieger — | would prefer to have the flexibility, if we do go to multi-generational. | think
it's a costissue and a budget issue for Andy to figure out if he wants to do that.

17. Mr. Boeck — We may figure out how to make it more manageable in terms of size to get
another bedroom, because quite frankly, when you look at millennials and seniors, you're
looking at two and three bedrooms are the kind of spaces that they're looking for. | understand
the concern is they don't want students living here because of what happened on Campus
Corner, and | understand that. But this is designed fo be accessible and so we're pretty
confident that once people move in here they're not going fo leave and, no matter who owns
it, it's going to be accessible housing and there's a waiting list.

Andy Sherrer moved to recommend adoption of Resolution No. R-1718-76, Ordinance No. O-
1718-28 and PP-1718-6, the Preliminary Plat for GOLDEN TRIBE ADDITION, A Simple Planned Unit
Development, to City Council. Chris Lewis seconded the motion.
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There being no further discussion, a vote on the motion was taken with the following result:

YEAS Sandy Bahan, Nouman Jan, Chris Lewis, Tom Knotts, Lark
Zink, Erin Williford, Andy Sherrer

NAYES Neil Robinson

RECUSED Dave Boeck

MEMBERS ABSENT None

Ms., Tromble announced that the motion, to recommend adoption of Resolution No. R-1718-76,
Ordinance No. O-1718-28, and PP-1718-6 to City Council, passed by a vote of 7-1.

Commissioner Boeck returned to his seat.
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ltem No. 9a, being:

R-1718-77 - WAILLY & CYNTHIA KERR REQUEST AMENDMENT OF THE NORMAN 2025 LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION PLAN FROM MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DESIGNATION AND FLOODPLAIN DESIGNATION TO OFFICE
DESIGNATION AND FLOODPLAIN DESIGNATION FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 801 36™ AVENUE N.W.

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD:
1. 2025 Map
2. Staff Report

and
O-1718-30 — WALLY & CYNTHIA KERR REQUEST REZONING FROM RM-2, Low DENSITY APARTMENT DISTRICT, TO
SPUD, SIMPLE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, FOR 0.73 ACRES OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 801 346™ AVENUE N.W.

ITEMS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD:
Location Map

Staff Report

SPUD Narrative with Exhibits
Proposed Site Plan

West Elevation
Pre-Development Summary

A e

PRESENTATION BY STAFF:

1. Janay Greenlee reviewed the staff report, a copy of which is filed with the minutes. Staff
supports the requested change from Medium Density Residential to Office Designation; staff
recommends approval of Resolution No. R-1718-77. Staff supports this request to rezone to SPUD
for professional offices; with the condition the 25' platted build line is vacated, staff recommends
approval of Ordinance No. O-1718-30.

2. Mr. Knotts — | read that there was a traffic light proposed at Bob White, at the entrance of
this. Is that part of this project?

3. Ms. Greenlee — No, it is not. This lot is platted and it's already on an approved roadway,
according to the Traffic Engineer analysis of this, but a TIA is not required because it's aiready an
improved roadway. If the developer chooses, they can submit a traffic signal warrant study, so
the developer would have to submit a study to warrant a fraffic signal at Bob White. There's one
at Havenbrook that just was installed, in fact Thursday they started.

4, Mr. Knotts — | was thinking it was getting kind of over-populated with those. But since the
document said that there was one at Bob White, | was wondering.

5. Ms. Greenlee - They said it may be considered at Bob White, depending on that fraffic
signal warrant study being submitted by the developer. Then the City of Norman Traffic
Engineering Department reviews that to see if it would be warranted at that intersection.

6. Mr. Knotts — Do you want to field a question on the creek and the bank stabilization
there?2 Do you know if that's part of the project?

7. Ms. Greenlee - This project isn't going to touch the floodplain; they're staying out of the
floodplain in this. Their parking lot will abut it, but they're not in the floodplain. As far as the
stabilization, it's an open channel — it's not a channelized creek. All the runoff is already
accounted for with that because it's diready platted. So they weren't required to do onsite
detfention.
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8. Mr. Knotts — The plan has a new tree every 15' across the parking lot on the creek site,
ond it appears that it's at the top of the bank, and | made the assumption that it would be all
the trees along the west side of that creek would be taken out and bank stabilized.

9. Ms. Greenlee — Well, as far as the trees being removed on that site, I'm not sure how far
back - they're going to not touch that floodplain in that area. So as far as what's going to be
removed there and replaced, | really cannot speak to.

PRESENTATION BY THE APPLICANT:
1. Sean Rieger, 136 Thompson Drive, representing the applicant — Let me first just address
those — you're right, Commissioner Knotts, there was a statement in the documents that said
there would be a traffic light at Bob White, and | think that was our misunderstanding as an
applicant. We had been told that before, and | think we misunderstood it was actually the
Havenbrook light, and | think we confused the two. So | apologize for that. But there is no light
proposed at Bob White. So that will not happen.

As to the stream bank stabilization, there is no proposal for any work in the floodplain.
But, obviously, as just sheer construction goes, our parking lot will be back near that, so we would
have to stabilize to make sure that we don't have erosion under our parking lot. So the exient
we have to protect the parking lot, certainly we will do that through the construction. But no
improvements would be planned in the floodplain at all. We have not sought, nor will we seek,
any permit in the floodplain for any work. We were showing trees on the back because
probably there are some frees that are going to have fo go that are not even in the floodplain,
so we were showing additional trees. If that's not wanted, we don't have fo do that. But
typically the parking lot requires additional trees around it, and we're happy to plant additional
frees all along that edge fo replace what, perhaps, comes out. But, again, no work of any
improvements into the floodplain. That's absolute.

2. Mr. Knotts — Usually the trees that are planted around the parking lot are planted
between the parking lot and the public right-of-way, and this would be away from ~ on the
other side of that.

3. Mr. Rieger — On the back side. Yeah. I'll talk about that in a minute. Basically that's o
planning approach — Center City pushed the parking lots behind and the buildings up front.
That's more of a modern planning technique is to bring the buildings forward and put the
parking behind. For years, we always had people say they were tired of looking at parking lofs,
so now the more modern movement is to put the parking lots behind. But, you're right, so then
that means the parking lot is back and the trees would be on the back side, instead of what
they normally were on the front side. Hopefully that answers the questions.

| have a number of slides to take us through tonight. There is a significant protest, as you
saw, notably 45% -- not over 50%. So I'm going to talk at length about this one tonight. This one
is one that we believe is very reasonable, and I'm going to show you how it came about. I'm
going to show you examples of other office facilities in similar situations. We really were a little
surprised by the amount of protest because office tends to be thought of as a very inviting and
wonderful use next 1o residential. Office is often times a great neighbor to residential. It's one of
the best, because they're gone at night and they're gone at the weekend. They don't have a
high impact is typically the situation on office. So it's a little bit odd to see a protest for an office
like this, although I'm going to show you another one that was approved previously. So let me
take you through the slides and make sure that we're all very familiar with what this proposal is.

First and foremost, most important to understand, this is not an unplatted, unzoned, green
field. This is platted. Thisis alegal lot. It can be built on by permit tomorrow through RM-2 zoning
- legally right now. This is not just a field. So your interpretation of the scenario has to be in the
mindset of RM-2, not a field. A lot of the letters focus on this being a field and focus on the
impact of drainage and other things as a field. It's not a field. It's an RM zoned, platted legal lot
for apartment houses, and I'm going to show you all that as we go through it. But that is the
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mindset of what you have to think about, is a comparison of what we've proposed as opposed
fo RM-2.

There's the existing GIS. The floodplain, which is the light blue, just barely comes into it.
We are not going to propose any improvements in the floodplain; we will stay out of it entirely.
The floodway very minorly touches it just barely right there. But, again, the floodplain and the
floodway are along all of this edge. So if you're going fo have concems about us being next to
it, well that is all up and down the entire Brookhaven Creek existence, all the way from the
Canadian up. So everybody is next to the Brookhaven Creek. We will do it properly and through
all building permits.

This is a site plan. So the site plan, as we just talked about, brings the building forward
and puts the parking behind, which is what we often hear nowadays in planning, that people
prefer. People prefer the building up and the parking in the back so we're not just looking at
cars all day. Actudlly, in this scenario, that actually is probably even better because across the
street is the residential and to the right is the park. So if we did have the parking in the front,
then actually the cars and the noise of cars and the lights of cars would actually be on the side
where the houses are. Typically you want those cars away. We often see that in zoning, when
we see a parking lot next to a residential use, people get concerned about is there going to be
a wall there? Is there going to be some buffer theree Well, in this situation, we're putting the
parking lot behind. The site, again, is this triangular site right here. You see the floodplain in the
back right there. That's the trees that Commissioner Knotts was mentioning right there. There is
one entry point, right here right in line with Bob White, exactly the way you want to do it. Only
one enftry point. The building, brought to the front, right here. The footprint of the building is
about 5,557 square feet. To put that in perspective, the house directly across the street — ifs
entire pad of enclosed space and porches is about 4,540 square feet — so actuadlly pretty similar
in pad. This is proposed as a two-story model — actually, just part of it is two stories; part of it is
one story. So really a very modest office when you look at the grand scheme of things, and you
look at the residential structures all around it. Massing wise and footprint wise, this is really not
that much different than the houses that are across the street from it. I'll show you a little closer
on the site plan, but that generally is the massing of the property on the site.

This is the site plan in more detail. You see Bob White, again, lines up right here. We
come into the property with the parking all along here — the cars focused toward the back
where there is no adjacency. This is another thing kind of unique to this property. Often times
we're showing you offices or structures that have adjacencies. Here we don't. Here we have
the adjacency is the creek — is a park farther away. There isn't an immediate adjacency that
we need to buffer, which we often times do. Here we don't. Instead we have 36th Avenue on
the left, the creek on the right, and the property in the middie. So really pretty unique design in
bringing the parking all along the back here, the property in the front, and then I'm going to
show what the front l1ooks like along the left edge here. A small marguee sign right there. You
see landscaping all around it. The dumpster they put at the far end here, subject to Sanitation.
The actual square footage is about 9,242 square feet, or actually, | think, about 9,400 now. First
floor, again, about 5,500; second floor about 3,600. Really, again, not a very big office when you
think about it. Four suites is what they're looking at. The anchor tenant would be an architect -
it would be the architect that drew this up, actually. So the architect would be the anchor
tenant and parking would be per the code requirement of about 32 spaces. Parking is for office
pretty minimal in the sense of 300 square feet for one space. | guess compared to retail and
restaurant you get a lot more parking; for office you have a lot less. So really a fairly
straightforward, small, intimate scale design. The proposal is for two stories only. I'm going fo
take you through more of that detail in just a minute.

This is the elevations. The elevation is more of a modernistic approach. The architect is
here tonight if you want to hear more about it. I'm going fo show you some imagery that was
where this was brought from. Again, kind of a residential scale with some articulated roofs and
really broken up nicely. This is not just a box office; this is one that is infended to be broken up
quite a lot, and really bring in some concepts that we're starting to see, such as on 23 Street in
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Oklahoma City, such as on Gasoline Alley, such as The Plaza District. Some of that feel is what
they would like to do on a project like this. Those are the north elevation, the south and the east.

This is kind of the flavor or the imagery of what they drew from. This is the west - this is the
36th Avenue elevation. Second story is right here. First story is across the bottom. Four units,
These areas are the second story over here. But this is kind of the inspiration you can see, and
there's a lot of imagery that was provided to me, but you can kind of see the articulated roofs,
the mix of materials of stone and wood, the mix of glass across the frontage. Really pretty
intimate scale. Breaks it up nicely. Doesn't just have one mass of a project there. So this is the
proposal. They really want this to be for a young professional appeal. That's the desire for this.
They would have a little balcony up at the top here that would be similar to something like that.
So a nice appeal.

| want to show you, again, the choice. This is really important, as | talkk through all of
these slides, that you think about this. The choice tonight is not between a current field of grass
and an office under broad CO zoning. | want to show you what the difference is there. Instead,
your choice tonight is between RM-2, Low Density Apartment District open district zoning, and o
SPUD that just allows offices. I'm going to show you exactly what we have proposed to aillow.
That's the choice.

So what is RM-2 zoning? What is allowed right now?e [If | wanfed to go pull a building
permit tomorrow across the parking lot, what could | gete That's a screen shot from the RM-2
zoning right now. You see at the fop — alot of people think of RM-2 zoning as just duplexes. Well,
it's not duplexes. RM-2 zoning is actually apartment buildings containing four or fewer units.
Now, if you'll bear with me for a minute, when you run the math on all this and you look at all of
that that's in front of you and you break it all down, we can actually probably get about nine
units on this property total if we preliminary platted to three lots. Right now it's one lof. This
basically allows up to four or fewer units per lot. There's some intensity requirements in here that
limits you as to how many units you can put on a property. But roughly, if we revised the plat to
be three lots, without changing the zoning, without changing the use allowances, we could get
about nine units on this property. You're always allowed to preliminary plat, as long as you meet
the subdivision regulations of the City. | know that your City Attorney has told you that many
times, that as long as we've met those subdivision regulations, they have to be approved. So
right now, from a use standpoint, we could probably do about nine units of residential on this
property. It allows for three stories in height. It allows for 65% impervious coverage. Allows you to
do that right now as a matter of right. It's not been done, and we're going 1o talk about why it's
not been done — probably because it fronts on 36t Avenue in a thin site that would face out
onto 36th Avenue, not in an ideal location for residential. So that's the situation right now. If |
wanted to build out tomorrow, that's what | could do.

So what would that look like2 Well, here's just one example of what that could look like.
| could do three stories. There's no masonry requirement. There's no aesthetic requirement on
residential in Norman. This isn't zoned as a SPUD or a PUD or anything like it. It's just simply zoned
open district residential RM-2. | could do three-story buildings of siding of any material | wanted
and put it on that property. | could face them on 36th Avenue. | really would have 1o face them
on 36 Avenue. | don't know how else they would redlly function. | could do accessory
buildings, such as a laundry facility or anything like that. 1 could do basketbalt courts. | can do
anything like that right now as a matter of right on that property. So is that the best use? Is RM-
2, which has not been used in 30 years on that site, the best use?

Well, what has progressed on this project is that it has sat there for many years. A
property owner bought i, initially wanted to do an office on if, didn't work out, and so what has
happened in the past year is we've come back with a different proposal two times now. The
first time was about a year ago and this is the notes from it. The first time was back in 2017 and a
proposal came forward for basically a commercial strip center on this site. It was the opposite of
what we've talked about tonight — to put the building in the back and the parking in the front,
and you can see the kind of sketched out site plan of it there. It was your traditional commercial
strip center, basically that you see garden variety everywhere. Came forward in 2017 in
February. We went to a Pre-Development hearing and that Pre-Development hearing was
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heavily attended - it was probably about 30 people. It was intense; it was loud; it was angry — |
think that's fair to say. It was not well-received. It had comments — and that was the notes.
Janay was kind enough to provide me with her notes. It did not get written up because it got
withdrawn. So it didn't get written up into a report, but Janay was kind enough to hand me her
notes and show me what they said and so | just took some quotes from it. The neighbors said
PUD specific uses; they did not want retail; the retail not wanted to live behind; no liquor; no pot
shops — these are from her notes. Basically the retail was extreme anxiety on this neighborhood.
That project was proposing retail. It was proposing C-1 full-blown open district commercial
through a PUD, but it was not confining those uses. It was probably going to be a coffee shop. it
was going to be a roofing contractor for his office. They were worried about his roofing trucks;
were they going to be parked there ali day? Was there going to be roofing materials — there
couldn't have been that, but they were worried about all of those things, and they were worried
about the commercial. So the project was withdrawn. So then comes this project, and before
this got filed they came to me and we talked about that Pre-Development hearing. We said,
okay, you're not going to get any commercial. Forget about it. It's not going to happen. We're
not going to put restaurant; we're not going to put retail; we're not going to put any of those
uses. So what do you want? So the applicant was pretty clear. Well, what | want is an office.
That's it. | just want an office, and so is there a way to do that? Well, yes, we could do that
through a SPUD. What you saw just now was the imagery of what they want to build.

We rethought the project in a different proposal and came forward with it. When we
said we want to limit it down — we did actually file for CO, Suburban Office Commercial District,
which is take away the red, and it's all those uses. Through this process, the protest sparked
again, So staff asked me, would you limit it down just to office — | mean, as tighfly as you can
take it. We said yes; the applicant immediately said yes to me. | asked them that question and
they said yes. The SPUD before you tonight is that. It's not even full-blown CO; we eliminated
everything but just what we call section 8 under CO. Only that is what you're being asked to
approve fonight, which is only office. We took out libraries. We took out art gallery. We took out
apartment hotel. We took out child care center. We took out tfrade school, churches, all of
that. It's gone. The only thing as a matter of right before you is office; that is it. Nothing else
would be allowed on this site by a matter of right through this SPUD.

The staff received all this and it was well-received. You have the reports in front of you
and | don't usually read from staff reports, because | know that you have, but | do when | think
it's a compelling and important point for everybody to hear. So | want to read a couple
excerpts from the staff report. | think this is important for everybody to hear. The reception was
positive. The staff said this site has never been developed. It was replotted and rezoned RM-2,
Low Density Apartment District with permissive use for office in 1984. Apparently, it was actuaily
approved previously for office on this site in 1984 as a special use. The way special uses work, if
you don't do it, you lose it as a matter of time — two years. So the staff report goes on, offices
were never developed on this site; therefore, the permissive use for offices expired because it
was not enacted within two years. The applicant is requesting the same type of use with this
SPUD proposal that was adopted 30 years ago on this site. There are several existing offices on
36 Avenue a quarter mile fo the south of this site: a bank, insurance agency, and professional
offices. Within a third mile to the north, at the intersection of Robinson and 3éth, are many fypes
of retail and major commercial corner. This proposal is similar to other office uses currently
allowed on 36th Avenue.

One other thing | want to make sure you're aware of in the staff report, they go on to say
this rezoning request to SPUD will allow only professional offices and uses incidental fo the
allowed office. The request can potentially have a lesser impact on the surrounding area due to
the fact offices usually conduct business during regular business operating hours and not during
weekends and evenings, such as residential would. So, whereas a low density apartment
development could potentially have a greater impact on the surrounding area because of the
nature of the use: residential use will have activity during all times of the day, every day, every
week, every year, Offices don't. This parcel can be developed under RM-2 zoning without any
public hearing. Total impervious coverage in the RM-2 regulations is the same within this SPUD
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proposal — actually, that's not quite accurate; we are proposing 64% impervious; RM-2 allows 65.
Actually took it down 1%. This development proposal is not requesting an additional more
intense use of land, but a change from the allowed uses only. But not a more intense use. That's
staff.

Then you start asking, if office is an appropriate use on 36 Avenue, what about
residentiale s residential an appropriate use on 3é6th Avenue?¢ Look at the corridor, and this is the
zoning map. If you just look at the 36t Avenue corridor right down that line, you can see it's a
pretty intense corridor. it's a section line. It's a four lane major artery. This site is right now zoned
RM-2 - residential apariment buildings. It would be the only site that has residential fronting -
facing — 36th Avenue anywhere in that corridor. In fact, | don’t know many anywhere in our city
that have residential on a narrow site fronting a section line corridor like that. Now, there is
residential in the areq, but it is all obviously on side streets. The frontage of all those residential
properties in this area front the side streets. Only their side yards impact 36th Avenue. Nowhere
in this corridor do we have residential facing and fronting 36t Avenue. It would be highly
irregular — highly inappropriate. That's why it probably hasn't been developed in 30 years. But
do we have office? Absolutely — a lot of it. We have office a lot of places all around the city on
major arterials across from residential, just like we're proposing. Very common.

On 36" Avenue you can see them right here. This is 0.2 miles south of our site. This is our
site in red over on the right. If you go 0.2 miles south just down the sireet, you have the State
Farm office and a dentist office right next to — not even across the street like we're proposing —
but right next to residential, immediately next door. This is Sussex Place — Sussex Court, | believe
it's called. Very high-end homes, very nice homes, wonderful little street, a great neighborhood,
and these offices are right next to it. Been there for many, many years. This is the condo
development right here. Our development is in red. Right on the other side is an office use —it's
a bank —it's not an actual office, but a bank right there. It, 100, is right next to the floodplain -
that is floodplain wrapped all around it, tight to it. |1, too, is an office use. That's 0.1 miles south
fronting 36" Avenue. | would note, too, that | said nothing was fronting 36" Avenue. This is all a
walled complex. This condo unit is a walled complex basically, you can see. So it is internal
focus. Again, these residential properties all focus the internal streets; none of them face out
onto the street. Then 0.1 miles north is another office, right at the corner of Havenbrook, and it
also fronts 36 Avenue. Actudlly, that office is a good example of how they're empty at night,
because | can tell you many times I've seen that parking lot full when there are events such as
Jazz in June or the Brookhaven Run or things like that over in Brookhaven Village; that office's
parking lot gets used a lot — not for the office users, but for the people that are using the facility
next to if. They're gone. They're gone at night. They're gone on the weekends. So it becomes
a wonderful user as a neighbor.

We see this all over town. These are overlapping, so forgive me — don't get confused by
the overlapping. Here's another example — one on 24t Avenue. This is really very similar to the
arrangement we're proposing tonight in a lot of ways if you think about it. This is Fairway Court
right here. This is 24t Avenue N.W. Off the screen up fo the right is Westwood — the park. This is
24th Avenue N.W. right here; this is Fairway Court side street coming right out and right across the
street is professional office buildings. Very common. Maijor arterial. Here's another one down on
the Trails. That is the Trails at South Berry and Meadow. There is professional offices all filtered
within that space and homes ail around them. Then again on 36t Avenue just north s
Greenway Park, another very similar condifion. In fact, it foo abuts directly onto the creek and
Brookhaven Creek behind it and across the street is residential — professional office buildings. So
this is a very common condition and very appealing to a lot of people. It does not have a
negative impact. t's very common.

In fact, we have a scenario where we had one before you, very similar to a protest like
this. This was back in 2011. This was the Tecumseh Office Park up on Tecumseh Road. I'm sure
some of you remember this. | remember it well. Susan is nodding her head. This was a very
intense zoning. This was an intense battle. This had hundreds of protest signatures against if. It
was probably the only fime that | have ever faced the priest that gave me my second
communion protesting a project that | had in front of you. It was Father Boyer, who was St.
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Mark's Church, came to this podium and protested. Very intense protest with this project on
Tecumseh Road, right across from St. Mark's Church. The neighborhood went very negative on
this — fought it. The original zoning was R-1. It was intended to be R-1, Single Family. The
neighborhood fought a professional office park put on that site — a much bigger professional
office park. A much deeper professional office park than what's proposed tonight. But we went
through that process. We made virtually the same arguments we're making to you fonight, and
the neighbors made many more. We were here a long time that night, | think. Many neighbors
spoke against it.  We went through that process, and a number of the Commissioners —
Commissioner Gasaway, Commissioner Knotts, Commissioner Roberta Pailes — all listened very
carefully, all studied it, and they came back with unanimous vote by this Commission in support
of that rezoning in the face of hundreds of protest signatures, in the face of a large super-
maijority protest. They supported it unanimously, and | want 1o read some of those comments.
Commissioner Knotts, you may recall, but it really doesn't have a negative impact. The fact that
Tecumseh is going to a higher fraffic area just pushes me foward keeping residential away.
Commissioner Pailes, who | think it's fair to say — when Commissioner Pailes saw a neighborhood
in revolt, | think most of the times Commissioner Pailes sided with that neighborhood — pretty
commonly. Commissioner Pailes voted for this office park, and she said because I'm not sure
that this is the greatest place to live if it was to be residential next to a major artery like this. So
we have precedent, clearly, fo even overcome large protest rates. We've seen it before when
people protest an office next to residential, but it is very, very common.

Another comment that's been made in the protests repeatedly is traffic, and they argue
that this is going to be a large traffic impact. This is a really small project, first, let me make sure
you understand that. This is about a 9,000 square foot office building. That's it. So it's such a
small project in that we didn't have to do a TIA — a traffic impact analysis. This was really me
kind of hacking together some figures with the help of staff, and | greatly appreciate their help
to do this in the last few days. We tried fo come up with what is the likely impact of traffic on this
scenario, With the help of staff, looking at the engineering manuals that they have, it looks like
the current RM-2 zoning, which if you did nine units, if you take the traffic count from that, it is
likely about 178 trips a day. If you look at this project as proposed, it's likely about 220 trips a
day. So the difference of RM-2 zoning versus what we're proposing tonight, is about 42 trips a
day additional. That's it. That's the change - 42 trips a day. So what does that mean in
perspective? How much more fraffic is that on this sitee Well, this site is pretty large -- 15,286 cars
a day. That screen shot is from ACOG - the Association of Central Oklahoma Governments.
They maintain the traffic counts for all of central Oklahoma, and they maintain the traffic counts
for the City of Norman. Those are live figures that you can go in any time and pull them off. |If
you look at this screen, that is 36th Avenue right there — 15,286 vehicles a day. Now, | would note,
that actually that number is the lowest of any of these section lines that go around this section —
Robinson — 20,000, 25,000. 24t Avenue - 20,000, 192,000. Main Street — this is the largest traffic
count in Norman right there at 32,000 cars a day. Then you get over here at 28,000 and 19,000.
It is the smallest traffic count that you will find of these four locations on a four-lane road. So it
actudlly can take great capacity. If you look at ACOG, they say a fourlane road can carry
about 22,000 cars a day -- it only carries 15,000 — for a level of service C, which is a really good
level of service. So, basically, RM-2, once it gets built out, could probably impact by about 1.2%
increase on traffic on this site. This proposal would be a 1.4% increase, so we're adding a 0.2%
increase in traffic from what is already adllowed as a matter of use. Negdligible. Not even
noticeable. Still within level of service C —just really not even impactful at all.

So what about storm water2 You'll see a lot in the letters about storm water. I'm sure
you're going to hear tonight from people that say this is a storm water impact. | hope you will
ask your staff — | hope you'll ask Mr. McLellan to come up and talk about it. | hope you will ask
your professionals to tell you if there's a storm water impact, because there's not. Right now, as
a matter of right, we could build this out fo RM-2 to 65% impervious — right now. It's already
allowed for that. So the impact has to be taken from that benchmark. Have we changed that?
No. The SPUD we wrote, because the site plan works for it, allows us to do all of this within a 64%
maximum impervicus. We're actually decreasing impervious — 1%, but it's a decrease. Cannot
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factually say that we're increasing impervious on this ground. We're not. The matter of right is
65% impervious; we're restricting it legally down to é4. No impact. We're proposing nothing in
the floodplain, nothing in the floodway. There is no WQPZ here. This is the Canadian watershed,
not the Thunderbird. The same storm water solutions that are already legally allowed as a
matter of right on this property would be the same ones we would do here. There is no storm
water impact. To those who say that there is, because we're turning a green field into
impervious, then you would have to say there's a storm water impact on every single project
that ever gets permitted and built in the City of Norman. Every single one of them. So that's not
an argument that works. | guess we could just shut down the city, if that's your goal, but that's
not the goal that | think anybody has, and so we work within standards. We work within
benchmarks. The benchmark and the standard on this site was 65% impervious and we have
decreased it. So we do not have a storm water impact.

Now, don't take my word for if. Let's look at your word. Let's look at the Council's word.
What has happened previously in recent months when we have done projects on the
Brookhaven watershed and the 36 Avenue corridor, as we're doing tonighte Well, we know
what happened only about three months ago - four months ago. In October we brought the
Warwick project. Brookhaven watershed — 36! Avenue. A large project. A large green field. A
large agricultural A-2 zoned space — not RM-2 zoned. We didn't already have the right to do
65% impervious. We didn't have the right to do anything. We had the right o put one house per
ten acres. That was it. We didn't have the right to pave that to 65%. But we brought it in front of
you and we asked you if you would approve commercial — C-1 and CO across that site. This is
the site — you're familiar with it — Warwick. This was just in front of you previously. It's only 1.4 miles
north of this site. [t drains to the exact same creek — Brookhaven Creek — same watershed.
Same water flowing to the same spot 1.4 miles north. What happened there was that was
zoned A-2. Our request was a full change in zoning to a much more intense use - obviously, A-2
zoning to C-1 and CO is what we asked for, and you approved it unanimously. You went to
allow — and | appreciate it very much - but there was no discussion as to oh, my gosh, we're
going to impact storm water by putting on this amount of pavement - this amount of
impervious. We dramatically changed the impervious allowance on Brookhaven Creek on this
site —- that would flow to Brookhaven Creek from this site. We allowed 200,000 square feet of
pavement. We allowed 71% impervious. All of that approved in the recent months on the same
watershed. We are proposing 64% over 19,000 square feet. So in the same watershed in recent
three months, you improved a storm water impact ten times what this would be in square
footage, but actually with ours really not being an impact because we already have that right.
This one did not.

So what about traffic? What did we do on Warwick with traffice 3éth Avenue —it's 1.4
miles north of this. Very similar fraffic count — 15,000 cars a day up there — it was 15,000 cars a
day in front of us — four lanes. What did we do up there? We approved it. What was the impact
there? Well, it was going from A-2 zoning — one house per ten acres — fo C-1 and CO - full-blown
retail, full-blown office, full-blown commercial. We added 4,800 cars a day — not 42 — 100+ fimes
different that we added 1o that street — the same street, and that was approved without any
concern — without any protest — without any negative.

So what is the choice? Is the choice to do what's on the left, which is RM-2 apartment
buildings with 65% coverage and a 1.2% added traffic load, three stories, no masonry
requirement?2 Or is what we're proposing better for the area and appropriate for 36th Avenue
corridor?g Which is office use only, 64% impervious, 1.4% added traffic. We think it's very obvious
and very clear. We think obvious is the office. It's been tried and frue in many places. It's been
a good neighbor. It's been an outstanding neighbor to residential uses all over the city. We
hope that you'll make that same decision tonight.

Staff supports this. It's been supported and you've read the reports, but it basically says
this will potentially have a lesser impact, and | hope that you have seen that tonight. | hope that
you will see that the precedent is that this type of use has been approved many times.

With that, I'll stop. I'll answer any questions that you have. | appreciate very much your
consideration.
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4, Mr. Lewis — Because erosion is such an issue with clay soil, am | understanding that the
impervious surface - the parking lot on the east side — does it come close or abut to the creek
there?

5. Mr, Rieger - It gets very close to the floodplain, yes.

6. Mr. Lewis — My question there is, in the design of this, will there be any riprap or any kind of
enforcement to make certain that soil doesn't erode in under that parking lote

7. Mr. Rieger — | don't have the details yet of the design. We're not atf that level. But,
again, | would assure you that if you're going to build a parking lot, you have to deal with
erosion for that parking lof from an adjacency like that. It will have fo deal with that,
construction wise.

8. Mr. Lewis — So erosion is something at the top of your mind?

9. Mr. Rieger — Absolutely. Yes. It would destroy the parking lot if you don't deal with that
from an erosion standpoint.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION:

1. Ken Dragg, 717 36t Avenue N.W. — | am the person who rezoned the property 30 years
ago and asked for the permissive use for an office building. | then let it lapse because | realized
that an office building was not the best use for the property. So that's why there's not that
zoning on there now. | think the best use for the property is RM-2. 1f's been that way for over 30
years and it should remain that. | don't have the concerns that anybody does as far as the
creek and the fraffic and all of that. |just think that's the best use for the property. That's what it
was zoned; that's what the City Council zoned it for, and that's the way it should stay. As far as
the proposed building, you know we talk about the bank to the south. We talk about across the
street — the office building that's there. But none of those buildings are frying to do what this
developer is frying to do, which is do away with the setbacks. He wants fo bring the building all
the way forward on 36th Street. It will be the only building that sits on the front of 3éh Street. He
wants to bring it almost right to the sidewalk and then he wants to put the back of it facing 36™
Street. This is going to be unattractive, block the view — whatever. So | just think that we should
just leave it the way it is for right now. Thank you.

2. Sherri Stansel, 608 Shadow Crest Court — | have a couple of maps that, if you will each
take one and kind of see what I'll be addressing this evening. The first one | want to talk about is
this one that's in yellow, and that is the watershed of Brookhaven Creek. As Mr. Rieger has
brought up in his information — and by the way, this is a very great tool. | didn't even know it was
available. If's available on all the different creeks in Norman and, like | said, it's got some really
great information here. If you'll note the area of this particular development is shown as BHC-4
on your map. This shows an impervious surface of 56.2%, or you can see that is the largest
impervious surface within the Brookhaven Creek watershed. Also note that it shows that this is
based on a 2015 aerial photograph. Since that time there's been built the Legacy Trails
aparfments and office complex that's located east of the Walmart market on Rock Creek Road.
You have the Brookhaven Subdivision that's been extended to Rock Creek. There's currently
under construction a CarMax that's located just north of the Chuck E. Cheese. You'll also notice
that there's part of the University North Park that's in this watershed. Then, as Mr. Rieger just
indicated this evening, the Warwick area is going to be extended. There may be others that I've
missed. You'll notice there's quite a few additional empty spaces on this map. That's things you
need to consider because this will eventually be part of this watershed. He stated that they're
going to have 19,972 square feet of impervious surface or this 63 or 64%. Like | said, you add this
already to the largest impervious surface that's within the Brookhaven Creek watershed.
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The other map that I've shown you shows the floodplain and the floodway and the
location of this development. You can take the little shape of that and you notice the little point
over there and you can put that development onto that floodplain map.

3. Robert J. Huskey, 3615 Chatham Court — Mr. Rieger mentioned other approvals that the
Commission had made that greatly affected the drainage — Warwick and the others. My feeling
is that whatever you did in past doesn't necessarily say, oh, well, that's a precedent for doing
something else in the future. So that part of his argument doesn't go. It strikes me, as |
understand this building, there will have to be some fill added to the property in order to bring
the elevation up so that it can be done. Either that, or they're going to have to dig a bunch of it
out. That says to me there's going to be some problems relative to the drainage part. They're
going fo build right up to the edge of the bank there. You've already mentioned that there's a
problem with stabilizing it. You got assurances from Mr. Rieger, yes, that will be taken care of.
We dlready know how much water volume goes down that to Brookhaven Creek from a couple
of years ago when it pretty much washed out a bridge over Havenbrook Road and cost the City
quite a bit of money. We're increasing the amount of water that's coming down Brookhaven
Creek with every new development in that watershed, including University North Park, where
there's going o be a lot of housing and other stuff put up there. So my feeling is that there's a
real problem there and it means that in the future probably Brookhaven Creek is going to have
fo be dealt with in a way that Imhoff Creek is being dealt with, with concrete embankments -
another big cost for the City. So I'm really concerned about all that and how this is going to add
to that problem, especially since it's sitting right on it. | would assume that at some point there'll
be a few cars from that parking lof in the creek.

4, Raymond R. Anders, 3600 Bob White Avenue — Right across from where they're planning
on putting this building. My biggest objection of it is the fact that, other than the fact that I'd be
living right across the street from this, but is the back of the building is facing 36" Avenue, and
that's not going to look good. They talk about what is put on the front of the building; we won't
see it. The people going up and down the street — how are they going to know what offices are
in there, other than maybe a sign that's on the outside, or by the building itself? It just doesn't
seem feasible to build anything on that piece of property; we're talking less than % of an acre.
How are they going to have 30-something cars parking out there, getting in and out, backing in
and oute If you look at the distance between where the parking is to the front of the building,
which is facing the drainage ditch out there. It just doesn't look feasible. Also, I'm not just
looking at what they're planning on putting in there now as far as offices go, but there's a
number of office spaces that are empty all up and down 36t Avenue, and why can't they put
those offices in those areas and fill those areas before they start building other buildings and
having offices that possibly could not be filled and then five, ten years from now they rezone
again and you have pot shops, liquor shops, tattoo parlors put in those vacant buildings
because they couldn't rent them. | just don't understand why anybody would want to put their
office in something that's facing the drainage area out there, as opposed to facing 36, But
that doesn't mean that | wouid still agree with it regardiess of the situation. | just very much
oppose it, and if it hasn't been built on in the last 30 years, there has to be a reason for that.
Again, you're only looking at % of an acre or less, and it just doesn't seem feasible to have a
building like this put there. They say, yes, we can put apariments in there. Well, why haven't
they done ite Because it's not feasible to put apartments in there regardiess.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION:

1. Mr. Sherrer — | have a question for the staff. | know there's been some questions about
the floodplain. | don't know if this is Todd. The RM-2 zoning versus the Commercial Office
seemingly would be equal impact, | believe — what would be the impact on storm water with
this project, compared to what is already zoned?
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2. Todd Mclellan, Development Engineer — To answer your question, Commissioner, we look
at the amount of impervious areaq, so it doesn't matter if it's office or it's residential. We look at
the amount of rooftop and parking lot and add that up and determine the amount of
impervious areq.

3. Mr. Sherrer — So basically neutral.
4, Mr. McLellan - Right.
5. Mr. Robinson — Todd, in terms of that bank stabilization discussion that we've had here,

do you review that kind of thing in your plans that are submifted by the applicant?

6. Mr. MclLellan - Yes, we'll review those at the building permit stage. But, again, this is
going to be a private parking lot. It isn't something that we would periodically go out there and
inspect. It would be up to the owner to make sure that there's no problem with the parking lof.
Now, we do inspect the creek and the channel, so if there's any impact on that, then we would
be involved.

7. Mr. Knotts — I'd like to ask Sean a few questions, if you don't mind. Sean, beginning to
worry about the cars that were talked about winding up in the creek. | don't see any barriers
along the creek side. What's the plan?

8. Mr. Rieger — | believe it would be curbed or we'd put stop blocks. I'm not sure if Will has
thought about that yet. There would have to be a stop block or curb sifuation. Absolutely.

9. Mr. Knotts — So if it's stop block, it looks like everything drains to the creek.
10. Mr. Rieger — Correct,

11. Mr. Knotts — So if it's stop block, the stabilization outside the paved area could be a
problem all along there, and if it's a curb you channel it to a certain location and that might be
a better solution controlling it at a specific and taking a pipe down into the creek bottom rather
than having it drain across the surface of the bank.

12, Mr. Rieger - In fact, you have a good opporfunity for that right down here, and if you
look at the site, you have a location that is not in the floodplain so you could actually do a
pretty good project right there and bring most of it down into this area, and that way it wouldn't
go directly into the floodplain before you could divert it a little bit.

13. Mr. Boeck — That brings up a question of detention. The project | was involved in, we
have detention. Sometimes there's projects where they've already calculated runoff and the
owners have paid for detention issues and streets, storm water systems, or whatever else. |
haven't heard a thing discussed here about detention, because my understanding is it's runoff
before is the same as runoff after.

14, Mr. Rieger — | want to address a couple points in that if you would let me. [ would love for
Mr. Danner to come up and talk, because we talked at length about this over the last day or so
and he knows the history of it. Butit's my understanding — or you can just correct me if I'm wrong
- but it's my understanding that detention was actually provided in the creek atf the fime that
this was platted. But that has been handled when this lot was platted 30-some years ago — that
there was actually dirt work done, and so the drainage plan for this site has already been
accommodated in the creek off the edge. Much like you just said, sometimes the developer
has already paid for it and done it. In essence, that's, as | understand it, what has happened on
this property. It has already been accommodated.
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I would say one other point, though, and | don't know if this is in thaf basin. But | know
many times in developments I've heard when you're lower in the basin, they don't want to
detain. When you're up in the basin they do want to detain. | don't know if this is low enough in
the basin for them to not detain or not. But the foremost question is the detention has already
been accommodated on this property when it was platted, is my understanding.

15. Mr. MclLellan — Sean is correct. Back in 1984 we allowed in-channel detention to handle
the runoff from this site.

16. Mr. Boeck — So you did some kind of calculations of future — 20, 30, 40, 50 year
development as to what the total runoff would be into that creek and accommodated it?

17. Mr. Mclellan - Keep in mind that was 1984, so the draihage ordinance and the
floodplain ordinance were not near as strict as they are today. 1, personally, wasn't here in 1984,
We got our first floodplain maps in 1979, so | don't imagine the standards were near what they
are today. But they met the standards at the time it was platted. So that's why we're saying
today that the detention has already been accounted for when they widened the creek there.

18. Mr. Knotts — So there's no opportunity to revisit thate
19. Mr. McLellan — That would be a legal question, but | don't believe so because it's already
platted.

20. Kathryn Walker, City Attorney's Office — As | understand the question, the question s
whether or not with the change to a SPUD they would have to then follow the drainage
requirements as they are required now. 1I'd have to do some research into that, and | don't
know the status of the previous development that was approved. But if they did some
improvements to widen the creek to address the RM-2 zoning designation, that should be
sufficient for a less intense designation.

21. Mr. Rieger ~ It's my understanding, and has always been my understanding, that only
when you are platting do you have to do the public improvements and those issues, not when
you're rezoning. So it would be my understanding that's what I've always understood from
Public Works as well, is that since we're not platfing, we're not obligated to do that.

22, Mr. Boeck — Well, that just brings up the question of storm water. We're dealing with
storm water right now and all the issues of storm water. In my mind, shouldn't you revisit that
every once in a while and reestablish what frugal or prudent runoff requirement are?

23. Mr. Rieger — As a percentage of impervious — that's how we've always standardized that.
That's how we've always had the benchmark. We are the same. We're actually 1% less.

24. Mr. Knotts — Since 1907 or ...

25. Mr. Rieger ~ | don't know when the impervious amounts came back. Actually, the zoning
ordinance dedadls with many of them back in 1954, But | believe Center City, and even recent
developments — | think the MUD - | haven't seen any different standardization as far as the 65%
goes. So | don't know that we've changed that. That's the issue is to how much impervious
runoff you're going to have is that percentage and we are actually 1% less than what is required
here. | haven't heard in any Planning discussions or Public Works discussions to change that
percentage amount.

26. Mr. Knotts — | don't disagree with that. What | disagree with is that an accommodation
that was made in '84 and now changing the designation of this area doesn't open the
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opportunity to revisit that situation. I'm told it's not, but it seems o me that, if we're going to
protect the City, we need to be some flexibility in that.

27. Mr. Rieger — | understand that. I've had applicants many fimes look at if there's some
way to do it, | think. You understand legally, though, that right now they could build this to 65%.

28. Mr. Knotts — I've got that. I've heard that too many times tonight.

29. Mr. Rieger — Alright. But I've got to remind you, that's where we're at. it's something you
could look at and see if there's an opportunity for that. | don't know. It hasn't been discussed.

30. Mr. Knotts — So I'd like for you to think about the possibility of putting a curb in with — not
detention — a collection basin at that south end with a pipe to the floor of the creek, so that you
save the bank. You take care of the water, and you shoot it down to that bank down there.

31. Mr. Robinson — | would suggest that you consider breaking that up into several smaller
pipes instead of a large single pipe. Probably be a little better off on the bank.

32. Mr. Rieger — | think likely you're going to have to have an engineer on this project when
you get into the issue of that edge. | think very likely. It's not a platting project right now, so we
don't have a civil engineer on board. That cost, obviously, will come upon approval and then
you get into the engineering of that edge. No question that edge will have to be engineered
when we do it. | don't think there's any doubt about that, or we'll have a parking iof that will be
junk in no time. | thank you for your comments.

Andy Sherrer moved to recommend adoption of Resolution No. R-1718-77 and Ordinance No. O-
1718-30 to City Council. Chris Lewis seconded the motion.

There being no further discussion, a vote on the motion was faken with the following result:

YEAS Chris Lewis, Neil Robinson, Erin Williford, Dave Boeck, Tom
Knotts, Andy Sherrer

NAYES Sandy Bahan, Nouman Jan, Lark Zink

MEMBERS ABSENT None

Ms. Tromble announced that the motion, to recommend adoption of Ordinance No. O-1718-24
to City Council, passed by a vote of 6-3.

* ¥ %k
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ltem No. 10, being:

MISCELLANEOUS COMMENTS

1. Mr. Jan — Last session we actually approved O-1718-21, which is City of Norman requests
Special Use for a Municipal Use for a 300" radio tower fo be located on a property currently
zoned A-2, Rural Agricultural District, located at 3428 Jenkins Avenue. | have a concern because
of the proximity of this location to David Jay Perry Airport. It's definitely very close to the flight
path of Runway 18. However, a comment was made that the plans were submitted to FAA and
there has been no objection. | don't know what is the proper way to address something that
has been approved, which later on could be a potential issue, so | would rather get advice from
you all.

2. Mr. Boeck — | remember that and they have to go through FAA. So what's your concern?

3. Mr. Jan - My concern is that we only were concemed about the Norman airport, but the
tower is closer to David Jay Perry Airport in Goldsby.

4, Mr. Robinson — It's a small airport in Goldsby.

5. Mr. Jan — But very active airport. A lot of private.

6. Mr. Boeck - | think when you submit o FAA, don't they look at all the adirports around?

7. Mr. Robinson — Well, | think, unless someone submits it to FAA, they wouldn't know what

was being constructed.

8. Mr. Boeck — But | thought they said they had. That was one of the comments that was
made, was that they had submitted it.

9. Mr. Robinson — Our concern was with Westheimer, but this is a different airport that's
located closer to the tower,

10. Mr. Boeck — Well, that's what I'm saying. FAA looks at all the airports.

1. Mr. Robinson — Well, if it's presented to them, yeah.

12. Mr. Boeck - But they said they did. We have to take them at their word.

13. Mr. Robinson — Is the staff available to comment on that?

14. Ms. Connors — This is a City of Norman municipal use, the Police Department
communication tower that they're bringing forward. It will be on City Council's agenda on the
231 of January for approval. | will talk to the Police person in charge of this project to make sure
that they have gone through the proper channels and explain to him. | do not remember in the
presentation of this ...

15. Mr. Lewis — It actually says: Michael Rose, program manager for Harris Corporation, said
they did submit to the FAA all for ASR applications and none of the fowers came back as being

a hazard to any flight path.

16. Mr. Boeck — I remember that. He said that specifically.
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17. Mr. Robinson — A further comment on that. Having dealt with FAA, they are pretty
diligent about this kind of thing. If they got an application, I'm pretty sure they went through
their process to clear it,

18. Mr. Boeck — It's the new year — 2018. | just want to say | hope this year — this group is just
an advisory board. We've been told that. But I think, like you asked the questions about being
concerned about specific things, | think that's what we're here fo do is ask questions. With all
the stuff that's going on in Norman, with the Form-Based Code, I'm watching some of the new
stuff go up and none of it's accessible. Absolutely none of it. We talked about that when we
approved the Form-Based Code and they said there was going to be exemptions for it, but we
need to figure out in this community, from the staff on down, how we can make all housing
that's built in Norman accessible. 1t doesn't cost anything. You can do it. To build elevated
condos up to the sidewalk that are three feet above grade and say that the access ramps can
be in the back is a slap in the face of every person that's in a wheelchair or in a walker or that
has a great uncle or a great aunt or a grandfather or great grandfather that wants to come
visit. So | hope we address that in an advisorial way sometime this year.

19. Ms. Connors — | just wanted to let you know that there will be a Comprehensive Plan
Update joint meeting with City Council and the Planning Commission on February 6, that's on a
Tuesday evening at 5:30. You will get an invitation to that, but | wanted to give you a heads-up
now that that date is set for that update. It will be in one of these rooms here.,

* K ok

ftfem No. 11, being:
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further comments from Commissioners or staff, and no further business, the

meeting adjourned af 2:01 p.m.
@cn Plonni@mmission




