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City of Oklahoma City Planning Department
420 West Main Street, Suite 910

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102
subdi\'isionandzoniim@okc.uov

Re: SPUD-1705-3233 N.W. 178"' Street

Dear City Planning Department,

Enclosed you will find a plethora of objections from residents in the Rose Creek Addition
regarding SPUD-1705 for distribution to the Commission members. Should you have any
questions or need anything further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerdyr

Collin R.

Hall, Estill, Hardwick, Gable, Golden & Nelson, P.C.

Tulsa ● Oklahoma Cily ● Northwest Arkansas ● Denver
www.hallestill.com
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OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL fiESGRiP'TiON: A tract of land being a part oftlie Southeast Quartet (SE/4) ofSection Twenty-
P^ye,.@5),.Townsh^:Fourteen (14) North/Rmige Four (4), West of.^e jndian Meridian Oklahoma City.
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, beingmore parficiilarlydescribed^asfo libws: Commencing-at the Southwest
,(SW) Comer ofsaid SoutheastQuarter(SE/4);THENGfe-North89°46'02” Eas^along and with theSouthhne
of said SoutheastQuafter (SB/4), a distance of 116^00 feet to itie POiNTOP BEGINNING^ TJdlhNCB.Nortli
00“13'58" West, dg>arting said South line, a .distance of65.08 feet; TI-IENCE-North 17"49"53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THj^CENc^. 86?0p;*36".East, a distanee.of397.9i feet; THENCE-South 39°35'49
East, a distance of29L55feet;lQa point mi^eSouth line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE Soudi
89®46'02" West, along and t^th Said Southlm’e, adist&ce.of 626.20fwt to the POINT^OE BEGINNING.
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Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:
i

r

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD; Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

. undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.^' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied,) Aji R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. .. .” See\ Oklahoma City Mimicipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified tliat screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178‘^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking lo develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another
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development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and. fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts So, it is an area

that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD .

including “Drive-thrus” and that those '‘would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. APPLICANT Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

EOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond from N. W. 178“', (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse’* than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, v/iihDrive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

off of N.W. 178“* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant fraffic
concerns.
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IIt is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spile of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:

f

Date:Signature of Property Owner:

k
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OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'*’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46’02" East, along and with the South Une
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00‘*13'58” West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance of 142.3 ] feet; THENCE North 86®09'3 6" East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South 39®35'49”
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a di.stance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner; BB Family Trust, via Cory Brown as Trustee 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district.. . .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening "shall be prohibited along NW nS**" St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178'‘‘ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178'*’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178"’. So, it is an area
that*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thnis” and that those '"would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond firom N.W. 178"*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,

and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse'' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178"’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

.17104 Kin her Way, Edmond OK 73012Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner: Date: ‘1"^5-25
77



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'*' Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46’02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“13'58" West, departing said South Ime, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53" East,
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35‘49
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner; 	

a

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district....” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178'*' St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178''‘ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178'*' because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“1 think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178‘^. So, it is an area
that’s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those “would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” “convenience

stores f liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
uses and went from preserving the pond, toexcluding “worse” uses to including

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

worse

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property Own
IT'

Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. Street

LEGAL SESGRiPTiON: A tract of land being a-part of the Southeast Quarter (S&4) Of Section Twen^-
Fiye ^..To-wnshiprFourteeii (14) North, Range'Pour (4). West of.th^n^n Meridian, Oklahoma City,
OkJahbraa County, Oklahoma, beinginoreparticularlydescnbednsioli bwarCommeacingattheSouthwest
.(SW) Corner of said SoutheasfQuarter(SE/4); ’IHENCSNorai89H{5’0 2"Eas^ .along and with the South line
of said SoutheastQuart^ (SE/4), a distance of 116;00 feet to'die POINT OF BEGINNING^ TWENCBNorth
00®13'58" West, dgjartin'g said SoVith line, a.distoce-of65,08-f eet; TtlENOB North 17W53” East, a
●distance ofl42.3iffct;TH^CENOTth.8$®0R’36‘'East, a;distanceof39 7^5 feet; THENCESouih39®35'49”
East, a distance of291,55 %t4Q point ^:(he.South line .of said South^t Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
8^®4b'02'' West; along and with Said Sbuth'Iin'e, adistfthce pf i526.20i«tto ihePOrN^.OE.,BE.GINNING.

Name of Property Owner: 	 j

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The ORIGINAL PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

. undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district .. See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178**' St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23, 2022, Planning Commission
meeting for die Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178^'' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along ns*** because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted fliere had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

I
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development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, said fastfood with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
that^s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD .

including ‘TDrive-thms” and that those '‘^wouldbe a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back iqi to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved,

c. APPLICANT Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District,

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of flie pond from N.W. 178®', (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,

and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "'yvorse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and file Commissioner
for the district Tliese “worse'' uses include “Fast Food, withDrive-TArtt Window,” “convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingr ess and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

I

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner:
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Autheniisign 10; E7E3797A-JE03'EF11-fieCF-00224B2»OS7

OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178**' Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00‘’13'58” West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53" Bast, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'3 6" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

3316 NW 173rd Street LUC
Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.^' (Emphasis supplied.) The "concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district... .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along N W 178**’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178‘^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178'*’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



AuVfentisign ID: E7E37S7A<4EO3-EP]1-6eCF-O0224e299OS7

development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178‘*’. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those ''would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. APPLICANT Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including ‘Svorse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 3316 NW 173rd

Signature of Property Owner: I / V/ ^

let

01/14/2025Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North. Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCENorth86®09'36" East, a distanceof397.95 feet; THENCE South39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89“46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Ovmer:

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district.. . See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an area
that's required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those “would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,

and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse" uses include “Fast Food, WiihDrive-Thru Window,” “convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding ‘Nvorse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 	

Signature of Property Owner: Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address; 3223 N.W. 178*^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPnON: A tract of land being a part of die Southeast Quarto- (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Towndiip FourteeD (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particular^ described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer ofaaid Southeast Quarto (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02" East, along and wifii die South Hne
of aid SoutbeastQuartcr(SE/4X a distanceof 116.00 fe^ to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“13'58" West, departing said Soudi line, a distance of 65.08 efe^ THENCE North 17®49*53" East, a
distanceof 142JI fc^ THENCE Norft 86®09*36" East;a distanceof397.95 efet; THENCE Soudi39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 efet to a point wi the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE Soufe
89®46'02- West, along and with said Soudi line, a distance of62620 efet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Cki^ Odi'tvxifName of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use,

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, die applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In diet, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surroun^g properties include residential uses. This PUD includes
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) Tlie “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district..Seei Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(empbasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation OF THE Pond Per CoMMUNmr Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. Jhe Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to ike community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in pl^e and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek ersidents
only. Counsel then e)q)lained:

“I think it’s important to note fiom the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of nil there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankfy, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and,^/^od with drive-thru Tvmd<9iv...There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that h’onts 178*^. So, it is an area
ihat*s required for drainage. So, the pond wiU remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-feinily dwelling was veiy popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those *^ouId be a worse outcome in mp view, particularly for
the folks who back iq) to this development” (Emphasis supplied.) Accmdingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occuning tmder the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would pr^erve the pond, (b) ^licant would erquire
visibility of die pond fiom N.W. 178*, (c) ^licant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” ^licant now seeks to change the
zoning to C*3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “mw/sc” than the Oiigina] PUD by both ^Hcant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ^convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new dedgn, itie pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased fiom one (1) ot three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went fiom

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went fiom preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements erached for developments — especially when the ^)pUcant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_ PtiSJ 0k-73dl'Z.
Signature of Property Owner Date: A/^5"



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. \7S'^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twen^-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46’02" East, along and with die South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53” East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09‘36" East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South39®35’49"
East, a distance of291.55 efet to a point on efe South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46*02” West, along and wife said South line, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: ?('fe5Voin ^ P)p.V)-f.c.r'a Sharp	
I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, wbidi makes sense because the Ori^nal PUD site is surrounded solely
by ersidential developments. In efet, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
imdeveloped. Surroundingproperties include residential uses. This PUD includes nudti-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts(Emphasi s supplied.) The “concept**
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.’* (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district..See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Ori^al PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE Pond PER Community REQUEST.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178*“* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” C^mphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Ori^nal PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17S^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178*^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Comnussioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-femily homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note &om the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fastfood with drive~thru ..There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^. So, it is an area
ihat*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those **would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE <‘WoRSE” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the district.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond fromN.W. 178**’, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These “worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive^Thru Window,” ^^convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178*** have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went fiom
excluding **worse” uses to includ^g “worse” uses and went ficm preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 32^0 Will
Signature of Property Owner'i^^Ri [/^ Date: " iSL



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178"’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25L Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being mote particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02“ East, along and with itie South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
OO^ia'SS** West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feel; THENCE North I7“49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86“09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South39®35’49“
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02” West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Rafael Hedrick

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi~family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district...See\ Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178"’ SL adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^* and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178"’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as ^vell, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained;

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point. It is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fastfood with drive-thru window., .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
thaVs required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those *^wouJd be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

for the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N. W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ^^worse'" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These ^'worse'* uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ^convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N. W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
uses and went from preserving the pond, toexcluding “worse” uses to including

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

“worse

Address of Property Owner:3216 NW 177fii St.. Edmond, Oklahoma 73012

Date:l/13/20252.Signature of Property Ownen.



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address; 3223 N.W. 178'*’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE'4); THENCE North 89°46’02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13’58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17*49’53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86“09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35'49”
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); Tl^ENCE South
89®46'02” West, along and willi said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Nl(iCC- lOf-^aWic K 1 1 [L( 	 	Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-famiiy

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis .supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

tliat will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district... See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6lOO(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OFTHE POND PER COMMXJNITy REQUEST.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW nS"*' St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence." (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23, 2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178"' and was happy to accommodate tlie request for no fence

along 178'*' because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the commnnity. Applicant always represented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creok, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

*'J think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 11U there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline saic.s, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts nS’**. So, it is an area
that's required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those '’'would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. appljcant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant's counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under tlie Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178'^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not In keeping with applicant's
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixcd-usc development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178'’’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic

concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding ‘Svorse” uses to including “worse” uses and wont from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission sliould not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the .site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property Owncp^^^ ■Date!"



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 1 Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION; A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'Q2" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENC3 North
00®I3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49’53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South39°35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89‘*46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING,

'BrysonName of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district... See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178^** St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Plarming Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178'** because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ^'would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over tw'o (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse'' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Furllier, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding ‘Svorse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spile of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: \tJ^ ^ ^
Signature of Property Owner:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89‘’46’02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distanceofl 16.00 feet to thePOINTOF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®I3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53" l^st, a
distance of 14231 feet; THENCE North 86®0936" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02” West, along and with said South line, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. THE Original PUD: Residential USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD’*) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi^famity
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district..See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(eraphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation ofthe Pond Per CommunityRequest.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability Xq prohibit
fencing in front ofthe pond on 178*^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance ofthe pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts ITS'^. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thnis” and that those “would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse*' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” “convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner:. Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being apart of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Soudieast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46’02" East, along and with the South line
of said Souflieast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17*49*53” East, a
distance of 142 J1 feet; THENCE North 86®09’36” East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South 39«35'49”
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the foUowmg:

A. THE Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the ^Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the ‘‘subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.’* (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district....” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* SL adj^nt
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

which are compatible with the surroun^g districts.** (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...'There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^. So, it is an area
that*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those *'wouldbe a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

are “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

for the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as *'worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These *^worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ^^convenience

stores f liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
olf of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change fiieir
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRffTTON: A tract ofland being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Oklflhf ' Meridian. Oklahoma City.
Ol^oraa Coimty. Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comw of said Southed Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89»46'02“ East, along and with the South line

^ S“ “ ^ of 116-00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
uu u 58 VVesi depaitmg said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49’53" East a
distanceof 142.31 fret; THENCENorth86°09'36"East,adistanceof397. 95 feet; THENCE South39°35'49"

^46W- Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89 40 02 West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF

Name of Property Owner .fV? vf \ 	
BEGINNING.

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-2891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-fantily
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was "to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept." (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district ” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation OFTHE POND Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23, 2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^’' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

even

was



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the staning point, it is zoned PUD

111J. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly^ to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, fast food with drive-thru .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
that's required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those “would be a "ivorse outcome in my vieyp, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Comivussioner

for THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N. W. 178* (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “iwrse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window.” “convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address ofProperty Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner: Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178^^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of die Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®I3’58” West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49’53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86^09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46*02“ West, along and with said South line, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Shawn Ellis 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residentul Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-l 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “hi^er density residential district..See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Pubhc Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasb supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178*^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, oxidfastfood with drive-thru window...There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that ifonts 178‘^. So, it is an area
thaVs required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Coimsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ^'would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond fromN.W. 178*^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be "popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as '"worse'' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse” uses include "Fast Food, mihDrive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
offofN.W. 178*^ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding "worse” uses to including "worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how "popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Ov/ner: '17832 Prairie Sky Edmond, OK 73012 	

Date: 1/10/2025 	Signature of Property Owner:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION; A tract ofland being a part ofthe Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West ofthe Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particailarly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®4d'02” East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 efet to a point on the South line of said Soufoeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46‘02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Jsred and Andrea Wood

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district...” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6l00(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the ^plicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front ofthe pond on 178^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance ofthe pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept*"



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained;

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178‘'\ So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those “womW be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178***, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ''worse'’ than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 17816 Prairie Sky Way, Edmond, OK 73012 	

Signature of Property Owner: Date: 1/10/2025



.OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705 ■

Address: 3223 N.W. 178th Street

a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Township Fourteen (14) North. Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City

OkJ^oma County, OkIahoma, being more parUcularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer ofsaidSoutheastQuarter(SE/4);THENCENorth8?®46’02"East ,alongand with theSouth line
of Mid Southeast Quarter (SE/4X a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
OO^IS'SS" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17“49'53" East a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36” East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South 39®35’49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Ralph Thomas Ffedricksoh and Doreen Marie Fredrickson,

Trustees of The Fredrickson Family Trust dated September 30,2021.

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 forthe above-referenced legal description

due to the following:

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD: RESIDENTIAL USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 20M, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the "Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site Is surrounded

solely by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the "subject

property is currently undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This

PUD includes multi-family uses which are compatible with the surroundingdistricts.''

(Emphasis supplied.) The "concept” forthe Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-

1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning that will permit development of a multi-plex

residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4dlstrict is a "higher density res/dentfal

district... .”See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-6100(J)(emp hasis supplied). Indeed,

all of the Permitted Uses underthe Original PUD were for residential use, save and except

for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OFTHE POND PER COMMUNITY REQUEST.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178th St.

adjacentto the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the po/id shall be required to

have a 4'in height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022,

Planning Commission meeting forthe Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed ft

wanted the ability to prohibit fencing In froniofthe pond on 178th and was happy to

accommodate the request for no fence along 178th because of the pond and aesthetics.

The Commfssionerforthe district even commented about the community meeting

1



precedingthe Commission hearing and the Importance of the pond to the community.

Applicant always represented that the pond would remain in place and also had to remain

in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family/lo/nes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included

another development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose

Creek residents only. Counsel then explained:

"i think it's Important to note from the starting point, it Is zoned PUD 1111. Under the

tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe, frankly, to be a worse

scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses Include comre/t/ence stores,

liquor stores, eating establishments, fast food, gas stations, gasoline sales,

automotive and equipment cleaning and repairs, and fast food with drive-thru

wlndow...lhere’s also been a lot of discussion about the pond that you see that

fronts 178th. So, It is an area that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will

rema/n. It will be cleaned up." (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The

Commissioner for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to

the Original PUD including “Drive-thrus" and that those “would be a worse outcome In my

view, particularly for the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Accordingly, the Original PUD was approved.

C. APPLICANT NOW SEEKS TO CHANGE THE ORIGINAL PUD TO INCLUDE USES

THAT ARE «WORSE” ACCORDING TO APPLICANT’S COUNSEL AND THE

COMMISSIONER FOR THE DISTRICT.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD,

in spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant

would require visibility of the pond from N.W. 178th, (c) applicant would use the site for

residential development, and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,”

applicant now seeks to change the zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which

includes items that were specifically identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both

applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner for the district. These “worse” uses include

“Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” “convenience stores,” liquor stores, and eating

establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s Original PUD and its

represeritations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond Is now

2



replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

off of N.W. 178th have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant

traffic concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went

from excluding "worse” uses to including "worse” uses and went from preserving the pond,

to eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply

change their minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the

applicant, as is the case here, has never even developed the site underthe Original PUD, in

spite of how"popular” a residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_172^ Fox Prowl Lane, Edmond, OK.

Signature of Property Owner:. Date January 10,2025
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OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178*^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13’58'‘ West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17‘*49’53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09’36” East, a distanceof397.95 feet; THENCE South39®35‘49”
East, a distance of291,55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89“46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. THE OiuGDiAL PUD: Residential USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
resideniiaJ development, which makes sense because the Ori^nal PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. SwrounSng properties include residendal uses. This PUD includes imiA!r-/amf(y
uses ^vhich are compaUble mth the surrounMng Sstricts.^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Ori^nal PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will pennit development of a multi-plex resideniiaJ concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district... .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(eraphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Communtty Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178^^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
bdght decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Ori^nal PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17S^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178*** because of the pond and aesthetics. The Comnussioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including *'Drive-thrus” and that those '"would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved,

c applicant Now to change the original pud to include uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site forresidential development,
and (d) that the reridential development would be “popular ” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse'’ than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse" uses include ‘Tast Food, wth Drive-Thru Window,” “convemence

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and swtch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - espedally when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: I liMiA
Signature of Property Own^ 0^^ (/") Date: j j



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address; 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being apart of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02'’ East, along and with the South line
of said Souflieast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®I3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North I7®49'53" East, a
distanceof 142.31 feet; THENCENorth 86®09'36" East, a.distanceof397.95 feet; THENCESouth39°35’49"
East, a distanceof291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4);.THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT. OF BEGINNING.

r 'fho
proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

iLName of Property Owner^ nr

I hereby object to

the follovring:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
resident development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In efet, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include re^dential uses. This PUD includes muUi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts'" (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district... See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation OF THE Pond Per CoMMUNiTV Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. AH homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178*^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Comnussion hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in pl^::e because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

‘‘I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fastfood with drive-thru window...There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an area
that*5 required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied)

Counselalso-statedthaUhis^pe ofmultirrfaniily dwellmg was very-popular. The Commissioner —
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including "Drive-thrus” and that those ""would be a worse outcome in trty view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District,

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occuiimg under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W, 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes it^s that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These “worse” uses include *Tast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ""convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178* have'increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic 	
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and swteh. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite Of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner_

Signaturelof Property Owner

Qr OKnj-T-H "Roy-Jl ^yPie.0
Date: luj'Z-O'Z^^

<S!



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTfON: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quaiter(SE/4);THENCENonh89‘’4d'02"E ast, along and with theSouth line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), adistanceof 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58’’ West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17‘’49'53” East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'3 6" East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South 39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.^' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-111 i based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district... See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17S”* and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

franktyy to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores^ liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fastfood with drive-thru window.. .There's also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178* So, it is an area
that’s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those '*would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond fromN.W, 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse” uses include “Fast Food, -withDrive-Thru Window,” “convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went fiom
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property 0

/ 6? ~7 /1^ Lt M'li Ijp. f Lrj ^ £o/v^tt)^ *7 ^
— Date: ij I1



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of die Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast (Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“I3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09’36“ East, a distance of397.95 fee^ THENCE South 39“35’49"
East, a distance of 291J5 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

'brool^Name of Property Owner J/XCfillO

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is sunounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-famify
uses which are compatible with the surroun^ng districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residentiaj concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district...” See: Oklahoma CHy Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE POND PER Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited alongNW178* St. adjacent
to the existit^ pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted fiie ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178‘^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and/as/food with drhe^thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178***. So, it is an area
that^s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original pud to include Uses that

ARE "Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond fix>m N. W. 178**^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “tvonre” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These “worae” uses include “Fast Food, vAihDrive^TTtru Window,” ^'"convenience

storesf liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping wth applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
offofN. W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change then-
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “pm>ulp” a jf /
residential development would be in the area. a .

L/i. TSO/'^Address of Property Owner:.

Signature of Property OymeK



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178*^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tra« of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46*02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SB/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
OO^IS'SS" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86^9*36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39“35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89“46‘02” West, along and widj said South line, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.*' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-l 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district...See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6l00(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation ofthe Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178*'’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on J 78’^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178"’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that It was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

I think it's important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*\ So, it is an area
ihaVs requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-ihrus” and that those ^'would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond from N. W. 178* (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These '^'worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ''convenience

stores” liquor stores, and eating establishments. TTtis is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
offofN.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

u

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: {O'! “Zo Ll j f ~L^

Signature of Property Owner:^^^!^-''-^ ~



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Fwe (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian. Oklahoma City,
Ok^oma County. Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest

Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89M6'02" East, along and willi the South Ibe
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00''I3'58'' West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17'‘49'53" East a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35'49'*
East, adistance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89‘’46'02'' West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Ori^al PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district.. .” See\ Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, coimsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 tiiere are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178‘^. So, it is an area
that*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ^"would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occuning under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond fixim N. W. 178'\ (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as *Wrye” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “wo/se” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” '"convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. ns*** have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and svdtch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, In spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner?

■gL-iVfZ' UD
7/

9Date:

V



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION; A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCENorth 89"46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58'' West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17“49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36“ East, a distanceof397.95 efet; THENCE South39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: _Baihie Taylor & Don Taylor 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due
to the following:

A. THE Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that vwU permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district..See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation OF THE POND PER Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative melal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeldng to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178“’. So, it is an area
that's requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ^^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Appucant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items friat were specifically
identified as *'worse*' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These ''worse'' uses include “Fast Food, vnUhDrive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Origina] PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: ^3205 NW 177th, Edmond OK 73012 	

Date: 01/09/2025Signature of Property Owner: Bar«ec (XgtaS, ilsnctf ty C

TaylonA0!09a0000001
661805DCEFD0005A1A



OBJECTION TO SPUD-17C»

Addr^ 3223 N.W. 178^ Stre^

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourte^ (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE Nmth 89 WCa" East, along and with the South line
of said Souflieast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North I7‘’49’53'* East, a
distance of14231 fee^ THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE Soulh39®35‘49"
East, a distance of291.55 efet to a point on itic South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89“46'02” West, along ^d with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property (Dwner Melissa Hedrick 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due
to thefollowing:

A. The Original PUD; Resdential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant fa SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site The Original PUD was escplidtiy for
resrefentfa/ development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments Infacl.theOriginal PUD specified the"subject property iscurrently
unde/eloped. Surroundngprop&Hesindud&readentiaJuses. ThisPUDindudesmu/lir-fa/nf/y

useswhfchareooirpatiUewith ihesurroundngdsbicis’' (Emphasissuppl ied.) The“concept”
fortheOriginai PUD was“tochangethe©<istir^ PUD-1111 based zonirg to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit da/dqpment of a multi-plex residentid concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a ” higher density readential district ” Se.e Oklahoma City Munidpal C^e, §59-
6100(J)(»nphasis supplied). Indeed, dl of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD werefa
residential use. save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

TheOrigind PUDspedfiedthatsaeening“shall beprohibiledalongNW178* ^SLadjacent
to tt« existing pond. All homes ftaf are acfacerrf to ftie pondshdI be required to have a 4’ in
heightdecaativemetal fenca” (Empfeassupplied). AttheJune23,2022, RanningCommisaon
meding fortheOriginai PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed itwanted the ability topraWWf
fencing in front erf ote pond on 17^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Conmsaoner for the dstrict even
commented about the community meding precedng the Convnsaon hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community Applicant always r^esented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place becai^ of dranaga

At the Ranning Commission meeting, counsel fa applicant made it dear that It was

seeking to develop 55 attached singie-famliy homes Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meding at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that Induded another



devd opment as wd I, Ross Creek, aid there was a second medi ng with Rose Creek red dents

only. Counsd then explained:

“ I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it Is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host cfusss that we beiiev^

frankly, tobea woraescenatio than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, ticjuor stores, eating estatilishments, fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repai rs, and fast food with ctive^thru window... There's a) so been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178“*. So^ itisan area
thafsrequiredforctainage ^ thepondwii!remain. Itwill becleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel aJsostatedthaJthistypeof multi-familydwdlingwasverypopul ar. The Commissi oner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were avalable prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those‘’Mou/d/^dMorseoutcomemmyv few; particularly for
the folks who back up to thisdei/dopment.” (Emphaas supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to I nclude Uses that

ARE “Worse" According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Jiffit over two (2) yeers later, with nodevdopment occurring under the Original PUD, in
spiteof the representations th^ (a) applicant would preservethepond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of thepondfrom N.W. 178^, (c) applicant would usethesitefor residential development,

and (d) th^ the resdential devdopment would be “popular,” a^Hcant now sed<s to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commerdal District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "vrorsd' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsd and the Commissioner
forthedistrict. These"vwrad’ uses include" Fast Food, with Drive-T/iriiWindow," '"convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments Thisisobvioudy notinkeepingwithapplicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commerdal mixed-use devdopment, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178“* haveincreased from one(1) tothree(3), which obviously posesagniflcait traffic
conoema

it is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bat and switch. Applicant went from
0<dudirig “worse" uses to induding “worse" uses and went from preserving the pond, to

diminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an gpplicant to amply changethdr
mi nds as to agreanents reached for devdopments - e^^ally when the applicant, as is the case
herei has rarer aren da/doped the ste under the Original PUD, in ^ite of how “popular” a
residential devdopment would beinthearea

Address of FToperty Owner:3216NW 177th St.. Edmond, Oklahoma 73012 	

Signature of Property Owner: Date 1/13/2025



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178"^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Rve (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW)ComerofsaidSouthcastQuarter(SE/4);THENCENorth89"46'02‘’East, aloDgandwiththeSouthline
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
OO^IS'SS" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE Nordi I7®49'53'’ Bast a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCENorlb 86®09’36" East a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South39°35'49‘*
East a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89‘’46'02" West along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: PMhJ^

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A* The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In efet die Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surroumUng districts.** (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district...” See: Oldahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation OF THE Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178*^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe^

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, m^fastfood with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that frt>nts 178'^. So, it is an area
that's requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Coimsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those **would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of &e representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178* (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as *^worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ^^convenience

stores f liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogedier. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is die case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 	 	

Signature of Property Owner: ^ii§K ^ Date:_



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178^^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Sonlheast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,

Oklahoma County, OHahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW)Comerofsaid SoutfaeastQuarter(SE/4)] THENCENorth 89*4ti'02'’East, alongandwithtiie South line
of said Southeast Quarto (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00*I3'58" Wes^ departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feeu THENCE North 17'’49‘53” East a
distance of 142 J1 feet; THENCE North 86®09’36" East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South 39“35’49"
Bast, a distance of291.55 efetto apoint on theSoutii line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE Soutii
89®46'02” West, along and with said South lin^ distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING

7). 'e>Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residentul Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD’*) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
imdeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.'* (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district... See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

61C0(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178^'’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Originai PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178*'’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

‘i think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe^

frankly y to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^^. So, it is an area
thai*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including ‘*Drive-thrus” and that those ^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PXJD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond frbm N.W. 178‘*’, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s coimsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” “convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178“** have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area^

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner 	 Date;



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. Street

^ ® Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
n Meridian, Oklahoma City,

Om^a County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as foDows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW)(^mCTofs^ Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCENorth89“46'02"East , along and wilhtiie South line

Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to die POINT OF BEGINNING; 'THENCE North
OU 13 58 West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North J7®49'53" East a
distance of 142.31 efet; THENCE North 86®0936" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South39®35'49“

of291.55 feet to a^int on the South line of said Southeast Quarta* (SE/4); THENCE South
89 461)2 West along and wife said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to efe POINT OF BEGINNINQ. ●

Name of Property Owner;

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following;

A. THE Original PUD: Residential USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the sanre site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible wish the 5urr0i//id!i/i^ districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-l 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district...” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW HS'*’ St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17S‘^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178‘^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly^ to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sates, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178'^. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those '"would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Comaussioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ""worse"' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These '"worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ""convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178*^ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments ~ especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under die Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: ilGo^ r>^-r5oiZ-

Signature of Property Owner* ^ Date: (’ iO-* '	



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178*^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Corner of said Soudieast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46’02” East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“13’58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feel; THENCE North 17“49'33" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09’36" East, a distanceof397.95 feet; THENCE South39®35'49”
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to opoint on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South

89°46’02" West, along and with said South Ijne^^^stance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.
Hoc cso 	Name of Properly Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. THE Original PUD: Residential USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In efet, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will pennit development of a arulti-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district...” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE POND PER COMMUNITY REQUEST.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178*^ St adj acent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178^^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Comnussioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there bad been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fastfood with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
ihat*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi»family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those ^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no-development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N. W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “wowc” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These ^^worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ^'convenience
stores,'' liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously hot in keeping vrith applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including *^vorse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developmentsespecially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property O

nir^1?2Z^ rJW

Date: .



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address; 3223 N.W. 178*^ Street

I£GAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being apart of the SouAeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25X Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma Countyr, Oldahoma, bdngmorepaiticularty desoribed as fbllows: rrnmwnrwfg at the Soodiwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter(SE/4); THENCENorth 89®46'02"East, along and with theSomh line
of fflid Souflieast QuartCT(SE/4), a distance ofl 16.00 feet to thePOINT OF BEGINNING; THENCENorth
00"I3’58" West, dqjarting said South fine, a distance of 65.08 efet; THENCE Nordi IT4^S3" Pac* a
distance of 142 JI feet; THENCENorth 86®09'36" East; a distanceof397.95 ef^* THENCE South39®35'49"
East,adistance of291.55 efet toapoinum efe South lincof said Southeast Quarta'(SE/4);*raEN(^ South
89®46'02'’ West, along and with aid South line, a distanm of626^0 efet to efePOINr OF BEGINNING,

Name of Property Owner: ^Ico^cnV-Vw^
I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following;

A. Th£ Original PUD: Residential Use,

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In efet, the Ori^nal PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes muftr/amrlp
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districis.^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district...” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF im Pond Per CoMMUNixy Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178'** St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17S^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178*** because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a la^e

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note ftom the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 11II there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
thai*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district dien went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including *‘Drive-thrus” and itiat diose ^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Originai
PUD was approved.

C. Appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE **WoRSE” According to Appucant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of die pond fromN.W, 178*^*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as **worse^ than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These **worse‘* uses iimlude “Fast Food, v/iih Drive-Thru Window,” “^convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

, is DOW replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178*^ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: WitUpS

Signature of Property Owner: /\sio\
Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

^ of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Rvepx Township Fourteen (14) Noi^ Range Four (4) West of flie Indian Meridian, Oklahoma Ci^
^^^Coi^.CMdahoma.beingmorepartiailarfy described as follows: ammiencingatlheSoufliw^
(SW)CWofsaidSoutfaeastQaarter(SE/4); THBNCENorth89°46'02"East. along and wrflilhe South Ime

of ^ S^east Quartw (SE/4X a distance of 116.00 efet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NorA
C0®13'58" Wes^ d^aitn^ said Smith line, a distance of 65.08 efet; THENCE Nordi 17“49’53" East a
distance of 142.31 feel; THENCE North 86®09'36" East; a distance of397.95 THENCE South39®35'49”

a^inton efe South line of smd SoufeeastQuarter (SE/4); THENCE South

89 4602 West, akmg and wife said So^ line, a distance of626J20 efet to efe POINT OF BEGINNING.

/^yyl (S OkV
7^

Name of Properly Ownei^

I hereby object to proposed 705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the foUowng:

A. THE Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residenM development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In efet, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses, TbiS?\JD includes muiti^amify
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.^* (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Ori^nal PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a "higher density residential district ” See: Okl^oma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(JXemphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Origiiial PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening "shall be prohibited along NW178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant alw^s represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-femiiy homes. Counsel noted there h?d been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included anofiier

even



development as well, Rose Creek, and fliere was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 ihere are a host of uses that we believe,

franhfyy to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fastfood with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts ns**". So, it is an
that*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those ^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” Accorde«g to Appucant’s counsel and the Commissioner
FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no ctevelopment occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Commuiuty Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worye” than the Origmal PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “nw/se” uses include “Fast Food, vAHiDrive-Thru Window,” ^^convenience
stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping vrith applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

area

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not pennit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is ie
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Qwnen /& ^ 0 "V

Signature of Property Own^

case

(k-\J

Date: 0///2^/2.S



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City.
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46’02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE NoiOi 17“49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09*36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39^5'49"
East, a distance of 291J5 feet to a point on the Souft line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46*02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: _ 	 	 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD: RESIDENTIAL USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 {the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. Tlie Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the "subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes
uses which are compatible mth the surrounding districts.^^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
That will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residendal district...” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE Pond Per Community Request,

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also bad to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the (jrove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel flien explained:

”I think it’s important to note &om the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fastfood with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178**’. So, it is an area
that^s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those **would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and rm Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) ^plicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. ns***, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ^*worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for die district These uses include ‘Tast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ^convenience

stores'' liquor stores, and earing establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178**’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously pos^ significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bah and switch. Applicant went from

excluding ‘Svorse” uses to including ‘Svorse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how "popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner:, Date: I [ 1Q 2^



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178‘" Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89‘’46'02" East, along and with die South hue
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“13'58'' West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49’53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feel; THENCE North 86®09'36'‘East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South39®35'49"
East, adistanceof29l-55 feetto a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02'’ West, along and with s^d South line, a distance of 626J20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

A

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the^bove-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residenUn! development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surroundhigproperties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts'' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district....” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178‘^ SL adjacent
to die existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metaJ fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178“' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starling point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...Th&rs's also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178'^. So, it is an area
thai^s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those ^'would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. ] (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change tlie
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ''‘worse'’' flian the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,

)) it

convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It Is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner:

/

Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178*^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89«46'02" East, along and with theSouth line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00"13‘58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17‘*49‘53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCBNorth86®09'36" East, a distanceof397.95 feet; THENCE South39®35'49''
East, a distance of 291J5 feet to apoint on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with South line, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: REsiDENnAL Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes muld-family
uses which are conqjatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Ori^nal PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district....” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B, Preservation OF THE Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited alongNW178^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ In
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178*^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Conmussioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remmn in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the (irove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru wi/irfow.. .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^. So, it is an area
that’s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those *’would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “WORSE” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

for THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worje” uses include “Fast Food, withDnve-r/tr« Window,” ^^convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner: 1 {U Date:



)

OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178*^ Street

LEGAL DESCRff-nON: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) ofSection Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City
OW^orna Coim^ Oklahoma, beingmoreparticularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) C^merof«idSouth^tQuarter(SE/4);TOENCENorth89'>46'02"Ea5l. along and withtheSoulh line

Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
UU 13 58 West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; TTiENCE North I7“49'53" East a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North East; a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South

^ Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89 46 02 West, along and with said South line, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Ababacar Dteng 	 		 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
Che following:

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same she. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes «i«W-/aw//y
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts."' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district...See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Commcunity Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178‘^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178*** because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

even



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“i think it*s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that H>e believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, enA fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178‘^ So, it is an
thai*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those "^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District,

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N. W. 178*^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as *‘worse"' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse” uses include “Fast Food, wi\hDrive-Thru Window,
stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178’^ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

uses

area

(Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

«

convenience

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner; ^ 6764 Little Lesf Ct, Edmond, OK 73012

Signature of Property Owner;. Date: 1^9/2024



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178"' Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, beinginore particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02" East, along and witli the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17“49'53" East, a

distance of 142.31 feet;THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39“35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feel to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner; L 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD; Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is sunounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes midti-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was ‘Ho change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district ” See-. Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified tliat screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for tlie applicant affirmed it wanted tlie ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^’' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note Irom the starling point, it is zoned PUD
nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...There's also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*'’. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those '"would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178**’, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse"” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These “worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,

>»«
convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
ofFof N.W. 178**’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements erached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: AI W

Signature of Property

PViCy^

f 9, 0-o-ifDate:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W, 178* Street

LEGAL PES^IPTION: A tract of land being apart of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
F^''®;C??X Tow!i8hip fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of fte Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Okldibnia Comity, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest

’™^^ENo»^89“46'02"East, along and with theSouth line
of said S omeast Quarter (SE/4X a distance of 116,C0 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00«13'58‘’ West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 efe4 THENCE North 17M9'53" East a
distance of 142.31 f^ THENCE North 86®09’36" East a distanceof397.95 efet; THENCE South 39®35'49”
East a distance of:293.55 efetto a ppinton efe Soufe line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE Soufe
89®46'02'' West along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 efet to the POINT Q|?BEGn^NlNG,

1

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. THE Original PUB: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the ^‘Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In efet the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.'' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district ” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178*'' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drain^e.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

"I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive^thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^^. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thnis” and that those “would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Appucant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178'*’, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse'' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse" uses include "Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” “convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Or^nal PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178“* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bmt and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including ‘^vo^se” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments *- especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how "popular” a
residential development would be in the area..

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property Owna z Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178''' Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract ofland being apart of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of SectioD Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described asfollows: Commencing aiihe Southwest
(SW) Comer ofsaid Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46*02" East, along and whhthc South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance ofl 16.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17“49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'3 6" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35’49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to n point on the Souft line ofsaid Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02'’ West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Crn~LiName of Property Ownen=^

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

restWfwrfff/development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD mzXvidt^muhi-family

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

(hat will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district... See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178'*’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178''' because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there liad been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting witli Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive^thm There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you sec that fronts 178'^. So, it is an area
that^s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-tbrus” and that those “h»o«W be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE ‘'Worse” According to Applicant's counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N. W. 178^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as '"worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
forthe district These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N. W. 178‘'* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switdi. Applicant went from

excluding ‘Nvorse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spile of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: ^

Signature of Property Owncr:?^ lo-—Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION; A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows; Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Soutiieast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02” East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®I3'58'* West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE Nor* 17®49’53'’ East, a
distance of14231 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South 39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

LAfj£A- Un-i/iBMksjName of Property Owner:

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district....” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of tlie Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17^^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as -well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, H is an area
thai*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ''would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178* (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive^Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under die new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
ofif of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not pennit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property Owj^ Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178*’’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46*02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4X a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“13'58” West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17‘’49'53" East a
distance of 142.31 feel; THENCE North 86®09'36"East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE Soufli39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South Une of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a di.stance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Bill R and Emma S Hurley 	Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts'' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district....” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4' in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 278'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“! think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe^

frankly^ to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores^ liquor sioreSy eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an area
that *5 required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUB

including “Drive-thrus” and that those '*would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Appucant Now Seeks to Chance the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*. (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically

identified as ^^worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-'Thru Window,” ''convenience

stores,* liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abimdantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spile of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner:

1682lLittle Leaf Lane. Edmond QK 73Q12

>



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. nS*** Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet ot the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13’58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North I7®49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09’36" East^ a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South39®35’49«
East, a distance of291.55 feet to apoint on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46’02” West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner; Jarnes Clark 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by ersidential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts^ Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district..See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178*^ St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis siq)plied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 778^* and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always erpresented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of draii^e.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those '“‘would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178'*’, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. ns*** have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 1'^^^trset Edmond, OK 73012 	
Date: 1^10^2025 	Signature of Property Owner:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178‘*' Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of flie Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02'*East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00*13’58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North I7®49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09‘36” East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South 39®35’49"
East, a distance of291.55 efet to a point on efe South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with South line, a distance of 626.20 feetto efePOINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: J^slca Rimmer

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residentul Use,

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.^* (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district..See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NWIVS*** St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178‘*' because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
that’s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ''‘would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

for the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond fromN.W. 178*^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178“‘ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch- Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property Owner:

Way, Edmond, OK 73012

1/1072025ate:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'" Street

LEGALDESCR.PT.ON=At..on^dto^parto^^Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North. dLcribed as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
OWahoma Co^ty. Oklahoma^ing more the South Une
(S W) Comer of said Soudt^ tj^a^ r (SE/4). OT N ^ BEGINNING; THENCE North
ofsflid Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a dirtanceof i 16.0 ^ * THENCE North 17‘*49'53” East, a
nn®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance ol r,mci<f..a4.THFNCESouth39®35'49”

ast^«\m?3.f^.:TlENCENt.dh86-0P'36”^ Eoat.adislanceof29!.55feettoapomtonthcSouthlineofsa W ^ ^
S04V02" West, along and with said South line, adistance of 626.20 feet to the hUiiN

I,</a

referenced legal description due to
Name of Property Owner;

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-
the following:

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD: residential USfc
, in 7022 the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

Just over two (2) years ago, m 2 , PP Original PUD was explicitly for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD’T the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
residential development, wh.ch ^ ip^d ,he “subject properly is eumut^by residential developments. In fact, the Ong P pyj, jn^iudes multi-family
undeveloped. Surroimding properties - , .. (Emphasis supplied.) The "concept"

.liicl, are campatlble tl,e *“"»"^p",, SLning m an R-4 based zoning
for the Original PUD was he ,„ppPed.) An R-4
that will permit development ot a m P _ Oklahoma City Municipal Code, 559-
district is a “higher p^;^j„ed Uses under the Original PUD were for

2rr;:t“
B. Preservation OF THE POND PER COMMUNITY REQUEST,

to the existing pond. All j-j ai the June 23.2022, Planning Commission
height decorative metal fence. (Emphasis PP affirmed it wanted the ability ioprohibit
meeting for the Original ,o accommodate the request for no fence

rSnVe " had to remain in place because of drainage.
At the Planning Commission meeting, eounse, <--PP“^^^



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note Irom the starting point, it is zoned PUD
nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a ivorse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
hicludc convenience .stores, liquor stores, eating establishments, fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
that's requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain, it will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also slated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ''would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that
ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spile of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178* (c) applicant would uuse the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular.” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “h-o/sc” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience
stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant's
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
offof N.W. 178* have increased from one (I) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

IS now

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
and went from preserving the pond, touses to including “worse usesexcluding “worse

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for dcvelopmenus - especially when the applicant, as is the c^e
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD. in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

N\rJ lutp t-ouoj-Address of Property Owner:

a cr
Dale. } ~ tSignature of Property Qjwner:-^!^ JU

,Ar\u



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land beuig a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
nu u Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City

particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwesf

(SW) Cornerofsaid Souih^stQuaner(SE/4);THENCENoi1h89»46'02"Easl. aiongand with theSouth line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®I3'58" West, departing said Soutli line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49’53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36*' East, a distanceof397.95 feet; THENCE South39°35’49"

^ Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89 46 02 West, along and with stiid South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: ^ 	 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. THE Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In efet, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes muUUfamily
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district.. See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE POND PER COMMIJNm'REQUEST.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178*'' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a ho$i of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178“*. So, it is an area ,
that*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including "Drive-thrus” and that those ""would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

EOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178* (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ""worse*' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These ""worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ""convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: ^ 	

Signature of Property Owner: *●

, /y<f09
Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178“* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTTONr A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenfy-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, l^ing more particularly d^cribed as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quartet (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®I3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17*'49’53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86*09’36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35*49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUB: Residential USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “OrigM PUD’O covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, vriiich makes sense because flie Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes

which are compatible with the surrounding districts.^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”uses

for the Ori^nal PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “hi^er density residential district ” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE Pond PER Community REQUEST.

The Original PUD specified that screening "shall be prohibited along NW178“* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the Jime 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17S^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178“* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel tlien explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru w/iz/ow...There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178* So, it is an area
1hat*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ^^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse"' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse"' uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,

stores'" liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

convenience

is now

off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Qwner:?^\0^ Q\.\ . O \ D.,
' \^i \j ci-c Q Date: \3~SlS	Signature of Property Owner:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

^ Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twentv-
^ve (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma Ci^,
Okl^oma Coimty, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) ComerofsaidSoutheastQuarter (SE/4); THENCENorth89°46’02'’Ea st, along and with iheSouth line
of said S^east Quarter (SE/4X a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13’58'' West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feel; THENCE North 17®49’53" East a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86*09'36"East,adistanceof3 97.95feet;THENCESouth39“35’49*'
Eart, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89"46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD; Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Ori^nal PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes nmiti’fanufy
uses which are cong}atible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residendai district... See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation OF THE Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the Jime 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repmrs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^. So, it is an area
thaVs requiredfor drainage. So, ike pond wUJ remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those "'"would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, wth no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ""worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "*wors^' uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” '"convenience

stores" liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping vdth applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced vrith a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding ‘^vo^se” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 1 3^ \

Signature of Property Owner:

L&-AP UATT

13Date:

il



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCENorth 89°46’02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
C0®13’58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53’’ East a
distance of 142.31 feet THENCE North 86*09’36" East, a distance of397.95 feel; THENCE South 39®35'49"
East a distance of291.55 feet to apoint on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02” West along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following;

A. THE Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surroundingproperdes include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-fanuly
uses which are compatible with the surrounding ^stricis." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district... See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE POND PER COMMUNITY REQUEST.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited alongNW 178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 1 and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also bad to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it dear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUB

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly^ to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^. So, it is an area
that's requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those "'would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ABE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Ori^nal PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as *"wors^' itian the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously notin keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development ^d the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change th«r
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner;_

Signature of Property Owner

UiTTl/. 1j£AF
Date: \ 0 S



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five <25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Soudieast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89«46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4). a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
GO^IS'Sg" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North I7®49'53" East, a
distance of 142 JI feet; THENCE North 86®0936" East, a distance of397.95 fee^ THENCE South 39®35'49'*
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on Ae Soudi line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Lou(se Bake.r						Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residen^td development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In efet, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surroundingproperdes include residential uses. This PUD includes
uses which are compatible with the surroun£ng districts” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Ori^nal PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will pennit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residendal district... See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except forli^t Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited alongNW178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the Jime 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Origmal PUD, counsd for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability toproldbit
fencing in front of the pond on 1and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained;

“I think it*s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,
frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru winitow...There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^. So, it is an area
tkat*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was veiy popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thius” and that those *‘would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUB to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Appucant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occulting under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. (c) applicant would use the site forresidential development,
and (d) Aat the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These “worse” uses include “Fast Food, witii Drive-Thru Window,

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with ^plicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

n <(

convenience

IS now

ofFofN.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change thdr
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property Owner:

n/p? (a 0'^

Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178**’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five^5), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as foUows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) ComerofsaidSoudieastQuarter(SE/4);THENCENorth89<’46‘02'‘Eaa , along and with the South Uae
of said Southeast Quarto (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet ot ote POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
OO^B'SS” West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North nMS'SS" Bast,;
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCENorth 86®09'36”East; adistanceof397:95feet; THENCE South 39®35*49
East, a distance of291.55feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with s^ Souto line, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

a

r\J
Name of Property Owner:

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residenlUU development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes niulii-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts,^' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “hi^er density residential district..iSee: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178*^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178**" because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would-
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made It clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...There's also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
thai*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those *'would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,

and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “wowe” uses Include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ^'convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in .spite of how “popular^ a
residential development would be in the area^^ J lU /.— I « y^\ ) .ss. _l/

Address of Property Owner: ^ ^
Signature of Property Owrfecl-^ Date:^ ^ 1

e



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address; 3223 N.W. 178'^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being apart of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows; Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17“49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09’36" East, a distanceof397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Andrew Sachs 	Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due

to the following;

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts'' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district....” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178“’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178"' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178“* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178‘*'. So, it is an area
that’s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ''would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 ComrauLnity Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse’’ than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "^worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178^*’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner:

17132 Trophy Dr, Edmond OK

Date: 1/15/2025



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178“’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being apart of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89“46’02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58’’ West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49’53" East a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09’36" East, a distanceof397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South

89“46'02’* West, along and with said South Im^ distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.
JU

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . .” See\ Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178'“ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178*^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically

identified as ’^'worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These ''worse’’ uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Tltru Window,” "convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 17405 Hawks View Court, Edmond, OK 73012 	

Signature of Property Owner: Date: Jan. 15.2025



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178”’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being apart of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4)j THENCE North 89'’46'02'’ East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17“49’53" East a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East a distanceof397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46’02" West along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Emily & James Irwin

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due
to the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was "to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district.. . .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW ITS”’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 175'* and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178”’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts ITS'**. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those "would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not pennit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:3521 NW 175th Street, Edmond, OK 73013

Signature of Property Owner:_ Olf'. Date: 1/13/2025'UAH^

Date: 1/13/2025



Collin Walke

Rafael Hedrick <spudl705objection@gmail.com>

Wednesday, January 15, 2025 1:06 PM
Collin Walke

Fwd: 178th development

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

This message was sent from outside the organization. Please do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the source of this
email and know the content is safe.

Forwarded message

From: Sherry Laubach

Date: Mon, Jan 13, 2025 awlsTPM
Subject: 178th development

To: <spud1705ob]ection@gmail.com>

i>

Please keep the 178th development residential rather than commercial zoning. We do not want any

liquor stores, etc.

Thank you,

Sherry Laubach
16649 Little Leaf Ln

Links contained in this email have been replaced by ZixProtect Link Protection. If you click on a link in the

email above, the link will be analyzed for known threats. If a known threat is found, you will not be able to

proceed to the destination. If suspicious content is detected, you will see a warning.

1



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. j 78* Street

OUahoma County, OMahonia.bcinfimorBttST*i^i^n-i ^ ^of llic Indian Meridian. Oklahoma Cit>',
(SW)ConurofsaidSnutheaJScr(SE^^C?^l9'i1,2T?T“'^^^^

<fistaiu>i!on42.3l1S!^^CEN^86“M'36"Srd-m'’* ‘^●*’'53" East, aEast, adiaan„ of2^55 ot,„ E^a<tamccof397.95 ot; OTENCE SouS,39“3y49»

Name of Property Owner:

object to proposed SPUD-] 705 fortlic above-referenced legal description dtie
ti»e iollowing:

!2kd
to

A. the Okiginai. PUD: RKSBDEfrnAL Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-IS91 (the “Original PUD^ covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residenSal development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded soIeK
by residentia] developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “sulgect property is currently
undeveloped. SuxroundmgpfvptTtUsmcbideTesideffiuii us^s. This PUD includes mi/*i:/OTufy
uses whiiA are compaiihie with the surroimdin^ dwfrfoiT.” (Emphasis siqipUed.) The “concepr
forthe Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-I i ] i based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit devetopment of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a ‘higher density residentud district..See\ Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(JXemf^is supplied). Indeed, all of tlte Pennitted Uses under the Original PUD for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PfttSKRVATION OF THE POKD PER COMMirpOTV REQ(.iICST.

The Original PU D specified that screening ^shall be prohibited along N W 178* St. adjacent
to tire existii^ pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the OriginaJ PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to proAiAir
fencing iff front of the pond OH I7S^ aiul was happ>' to accommodate the erquest for no fence
along 17S* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
conanented about the communiiji meeting preceding the Comnussion hearing and the
impo^nce of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond Would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it dear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted foere had been a l^ge
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



developmem a$ v,'e\U Rose Creek, and there
only. Counsel tl>en explained:

1 think it s important to note irom the slartir^ point it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 iker^: are a host of uses that we believe,
frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we areproposui},\ Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eatins establishments , fast
food; gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and/^>orfmr/r ^rive-thru window..,There's also been a lot of

disci^ion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it h an area
that's required for drainase. So, the pond will remain. It wUl be cleaned
up,” (Emphasis supplied.)

Cou^I also stated that this type of multi-family dweliing was veiy popular. The Commissioner
tor tlK district then went on ot discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including Drive-thnis*’ and that those “wouldbe a worse outcome in my view, patlicularh' for
lAe folks who back up ot (his development." (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Origina!
PUD was approved. ^

was a second meeting witli Rose Creek residents

C Appucant Now Si£xs to Changk Original PUD to Incliiok Uses that

ARE “Worse’* according to appucant’s counsel and the Conbassioner
FOR TOE DlSnUCT.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD i
spite of the representations that (a) aw>licant would preserve Oie pond, (b) ^plicanl would require
visibility of the pond from N. W. 178* (c) applicant would use ote site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be ‘>pular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Comimmity Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ‘-worse" otan the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for ote district These “nwrje” uses include ^Fast Pood, with Drive-Thru Window," ‘^convemence
Stores, liquor stores, and eanng establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to ote Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
IS now erplace^with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
offofN. W, 178* liave increased from one (I) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

m

It IS abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse’’ uses ot including ‘Vorse” uses and went from preserving the pond, ot
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
mmds as ot agreements erached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spile of how “popular" a
residential development would be in ote

AddressofPrope.^O^Tien^i_^^/2// /7 O ^ (LJ-. f)k

area.

Signature of



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178^ Street

^ ® Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twentv-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City
OKlahoina County, Oklahoma, bcingmore particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SEy4); THENCE North 89**46’02" East, along and with the South Hue
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00*13’58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17*49*53” East a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36'' East a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE Soutii 39*35'49”
East a distance of291.55 efet to e point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE Soudi
89*46'02'' West along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: \] L;	 	

I hereby object ot proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due ot

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compaiSde ●mih the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for'flie Original PUD was ‘Ho change the existing PUD-1 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (finphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. ..See\ Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation OF THE Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178**^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. AH homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required ot have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178‘^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178‘‘‘ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. AppHcant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, enA fast food with drive-thru window,. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^^. So, it is an area
that*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Empbasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this lype of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those ^"would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Appucaist Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N. W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

for the dishict. These “wnrye” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,
stores,^' liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178* have increased from one (i) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

» <c

convenience

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding ‘Svorse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Ovwoer:_

Signature of Property Owner:

icr



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89^46’02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00«I3’58" West, dqiarting said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53*' East.,
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South39®35'49
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

a

la.‘hejQ\Name of Property Owner:

'-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due toI hereby object to proposed S!
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concq>t”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district....” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4* in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied), At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17^^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that H>e believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, zxi^fastfood with drive^thru w/rtrfaw.,.There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those '^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

for the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of die representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond jfrom N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were qiecifically
identified as than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These ''worse” uses include “FastFood, Drive-Thru Window,” "'convenience

stores,*’ liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how "popular” a
residential development would be in the area. Jo K'l /I r\i/^ ^

M 220^/0^ nuih Vmc BiMoM OKlioil-
Address of Property Owner: ; 	 	 	 	

gig7)atiirft nf Property QwnifP \ ~ Date:_l—^ 	



onji^n ioN ro SIM JD-1705

Addrc<ss: 3223 N.W. 178'*'Sired

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being apart of the Souiheasl Quarter (SE^4) of Section Twenty-
Five (23), Tmvnship Fourteen (14) North. Range Four (4) West ofthc Indian Meridian. Oklahoma City.
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows; Commencing al the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SL'4); THENCE North 89'’46'02" East, along and with the South li
ofsaid Southcisi Quarler{SE^4).u distance ofl 16,00 feet to Uie POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North

O0'I3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feel; THENCE North !7"49‘53” E.jst. a

distance of 142,31 feet; THENCE North 86®09‘36" East, a dislanccof397.95 feel; THENCE South 39'^35'49''
East, a distance of 291.55 tcci to a point on the South line ofsaid Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South

89'’46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

ne

/HU/LA=rOjiJ:-:Name of Properly Otvncr;

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for Utc abovc-rcfcrcnccd legal descriplion due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residen-hal Use.

Just over Dvo (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUT)-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD’’) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded soicly
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts'' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept’
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a mulli-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density’ residential district...See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(cmphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Pennitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERN ATION OF THE POND PER COMMUNITY REQUEST.

The Original IMJD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178‘‘’ St. adjacent
to the cxtslinc pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability loprohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

because of the pond and aeslhetic.s. The Commissioner for the district evenalong 178'
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the IManning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
.seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Coun.scI noted there had been a large
ncigliborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

"I think it’s important to note from (he starling point, it is zoned I’UD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there arc a host of uses that h-c believe,

frankly, to he a worse scenario than what u't’ are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments . fa.st

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs. fast food with drive-thru There's also been a lot of

discu.ssion about the pond that you see that fronts 178'^, So, it is an area

that's requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also slated that this type of multi-family dwelling wa.s very popular. The Commi.ssioner
for the di.strict then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-tluiis' and tliat lliose ‘^would he a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) /Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Co.m.\ussioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spile of the erpresentations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond from N.W. 178* (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,

and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, whicli includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” convemence

stores f liquor stores, and eating establisliments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under llie new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. /Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving die pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:

.Signature of Property Owner



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'*’ Street

^ of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89'’46-02" East, alongand withtlie South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00H3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86"09’36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39«35'49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89*46’02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner:

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use,

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts."' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district... See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request,

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178'*' St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178'*’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...There's also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
thaVs required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ''would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,

and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178'^ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch, Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 	

Signature of Property Owner: ^ Date:



Collin Walke

Rafael Hedrick <spud1705objection@gmail.com>

Wednesday, January 15, 2025 1:07 PM
Collin Walke

Fwd: EMERGENCY CALL TO ACTION

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

This message was sent from outside the organization. Please do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the source of this
email and know the content is safe.

Forwarded message

From: Tim Scott

Date: Tue, Jan 14, 2025 at 8:38 AM

Subject: EMERGENCY CALL TO ACTION

To: spud1705objection(g)gmaiLcom <spud1705objection@gmaii.com>

HH

To whom it may concern - this is my approval to object to the revision of the PUD to a commercial zone.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need any further information.

URGENT - EMERGENCY CALL TO ACTION

POSTING AGAIN (NOTE NEW DELIVERY LOCATION - spudi705obiection@am ail.com)

spud 1705obieclionrwizmail.com

1



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address; 3223 N.W. 178* Street

Se of flie Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twentf-
(SW) Comer of said Soutfieast Quarter (SE/4)* THFNCE Wnrtii sooawnoiTn * at the Southwest
of said Souflieast Quarter (SE/4XaSiC8 of 116 00 along and with the Soufli line
00n3'58" West denartimr BEGINNING; THENCE North

Ms/fe l\/\il.h/Name of Property Owner;

the follo^^ SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

A- The Original PUD: ResidjentialXJse.

DTm ii!!f ^ applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the Ongmal PUD**) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
T^idential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residental developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is cuirently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept
for the ^gmal PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
toat will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district IS a “hi^er density residential district . . See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. preservation OF THE Pond Per COMMUNITY Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal efnce.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meetog for efe Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted efe ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178 because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that efe pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it

seelang to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

was



development as vi'ell, I^ose Creek, and there
only. Counsel then explairied:-

was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

11 Jmpiortant to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

of i 111 there are a host of uses that we believe,
franklyi io Be a ^orse scenario than what ive afeproposing. Those uses
include cowve/Kence stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, mh drive-thru M^/ndow.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an area
iHdty required for drainage. Soi the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
iipV” (Emphasis supplied^

Comsei al» stated that this type of multi-famUy dwelling was veo^ popular. The Commissioner
tor the district then went on to discuss the uses that
includirig 'D'rive-thrus” and that those “wouid be
the folks who' b’aclc

PUD v^as approved,

e.- APPLICANT Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that
ARE “Worse” According to Appucant*s counsel and the Commissioner
FOHtflEDiSTRiCTi

Were available prior to the Original PUD
^ ^^rse ouiconte in my view, p2iTticul8x\y fot

lip' to this development” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

Ju^ over tcyo (2) years later^ with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
fepfesehiatioris itiat (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

Visibility of the pOWd from N.W; 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the reridential development would be “popular ” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to G-3 Community Commercial District^ which includes items that were specifically
Identified ^ than the Original PUt) by both qiplicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These uses include “Fast Food, vA^Drive-Thru Window,” ^^convenience
storesf liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design the pond
IS now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
on ofN.W. 178 have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicam went from
excludmg “Worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
elmnnafrng it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residentiaJ development would be in the area.

Address of Pifop'erty Owner:_

Sign'ature of Property Owner;
62^^ jOi;> fiac,. 0/C



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. Street

QuaiterCSM) of Section Twenty-
Okli^: ’*■ Meridian, Oklahoma City
^ Coimty Oklahoma, atmg more particularly described as follows: CommencQ at the SotithWKt
(S W) CfoniCTof said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89”4«'02" East, along and^flithe sTiZfoe
op”13 58 West, dq>artiiig said South Ime, a distance of 65.08 feef THENCE North I7»40»^q'’ Tiact «,
tooeon42,31 TlffiNCENmth 86W36" East, a dismuceof397.95 feet; TH^C^ slfo39?549»

Southeast Quarter (SE/4); DIENCE South
89 46*02 West, along and with said Sou* line, a distance of626.20 feet

Name of Property Owner:

to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

7ru:4-
I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

Aa The Original PUD: Rjesidential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the "Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the "subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts:' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. ..” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6l00(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE POND Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178‘*’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^‘ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178*^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

even

was



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel theft explained^

“I think it^s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

pdtikly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and/asZ/<3od with drive-thru H'/nrfow...There’s also been a lot of

disGUSsioil about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
that^s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied,)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Dtive-thrus’’ and that those "'would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

G. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse*’ According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of tbe representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond fromN.W, 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse'' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, Drive-Thru Window,
stores," liquor stores, aitd eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
eoncems.

convenience

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner; AJbO /"77 'VSOl'L-

to

Date: /~*/y''Signature of Property Own



OBJECTION TO SPUD-J705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178*^ Street

Fivf tract ofland being a part of the Southeast Quarts: (SE/4) of Section Twentv-
Fwe (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma Citil

described as ibHows: ComraencS^atthe Southwwt
Quarter (SE/4); THENCENorA 89<’46*02" East, along and with the S^T^e

00 13 58 West, dqiarting said South line, a distance of 65.08 feel: THENCE North 17*40*53" Pact -

86®09’36" East, a distanceof397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35’49"

89 46 02 West, along and with said South Ime, a distance of626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Tfus-I-
I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A- The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district.. ..” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE POND Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178*'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

even

was



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

*'I think it's important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

franklyi to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those

include convenience stores^ liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 1 So, it is an area

thai*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including ‘'Drive-thrus” and that those “would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.
PUB was approved.

C. Applicant Now SLeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

are “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178^ (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
2ioning to C^3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse"' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse" uses include “Fast Food, wiihDrive-Thru Window,

stores f liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under die new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed*use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

uses

(Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

9) U

convenience

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 3^0^ NOO PL‘ Aclm3n.JfOK
fYkJ^A') Date: 2^

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse

S ignature of Property Ovvhe



OBJECTION TO SPUTVno^

Add«C3^. 3223 N.W. I7S'^ Strcci

.EG AL DE5CKIPTION: A tract oHand being a pan of the Southeast Quaner (S£’4) of Section Tweim--
^vc asj, To»nsn.p Fomcen (14) North, Raryto Poor fj) Wost oftlte fodLrti Mtridiiut. Okiahonta Cilv
OkU-.oma Count}-, Oitlahoroa, bcin;; more particularW described ,-b follows: Commencinf; ,n tile Somhweit
(h W ) Comer ol'said Southeast Quarter (SE‘4); THENCE North B!?'’.W02" Ena. along and with the SouLh line
? Quancr (SE/‘4X a distance of 116.00 feel lo the POINT OF BECrNNINfi; THENCE North
OU'13’.>S" W«t. dtrpaning said South Ihie. 3 distance of 65.08 feet: THENCE N'crdi 17‘’49-5r
Uisiancc or I j Il-ci; mEXCE North S6’09‘36" Enst, a diswivc or597.95 feel; THENCE South 39^V5'49"

lineor.saidSouUieaslOi]artcr«;SFy4);THENCE South
I... West, aJont; and with .said South Imc, adisiance of 626.20 feel in the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Properly Owner

I hereby object lo proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following

A. TheOricinalPUD: ResidentulUse.

Just over Tv»o (2) years ago. in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1703 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD") covering the same site. The Ori.^nal PUD was explicitly for



development as well. Roi:c Creek, a„d (hec wu.s
only. Counsel then explained:

a .sccon<l meetinc; with Rose Creek residents

I ●'’"’I; f’s imponam u, note from the stanine. point, it ;coned PUD
1111 Under the tract of I m „,er. arc a ha., af that ,vr bCirre

jrankly, to be a iwrse scemrio than what we
include ore proposing. Those uses

convenience stores, liquor stores, eating esiahtishmenis.
rood, gas sianons. gasoline sales, automoiive and
repairs, nnd fast food with drive-thru window.

fast

equipment cleaning and
, There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts I?*-* So. it« an area
that S remiired fttr rlminncnc C-. rl r . ‘tt^ ^ it is an area

drainage So, The pond iri/f rewaitt U will l)eclcaned
up.‘ (hmphasis supplied.)

Counsel also .stated that this type of multi-family dwelli
for the disiria then wem on to discuss the uses that

ihe fdkf P«rticularlv for
PU-D ti^^ir'^d -PP'-d.) Accordinsly. the On.^inal

mg was very popular. The Commissioner

were available prior to the Original PUD

C Appucant .Now Seeks ro Chance the Originai. pud

Just over rvvo (2) years later, with nr> development oceutring under the Oriianal PI 'D in

forthedsifJU. These worse uses include'‘Fast Food, with/^rri-e-T^ftra Window"
stores, liquor Stores, and eating establishments. Thisi
Original PUD and its

cr

convenience

isobviotisly not in keeping with applicant’s
V. 1 , ■ , Commission. Further, under the new design, ilie pond

now leplaced witii a commercial mixcd-use development, and the poi
ofTofN.W. J78'^hav pomis of ingress and egress

e mereased from one (I) to three (3), which obviously poses significant liafficconcem.s

eitcludiL ^ ^ F'"ed - bait and ssviteh. Applicant went from
^dudmg worse uses to mdudmg “worse" uses and went fiom preserving the pt>nd to

m nd^ns? " ^ should not permii an applicant to simplv eh.trpe iL-ir
toe '"ben the applieanu'as is the ca.se

d , io ■'Pi’e of how -popular’residential development w'ould bo in the area.
a

Address of Property Orvng. / J VijlJ QrlWt

Date. /●Signature ofProperty- Owtich
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OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178"^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02" East, along and withllie South Hne
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17‘’49'53" East,;
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86'*09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®3 5*49
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89'’46*02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

a

Name of Property Owner;

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Po.vd Per Community Rf.qtifat.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178'’‘ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178'^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Comfnissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it wa.s

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

"I think it's important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178^'’. So, it is an area
that's requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and tliat those "would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant's counsel and the Commissioner

for the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*^, (c) applicant would u.se the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Commimity Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, -wiihDrive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, uuder the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

off of N.W. 178*^ have increased from oue (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant tiafflc
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change tlieir
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when tlie applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Propeny Owner:

Signature of Property Owne

QIC2.Zo_\_V

Date: Q \ /1/ 7 0 2.<'



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'" Street

^ a pan of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
nv, ^ *?., ^^eridian. Oklahoma CiW

Coimt)^ Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwe^
(SW) Comer of sard Southeast Quarter (SE/4); OTENCE North 89M6’02" East, along and with the South line

THENCE North
uu 15 08 West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17*49'53" East a

rst^ce of 142.31 f^; thence North 86®09’36'‘ East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39“35'49"
-55 feet (0 a ^int on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South

8> 40 U2 West, along and with sard South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Gmhu
I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. THE Okiginal PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes

u.ver which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a muiti-piex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. .. See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use. save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Reques i .

The Original PUD specified that screening ●●shall be prohibited along N W 178'" St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4^ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178‘'’ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178‘" because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that liie pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

even



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

‘*1 think it’s imponani to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to he a worse scenario than what we arc proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, ^ndfast food with drive-thru window.. .There's also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178‘\ So, it is
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very' popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development,” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Sleks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
TOR THE Dis trict.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant W'ould preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178* (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
idemified as than the Original PUD by both applicant's counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "’worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,
storesf liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress ^d egress
off ofN.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

an area

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ""would be

it 4C

convenience

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including "worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:	

L(iMk<

an

Signature of Property Owner: Dale:

.-U.I.1L.UJUBI



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178’^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Comer of said Southeast (Quarter (SE/4); "raENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116,00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“I3'58" West, departing said South line, o distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53" East,
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86“09’36'' East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South39‘’35'49
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on tlie South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE SouUi
89°46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

a

l}nCini fWlisKf]Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the followng:

A. THE Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residettiial development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, tlie Original PUD specified the ‘‘subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD include muM-fmttUy
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts?^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district..See\ Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW178'*' St adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the Jime 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17^* and was happy to accomme^ate the request for no fence
along 178^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Comm^sioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. kppWc^X always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55; attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Coiinsel then explained:

1 think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-femily dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those *^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original PTJD to Include Uses that

ARE "Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) yearn later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential develojanent,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “iwrye” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district These "»w>rye” uses include “Fast Food, vAihDrive-Thru Window,

n u
convenience

storesliquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with ^licant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, imder the new design, die pond
is now erplaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3)j wfrich obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear diat applicant 1^ pulled;a.jbait and switch. Applicant went fix)m
excluding ‘Svorse” vises to including *Sy6rSe” uses and"wenf;frbm preserving the ^nd, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permlt.ah applicant to simply ch^^e their
TnindR as to agreements reached for developments - especially when die applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUDji In ispite of how “popular”. ●
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:
s
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OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46’02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17“49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397,95 feet; THENCE South 39®35’49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46’02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district. . ..” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178^'^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178’’’ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along nS'** because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“1 think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178'^. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those "'would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond from N.W. 178‘*’, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "‘worse''' than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse’’’ uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178'^ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner: Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178*^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land bein^ a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25X Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Coahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Soufccast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4X a distance of 116.00 feet to die POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“13’58- West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feel; THENCE North 17‘»49’53” East, a
distanceof 14231 efet; THENCE North 86®09’36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35*49"
East, a distance of291.55 efet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89*46^2" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

.R\jqJAName of Property Owner:

I her^y object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
die foltowdng:

A. The Original PUD: REsmENiiALUse.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Ori^nal PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential devdopment, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded soldy
by residential developments. In efet, the Original PUD spedfied the “subject property is currendy
imdevdoped. Surrounding properties include residendal uses. This PUD includes
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district,.See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(JXemphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
leridential use. save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

R preservation OF THE Pond PER CoMMUNrry Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited alongNW 178'*‘ St adjacent
the odsting pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be reqinred to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commissiem
meeting for the Origiiial POD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability xmprohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 175** and was happy to accommodate the request for no f«ice
alcmg 178*** because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the ^strict
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in j^ace and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a arge
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a ndghboring community, that included ano er

to

even



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

”I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
nil. Under the tract of 1111 ikm are a host of uses that we believe,
frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
incMe convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments, fast
food, gas sUlions, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...Vaete's also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
ihat^s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up” (Emphasissupplied.)

Counsel also stated that this ^pe of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Co^issioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior ot the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those "'would be a worse outcome in my ^dew, particulaity for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Oriff nal
PUD was approved.

C Appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original FUB to Jncxude Uses that
‘‘Worse** According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
qrite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
viabiUty of the pemd ftomN.W. 178^ (c) applicant would use the site for residential devdopment,
and (d) that itie ersidential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zeming ot C-3 Community Commercial Dislrict, which includes items that were spedfically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
fra- the district. These “worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,
storesr liquor stores, and eating establishments. Uiis is enviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its erpresentations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and ^ress
offofN.W. 178* have increased from one (1) ot three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

ARE

M U

convemence

IS now

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
uses ot including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, toexcluding “worse

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change thdr
minHa as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is itie case
here, has never even developed the site under the Ori^nal PUD, in spite of how “popular"’ a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner: Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being apart of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49’53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feel; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 ftet; THENCE South 39®35’49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46’02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Michael SteinhardtName of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The OriginalPUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. . .See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6I00(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178“’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23, 2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 17^'' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178'^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178'^. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those “wowW be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE "Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond fromN.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These '’'worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "‘convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 16812 LittlS L63f Ln, Edmond, OH 	
Date; 1/14/25Signature of Property Owner:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178"’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North. Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian. Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at tlie Southwest
(SW) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89'’46‘02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00‘’13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distanceof397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35'49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Muammad Asif
Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts(Emphasi s supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district.. . See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178‘^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178''' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178'*’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178**’. So, it is an area
that*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those '"would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,

and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 16765 LITTLE LEAF CT , EDMOND . OK . 73012

Signature of Property Date: 01/14/2025



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'" Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at tlie Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCENorth 89‘’46'02" East, along and witlithe South line
of said S outheast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
OO^IS'SS'' West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North I7°49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South39°35’49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: efE.G\/7~ 	 	 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Origiiial PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district.. .” See'. Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation OF THE Pond Per COMMUNITY Reqliest.

The OriginalPUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited alongNW 178’" St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“T think it’s important to note fiom the starting point, it is zoned PUD
nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and/c5//<7<?<f with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an area
that^s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those '"would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PXJD to Include Uses that
ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

fortheDistrict.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond fromN.W. 178*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ""worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These ""worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, imder the new design, the pond

replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

97 U

convenience

IS now

off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, toexcluding “worse’

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Onginal PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

uses

Address of Property Owner: \(*({'Z^ UJlf Ca)
Signature of Property Owner: Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'^' Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Soudicast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4). a distance of 116.00 feet to die POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
OO^IS'SE" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49‘53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86‘’09’36*’ East, a distanceof397.95 efet; THENCE South 39®35’49”
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89*46’02'' West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

<£3iPigi£r-l	
N,.

ITC-HName of Property Owner:

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. THE Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.'' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. . ..” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under tlie Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation OF THE Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited alongNW 178‘^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23, 2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ZibWity lo prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178”' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178'*’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commis.uon hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...yhttt's also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 1 So, it is an area

that*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
upT (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. 1’hc Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ’'‘would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District,

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N. W. 178“', (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which include*.; items that were specifically
identified as ’'worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the di.stricl. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

storesf liquor stores, and eating establishments. This Is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178‘^ have increased from one (I) to three (3), which obviously poses significant IralTic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: i i /

Signature of Property Owner: x"-

'V? I

Date:
-,7

V -
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OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178‘^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Soudiwest
(S W) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89M6‘02" East, along and with die South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00"13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North I7®49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09’36" East, a distanceof397.95 feel; THENCE South 39®35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46’02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Trevor Leonard 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district.. . .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6l00(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178’^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178"' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178*'’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178‘^. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those "^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178'’’, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ""worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These ""worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” ""convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178“’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 3^32 NW 172nd Terrace; Edmond. OK 73012 	

Date: 01/14/25	Signature of Property Owner: ^



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178*'' Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, beingmoreparticularly described as follows: Commencing at tiie Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46'02” East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®I3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17M9'53“ East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09‘36" East, a distance of397.95 efet; THENCE South39°35'49‘'
East, a distance of291.55 feet to apoint on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: 	 	 	 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts'" (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. .See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited alongNW178'“’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178‘^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178'“' because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applic^ant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to he a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...Thtit's also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178‘*^. So, it is an area
that^s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUT)

including “Drive-thrus” and that those “wottW be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “WORSE” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond fromN.W. 178^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular ” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "'worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These ""worse” uses include ‘East Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” '"convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keqjing with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, imder the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
offof N.W. ] 78*^ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from pre.serving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area,

Address of Property Owner: \(/{f'Z^ La) 	
Signature of Property Owner: Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178"' Street

particularly described as fellows: Commrnci^g at the Soui^en

"^rt-jt~^LName of Property Owner: £>

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022. the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is suirounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts:’ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district ” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6lOO(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability io prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear ilini it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

even



1

development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,
frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, fast food with drive-thru window...These's also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
that’s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular, The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those "wouldbe a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who backup to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N. W. 178'\ (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

for the district. These “worse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and earing establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egressIS now

off ofN.W. 178'*’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving tlie pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as Is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: /ysLJIo

Signature of Property Owner: Date: £>t J/C'/ C'



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'*’ Street

LEG^ DESCRIPTTON: A tract ofland being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City.
County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest

(S W) of sa^ Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46*02" East, along and with the South line
Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; TUENCT: North

^ distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49'53" East, a

distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36” East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39'‘35’49'’
® Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South

89 4602 west, alongand with saidSouth line,adistanceof626.20feet to thePOINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: _ ^ ^ 	
I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residendoJ development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts'' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district... .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses xinder the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178'^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as welJ» Rose Creek, and (here was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,
frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, fast food with drive-thru window...Thtxc'5 also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178'^. So, it is an area
that*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those “would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. AppucantNow Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would reqiiire
visibility of the pond from N. W. 178^^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,
stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178"’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

uses

99

convenience

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: i 7^1 {s Wa

Signature of Property OwnerJ^ff^fr/TjuU Date:
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OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'*’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being apart of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklalioma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46’02" East, along and with tlie South Hne
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00^13’58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09’36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 29L55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46’02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

3316 NW 173rd Street LLCName of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.*' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district... .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178'*’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178’'' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178'** because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



Aulhenlisfln ID; E7E3797A-4ED3-EFn-88CF-002248299057

development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178'^. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those "would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

for the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178‘^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,

and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

off of N.W. 178''’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
uses and went from preserving the pond, toexcluding “worse” uses to including

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

worse

3316 NW 173rdi£tfeet
Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner:
T

01/14/2025Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address; 3223 N.W. nS'” Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTTON: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89®46’02" East, along and with tlie South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00“13’58’’ West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17®49’53” East a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86*09'36'' East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Lyndon Eldridge 	 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district.. . See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178'*’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178"' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178'*’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained;

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru ..There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178'*'. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those ''would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically

identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “>vn/'se” uses include “Fast Food, Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a conunercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

off of N.W. 178'^ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 175^1 CoV]

Signature of Property Owner'

iss Drive,Edmond, OK 73012

Date: 01/15/25



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178"’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46’02” East, along and with tlie South Une
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
OO^ia'SS" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49’53" East,
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09’36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35'49
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02” West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Tosha Eldridge

a

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the "subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district.. . See\ Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178‘^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178''' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178'^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“1 think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178'^. So, it is an area

that’s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. Jt will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those "‘would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District,

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178*^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse’’ than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "yvorse” uses include “Fast Food, v/ith Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178‘^ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: 17501^Coyote Pass Drive 	

Signature of Property Owner: 1/14/2025Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178^ Street

Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenly-
Oldahomlonr^ nu°il K ^ Meridian, Oklahoma Ci^
Ol^homa County OUahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencingat the Soufhw^t
(SW) Comer of^id Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCENorth89"46-02" East, along andwith the So^Tne
00»IT5^^IT Q distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North

^ distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17“49'53" East a

Ea^sn'^di^f 86'’09’36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
^046'nr-1 ^ Soutlisast Quarter (SE/4); IHENCE Sor^
9 46 02 West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING

Name of Property Owner: ^ {/ .^ccZ-ac
I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sou^l approval for
PUD-1891 (tlie “Original PUD’O covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residenrial developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
tiiat will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district ” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178"' St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178’^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178"* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

even

was



development as well. Rose Creek, and tiiere was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an

that's required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
including “Drive-thnis” and that those "‘would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178* (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse" uses include “Fast Food, v/ilhDrive-Thru Window,” “convenience
stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is DOW replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egiess
off of N.W. 178* have increased fiom one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

area

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bail and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner; / t/ydky C/

Signatureof Property Owner:.

■y

Date: ^
1*^

///



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'^ Street

LEGAL DESGRiPTiON; A tract of land being apart oftlie Soutlieast Quaiter CSE/4) of Section Twenty-
Range Pour (4) West of.^e .Indian Meridian, Oklahoma Gitv,

Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, bemg.more particiil^ly described as follciws: Commencing at the Southwest
,(SW) Corner ofsaid Southeast Quarter(SE/4); THENCENorth 8D«4.6’02"Eas^.along and with theSouth line
of said SoutheastQuarter (SE/4), a distance of 116; 00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE Nortli
00®13'58" West, dg>artmg said South line, a disltoce pfdS,08-feet; THENCE North 17"49'53" East, a
distanceofl42.3i feet; TH^CENcHfh?$®05.'36",East,a.distanceof397 .95 feel; THENCESoulh39®35'49’'
East, a distance of291,55fj:eUo-a point on theSouth line ofsaid Southeast Quarter (SE/4);TI^ENCE South
89®46’02'' West, along and with said South Tine, a distmice.of S26.20ieet to ihePOINTDE BEGINNlNG.

Name of Property Owner: 	
5

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD: RESIDENTIAL USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
. undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will perniit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, ail of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE POND PER COMMUNITY REQUEST.

The Original PUD specified tliat screening “shall be prohibited along NW HS'*' St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be requir ed to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affiimed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on J78‘'‘ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178''’ because of the pond and aes±etics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented tliat the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

V

I
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development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is 2oned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario thoji what we oj’e proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Coxmsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including ‘TDrive-thrus” and that those '^would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. appucant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178**', (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,

and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as ''worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, withDrivc-T/ir« Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingi'ess and egress
off of N.W. 178“’ have increased from one (1) to thi'ee (3), which obviously poses significant traffic

concerns.

1

\

!

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse" uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spile of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner:

(

i

Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. \7S'^' Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SH/4) of Section Twenty-
Bve (25). Township Fourteen (J4) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City
OWahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89«46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00'^13'58'’ West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09’36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35’49''
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89“46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner:

1 hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
res/rfcrt/ifl/development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was "to change the existing PUD-l 111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district....See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6l00(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178’^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23, 2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178"' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178'^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well. Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“1 think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window... also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178'''. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those “would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE "Worse” According to applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178"’, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development w'ould be "popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as “worse'' than the Original PUD by both’ applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These “worse’' uses include "Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” “convenience

stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178"’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including "worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how "popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Properly Owner:

Signature of Property Owner: Dale: \



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178‘^ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89‘’46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17M9'53'' East
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36"East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39®35'49
East, a distance of291.55 feetto a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02” West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feel to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

a

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses yvhich are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) /kn R-4

district is a “higher density residential district. . . .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178'** St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178’^ and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178'^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178‘^. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those "‘would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond from N. W. 178'*’, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores f liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress

off of N.W. 178‘*’ have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property Own Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178"^ Street

r ^ ^ Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
3;ownship Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City

Ok^oma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89<’46'02" East, along and with tlie South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00‘’13'58“ West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17“49'53" East a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86®09'36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Soudieast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89®46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: BB Family Trust, via Cory Brown as Trustee 	

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family

uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.'' (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district.. . See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for

residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178'^ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission

meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit

fencing in front of the pond on 178"' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178'^ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even

commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would

remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large

neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
that*s requiredfor drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also staled that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those ''would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original

PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

for the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require

visibility of the pond from N.W. 178‘^, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,

and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the

zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s

Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond

is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bail and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including

eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their

minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case

here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property Owner:

uses and went from preserving the pond, toworse

her Way, Edmond OK 73012

1-15-25Date:



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178* Street

LEGAL DESGRiPtlON: A tract of land being apart oftlie Southeast Quarter (SB/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25),. Township; Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of.fte^ndian Meridian, Oldahoma City,
Okiafibnia County, Oklahoma, being.rnore particiilarly desaibed asibliows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S W) Corner of said Southeast Qu^r (SE/4); THENCE North Eastj along and with the South line
of said SoutheastQuarter (SB/4), a distance of 116;00 feet to the POINT OF BEOiNNING; THENCE Nortli
00*13'58" West, departing said South line, a.distmce gf;65.08 feet; THENCE North 17^49^53" East, a
distanceofl42.3i feet; THENCENorthS6''09'36".Ea8t,a,distance.of3 97.95feet; THENCE Soulh39'’35’49'‘
East, a distance of291,55 feetto a point pnitlie South line of said Southeast Quarter- (SE/4); TliENCE South
89®46’02" West, along and with said South tine, adlstlhce of b26.20ieet to thePOINT.OE.BEGINNiNiO.

Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to
t

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

, undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts." (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R.-4
district is a “higher density residential district. .. See: Oldahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Pi-otection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the P ond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified tliat screening “shall be prohibited along NW178* St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23, 2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178"' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178* because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking lo develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another

j

5

I



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained;

I

I

‘T think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a worse scenario than what we ai e proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window.. .There’s also been a lot of

discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178*^. So, it is an area
that*s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those "'would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied,) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved,

c. APPUCANT Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” according to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR THE District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond froraN.W. 178‘’’, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as "worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, mihDrive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingi'ess and egress
off ofN.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

I

V

I
I

I

I
r

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from

excluding “worse” uses to including ‘^vorse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a

residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner: Date:_ \

I



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address: 3223 N.W. 178'*’ Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25). Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklalioma City
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00®13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49’53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09’36" East, a distance of397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Aaron & Natalie Waters
Name of Property Owner:

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due to

the following:

A. The Original PUD: Residential Use.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for

PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD”) covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for

residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely

by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently

undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.'^ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”

for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning

that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4

district is a “higher density residential district.. . See\ Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-

6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under tlie Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. Preservation of the Pond Per Community Request.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along N W 178"’ St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in

height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the June 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178"' and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence

along 178"’ because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the

importance of the pond to the community. Applicant always represented that the pond would
remain in place and also had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was

seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents

only. Counsel then explained:

“I think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD

nil. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,

frankly, to be a yvorse scenario than yvhat we are proposing. Those uses

include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishments , fast

food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru windoyv.. .There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178“’. So, it is an area
thaVs required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district then went on to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD

including “Drive-thrus” and that those "yvould be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. Applicant Now Seeks to Change the Original PUD to Include Uses that

ARE “Worse” According to Applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner

FOR the District.

Just over two (2) years later, with no development occurring under the Original PUD, in

spite of the representations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178“*, (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identified as '"worse" than the Original PUD by both applicant’s counsel and the Commissioner
for the district. These "worse" uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” "convenience

stores," liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off ofN.W. 178* have increased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreements reached for developments - especially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_

Signature of Property Owner:

16912 Shorerun Drive. Edmond. OK 73012

J^aAo/i V/aikAJ 1/14/2025
Date:




