HALL
ESTILL

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

January 17, 2025

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND EMAIL
City of Oklahoma City Planning Department
420 West Main Street, Suite 910

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102
subdivisionandzoning(@okc.gov

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.

Collin R.

Hall, Estill, Hardwick, Gable, Golden & Nelson, P.C.
Tulsa + Oklahoma City - Northwest Arkansas =« Denver
www.hallestill.com



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178% Street

LEGAL DESGRIPTION: A tract-of land being a-p:ért of the Sontheast Quaiter (SB/4) of Section Twenty-

Five (23),. Township: Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4). West of the Tndisn Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Okdfithoma County, Oklshoima, being more particiilarly desciibed:as:follows: Commencing at the Southwest
{SW)Carner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46/02™ Eagt; along andwith the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SB/4), a distence of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departing -said South line, a distance: 0f:65.08.feet; THENGE- North 17°49'S3" East, a
distance of 142.31 fest; THENCE North 86°09!36" East, a.distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 201,55 fgef to-a point onithe South ling of said Southeast Quarter. (SE/4); THENCE South
89°4602" West, along and with siid South tine, a distins of 626.20 et 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 bascd 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 1o 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,
Jrankly, 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.” (Empbhasis 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 swilch. 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 dcvelopments — cspecially 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: ?75.46 Nu) l%daw/ﬁ 2 yhmd %:

&
Signature of Property Owner: Date;__ [/ / 7/@5 .

-~



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W, 178" Street

pEGAL 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; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 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: BB Family Trust, via Cory Brown as Trustee

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 R4
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 accommedate 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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.

()

Signature of Property Owner: 7 Date; 1-15-25



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
(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
09° 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 of 397.95 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 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
Jencing 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, 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 Owngr. Date:




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178 Street

LEGAL DESGRIFTION: A tract of land being a.part of the Southegst Quatter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Flve (2). Township:Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of thg Indian Meridlan, Oklghoma City,
Okdafioma County, Oklshoms, being more particiilarly desciibed agfollgws: Commencing at e Southwest
{SW)-Corner of said ngﬂwast'lemf (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East; along end with the South fine
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116,00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departinig said South liié, a distance of:65,08 feet; THENGB: North '17°49'S3" Bast, a
distance of 142.31 féet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35%9"
East, a distance 0f 291,55 fgetto8 point onithe South ling of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South

89°46/02" West, along and with siid South Tin', a distince of 626.20:feet to the POINLOF BEGIYNING.

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(7)(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 communily meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond 1o 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, connsel for applicant made it clear that it was
secking 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
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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 helieve,
Jfrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor stores, ecating 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. 1t 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 (2) 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
concerms.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pullcd 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: 2944 NM) l‘?%fdard.,g ’ élnmd -

Signature of Property Owner: Date;___[ / 7/&5




Authentisign ID: E7TE3797A-4ED3-EF11-88CF-002248209057

OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L_EGAL DESCRI!?TION: 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“Q 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
09°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°09'36" Bast, a distance of 397.95 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: __ 3316 NW 173rd Street LLC

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.” (Empbhasis 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 S5 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



Auvthentisign ID: E7E3797A-4EDS-EF11-88CF-002248269057

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,
Jfrankly, 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. 1t 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
concemns.

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:_3316 NW 173rd Siset

Signature of Property Owner_rW' / Date; 01/14/2025




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of 1and 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, 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
0!)°13'58” West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance ?f 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 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 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 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 thé 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
concermns.

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: W Banst 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 Twen

Five (25), Township Fourteen (ll.l) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklakoma Ci?;
OklahomaComty_, Oklzhoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE Nozth 89°46'02° East, along and with the South line
of said SMQM&;(SEI?),adistweoqu.oo feetto the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09’!3’58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 fiet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
dnmneeof 14231 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast, a distance 0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35%49"
East, a distance 0f 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 0f 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: _Chdj_éﬁygff OQW\Q:\!’

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 fo 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, liguor stores, eating establishments, fast

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

repairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...There’s also been a fot 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 Owmer:__| 7308 Coucte Pass Dnide Glimand, Ole730(2
Signature of Property Owner: Y Date: /"/ Z'%S-




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W, 178" Street

L_EGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a pert 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" Bast, a distance 0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance 0f 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 10 the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: ?(Q SYon & gﬁ\()f (T S k |&\’4€->

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 maulti-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 2 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
Jencing 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1t 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 APFLICANT’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 counse] 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. Furtber, 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
CORCerns.

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.
Addre&sofPropertyOwner:gZ'\j V \ \’,7_\1" 3“'~ Edmm’\d', 0'(730\2
Date: “' ‘3_ 26

Signature of Property Owner:




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL 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 Merid?an, Oklahoma Citt};',
Oklahoma County., Oklzhoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW? Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" Ekast, along and with the South line
of sau} St’)'utheastQume’r(SEl?), adistance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09“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 o£ 397.95 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: 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 mekes 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 Comumissioner 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,
Jrankly, 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:3216 NW 177th St., Edmond, Oklahoma 73012
Signature of Property Owner: Date:1/13/2025




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Strect

LiEGAL DESCR[?TION: 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, Oklahema City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly deseribed as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, glong and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09" 13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'S3" East, a
distance .of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36” East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance 0f291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quurter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" Wesl, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: ___NGOC Wt Ea, L IRl NRWYEN

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) ycars 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. Swrrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplicd.) 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.” (Exnphasis 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). Atthe June 23, 2022, Planning Commission
meceting for the Original PUD, counsc! 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 Commmission meeting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family somes. Counsel noted there had been a large
ncighborhood mecting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



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

*] think it’s important to note from the starting poin, 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, liguor stores, eating establishments, fast
food, gas stations, gasolinc sales, automotive and ecquipment clcaning and
vepairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you sec that fronts 178", So, it is an area
that's required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. 1t will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this typc 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
spitc of the represcntations: 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 cating establishments. This is obviously not in kecping 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
of Fof 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
climinating 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 cven developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the arca.

Address of Property Owner: ILQ Ook RANWATEL TEL  EDMOND K F3012

Signature of Property Owne W Nenvuppy 13, 025"




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL 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“Q 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
09°13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance 0f 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
Bast, a distance 0f 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quurier (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with said South Jine, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

C\ G-
Name of Property Owner: n J !\\ “ms

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 developmerits, In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes multi-family
uses which dre 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 Liglit 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
Jencing in front of the pond on 178" and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178" because of the pond and asesthetics. 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,
Jfrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liquor stores, eating establishinents, 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. 1t 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 “wonld 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 désign, 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:_| 4 Q(n‘, g.,; % M;( Edﬂ!mi M 7_&0]1
Signature of Property Owner: l é’ Date: l/lﬁ [ 20925~




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 Tw!

Five (25), Township Fourteen (lf) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Isimdzan, (.';.l‘:lﬁ;ahoma %nig
Oklahoma County_, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Somhwes;
(SW) Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of sa!tf S(:'utheastQuarte.r (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00°13'S8" 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 of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
Bast, z:d:stance 0f291.55 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 Ownenﬂ-%_%a-l_d\g '

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 Originat 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(7)(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 Pag 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 somes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighbothood 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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: 1Agu) ?(Cu“ﬂ- &‘ (M E‘M o FAN
Signature of Property Owner: T Date;__\[\t]%01S




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address; 3223 N.W. 178% Street

LEGAL DESCRI?T!ON: A tract of Iand 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_, Oklzhoma, 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 pf 142.31 fest; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance 0f 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'497
East, a distance 0of 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: Boben! €. LEg

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(Y)(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, counse] 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1t 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 cccurring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that () 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
kere, 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:_/Z8/7 Fomirte
Signature of Property Owner: s Date: 5 /. ?/ 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 Twen

Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) Noxth, Range Four (4) West of the Indijan lslexid?an. Oklahoma Cigv:
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
offan? 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's3" East, a
distance 0f142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, adistance of 291.55 feet 10 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: Y — 7 Lee.
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 mulfi-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(T)(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 prokibit
JSencing 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 fomes. 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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-Thri Window,” “convenience
stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is cbviously 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 Ovmer:___{ {4 04 Arth 2
Signature of Property Owner: ﬂ\ / Date:_ [ / 14 ?/ 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

Five (25), Township Fourteen (lfl) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian lslendzan, Oklaho:n:v ::nzg:
Oklashoma Comt)(, Oklahoma, being more particularly deseribed 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
ofiau! Scz'mheast Quarta.r(SEM), 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 Narth 86°09'36" Bast, a distance o 397.95 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: Shawn Ellis

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 zhat 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 S5 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,
Jrankly, 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-thra 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. 1t 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 Commiercial 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; 17832 Prairie Sky Way, Edmond, OK 73012

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



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 Tw

Five (25), Township Fourteen (1:1) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian I&eridgan, Oklghoma ecn.g,
Oklehoma County., Oklzhoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW? Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" Eest, along and with the South line
of Emc! S?nheast Quarter (SE/?), adistance of 116,00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09 13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" Bast, a
distance 9f 142,31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 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 seid South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Jared 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 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: Oklshoma 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1t 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 “wonld 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 cccurring 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.

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

Tt WA




. OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178th Street

Five (25), Township Fouiteén (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian i

Oklahoma County., Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: 'Coxﬁmenciné 3&?@3&3&
(S“Q Cormer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeas't Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116,00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09‘!3'58" 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 0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
’Eaft, zfdlstance 0f291.55 feet 10 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.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-

Name of Property Owner: Ralph Thomas Fredrickson and Doreen Marie Fredrickson,
Trustees of The Fredrickson Family Trust dated September 30, 2021. o

i hereby object to proposed SPUD;1 705 for the above-referenced legal description
due to the following:

" A.THE OﬁlGlN‘AL 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 bécause the Original PUD site is surrounded
solely by tesidential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject
property is currently unndeveloped. 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 178th 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 Commiission meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it
wanted the ability to prohlbit fencing in front of the poind on 178th and was happy to
accom’hdd'afé’tzﬁe' request for no fence along 178th because of the pond and aesthetics.
The Commissioner for the district even commented about the community meeting

1



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 appticant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood mesting 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 178th. 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 autcome 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
representations 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 under the Original PUD, in
spite of how “popular® a residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner:_17213 Fox Prowt Lane, Edmond, OK.

Signature of Property Owner: O-QK Date January 10, 2025
TRvs 765 7




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L_EGAL DESCRI!’TION: 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
{8W) 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
09‘!3‘58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'S3" East, a
distance 9f 14231 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE Seuth 39°35'49°
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarler (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: W O‘«W\)

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 R4
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 accommeodate 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,
Jfrankly, 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-thra 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. 1t 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 autcome 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 cccurring 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” usesinclude “FastFood, with Drive-Thru Window,” “convenience
stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representafions 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) tothree (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: 0 Wﬁ{
Signature of Property Own o Date_ Y] !Is,w




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 desciibed 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, e distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance 0£'142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet 10 a point on the South liné of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02"° West, along and with said South lirie, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT. OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner$ /h P S l . f"c )l

. e #p 5,/’“' MG € .
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 OﬁginaIBUD 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

Jencing 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 Comumissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Comvmission 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 komes. 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1t will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

. Counsel alsa.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.) Accordmgly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. APPLICANT NOW SEEKS TO CHANGE THE ORIGINAL PUD T0 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 “East 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
" off6f N.W. 178 haveincreased from onte (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns,

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Apphcant went from
excluding “worse™ uses to including “worse™ uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission should rot 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: 171 ZH Rgﬁﬁ /'Po«m\) DIM
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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 -
Five (25), Township Fourteen ( 1.4) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Ifﬂendzan, Oklaho:;:, gg,
Oklahoma mw, 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 sau? Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116,00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00°13'S8" 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 of 397.95 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: __“Z&RRANCE. (148 0m A/

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,
Jrankly, 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 wonld 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
concems.

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:___J (o1 { (o Lot ook Ly , Eprwnd T3012
Signature of Property Date: L! [o !ﬂ S




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address; 3223 N.W. 178% Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Querter (SB/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian h(dendZan, Oklahoma an’
Oklahoma Comtx, 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 Norih
00°13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 fest; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SB/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 Propecty Ovner: —JOLLlD _annal Broolee Calduzelc

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 mulfti-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 bappy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178% because of the pond and aesthetics. The Comumissioner 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,
JSrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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 a
residential development would be in the area. =, /uﬁ% C%.
Address of Property Owner: ' o ‘ 730, ﬂ

Signature of Property =4
Toco bﬁ&dwfd
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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 Fourtcen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian lfderidgan, Oklahoma %nig,
Oklahoma County.. Oklahoms, 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 Quarte_r (SB/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
0?"!3'58" 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 0f 397.95 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: XA  STERLIN (  Fi1¢ euen.,

\
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-170S 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 propertles include residential uses. This PUD includes smulti-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 @ 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, counse! for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family fiomes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that inctuded 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor stores, eating establishments, fast
foad, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thra 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. 1t 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 ny 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
concemns.

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:__ [, ] 20 LI Hie Lea/l../ ) E-Dﬂwalbﬁ. o720
Signature of Property Owner: & e/ — /X2 5




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 -
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Isim'idgan, Oklahmi:vglig',
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" Easl, along and with the South line
of fm‘? Southeast Quaﬂe}- (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09 13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance 9f 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, adistance of 291.55 feet 1o a pointon 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: g',:gu.! £ ASth &0\ LA MmAr

)
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
Jfencing 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 /somes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meétirig 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1t will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counse] 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 10 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 cccurring 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:__1 7 2- O L shmorth O¥. 7302
Signature of Property Owner? Datej;gg&j ¢ 2025




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SB/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridgan, Oklahoma Cig,
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
ofEaxd S?MeastQuarte}-(SEM), adistance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
Op 13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance _r.ot' 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35%9"
East, a distance 0f 201.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE Seouth
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: _Barbie Taylor & Don Taylor,

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())(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 prokibit
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. 1t 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, particulatly 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:__3205 NW 177th, Edmond OK 73012
Signature of Property Owner: garteC ommysmettymsec  Date: 01/09/2025__

TaylorAO10580000001 FYEoocs
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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 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 sald 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 0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, adistance 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: Melissa Hedrick

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

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 “Origina PUD") covering the same site. The Origind PUD was explicitly for
residential devel opment, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developments. Infact, the Original PUD speified the “ subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding propertiesinclude residential uses This PUD includes mulfi-family
useswhich 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 R4
district is a " higher density residential district. . . .” Seer Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, &l of the Permitted Uses under the Origind PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Utility.

B. PRESERVATION OF THE POND PER COMMUNITY REQUEST.

TheCriginal PUD specified that screening “ shall beprohibited along NW 178" St. adjacent
to the existing pond. All homes that are adjacent fo the pond shall be required to have a4’ in
height decorativemetal fenoce.” (Emphasis supplied). At theJune23, 2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to profibit
fencing in front of the pond on 178% and was heppy to accommodate the request for no fence
aong 178" because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
commented about the community meeling preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the community. Applicant aways represented that the pond would
remain in place and aso had to remain in place because of drainage.

At the Planning Commission mesting, counsel for applicant made it cleer that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood mesting at the Grove dubhouse, 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,
franidy, 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 alot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 178™. So, itisan area
that'srequiredfor drainage. So, the pondvill 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 Origina 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) yeers later, with no development occurring under the Origind PUD, in
spite of therepresentations thet (8) applicant would preserve thepond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178", (c) applicant would use thesitefor residential development,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning to C-3 Community Commercid District, which includes items that were specificaly
identified as “ worse® than the Origina PUD by both applicant’s counsdl and the Commissioner
for thedistrict. These" worse® usesinclude” Fast Food, with Drive-ThruWindow,” © convenience
stores” liquor stores, and eating establishments. Thisis cbvicusly not in keeping with applicant's
Originad PUD and its represertations 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" haveincreased from one (1) to three(3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concems.

It is sbundantly 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 changetheir
minds as to agreements reached for developments — especially when the gpplicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Origind PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residential development would bein thearea

Address of Property Owner:3216 NW 177th St., Edmond, Oklahoma 73012
Signature of Property Owner: Wlebsaaa Méc«é Date1/13/2025




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-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly deseribed as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S“Q 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
09'!3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance .°f 14231 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quurter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet 1o the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: EUA/A ME 17

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 surounded 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
Jencing 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
L111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,
Jrankly, 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 1785, 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
concerms.

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:_{ 250/ YHHEIE HBY TEL
Signature of Property WM{ Date: 0/, / { 0/ 07 92_5—




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 h(llemh)an, Oklahoma Cig,
Oklahoma County, Okiakoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" Bast, along and with the South line
ofaalt! SguﬂieastQunrte‘r(SEM). adistance 0f 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09’!3 58" West, deperting said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" Bast, a
distance yf 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49°
Bast, a distance 0f 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: M'”é ,/ e

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 propesty 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 1o 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 Cede, §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
Jencing 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
neighborhcod 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, 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: ‘? / ;"/ e<S W




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W, 178" Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SB/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (1 :t) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian lsieﬁdgan, Oklshoma Ciz,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly deseribed as follows; Commencing at the Southwest
(SVQ Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
offa:t! S?.nﬂmstQuarter (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 0 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49%
East,a di?tanceofzm.ss 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: "Tfm Bug Do

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 wil! 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 #hat are adjacent to the pond shall be required to have a 4’ in
beight 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
Jencing in front of the pond on 178" and was happy to accommeodate 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,
Jrankly, 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 Originai 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 T0 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-Thra 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
concems.

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: 17603 Psainde. SE# UQ , @{Mgv—u( OK T150(2
Signature of Property Owner M Date:__ [ (228




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address; 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL D,ESCRI?‘I'ION : 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 Connty., 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 Quarte_r (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 pf 142.31 fest; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast; a distance 0£397,95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49
East, a distance of 291.55 feet 10 a point.on the South line.of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with said South l'gle_,gstance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Hoe 6So A~/

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 R4 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 #kat 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
Jencing in front of the pond on 1 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
commenied 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 komes. 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 thkere are a host of uses that we believe,
Jrankly, 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. 1t 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 ouicome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasis supphed.) 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 repiesentations that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) apphcam 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 iincludes items that were specifically
identified as “worse” than the Ongmal 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 riot 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 ﬁ'om 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; 3229 NwW 127

o
'

Signature of Property Om Date: . /—/%-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), Towsship Fourteen (14) Nosth, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Maidzan, Oklahoma c%,
OkMaCm, Okizhoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE Noxth 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 1 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 pf 14231 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 36°35'49"
East, adistance 0f 291.55 foet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02° West, along and with said South Iine, a distance of 626.20 fiet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name OmemMm_é'\mnﬂns‘MM

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 fhat are adjacent to the pond shall be required 1o 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
Jencing 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 communily 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 Aomes. 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liqguor 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. 1t will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of muiti-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 cccurring 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: Dewe

Signature of Property m% Date: ©*/1a / anay




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W, 178" Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of Iand being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (!:3) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklzkoma Citt;,
OklahomaConm_v: 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 fest to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE Nosth 17°49'53" Bast, a
distance 9f 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36” Bast, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
Esst, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South Jine of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
$§9°46'02" West, along and with said South line, a distance of 62620 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

7 P
Name of Property Owner- r7é7  JamiSdin

I hereby object to proposed SFUD-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 R4 based zoning
that will permit development of a muiti-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . . See; Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(Y)(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
1o the existing pond. All homes #haz are adjacent 1o 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 prokibi¢
Jencing 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 communily 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 somes. 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor stores, eating establishments, fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment ¢leaning 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. 1t 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 jtems 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-Thra 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.

o Kose D v

Address of Property Owner:
Signature of Property Date; /23




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L}BGAL DESCRI!’TION: A tract of Jand being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) Nosth, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklzhoma County, Okiahoma, 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
09‘!3’58" 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" Bast, a distance of 397.95 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: _ﬁujf }(D&MS

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 prokibit
Jencing 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 Comumission 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 sinple-family #omes. 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,
JSrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include comvenience stores, liguor 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 Communmity 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 Owmer:__| 1351 Prapie St WA  Eovond OF 3oz

Signature of Property Owner:_méw_ Date:__|{ f 10 ‘m




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL DESCRI!’TION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (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
09“!3'58" West, departing said South linc, 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 of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance 0f 291.55 feet 1o a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" Wesl, along and with sajd South line, a distance of 626.20 feet 1o the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Proberty Owner:

v
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. Surronnding properties include residentiel ases. 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())(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 fhat 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

Jfencing 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 Conunission hearing and the
importance of the pond 1o the communify. 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 #omes. 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor stores, eating establishments, fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fas? food with drive-thra window...There’s also been 2 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. 1t 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 “wounld 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: ,L)Lﬂ%\ 2\ LII "’ H( , ,Q&L LV‘ ,/( mm\J,ﬁZ

Signature of Property Owner: .. Date: vV 0 |- I - .9@;71@
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OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of 1and being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (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 fect to the POINT OF BEGINNIN G; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance 9!' 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39035'49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quurter (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: K | l_\._\’ Kloat~

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 R4
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
Jencing 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 S5 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. 1t 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 outconie 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 representatiens 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-Thra Window,” “convenience
stores,” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obvicusly 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: 3004 ww 16 g+ ct
Signature of Property Ownerz_% Date: 110 ! 28"




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W, 178" Street

ltEGAL 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 lsderidgan, Oklzhoma Citz.
Oklashoma County_, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW? Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENGE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of sau? Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09"!3 58" West, departing seid South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance gf 142.31 feet; THENCE Nosth 86°09'36° East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 291,55 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 feet 10 the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: Ababacar Dieng

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, counse! for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
JSencing 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 communily 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,
Jfrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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
concems.

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.

Signature of Property Owner: —X Date; 1/9/2024




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (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
(SVQ 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
0p°l3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East. a
distance fjf 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49
East, a distunce 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: ‘g 7 S4us /

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 prokibit
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 1o 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, il 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, liguor 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. 1t 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 1O 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, thepond .. .

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 3 /7 N l70ﬂ‘Cf Edwmond OK 73012

Signature of Property Owner: &m I % Date: }"’ g, 2037
%o Sewa) leSicer Y. 9.5




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N, W, 178" Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Soirtheast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five,(25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of thig' Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklakomd County, Oklshome, being more particularly desciibed 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'S8" 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°09'36" Bast, a distance 0f 397.95 feet; THENCE Souith 39°35'49°
East, adistanceof 201,55 feetto a point on the South line of said Soiuthesist Querter (SE/4); THENCE South
§3°46°02" West; along and with safd Soiith line, a distiizce of 626,20 fé2t to the POINT.OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: &E!}Q,& E E‘(@he(

[ 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 R4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . .» See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100())(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
Jencing 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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 Pro Owner; ] ?Sg\ o(\ ‘D/PZ \F‘ °(C\MrQ/ -
i - L @Date:_l/IO/O’lOC’)LS




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Strcet

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian rs'tendx)an, Oklahoma g:g.
Oklahoma County., Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comner 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's3" East, a
distance .of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance 0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49°
East, adistance 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 Owneré}o:(aﬁa *\t:‘?‘% E'E-C‘ K oS

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 prokibit
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
secking to develop 55 attached single-family /iomes. Counscl notcd there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creck, 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,
Jfrankly, 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 reguired for drainage. So, the pond will remain. 1t 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 abviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has puiled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse™ uses and weant 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: 12D AA Wk "32; NCrE {,_,A— N
Signature of Property Owner: 'J!‘(Q()’G-H;‘P-'Date: [ — o -5




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 (23), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklehoma Cig,
Oklahoma Coumy, 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: saxq S?'uﬂ\eastQuarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
0?°13 58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance pf 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35%9°
East, a distance of 201,55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Querter (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: LA en M ILUEN N,\’/

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

A. TRE 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 becanse 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 R4 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 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:

“] 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 comvenience 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. 1t will be cleaned

up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counse! 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 Owmer: Ar rs é/;, e @f:
Signature of Property Date: /4 / 'g[’gé >




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L_EGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) Noxth, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oldahoma, 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 withthe 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, deperting 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" Bast, a distance of 397,95 feet; THENCE Scuth 39°35'49"
East, adistance of 291.55 feet to & 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: __ Bill R and Emma S Hurley

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 mudti-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
Jencing 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 Aomes. 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor stores, eating establishments, fast
foad, 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. 1t 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, (¢) 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
concerms. :

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 1o 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:___ 16821 Little | eaf | ane, Edmond QK 73012

Signature of Property Owner:_ g, ¢ ?e: 1/13/2025
Bt% Rt 63,9) ‘lia’w Sz éy



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 (lf) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridgan, Oklahoma Cig',
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
09"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 of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35%49"
East, adistance 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: James Clark

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-170S 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 fhat 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
Jencing 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 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
concems.

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; 3340 NW 173%TStreet Edmond, OK 73012
Signature of Property Owner: Date: 1/10/2025




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 IfllendZan, Oklahoma Cig,
Oklahoma County, Oklshoma, 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
dlstanoe'of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast, a distance of 397.95 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: Jessica Rimmer

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 somes. 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,
Jrankly, 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 frorits 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: 17883 Prairi ay, Edmond, OK 73012
Signature of Property Owner; f ate; 1/10/2025




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Strect

LEGALDESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indien Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows; Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North §9°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), 8 distance of 116.00 fect 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 disiance 0f 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 291,55 feet toa 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: 4”3 13)-\/\‘124 A/K/" éﬂ/f ARR&Y

i hereby object to proposed SPUD-1 205 for the above-referenced legal description due to
the following: :

A, THE ORIGINAL PUD: RESIDENTIAL USE.

Just over two (2) years a8g0, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 sought approval for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD"™ covering the same sitc. 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. ThisPUD includes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concepl”
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.” (Fmphasis 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 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
1o 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
Sfencing in front of the pond on 178" and was happy 0 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 /fromes. Counse} noted there had been a large

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



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

“[ think it’s important to note Irom 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. gasolinc sales, automotive and equipment cleening and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thra 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. §t 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-Tlru Window,” “con venience
stores.” liquor stores, and eating establishments. This is obvicusly not in kecping 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 “warsc” uscs and went from preserving the pond, to
eliminating it altogether. This Commission shoutd not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as to agreecments 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: 3413 Nw et o wi 8 EAMbL\i %12
Signature of Property OEVE_?_I':;? . Date: /] -~ 76 - 25
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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 Secti renty-
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of’ thc?ndian I\(Aexidl?an, s()e!tlt:a:‘;:;\ Enig,
Oklahoma Coumy., Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest’
( SVQ C9rner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" Easl, along and with the South line
of Sald. s?utheast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 fect to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09°l3 58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE Nonh 17°49'53* East, a
distance pf 142.31 feet: THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet 10 a point on the South line of said Southeast Quirrter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with suaid South Iinc, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: __ ¢~ &2/ DusseLlL

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
Sencing 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,
Jrankly, 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 fas? 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. 1t 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 abviously 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: /7f0? é?o(;’ e ton) QI Egmb
Signature of Property Owner: Z ‘ =£ o Date: {/L_Z' / 2 7




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 Twen

Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian lslendZan, Oklahoma Ciz:
Oklahoma Conmy', 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 Quarte.r (SE/4), adistance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
0?°l3'58" 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°09'36" East, a distance 0£397.95 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 end with said South line, a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: m@_&e__ —D\»’\ Qle
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 R4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100())(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 #hat 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,
Jfrankly, 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:
Signature of Property Owner:

A\»ol



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 h(dendZan, Oklahoma (?.g,
Oklahoma Cmmty., 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
ofsmc! SmnheastQuanef (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departing said South Jine, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance pf 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, adistance 0f 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Querter (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: &GOAC\E SHIELR S

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 nulti-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(7)(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
conunented 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,
Jrankly, 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.)

Counse! 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
2oning 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) tothree (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,__{612\ _LATTLe, LEAF LN
Signature of Property Owner: \\. Date_|||3]3
A’T %L , II B

v



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address; 3223 N.W. 178" Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of Iand being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (lf) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian lsllerid%an. Oklahoma Cig.
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
offau? S(:mheast Quarte_r (SE/4), u distance 0f 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09 13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
dtstnnce.of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'%49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarler (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: \{ER\ i&l\ﬂ&‘f

I hereby cbject 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 nulti-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(7)(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 reguired 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 somes. 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,
Jrankly, 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:__\b13-\  LITTLE (CAE LANE
Signature of Property Owner/_é/-w M Date:__| \' Bll as




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 -
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (1 .4) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian ]fdendim. Oklahonj;:v ‘gzg.
Oklahoma Colmty., Oldahoma, 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 zau! Sguﬁmt Quane.r (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 pf 142,31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 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: Lovise Bad(e.r‘

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 R4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Cede, §59-
6100(7)(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 2 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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. 1t 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 (2) 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. Thisis 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) tothree (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 poend, to
climinating 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: (29 /2074/ ’foo/\ DF;MQ,EJ»\DJ'DK'I%IJ

Signature of Property Owner.w Date;_0!.12. 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

Five 25), Townshxp Powiteen (1 :t) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Islerldzan. Oklahon-{mg,
Oklahoma Conn,ty:, Oklshoma, being more particularly described.as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(8W) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
offai(} SouuﬁzeastQum (SE/4), a distance 0f 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09 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 Norih 86°09'36™ Bast; a distance 0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49
Eaft,adl.:taneeofml.s.’rfeetito apoint on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and MZ South line, a distance of 626.2( feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING,

)

. N SNl Etary

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

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD: RESIDENTIAL USE.

Name of Property Owner:

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). Atthe 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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. 1t 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 10 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
concems.

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 i m the area, ﬁy L Q_.
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Address of Property Owner: / 77z & .ﬁ") 3 O V-
Signature of Property Oﬂ—g—ﬂ% Date: &- ] / 1 / szy’




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 Secti -
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the?ndian lsiendzan. Olda‘l):;;;vgg
Oklahoma County., Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwes;
(SW? Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of fau? Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09 13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance pf 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 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: Andrew Sachs

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())(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 #omes. 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,
Sfrankly, 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
concerms.

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: 17132 Trophy Dr, Edmond OK
Signature of Property Owner: Date: 1/15/2025




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

_L_EGAL DESCRI!’TION: 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
09°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 0f 397,95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance 0f 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quurter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with said South ling,a distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: w y

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())(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,
Sfrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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: 17405 Hawks View Court, Edmond, OK 73012
Signature of Property Owner: 8»'11, O Zne Date:__Jan. 15, 2025




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL DESCRI!’TION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridjan, 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
Op°13'5 8" 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" Bast, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance 0f 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of sajd 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 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1t 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:3521 NW 175th Street, Edmond, OK 73013
Signature of Property Owner: Cmdy (\/ vt Date: 1/13/2025

J
Qamw ~frwse  Date: 1/13/2025




Collin Walke

I A
From: ' Rafael Hedrick <spud1705objection@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2025 1:06 PM
To: Collin Walke
Subject: Fwd: 178th development

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 <W>
Date: Mon, Jan 13, 2025 at 7:57 PM

Subject: 178th development

To: <spud17050bjection@gmail.com>

Please keep the 178th development residential rather than commercial zoning. We do not want any
liquor stores, etc.

Thank you,

Sherry Laubach
16649 Little Leafln
Edmond, QK 73012

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.



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178% Street

(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), THENCE North 85°461" £ and with the South Jing
ofnn? S?‘mhensl Qnam.-‘r(SEﬁ#). adistance of 116.00 feet to the pomrommgs; 'I'l-l?i!;lCB No;ii::
0?‘.]3 58" West, deperting said South fine, g distance of 65.08 fect; THENCE North 17°49'53" East a
distancs of 142 31 fect; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast, 2 distanc:0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 3973549
East, adistance 07 291,55 fect to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with said South ling,a disml_xcc 01 626.20 feet 10 the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: ‘;Idlfqt;@‘;fﬂ f%z :}&fja,"ra*;

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

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD: RESIDENTIAL USE.

Just over wo (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 becanse the Original PUD site is surrounded solely
by residential developraents. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses, This PUD meludes multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.™ (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “t0 change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning 10 an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplied.) An R4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . ™ See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(exaphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Permitted Uses under the Original PUD were for
residential use, save and except for Light Public Protection and Udiity.

B. PRESKRVATION OF THE POND PER COMMUNITY REQUEST.

The Original PUD specified that screening “shall be prohibited along NW 178% S, 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 1o prohibir
Jfencing in front of the pond on 178 and was happy to accommodate the request for no feace
along 178" because of the pond and aesthetics. The Commissioner Jor the district even
commented about the communily meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the comnunity. 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 mede 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 meeling with Rose Creek residents
only. Counse] then explained;

[ think it’s important to note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
t11]. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,
Jrankly, 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
repaits, and fast food with drive-thru window... There’s also been a Iotof
discussion about the pond that you sce that fronts 178, So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. 1t-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 1o the Original PUD
including “Drive-thrus” and that those “wosid be a worse sutcome in sy view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development,” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. APPLICANT NOW SEEKS 70 CHANGE THE ORIGINAL PUD 10 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 ocourring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the representations that (a) applicant would presetve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178%, (¢) applicant would use the site for residential development,
and (d) that the vesidential development wonld be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zaning 1o 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 “warse” uses include “Fast Food, with Drive-Thru Window,” “corvenience
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 conmmercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178" have increased from one (1) to three (3), which o iously poses significant traffic
concems.

It is abundantly clear that applicant has pulied 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 1o 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: 9707 4/ /7 0 # CH ;a/ﬁ;wlb‘ﬂk 730/~

Signature of"@ija_k%g},w/m %)aﬂ-ﬁ,._aZL




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 Sectio:

Five (25), Township Pourteen (1:4) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian I\(/Ieridgan, Oldahx;mqrglig
Oklahoma County_, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwes:
(SW? Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
offau? sTxtheast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNIN G; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance ?f 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance o£ 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
Eagt, adistance 0f 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quarier (SE/4); THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with said South line, 2 distance of 626.20 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: (\/IM\" ‘HU (

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())(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 1 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
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,
Jrankly, 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. 1t 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 “wowld 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: 23’ A N /79@ ’EV
Sigpature of Property Owner: ] '{,UM Date; O/'/z’é?é




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178% Street

LEGAL DESCRI?‘I‘ION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklzhoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE Norih §9°46'02" East, along and with the South line
Offa“! Sc:uﬂxeast Qum-te'r(SBM), adistance of 116,00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09 13'S8" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance 0f 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance 0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a dritance 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: KQﬁBM S\a’\t oni &

I hereby object to proposed SP{ID-I 705 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 fhat are adjacent to the pond shall be required to bave 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 méeting, 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are propoesing. 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 « 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
mcludmg “Drive-thrus” and that those “would be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who back up to this development.” (Emphasxs supplied.) Accordlngly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. APPLICANT NOW SEEKS TO CHANGE THE ORIGINAL PUD T0 INCLUDE USES THAT
ARE “WORSE” ACCORDING TO Arrucm’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-Thra 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. Applxcant 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

residen evelopment would be in the area.
R NBZD l’l(d’% Pl Elmond 0K 73012

Address of Property Owner:
Signature of Property own¢®Y_ l) 4 Date: \"l3 ?}5




OBRJECTION TO SPUD-1708
Address: 3223 NW. 178" Sireel

LFGAL_DESCR!PTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), 1:ownship Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklshoma County, Oklshoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing al the Southwest
W) C?mu of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, nlong and with the South line
of .:.axc! SEmhcm Quarter (SE/4), n distance of 116.00 fect to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
30 13°58" West, depanting said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
E::nac‘cﬁo:' 14231 feay; TH}-:NCE No_nh 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
89"46‘02f a:/xcc of 291.55 fectloo pointon the South line of said Southeast Quaner (SE/4); THENCE South

West, along and with said South line, a distance of 626,20 feet 1o the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: ﬁM /4 L/W/ét’

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

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD: RESIDENTIAL USE.

Just aver 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 cxplicitly for
residential development, which makes sense because the Original PUD site is surrounded solcly
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includcs multi-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “ta change the existing PUD-1111 based zoning to an R-4 based zoning
that will permit development of a multi-plex residential concept.” (Emphasis supplicd.) An R-4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . " See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(1)(emphasis supplicd). 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 specificd 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 1o have a 4' in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). At the Junc 23,2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prokibit

Sencing in front of the pond on 178" and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178" because of the pond and acsthetics. The Commissioner for the district even
conunented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond 1o 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 meting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
sceking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a large
ncighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another




development as well, Rose Creck, and there was a second mecting 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,
Jrankly, 10 be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Thosc uscs
include convenience stores. liguor stores, cating establishments, fast
food, gas stations, gasoline salcs, automotive and cquipment 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
thut’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. It will he cleancd
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 devclopment.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly. the Original
PUD was approved. ‘

C. APPLICANT NOW SEEKS TO CHANGE THE ORIGINAL PUD 10 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
¢climinating 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. 7 252

Address of Property Owner:

Signature of Property Owner)




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4 of Section T -
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the?ndian Isdeﬁdgan, Oklahomrznig
Oklahoma County., Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwes;
(S“Q 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
Op°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 of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance 0 291.55 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 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 R4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100())(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 bave 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,
Sfrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liqguor 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 forresidential 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: Stgphen B Blullhoed Date:




Collin Walke

From: Rafael Hedrick <spud1705cobjection@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2025 1:07 PM

To: Collin Walke

Subject: Fwd: EMERGENCY CALL TO ACTION

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 <Sjmiihaspitiicmgn >
Date: Tue, Jan 14, 2025 at 8:38 AM

Subject: EMERGENCY CALL TO ACTION

To: spud17050bjection@gmail.com <spud1705objection@gmail.com>

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 - spud17050bjection@gmail.com)

spud | 7050bjection@igmail.com



OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAI'..DESCRIP’I'ION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twentv-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (l:t) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian lsferidgn:, OMa;noma ?:nn“y',

County, Okishoma, bemgmmpmﬁunsrlydescﬁbedasfouows: Commencing at the
(SVQ Comer of said Southeast erwr (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along anci:iithﬁ:e ﬁwﬁﬁ
of said Southesst Quarter (SB/4), adistance of 116.00 fiet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North

00°13'S8" West, departing sald South line, a distance of 65.08 fect; THENCE North 17°49'53" Bast, a

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€5 /o Milley

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 R4
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 epplicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
Jencing 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 Jor 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 mesting, counsel for applicant made it clear that it was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family komes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Kgse‘ Creek, and there was a second mieeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Coumisel theii expiairied:

“I think it’s importarit to riote from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are 4 host of uses that we believe,
Jraiikly; to be d worse scenario thar what we are broposing. Those uses
include corivieiiierice stores, liquor stores, eating establishments, fast
food, gas stations, gascline salés, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repaifs, and fast food with drive-thrie window.. .There’s also been a lot of
discissioti about the pond that you see that fionts 178%. So, it is an area
that’s regiiived for diditiage. So, the pondwill remain. 1t will be cleaned
up” (Biiiphtasis supplied.)

Counisel also stated thiat this type of multi-family dwelliig was very popular. The Commissioner
for the district theii weiit ori to discuss the uses that were available prior to the Original PUD
incliiding “Diive-thiiis® aiid thiat those “woild be a worse outcome in my view, particularly for
the folks who' beck up to thiis developiierit.” (Emphasis supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.
€. APPLICANT NOW SEEKS TO CHANGE THE ORIGINAL PUD TO INCLUDE USES THAT
ARE “WORSE® ACCORDING TO APPLICANT'S COUNSEL AND THE COMMISSIONER
Just over tWo (3) years later; with no developmient ocourring under the Original PUD, in
spite of the fepresentations thiat (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibifity of thie porid froni N.W. 178", (c) applicant would use the site for residential development,
aid (d) thiat the resideitial developmient would be “populat,” applicant now seeks to change the
Zonitlg to €3 Cotniiniity Comimércial District, which includes items that were specifically
idetitified &5 “Wose” thidn the Origirial 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, aiid eatiiig establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD aind its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is riow replaced withi a coriimercial miked-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178" have ificreased from orie (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns,

It is abundantly olesr that applicant has pulled a bait and switch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to ineluding “worse® uses and went from preserving the pond, to
eliniiinating i altogetfier: This Cormission should not peimit an applicant to simply change their
minds s fo agreeiiieiits reached for developments ~ especially when the applicant, as is the case
b, s risvei eveii developed the site under the Otiginal PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
resideiitial developriient would be in the area,

Address of Propeity Owiieri 5,20 D N 174 £la 0K 7
Signature of Property Owrier; . Date:_/-/4- 2025




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A fract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (lfl] North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian h(dendzan, Oklahoma ?g.
Cklshoma 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
ofsm(? S?uﬂxeast Quam.r(SBM), adistance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
0?"13 58" West, departing said South Iine, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance _of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast, a distance 0£397.95 foet; THENCE South 39°35'49°
Bagt. ad:ftanceofwl.ss feet to 8 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 62620 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Name of Property Owner: J M f’f?ﬂ;. / ? Trﬂ?}*

T'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 computible 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 2 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 1o the pond shall be required to have a 4 in
height decorative metal fence.” (Emphasis supplied). Atthe June 23, 2022, Planning Commission
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prokibit
Jencing 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 Jor 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



developnient as well, Rose Creek, and there was a second meeting with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel thei 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,
SJrankly, 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
tepairs, and fast food with drive-thru window...There’s also been a lot of
discussiont about the pond that you see that fronts 178, So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. 1t will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated thiat 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.

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 tlie tepresentations 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,
dnd (d) that the residential developtrent would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
Zotiing 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 stotes, and eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Origitial PUD anid 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 inicreased from one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
cohcerns,

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
elimiriatitig it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
tiitids ds to agreerents reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
hete, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
resideritial development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner;,_9AXY NW /77 'd‘- ga/mzm,,(,, OK 7350/7.
Signature of Property Own ) Date: /=/Y - X5




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 i -
Pive (25), Township Rourteen (l:t] North, Range Four (4) West of tha(lz:dmn Seﬁdmmg:gg
Oldatioma County, Oldahioma, being more particnlarly described as follows: Commencing at the Southe.s
(SW) Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, along and with the South line
of fau} S(:'uﬂ:eastQuarte.r(SBM), adistance of 116,00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09 13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance 0f142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast, a distance of 397,95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
Bagt, a dng:mce 0 291.55 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: ﬂgl!l @m.[g ZEM)‘QL

T 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 sile. 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.” (Eraphasis 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
JSencing 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 Jor 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
neighborhocd meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



developritent 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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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
discussioni 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.)

Counse] 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 T0 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 reptesentatiotis that (a) applicant would preserve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the postd 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, arid eating establishments. This is obviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Origitial PUD and its representations to the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is riow replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress
off of N.W. 178™ have iticreased from otie (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
eoncertis.

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
eliniinating it altogethier, This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
mirids as to agreemetits reached for developments — especially when the applicant, as is the case
liere, lias niever eveti developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
resideritial development would be in the area,

Address of Property Owner;_ 2405 N | 7é4£ pl. £ C/mdllﬁ{ JOK 730/Z
Sighiature of Property Ownewl Date: /—/Y-25




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705

Address. 3223 N.W. 178% Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A wract of land bawng: a part of she Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four () West of the Indinn Meridian, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, being more pasticularly described as follows: Com mencing at the Southwest
(SW) Comer ol said Southeast Quarrer (SE3); THENCE North 89°46'02" East, ulong and with the South line
of said Southcast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 11600 feet 1o the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
0U“13'58” West, departing said South line. a distance of 65.08 fect: THENCE North 1794953 Sast. a
diswnee o 142,54 feei; THENCF North 86°09'36° Bast, a distance of 397.93 feet; THENCE South 39+35'49"
East, udistance 0f 291,55 featton point o the South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE24); THENCE South
89746°02" West, along and with said South line, 2 distance of 626.20 feet 10 the POINT QF BEGINNING.

Namc of Property Owner: J&lﬂ(@' ZILA

I hereby object to proposed SPUD-1705 for the above-referenced legal description due 1o
the following:
A, THE ORICINAL PUD: RESIDENTIAL USE.

Just over two (2) years ago. in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-170S sought appro.val for
PUD-1891 (the “Original PUD™} covering the same site. The Original PUD was explicitly for




. development as well, Rose Creek, and thete was a sccond meetng with Rose Creek residents
only. Counsel then explained:

1 think it’s important 10 note from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111, Under the tract of 11} there are a host of uses that we believe,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we ape propasing. Those uses
include convenicnce stores. liquor storex, eating establishmenss. fast
food, gas stations, gasolinc sales, automglive and cquipment ¢cleaning and
repairs, and fast food witl drive-thrs window. There’s also been a Jot of
discussion about the pond that you sce that fronts 178" So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. S0, the pond will remain 1t 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 “yould be a warse outcome in my view, particularly for

the folks who back up 10 this devclopment.”  (Emphasis supplicd.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

C. APPLICANT NOW SEEKS 10 CHANGE THE ORIGINAL PUD TO INCLUDE. USES THAT
ARE “WORSE™ ACCORDING T0 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 represemations that (a) applicant would prescerve the pond, (b) applicant would require
visibility of the pond from N.W. 178, (¢) applicant would use the site for residential devclopment,
and (d) that the residential development would be “popular,” applicant now seeks to change the
zoning 1o C-3 Community Commercial District, which includes items that were specifically
identificd 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 cbviously not in keeping with applicant’s
Original PUD and its representations 10 the Commission. Further, under the new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mixed-use development, and the points of ingress and earess
ofT of N.W_ 178™ have increased from one (4 ) to three (3), which obvicusly poses significant traffic
concems

Ut 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, 10
climinating it altogether. This Commission should not permit an applicant to simply change their
minds as (0 agreements rcached Jor developments — cspecially when the applicant, as is the case
here, has never even developed the site under the Original PUD, in spite of how “popular” a
residcntial development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner. __DL”3 Hawi/f Viee Cour [dmw) aﬁ T30+ _

Signature of Property Owncr: 9«% &u( _ Date:_ I [9-,41/ .




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL 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,
Oklizhoma 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
09"!3'58“ West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance 01 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" Bast, a distance 0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
Bast, 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: :!:-S'Tl*—’ £\ EEBEC(_A MEEK—

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

A. THE ORIGINAL PUD: RESIDENTTAY. USE.

Just over two (2) years ago, in 2022, the applicant for SPUD-1705 souglit 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
megting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prohibit
Jencing 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 mecting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond to the communify. 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 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 Jot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 1782, 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 aver 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 obvicusly 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 (rom one (1) to three (3), which obviously poses significant traffic
concerns.

1t 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:__ | 7 7 0\ Tox 'Pf‘ow\ Lone y juy AW\OMQ, 0 _
Signature of Property Ownex} Date: O\ 1y { 202X




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being & 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, along and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 fect to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE Nosth 17°49'53" Bast, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance 0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 291.55 feet to a pointon 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: EIKAH’QIV\ eMH 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 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 R4
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
JSencing 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 Jor the district even
commented about the communily 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 1o develop 55 attached single-family somes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a ncighboring 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,
JSrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Thosc uses
include convenience stores, lignor 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 devclopment.” (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 1o including “worse” uses and went from preserving the pond, 1o
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: /697;10 }\\‘N ”2'.{‘){62\ QDMO'\YD; Ob 7’7905
Signature of Property Owner: L// < l C/ J Date: { ! l"l ! Z{




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
(8W) 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 fect to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departing said South line, a disiance of 65.08 fect; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance 0£397.95 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: ]U/ } nee ;/)’/’ d n%,/ {.SQH féfﬁ? A 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 R4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . .” See: Oklahoma City Municipal Code, §59-
6100(J)(emphasis supplied). Indeed, all of the Perrmtted 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 Comm ner for the dzsfnct even
commented about the community meeﬁng preceding the ( E_ nission hearing. and the
importance of the pand 10.the community. _Applicant always-:'r emed that the pond would i
remain in place and also had to remam in place because of dramzige '




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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor stores, eating establishments, fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fas? 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 paud w:ll remain. 1t 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.” (Emphasxs supplied.) Accordingly, the Original
PUD was approved.

- C. Arrucmr Now ssmcs TO Cnmcz THE ORIGINAL PUD TO INCLUDE USES 'mn{ ol
“Wonsn” Accom)mc TO APPLICANT’S COUNSEL AND 'mr. Coumssxom ‘
FORTIH-: Dlsmcr. '

Just over two (2) years later, w:th no development occurring under the Ongmal PUD in i
spite of the representations that (2) 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 - o
for the district.. These “wowe” uses include “Fast Feod, with Drive-Thra Window,” “convenience. ... .
stores.” liquor stores, and eating estabhshments. This is obviously riot in keeping wnh applicant’s .
Original PUD and its representauons to the Commission, Further, under the ; new design, the pond
is now replaced with a commercial mlxed-use development, and the points of ingress and egress - -
off of N.W. 178% havemcreasedfro_ one (l); three (3), whxchobvxously poseeslgmﬁcant traffic
concerns, : :‘~ 2




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL 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,
Okiahoma County, Oklehoma, 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 with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
0p° 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 of 397.95 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 hereb)'l 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1t 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:_ﬂﬂﬂw% Date:




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L}'-:GAL DESCRI!’!‘ION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) Nosth, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Meridian, Oklahema City,

Oklahoma County., Okichoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
* (SW) Comer of said Southeast Quaster (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 feetto the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09“'3'58' 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 of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
Bast, adt;stancc of 201.55 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: R\’iOJ/\ {A_J_F 23‘/11——

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 Orginal PUD site is susrounded solely
by residential developments. In fact, the Original PUD specified the “subject property is currently
undeveloped. Surrounding properties include residential uses. This PUD includes mudti-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “fo 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 R4
district is a “higher density residential district. . . . See: Oklahoma City Municipel 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
10 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, Planni?g Commnss:on
meeting for the Original PUD, counsel for the applicant affirmed it wanted the ability to prokibit
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 itl was
seeking to develop 55 attached single-family homes. Counsel noted there had been a :t;lse
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, liguor stores, eating establishments, fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fast food with drive-thra 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. 1t 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 (8) 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
idestified 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 2 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 cbvicusly poses significant traffic
concems.

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 fiot 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; ’W Little (eal Ln Ehmend; OK q2d1Z.
Signature of Property Owner: Date;___| I les”




OBIJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL 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 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
09‘!3'58" 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" Bast, a distance of 397.95 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: _Michael Steinhardt

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 “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 Pmpeny Owner: 16812 Litt]e Leaf Ln, EdmOI"Id, Ok

Signature of Property Owner: ﬁ Date: 1/14/25




OBIJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL 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 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 BEGINNIN G; 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" Bast, a distance of 397.95 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: Muammad Asif

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,
JSrankly, 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: 16765 LITTLE LEAF CT, EDMOND , OK , 73012

Signature of Property Owneﬂ&@M% Date: 01/14/2025




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Sireet

L.EGAL 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 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
OP°I3'5 8" 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 of 397.95 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: _SRENT Vi sl

I hereby object to propesed 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 1 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
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, 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 spitc of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Ownenmﬁ_é?(_ﬂﬁ 7Y
Signature of Property Owner: % A Date: 1YTWZE




OBIJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

LFGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (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 linc, a distance of 65.08 fect; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36” East, a distance o 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, adistance 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: !\/ e é.‘ »K,AQ\F-'H Ges=rd

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 ihe 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 districi 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 anothcr



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
[111. 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 fas? 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. 1t will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this type of multi-family dwelling was very popular. The Commissioncr
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", (¢) 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 10 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.
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OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L}EGAL 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 deseribed 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 0f 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance 0f 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: 1revor 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-
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 Aomes. 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1t 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: 3432 NW 172nd Terrace; Edmond, OK 73012

Signature of Property Owner;_otm— & A Date: 01/14/25




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of ]and 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 Coumy., Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwes;
(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'S8" 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 of 397.95 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: _BRENT VAVA LAV

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()(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 1 78" and was happy to accommodate thie 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1781, (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 cating 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
concems.

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 spitc of how “popular” a
residential development would be in the area.

Address of Property Owner: Z LENF L)
Signature of Property Owner: @, ) A - Date: Y TAVZS




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land heing a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Secti -
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the?ndian h(deridgan, Okla‘}):;x::/::nig,
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" Easl, alongand with the South line
ofsau? Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116,00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09"13 58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49's3" East, a
distance _of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance 0f 397,95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
Eaft, ::dlnstance 0f 291.55 feet 1o 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: Jo L 794 7L'7L_a f/

T 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 R4
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
JSencing 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 Jor 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 Grave clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



development as well, Rose Creck, 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. 1t will be cleaned
up.” (Empbhasis 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 obvicusly 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

concems.

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 permiit 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: Lewe OK__230/2

Signature of Property Owner:/ M )@9‘ Date:__ £ ¢ ZQCZ 2026



OBIJECTION 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 Fourtcen ( 1:1) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian lsieridgan, Oklahoma Cig,
Oklakoma 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
ofsmq S?.utheam Quarw't(SBM), 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 of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
Eagt, adlftance 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: M%Q M

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
Jencing 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,
Jrankly, 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 ard 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.

Date: Ol i '5'20 ?'-;

Address of Property Owner:_| 2216 _44a\0k

Signature of Property Owne) ' ‘Jd':.




Authontisign 1D: E?EI797A-4EDJI-EF11-88CF-002248299057

OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L}?.GAL 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, Oklehoma 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 of 397.95 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: 3316 NW 173rd Street LLC

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 PONP 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 Aomes. Counsel noted there had been a large
neighborhood meeting at the Grove clubhouse, a neighboring community, that included another



Authentisign (D. E7E3797A-4EDJ-EF11.88CF-002248235057

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,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liguor 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. 1t 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:_3316 NW 173rd Jiget

Signature of Property Ownerﬂ/ J / Date; 01/14/2025




OBIJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L_EGAL 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 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
05)°l3‘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 0£397.95 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 R4 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
JSencing 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1t will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counse] 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:_1750) CoyptePyss Drive,Edmond, OK 73012
Signature of Property OWner:‘,/ Date:_01/15/25

[




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L_EGAL 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 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 0f 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance 0£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: Tosha 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
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we believe,
Srankly, 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 T0O 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: 1}‘791,\00)/&6 Pass Drive
Signature of Property Owner:_A ) Date;  1/14/2025
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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?nudian 1\(/Iend3an, Oklghoma :ang,
Oklahoma C‘mmty., Oklahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(S“Q 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
09"] 3'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
dtstance_of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 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: Qé yo (7/ AVer¢ /;’f ﬁ wlelf

I bereby abject 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 R4
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 #hat 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
Jencing 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 Jor the district even
commented about the community meeting preceding the Commission hearing and the
importance of the pond 1o 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




devclopment 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,
Jrankly, 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 sec that fronts 178%. So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. 1t 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 (2) 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 thar 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 2 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
concems.

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 decvclopment would be in the area.

/
Address of Property Owner; /7407 /. &/(/ Lew (7 w;;/;/ ¢ 750/

" Signature of Property Owner; Date: /- /Y=’
Do fpig ¢ Moraadgual




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178 Street

LEGAL DESGRIPTION: A tract of land being apart of the Southeast Quatter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (23), Township: Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West éf;fliégtidiaii éfendfan Oklahoma c'iz,
Oklafioma County, Oklshoms, being more particiilarly described:as:follaws: Commencing at the Southwest
{SW)Corner of seid Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" East; along and with the South line
of said Southesst Quarter (SB/4), a distance of 11600 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departinig said South lin, a distmee f:65.08 -feet; THENGE North 17°49's3" Bast, a
distance of 142.31 fest; THENCE Narth 86°09/36" Esst, adistance 0£397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance of 291,55 feet:to-a point eniflie South line of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), THENCE South
89°46'02" West, along and with siid Soith tine, adistimce of 626.20 feet to the POINT.OF BEGINING.

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 bascd 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(T)(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 prohibiz
Jencing 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
commenied 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
sceking 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
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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,
Jrankly, 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 fust foed 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. 1t will be cleaned
up.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Counsel also stated that this typc 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 SEEXS 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 usc 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-Thrue Window,” “convenience
stores,” liquor storcs, 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 pullcd a bait and swilch, 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 dcvclopments — 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: %646 Nﬂ) I%IJGWI ' g

Signature of Property Ownet: Date:___[ / ?/ Zs




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L}EGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (25), Township Fourtcen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian h(dendzan, Oklahoma Cig,
Oklal!omn Count):, Oldshoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SW2 Comer of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46°02" East, elong and with the South line
of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4), a distance of 116.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE North
09"13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
dxstance_of 142.31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance 0f397.95 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: __ (s d gu—:«.{

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 nulti-family
uses which are compatible with the surrounding districts.” (Emphasis supplied.) The “concept”
for the Original PUD was “to change the existing PUD-1111 bascd 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 pro#ibit
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 fo 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 fromes. 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,
Srankly, 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:__235%% N W \T53 S+ Edweond. o¢ 72012

Signature of Property Owner:%&ﬁ_ Date:___\ ‘ 15 _{’I—S




OBIJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L_EGAL 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 deseribed as follows: Commencing at the Southwest
(SVQ 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 of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
Eas, 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
Sencing 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,
Jrankly, 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. 1t 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 Owngr. Date:




OBIJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

L.EGAL DESCRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter SE/4) of Section Tv -
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the?ndian lf/leridgan, Oklaho;: :;g
Oklahoma County., Oldahoma, being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at the Southwesi
(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
09°l3 '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 of 397.95 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
85°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())(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,
Srankly, 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: 17104 Kingfisher Way, Edmond OK 73012
7

Signature of Property Owner: Date: 1-15-25




OBJECTION TO SPUD-1705
Address: 3223 N.W. 178" Street

LEGAL DESGRIPTION: A tract of land being a part of the Southeast Quatter (SB/4) of Section Twenty-
Five (35, Townhip Fourcen (14) Noe, Rege our (4) Weehof G i Moridian, Ohlsbama Oy
Oklafgoma County',A Oklahoma, being.more partictilarly described:ag:follows: Commencing at the Southwest
{SW)-Corner of said Southeast Quarter (SE/4); THENCE North 89°46'02" Eagt; along and with the South Ene
of said Southeast Quarter (SB/4), a distance of 116,00 feét to the POINT OF BEGINMING; THENCE North
00°13'58" West, departinig -said South liné, a distance: of.65.08.fest; THENGE North 17°49'53" Bast, a
distance ?f 142,31 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distanee 0 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance 0f 291,55 feet:to-a point onithe South ling of said Southeast Quarter. (SE/4); THENCE South

89°4602" West, along and with skid Sovth Yime, a distince of626.20 ekt 1o the POINT.OF BEGINNING,

Name of Property Owner:

1 hereby object to proposcd 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 bascd 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(T)(empbhasis 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 1 78" and was happy to accommodate the request for no fence
along 178" because of the pond and aesthetics. The Comumissioner 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

Ceram = aaey

2 O ettty P e Pty

woorien



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 from the starting point, it is zoned PUD
1111. Under the tract of 1111 there are a host of uses that we belicve,
Jrankly, to be a worse scenario than what we are proposing. Those uses
include convenience stores, liqguor stores, eating establishments, fast
food, gas stations, gasoline sales, automotive and equipment cleaning and
repairs, and fust food with drive-thru window...There’s also been a lot of
discussion about the pond that you see that fronts 1782, So, it is an area
that’s required for drainage. So, the pond will remain. 1t will be cleaned

up.” (Bmphasis supplied.)
Counsel also stated that this typc 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%, (¢) applicant would usc 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 swilch. Applicant went from
excluding “worse” uses to including “worse” uses and wenl 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: :,554" Nu) [‘7?,’4&(4/.6 ) é{hﬂmﬂﬁ_q%——

[d
Signature of Property Owner: Date:__/, / 7/ Z5s.
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OBIJECTION 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 T -
Five (25), Township Fourteen (14) North, Range Four (4) West of the Indian Iflleridx?an, Oklahonl';: glig,
Oklahoma Coumy.. 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
Op°13'58" West, departing said South line, a distance of 65.08 feet; THENCE North 17°49'53" East, a
distance 9f 14231 feet; THENCE North 86°09'36" East, a distance of 397.95 feet; THENCE South 39°35'49"
East, a distance 0f 291.55 feet to a point on the South line of said Southeast Quurter (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: Aaron & Natalie Waters

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,
Sfrankly, 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: 16912 Shorerun Drive, Edmond, OK 73012
Signature of Property Owner: HAaron Waters Date: 1/14/2025






