
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNI~ C<M4ISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1580 

Wednesday, November 13, 1985, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MEM3ERS PRESENT 
Carnes· 

MDeERS ABSENT 
Kempe, Chairman 
Woodard 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Lega t 

Counsel Connery 
Draughon Harris 

Gardner 
Setters 

Paddock, Secretary 
VanFossen 

Young 

Wilson, 1st Vice
Chairman 

The notIce and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, November 12, 1985 at 1:20 p.m., as well as In the 
Reception Area of the INCOG offIces. 

After dec I ar I ng a quorum present, First V Ice Cha I rman W II son ca I I ed the 
meeting to order at 1:35 p.m. 

MI tlJTES: 

Approval of Minutes of October 23, 1985, Meetlna No. 1578: 

REPORTS: 

On MOTION of CONNERY, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Connery, Paddock, Wilson, VanFossen, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Minutes of October 23, 1985, Meeting No. 1578. 

Chairman's Report: 

First VIce Chairman Wilson advised the Master Street & Highway Plan 
Public Hearing wit I be November 20, 1985 and the Group Homes Public 
Meet I ng w I II be December 4, 1985. I n rep I y to Ms. W il son, Mr. Gardner 
advised the Staff representlve from INCOG would probably be Mr. Rich 
Brlerre, as he was on the Committee responsible for the Group Homes 
Study. Mr. Gardner explained the distinction between a Public 
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Chairman's Report - Cont'd 

Meeting and a Public Hearing. A Public Meeting presents no proposal 
for amendment to the Code, but Is an Information session. Mr. 
Gardner adv I sed a Lega I Op I n Ion has been requested for the Group 
Homes Study, but as far as he knew, there have been no other 
changes. Mr. Draughon questioned If there would be a Public Hearing 
on Group Homes after the Pubi ic Meeting, and Mr. Gardner stated the 
TMAPC would decide when, or If, a Public Hearing would be set. Mr. 
Draughon po I nted out that, I f adopted, It wou I d requ Ire zon I ng 
amendments and changes, which would require notice for a Public 
Hearing. Mr. Gardner remarked the primary purpose of the December 
4th meeting would be for Information to determine the substance of 
the proposals and then give some direction to the task. Mr. 
Draughon further Inquired as to the November 20th Planning 
Commission meeting to hear TMATS recommendations, and was Informed 
that meeting Is to be an advertised Public Hearing. 

Director's Reports: 

Mr. Gardner reviewed the proposed amendment to the Zoning Code for 
sign standards, referring to a letter from Mr. George Kalser~ The 
proposed change wou I d amend Sect Ion 1221 to I nc I ude the fo I low I ng 
language, applicable to CG, CH, IL, 1M, IH and CBD Districts: 

"Wal I and canopy signs shal I not exceed an aggregate display surface 
area of three feet per each I I nea I foot of the bu II ding wa I I to 
which the slgn(s) are affixed." 

Mr. L. L. Fincannon, 1116 South 77th East Avenue, I nqu t red if th Is 
change applied to signs only or regulations covering walls. Mr. 
Gardner advised this was In regard to wali and canopy signs, and the 
size of the wai i wouid determine 'rhe size of sign allowed. 

In reply to Mr. VanFossen, Mr. Gardner advised Section 1221.4(b) of 
the ordInance Just recently passed applies only to CS and does not 
apply to any other dIstricts. 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 {Carnes, 
Draughon, Connery, Paddock, Wilson, VanFossen, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Proposed Amendment to Title 42, Tulsa Revised Ordinances (Tulsa 
Zon I ng Code), as Re I ates to Regu latton of Wall and Canopy Sign 
Standards to read: "Wa II and canopy signs sha II not exceed an 
aggregate display surface area of three feet per each lineal foot of 
the building wall to which the slgn(s) are affixed for CG, CH, CBD, 
IL 1M and IH Districts." 
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ZONI NG PUBliC HEARl NG: 

Appl icatlon .No.: Z-6084 Present Zoning: RS-3 
Applicant: Baines (Wells) Proposed Zoning: OL 
Location: South of 11th Street between 76th & 77th East Avenue 

Comments & Discussion: 

ChaIr advised the applicant has requested withdrawal In a letter, 
submitted as an exhibit stating. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Robert Critz 
Ms. Pam D. Wlnstone 
Mr. L.L. Fincannon 
M/M Joseph D'Ambrosio 

Address: 1129 South 76th East Avenue 
1119 South 76th East Avenue 
1116 South 77th East Avenue 
1122 South 76th East Avenue 

Mr. Critz spoke on behalf of those In attendance requesting their names 
be made a part of the record to be not I fled shou I d th I s case be 
resubmitted for processing. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MlTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Connery, Paddock, W II son, VanFossen, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to ACCEPT 
Withdrawal of Z-6084 Baines (Wells). 

Appl icatlon No.: Z-6087 
Appl !cant: Hulett (Cosec International) 
Location: Southwest corner of 111th & Yale 

Comments & Discussion: 

Present Zoning: AG 
Proposed Zoning: CS 

First Vice Chairman Wilson read a letter requesting a continuance due to 
some complications In preparation for this meeting. The applIcant 
requested a one week cont I nuance, wh Ich wou I d be a hear I ng date of 
November 20, 1985. As a highly publicized Issue was scheduled for that 
date, It was suggested to continue this case until November 27th. Ms. 
W II son asked those I n attendance on th I s case If th I s date wou I d be 
acceptable. 

Mr. Hal Allen, 114th & Yale, spoke on behalf of the Interested parties 
and suggested, due to the Thanksgiving Hoi Idays, moving the hearing date 
to December. Staff was consulted as to upcoming agenda schedules and 
December 11th appeared to be the earl lest available date. The applicant 
was not available for comment. Ms. W!lson advised those in attendance 
that a notice would not be mailed regarding the continuance date and this 
hearing would serve as notice. 
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Z-6087 Hulett (Cosec InternatIonal) - Cont'd 

On MOTION of VAN="OSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Connery, Paddock, W I I son, VanFossen, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to CONTltlJE 
Consideration of Z-6087 Hulett (Cosec International> untl I Wednesday, 
December 11, 1985 at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Ha! I, 
Tulsa Civic Center. 

Appl icatlon No.: Z-6085 & PUD 1408 Present Zoning: RS-2 
Applicant: Medlck (Hunter) Proposed Zoning: OL 
Location: South of the SWlc of Columbia Place and 51st Street 
Size of Tract: .6 acres, approximately 

Date of Hearing: November 13, 1985 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Jack Medlck, 5838 East 63rd (492-4182) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 18 Plan Map, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property low Intensity -
Residential. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Rei at lonsh I p to Zon I ng D I str Icts", the requested OL D I str Ict Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately .6 acres In size and 
! ocated approx I mate I y 150' south of the southwest corner of Co I umb I a 
Place and East 51st Street. It contains several large trees, Is flat, 
the site of a single-family residence and Is zoned RS-2. 

Surround I ng Area Ana I ys I s: The tract I s abutted on the north by a 
single-family residence zoned OM and on the west by a church zoned RS-2, 
on the east by a townhouse development zoned RM-T (PUD 6294) and to the 
northeast by PUD 6257 developed for a mu.ltlple story office building 
with OM underlying zoning. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Medium Intensity uses and rezonlngs 
have been granted In this general area where the tracts abut East 51st 
Street. One Interior property was zoned for low Intensity townhouse use 
under a PUD and spread south along Columbia Place. 

Conclusion: Although the zoning pattern of the frontage properties along 
East 51st Street Is OM and developed for off Ice under PUD 6257, the 
character of the interior area away from the arterial frontage, is 
residential. The subject tract Is an Interior lot without frontage on an 
arter I a I street. Redeve I opment has occurred to the east of Co I umb I a 
Place, across from the the subject, under RM-T and RD zoning with a PUD. 
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Z-6085 & PUD 1408 Medlck (Hunter) - Cont'd 

This type of redevelopment Is a "may be found" In accordance with Low 
Intensity - Residential and would be appropriate on the subject tract. 
The requested OL zoning Is not In accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. 
Therefore, the Staff recommends DENIAL of OLe We would be supportive of 
RM-T and a PUD consIstent with the zoning to the east. 

NOTE: The Staff reviewed the PUD and suggested conditions and standards 
for development In the event that the Commission Is supportive of the 
project. 

Staff Recommendation - PUD 1408 

The subject tract Is .6 acres In size and Is an InterIor residential lot 
approximately 150' south of East 51st Street on the west side of Columbia 
Place. The Staff Is not supportive of the requested OL underlying zoning 
and therefore expresses nonsupport of PUD 6408. The applIcant Is 
propos I ng to convert an ex I st I ng res I dence to an off Ice and wou I d be 
required to pave the required number of off-street parking spaces. Based 
on the area of the residence being 2,317 square feet, a total of eight 
parking places would be required for general offIce uses. The PUD Plan 
Map shows that this parking would be I Imlted to the area basically north 
of and beh I nd the ex I st I ng res I dence. Structura I mod I f I cat Ions are 
proposed to be new windows and doors, possibly a new roof In the future, 
removal of the carport, and various cosmetic Improvements (paint, etc.) 
According to the Text, no expansion to the residence is requested now or 
In the future. The Text Indicates that the use of the building will be 
for a "light commercial operation" wIth three employees (the use of 
terminology "commercial" versus tlofflce" must be clarified if the 
Comml ss Ion supports th Is app Ilcat Ion>. The site I s Inter lor I n nature 
and any traffic to and from this business/office operatIon must be 
considered a nonresidential encroachment Into the nelgborhood. Sign 
standards In the Text Indicate that one 3' x 2' sign would be Installed 
In front of the building. Lighting for security purposes Is Indicated to 
be necessary by the Text, but not shown In the Plan. . 

Based on nonsupport of the requested underlying zoning, Staff recommends 
DENIAL of PUD 6408 and support of RM-T with a requ I red PUD cons I stent 
with zoning to the east of Columbia Place. 

If the Commission Is supportive of OL zoning on the subject tract, Staff 
recommends this zoning be limited to the north 65' of the tract to be 
aligned with the OM District to the east per Z-6085 and be subject to the 
fol lowing condItIons: 

1. That the applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a 
condition of approval, unless modified herein. 

2. Development Standards: 

Land Area (Net): 27,840 sf .64 acres 
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Z-6085 & PUO 1408 Medlck (Hunter) - Cont'd 

3. 

A 
"t. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Permitted Uses: Limited to general off Ice uses as permitted by 
right tn an OL District excluding funeral homes 
and drive-In bank facilities and limited to use 
of the existing residence only. 

Maximum Building Height: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 

Minimum Off-street Parking: 

One Story/ExistIng 

2,317 sf/no expansion permitted 

1 space per 300 sf for genera 1 
office uses only - 8 spaces * 

* AI I parking areas, except for two spaces permitted In front of 
the ex 1st I ng garage, sha I I be constructed I n the rear of the 
existing residence and wIthin the north 65' of the subject lot. 
Parking areas shal I be screened from view of the general public 
along Columbia Place by a screening fence or vegetation which 
s ha I I be determ I ned at the t I me of subm I ss Ion of the Oeta I I 
Site Plan. 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from Center I Ine of Columbia Place 
from West Boundary 

60' /Ex I st I ng 
50'/ExlstIng 
70'/ExlstIng 
40'/Exlsttng 

from South Boundary 
from North Boundary 

Minimum Landscaped Open Space: Preserve ex 1st I ng trees and yards 
except for requIred paved parking. 

9. That all trash, utility and equIpment areas shall be screened from 
pub I I c v t ew • 

10. That a II park I ng lot I I ght I ng sha I I be directed downward and away 
from adjacent residential areas. Light standards shall not be 
greater than 20' tal! and ! Imlted to conventional residentIal 
lighting on the east side of the present building. 

11. Signs shall be subject to Detail Sign Plan review and approval by 
the TMAPC pr lor to I nsta II atlon and I 1m lted to one 3' x 2' sign 
along Columbia Piace. illumination, if any, shall be by constant 
light. 

12. That a Deta II Landscape P I an Is cons I dered to be the ex 1st I ng 
vegetation which shall be preserved to the extent possible. It Is 
understood that minor modifications could be required for 
Installation of parking areas and drIves. 

13. Subject to review and approval of conditions, as recommended by the 
Technical Advisory Committee. 

11.13.85:1580(6) 



Z-6085 & PUD 1408 Medtck (Hunter) - Cont'd 

14. That a Detail Site Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
TMAPC pr lor to I ssuance of a Bu I I ding Permit for a park lng lot or 
any other construction. The character of the existing residence's 
exterior facade shall be preserved and no modification of that 
character which would detract from Its residential nature Is 
permitted. 

15. That no Bu II ding Perm It sha II be Issued unt I I the requ I rements of 
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by 
the TMAPC and filed of record In the County Clerk's office, 
Incorporating within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of 
approval, making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said Covenants. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. VanFossen questioned If It might have been more appropriate to 
present th I s case to the Board of AdJustment. Mr. Gardner stated the 
amount of zoning required to accommodate the applicant's need would align 
with the zoning across the east and be consistent, but the problem Staff 
has Is the access would entirely on the Interior. Mr. Gardner continued 
by saying If TMAPC felt the use was appropriate In thIs particular 
I nstance, It cou I d be accommodated by not extend I ng the zon I ng any 
farther south than what the existing OM zoning line goes on the east and 
then allow the PUD. Mr. Gardner agreed the BOA Is another avenue but a 
hardship would have to be proven. Mr. Paddock commented this was not 
the type of situation where a PUD should be uti I Ized, and asked If It 
wou I d be poss Ib I e to recommend a change In zon I ng without a PUD. Mr. 
Gardner stated th I s cou I d be done, but Staff has I nd I cated I n the I r 
recommendation the preference to leave It resIdential, as Staff cannot 
support non res I dent I a I zon I ng where there Is str Ict I y I nterna I access 
from a res I dent i a I street. Mr. Gardner suggested the Comm I ss Ion, If 
finding It appropriate to get past the access question eouid, under the 
PUD, address and preserve the residential character. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Jack Medlck, representing the applicant, stated Intent to use the 
structure as It currently Is for offices. Mr. MedIck stated parking 
could be very easily managed (only three employees), the use of one smal I 
sign and no changes to topography. Mr. Medlck reviewed zoning around the 
subject tract and requested approval of OL with the PUD. In reply to Mr. 
Connery, Mr. Medlck established his company was not currently working out 
of the facility. Mr. VanFossen explained for the applicant that, If the 
PUD Is approved, he would not have the right to expand. Mr. Medlck 
stated the square footage of ground to developed area would al low enough 
space for expansion (even though none Is anticipated at this time) and 
they would like to have the right to go as high as the buildings across 
the street. Mr. VanFossen reiterated the PUD, If approved as submitted, 
would restrict them to one story and 2,317 square feet, unless they 
submitted and gained approval of an amendment. 
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Z-6085 & PUD 1408 Medlck (Hunter) - Cont'd 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Dave Momper, 5637 South Pittsburg, spoke In favor of this application 
as the real estate broker responsible for the sale of the property. Mr. 
Momper Informed the Commission the owners have tried to sel I this 
property as residential, but have been unsuccessful for over a year. The 
owners are a retired couple who have wanted to sell due the growth of 
bu I I ding around th I s property. Mr. Momper asked the Comm I ss Ion to 
approve this application so the owners would not have to continue to have 
a hardship. 

Additional Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. VanFossen while respectfully understanding Staff's position, felt 
this would be a hardship case and recommended approval of the zoning and 
PUD. Mr. Paddock advised he could not support the PUD application on 
this matter as It does not meet the stated purposes of a PUD, and he did 
not see any attempt by Staff to state the PUD met the requirements, and 
he thought th Ism I ght be another case where the PUD process was be I ng 
abused. Mr. Carnes asked Mr. Paddock t f he favored the use of the 
building for an office as It presently existed. Mr. Paddock repl led he 
dJd not, as It Is a matter of the use of the land and the access, which 
was from a res! dent I a! street. As there were no protestants in 
attendance and the owners did have a buyer available, Mr. Carnes made a 
motion to approve OL for the north 65' with support of the proposed PUD 
with no change to the south portion of the tract. Mr. VanFossen stated 
support of this motion only under the conditions as stated, but stili 
feels It would have been more appropriate to go before the BOA. Mr. 
Connery stated support of Mr. VanFossen's statement and felt it might be 
more suitable to deny the appl ication and have them resubmit It to the 
BOA. Discussion followed on the merits of BOA application versus the 
zoning request and PUD approach. Mr. Gardner advised that, In either 
event, the north 65' would stili have to be OL before the BOA would have 
anything with which to deal. Ms. Wilson stated she could not support 
the motion as presented. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On M>TlON of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 4-2-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Connery, VanFossen, "aye"; Paddock, Wilson, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to APPROVE 
Z-6085 Medlck (Hunter) for OL on the North 65' of the subject 
tract and PUD 1408 Medlck (Hunter) as follows: 

legal Description: 

The South 200' of the North 350' of Lot 2, BETHELL UNION HEIGHTS 
ADDITION to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma. 
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Appl icatlon No.: Z-6086 
Applicant: Parsons (Price) 
Location: 6225 South Mingo 
Size of Tract: .3 acres, approximate 

Date of Hearing: November 13, 1985 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

RS-3 
OL 

Presentation to T~APC by: Mr. Ron Parsons: 9922 East 24th (622-1317> 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 18 Plan Map, a part of the ComprehensIve Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity - No 
Specific Land Use - Corridor. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested OL District may be found 
In accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately .3 acres In sIze and 
Is located north of the northeast corner of Mingo Road and 63rd Street. 
It contains an unoccupied single-family dwel I lng, Is nonwooded, fiat and 
zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by an 
indoor soccer facility zoned CO, on the east and south by sImilar 
slngle-fam! Iy dwellings zoned RS-3 and on the west by a single-fami Iy 
dwel ling zoned AG. 

Zon I ng and BOA HI stor I ca I Summary: Severa I propert I es located east of 
Mingo Road have been rezoned In accordance with the Comprehensive Plan 
with CO zoning. 

Conclusion: Based on the Comprehensive Plan and existing zoning patterns 
In the area, Staff can support the requested OL zoning. 

ApDI Icant's Comments: 

Mr. Ron Parsons stated the Intended use would be a multi-line Insurance 
sales office, and cosmetic changes would 'be made to the Interior and 
exterior of the structure. In reply to Mr. Connery, Mr. Parsons advised 
the structure on the lot was a two bedroom house with a one car attached 
garage. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the PlannIng Commission voted 5-0-1 (Carnes, 
Connery, Paddock, Wilson, VanFossen, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon~ 
"abstaining"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to APPROVE 
Z-6086 Parsons for Ot, as recommended by Staff. 
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Z-6086 Parsons (Price) - Cont'd 

legal Description: 
The north 73.53' of the west 236 feet of Lot 5, Block 4, UN ION GARDENS 
SUBDIVISION, an addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of 
Oklahoma. 

Application No.: PUO 1148-A Present Zoning: RM-l 
Applicant: Williams (Gracemont) Proposed Zoning: Unchanged 
Location: NE/c & SE/c of East 31st Court and South 129th East Avenue 

(Lots 1 & 10, Block 2, Brlarglen South) 
Size of Tract: 5 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: November 13, 1985 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Ken WII I lams, 427 South Boston 

Staff RecommendatIon - Major Amendment 

(582-7888) 

The subject tracts are presently vacant and have underlying zoning of 
RM-l. The adjacent property to the north Is vacant and zoned CS, 
property to the east is developed for duplexes, property south Is 
developed for detached single-family zoned RS-3, and property to the west 
of outh 129th Is used for a church and zoned RS-3. The appl ication 
Indicates that the proposed use Is for a parkIng lot for additional 
parking for the church across 129th. The Staff would note that a parking 
lot Is a Special Exception use upon approval of the BOA only In RM-2 and 
RM-3 Districts. In order for the applicant to construct a parking lot on 
the subject tracts, either a major amendment to the PUD would be 
required, the PUD be abandoned and Use Variance sought from the BOA, or 
the property be rezoned "PH Parking District. The applicant has 
requested abandonment of the PUD. The Staff I s not support I ve of th is 
request as It Is not considered compatible with adjacent land uses and a 
parking lot across 129th from the church would create a hazardous 
pedestrian pattern on the arterial street, plus traffic congestion on the 
minor street which is a cul-de-sac. Therefore, the Staff recommends 
DENIAL of PUD #148-A. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Gardner explained the application was to remove two lots from the 
controls of the PUD; the underlying zoning being RM-l. Ms. Wi Ison 
questioned If this case has come up In the past and was told that this 
site has been reviewed before. 

ApRI icant's Comments: 

Mr. Ken Williams, representing the appl icant, asked the Commission to 
consider grantIng the abandonment request to wIthdraw from the PUD 
conditIons In order to present this appl icatlon to the BOA, as no change 
In zoning was needed. The request Is being made to allow extra parking 
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PUD 1148-A Williams (Gracemont) - Cont'd 

for the church. Mr. Williams advised the BOA request would be for a 
temporary use variance for parking as the church will be relocating tn 
the next three to five years. Mr. WII I lams again stressed this was not a 
zoning change request and a variance would be for temporary, not 
permanent, parking. 

Discussion followed where Ms. Wilson stated the church might consider a 
contractural agreement with the shopping center or other businesses In 
the area for parking and commented that abandonment of the PUD conditions 
wou I d be a permanent act Ion. Mr. Paddock remarked the BOA does not 
usually look favorably on temporary use varIances and asked Mr. Gardner 
to comment on BOA consideration. Mr. Gardner advised the BOA has granted 
temporary variances but the Legal Department states they may not be able 
to defend these In court; the BOA does grant them as a kind of Interim 
step. 

Mr. W II I lams exp I a I ned th I s had been presented as a m I nor amendment to 
the PUD and It became obvious that this type of attempt would not be met 
favorably by the Staff. Mr. Wit I lams again reminded they dId not Intend 
this to be a permanent parking facility, and should any changes In zoning 
come about I It wou I d be of concern to the I nterested part I es. Mr. 
VanFossen then suggested mak I ng th I s an amendment to the PUD to perm It 
temporary park I ng. Mr. Gardner commented the TMAPC did not have the 
power to grant a var I ance, as the area was zoned RM-1. Mr. Linker 
advised the underlying zoning would not permit parking, and suggested to 
keep the PUD and amend to a I low temporary park I ng, subject to BOA 
approval. Ms. Wilson then inquired on a proper definItion of 
"temporary". Mr. Linker advised stating a specified period of time. Mr. 
Gardner informed, In reply to Mr. Paddock, the Commission could approve a 
major amendment for a spec I f i c per lod of t t me and attach any other 
conditions needed before presentatIon to the BOA. Mr. Connery commented 
It seemed as If the Issue was beIng confused as the request was for a 
major amendment to abandon the PUD and the parkIng was Incidental. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Bill Chapin, 805 Hunter's Point Court, Catoosa, owner of lots around 
the subject area, stated no objection to the church using the area as a 
parking lot, but did object to It being done without the controls of the 
PUD. 

AdditIonal Comments & Discussion: 

Discussion fol lowed among Commission and Legal with a determination that 
the CommissIon could recommend a condItion to grant approval of 
temporary parking for fIve years or until sale of the church, subject to 
BOA approval. Mr. Draughon questioned, although there were no 
protestants, is there a requirement to notify nearby residents when there 
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PUD 1148-A Williams (Gracemont) - Cont'd 

was to be a change In a PUD. Mr. Gardner advised they had been notified 
and would be notified agaIn If the major amendment was approved subject 
to BOA approval. The BOA hearing notice would specify the appl icant's 
intent. Mr. Connery commented, as he understood it, the Commission was 
completely changing the terms of the major amendment and stated support 
of the Staff recommendation for denial of abandoning the PUD. 

Mr. Carnes made a motion to deny abandonment of the PUD but grant a major 
amendment for the purpose of temporary parking for a period not to exceed 
five years or the sa I e of the church property, wh Ichever comes first I 
contingent upon BOA approval; plus a screening fence instal (atIon with no 
lighting permitted. Mr. Gardner recommended the applicant should be 
prepared at the BOA presentation to state the type of surface materials 
to be used and preparations for safety. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On. M>TlON of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Connery, Paddock, WI I son, VanFossen, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to DENY 
Abandonment of PUD 1148, but APPROVE a Major Amendment to PUD 1148-A 
Williams (Gracemont) for the purpose of temporary parking, subject to a 
per lod not to exceed five years or the sa I e of the church property I 
whichever comes first, contIngent upon BOA approval; plus a screening 
fence Instal latton with no lighting permItted. 

Legal Description: 

Lot 1, and 10, Block 2, BRIARGLEN SOUTH ADDITION, a replat of Brlarglen 
Plaza, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma. 

ApplIcation No.: Z-6088 Present Zoning: RS-2 
Applicant: Jackson Proposed Zoning: OL 
Location: SE/c of 133rd East Avenue & 21st Street 
Size of Tract: 2.5 acres, more or less 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 
The District 17 Plan Map, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low IntensIty - No 
Specific Land Use. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested OL District may be found 
In accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract ~s approximately 2.5 acres In size and 
located at the southeast corner of 21st Street South and South 133rd East 
Avenue. It Is gently sloping, contains one single-family dwel! Ing unit 
and Is zoned RS-2. 

11 • 13.85: I 580 ( 12 ) 



Z-6088 Jackson - Cont' d 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by vacant 
property zoned RS-2, on the east by a single-family dwelling on a large lot 
zoned Ol, on the south by vacant property zoned RS-2, and on the west by 
vacant property zoned RM-1. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: A number of past zoning cases have 
permitted Ol zoning along the south side of 21st Street. 

ConclusIon: The subject tract Is one of a number of tracts which extend 
between 131st East Avenue and 137th East Avenue, approximately 330' deep, 
some of which are presently zoned OL. 

Based on the Comprehensive Plan and existing zoning patterns, the Staff 
can support the requested Ol zoning and recommend APPROVAL of the 
application. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Ms. W 11 son noted the app I I cant was I n attendance and I n agreement with 
the Staff recommendation. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On K>TION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Connery, Paddock, Wilson, VanFossen, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6088 
Jackson for Ot, as recommended by Staff. 

legal Description: 

Lot 2, SMITTLE ADDITION, a subdivision to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, State of Oklahoma, according to the Recorded Plat thereof. 

Application 
App Ilcant: 

No.: Z-6075 & PUO 1409 Present Zoning: RS-1 
Pittman (Evans) Proposed Zoning: RS-2 

Location: North & East of the NE/c 75th Street South & Birmingham Avenue 

Date of Application: July 30, 1985 
Date of Hearing: November 13, 1985 

(Z-6075 heard by TMAPC 8/28/85; City 10/4/85) 
Size of Tract: 4.1 acres, more or less 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Bland Pittman, 10820 East 45th 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

(665-8800) 

The 0 I str I ct 18 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
MetropolItan Area, designates the subject property Low IntensIty -
Res IdentIal. 
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Z-6075 & PUD 1409 Pittman (Evans) - Cont'd 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested RS-2 District Is In 
accordance wIth the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately 4.5 acres In size and 
located on the north side of 75th Street, between Birmingham Avenue and 
Birmingham Court. It Is partially wooded, flat, vacant and zoned RS-l. 

SurroundIng Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north and east by 
single-family dwel lings zoned RS-1, on the south by Oral Roberts 
University zoned RS-l, and on the west by single-family dwellings zoned 
RS-3. 

Zoning and BOA historical Summary: Rezoning action along 75th Street has 
allowed a higher Intensity development than conventlal RS-l densities. 
In addition, the area contains both RS-2 and RS-3 zoning districts. 

Conc I us Ion: The one block str I p located between 74th Street and 75th 
Street, and between Lew t s Avenue and Evanston Avenue appear to be In 
transition to more Intense residential development than RS-l. The trend 
has been estab II shed by prey lous cases and due to the tracts abutt I ng 
Oral Roberts University, the Staff support this transition. The 
requested RS-2 would be a iogicai transition from the RS-3 to the west of 
the subject tract to the RS-l on the east. 

Based on the Comprehensive Plan and existing zoning patterns, the Staff 
recommends APPROVAL of the requested RS-2 zoning. 

NOTE: ThIs case was referred back to the TMAPC by the City Commission on 
October 4, 1985 In order to al low the applicant to file PUD 6409. 

Staff Recommendation - POD 1409 

The subject tract was requested to be rezoned from RS-l to RS-2 which was 
supported by the Staff and recommended for approva I by the TMAPC on 
August 28, 1985 (4-3-0). The City Commission held a public hearing on 
October 4, 1985 and referred the item back to the TMAPC for a PUD to be 
f II ed. The ma I n purpose of the PUD was to create a Homeowner's 
Association to mantaln the stormwater detentIon pond to be built at the 
northwest corner of the tract, and to a I J ow some f I ex J b I J I ty I n the 
layout of the lots. 
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Z-6075 & PUD 1409 Pittman (Evans) - Cont'd 

The Site Plan wll I create 13 residential lots with one "reserve lot" for 
stormwater detention. The Interior of the site will be served by a 
cuI-de-sac/pubI Ic street. 

The Staff review of the Development Plan and Text finds that It Is: 
(1) cons I stent with the Comprehens ive P I an; (2) in harmony with the 
existing and expected development of surrounding areas; (3) a unified 
treatment of the development possibilities of the site and, 
(4) consistent with the stated purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter 
of the Zoning Code. 

Therefore, the Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 1409, subject to the 
tol lowing condItions: 

1) That the applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a 
condition of approval, unless modifIed herein. 

2) Development Standards: 
Land Area (Gross): 179,856 sf 4.13 acres 

(Net): 156,731 sf 3.60 acres 

PermItted Uses: Slngie famliy detached resldentiai units 

Maximum Number of Lots: 13 resldent!al lots with 1 reserve 
lot for stormwater detention 

Minimum Lot Width: 

Minimum Lot Area: 

Minimum Land Are per Unit: 

Maximum Structure Height: 

Minimum Llvab!! Ity Space/Unit: 

Minimum Yard Setbacks: 
from Center I Ine of 75th Street 
from Center I Ine of 74th Street 
from Center I Ine of Birmingham: 

Front Yard Setback 
Side Yard Setback 

Rear Yards 
Minimum Side Yards 

75' average 

9,000 sf average * 
10,875 sf ** 
35' 
5,000 sf 

60' 
55' 

55' 
40' 

25' 
10' one side 
5' other side 

* Ranges In area from 8,100 square feet to an excess of 12,000 
square feet. 

** Gross area divided by 14 equals 12,847 square feet. 

3) That a Homeowner's AssociatIon shall be formed to maintain the 
"reserve lot" for the purposes of stormwater detent i on and other 
related private Improvements, as necessary. 
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Z-6015 & PUD 1409 PIttman (Evans) - Cont'd 

4) That the RS-2 prov I s Ions of the Zon I ng Code sha II be cons i dered 
min I mum deve I opment standards for deve I opment; however, sha I I be 
subject to modification on a case-by-case basis upon review and 
approval of a minor amendment by the TMAPC. 

5) That the Final Plat shall be considered an acceptable substItute for 
the Detal J Site Plan and all PUD condItions of approval shall be 
Included on the face of the plat. 

6) Subject to review and conditions of the Technical Advisory 
Committee. 

7) That a Detail Sign Plan for an entrance sign shall be submItted to and 
approved by the TMAPC prior to Installation. 

8) That a Deta II Landscape P I an for the "reserve lot" and any re I ated 
facilities shall be submitted to and approved by the TMAPC and 
Instal led prior to Issuance of an Occupancy Permit. 

9) That no Bu II ding Perm It sha II be Issued unt II the requ I rements of 
Section 260 of the Zoning Code have been satisfied and approved by 
the TMAPC and fIled of record In the County Clerk's office, 
Incorporating within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of 
approval, making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said Covenants. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Gardner stated the app I I cant has prov I ded a sketch p I at, based on 
C j ty Comm i ss i on request, and th I's PUD wou I d 11m I t the app I I cant to the 
sketch p I at. Ms. W II son I nqu I red as to the un I queness of th Is PUD to 
require a Flna! Plat as Indicated In condition #5. Mr. Gardner advised 
that, when dealing with a single family subdivision, a Final Plat Is 
suff iclent to meet the requ Irements. Mr. VanFossen referred to the 
anaiysis done, at the previous presentation of this zoning case, of the 
number of lots would have been permitted under RS~1, which should have 
allowed at least twelve. Therefore, the number of lots Is not 
particularly being upgraded. Mr. Gardner Informed that by allowing the 
applicant a prIvate street, rather than a dedicated street, they can have 
the thirteen lots with a PUD. In reply to Mr. Draughon, Mr. Gardner 
conf i rmed that the "reserve lot" and the "stormwater detent Ion pond" 
referred to the same area. Mr. Draughon asked Legal If there was a law 
that requires the Homeowner's Association to maintain the detention pond. 
Mr. Linker advIsed that there was no law, but making It a condition to 
the PUD and a covenant of the platting process, then there was something 
that could be enforced. 
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Z-6015 & PUD 1409 Pittman (Evans) - Cont'd 

Appl icant's Comments: 

Mr. Bland Pittman, representing the applicant, stated the establishment 
of the Homeowner's Assoc I at Ion was done to meet the CIty Comm I ss ion's 
requirement to provide maintenance of the detention pond, and thts group 
wll I be the responsible and/or i labie party, not the City. in regard to 
the detention pond, Mr. Pittman remarked they had used the services of an 
EngIneer to calculate what would be needed to ensure the pond would not 
add to any existIng water problems In the area. 

In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Pittman advised the maintenance should be 
I imlted to lawn mowIng, general surface clean-up, etc. Mr. Gardner 
commented on the determ I nat Ion of setback requ I rements t n rep I y to Mr. 
VanFossen. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Larry Gamel Address: 1422 South Birmingham Court 
Mr. Tom Riley 1317 South Birmingham Place 
Ms. Carol WIlliams 2525 East 14th Place 
Mr. Jack Carter 7410 South Birmingham Court 
Ms. Helen Jones 2619 East 73rd, Tu I sa 
Ms. Kay Clancy 7 A ')-z 

~L..J South Birmingham, Tulsa 

,,;,. Larry Game i stated the concern of the homeowners was not on I y the 
water Issue, but the fact zoning may be changed from RS-l to RS-2, which 
could decrease the value of the surrounding lots. Mr. Gamel stated he 
was adamantly against this zoning request. Mr. VanFossen reminded that, 
under RS-i, twelve lots couid be established, but the PUD Is submitted to 
provide the reserve lot for drainage. Mr. Gamel proceeded by discussing 
the drainage problems and asked that the zoning be left as Is. 

Mr. Carnes stated he favored a PUD because, I f the lots were so i d 
I nv I d Ivdua j i Y without the PUD, each jot wou I d have separate dra I nage 
areas Instead of one area providing the dralngage, as provided for In the 
PUD. Mr. Carnes remarked he felt the applicant has done a professional 
Job and the neighborhood would be better of with this PUD than If the 
area were twelve single lots. 

Mr. Tom R II ey stated he wanted to correct the thought that a trend to 
higher densIty was being established east of Lewis, as this area Is not 
medIum or high density, but RS-1 and should remain so. Mr. RIley 
Inquired as to enforcement of I Jabil Ity on the Homeowner's Association. 
Mr. Linker advised the only way that Individuals In the proposed 
subdivision could be held responsIble would be If they were neg 1 Igent In 
some respect. 

Ms. Carol Williams addressed the drainage problems of the area and Is 
concerned this development would add to these problems. Ms. Williams 
submitted photographs Indicating waterflow of excess water In the area. 
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Z-6015 & PUO 1409 Pittman (Evans) - Cont'd 

Mr. Jack Carter, speak I ng for other I nterested Part I es I n attendance, 
stated agreement with previous comments made to the Commission on zonIng 
changes and drainage. Mr. Carter questioned If the developer would be 
responsible for curbing, grading, etc. for Phase I, as well as providIng 
some kind of f I nanc I a I assu rance of comp I et Ion so as not to I eave a 
vacant and/or eroded lot. Mr. Gardner advised once the subdivision plat 
Is f I I ed there are certa I n assurances that prov I s Ions w III be met, but 
the catch Is that the devleoper may not be financially able to complete 
the work. Mr. Linker commented that bond I ng requ I rements are be I ng 
reviewed in the new drainage ordinance, but a permit Is not required for 
grad I ng. Mr. LI nker estab I I shed for Mr. Draughon that the app I I cant 
wou I d have to comp I y with whatever ord t nance 1st n effect at the time 
app/lcatlon Is made for a permit. 

Ms. Helen Jones remarked there was already a lot left vacant by a previous 
developer after grading was done and she fears this might happen again, 
which would only add to drainage problems. 

Ms. Kay Clancy also voiced concerns over the water run-off In the area 
and suggested the developer be responsible for putting In an additional 
sewer system. 

ADpl Icant's Rebuttai: 

Mr. Pittman commented the Intent is not to build a pond, but to provide 
detention for excess water, as required by the City. Therefore, a fence 
Is not required. Mr. Pittman remarked the City Commission, by requesting 
this PUD, tied down the fact that the appJ lcant would not Increase the 
thirteen lots, stipulated the setbacks, and the building setback i ines 
would be as shown on the plan. 

Mr. Bill Lewis, Engineer for the project, stated the Intent Is to keep 
the detentIon facility a size to hold about 1,500 acre feet of water, 
which should be approximately two feet deep. Although dimensions are not 
f I na I tzed, they are subject to approval by Stormwater Management. Mr. 
Lewis confirmed for Mr. Draughon the area is for detention, not 
retention. The pond would be full of water only after a sudden rain and 
remain dry 95% of the time. 

Additional Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Carnes again stated his contention that a neighborhood Is better off 
where PUD gulldel tnes are Imposed and moved for approval of this request. 
Mr. Paddock stated that, since the zoning request and the PUD are being 
submitted as they are, he was against the zoning but In favor of the PUD 
and would, relunctantly, vote for the motion •. Ms. Wilson advised she 
would be voting against the motion. 
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Z-6015 & PUD 1409 Pittman (Evans) - Cont'd 

Mr. Linker Interjected the Commission cannot vote again to reconsider 
zon I ng as the TMAPC approved RS-2 at the hear I ng on August 28, 1985, 
unless the first motion Is to reconsider the action taken on August 28th. 
Mr. Carnes then changed his mot Ion to vote for approva I of PUD 1409, 
subject to the listed conditions. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted .5-1-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Draughon, Paddock, VanFossen, "aye"; W II son, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to APPROVE PUD 
1409 Pittman, subject to conditions as recommended by Staff. 

TMAPC K:.T ION: 6 metli>ers present 

On K>TION of VAt.FOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Connery, Paddock, Wilson, VanFossen, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
ear I y transm I tta I of the minutes re I at I ng to PUD 6409 to the City 
Commission. 

l!Qal Description: 

Lot 1 and 2. Block 2, SOUTHERN HILLS ESTATES, an addition to the City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Okiahoma, less and except a tract of land 
lying In said Lot 1, Block 1, the south 204' of the west 159' thereof. 

PUD 1281=5 

OTHER BUS I NESS: 

Lot 1, Block 6, Gleneagles, and Blocks 5 and 6 of 
KlngrIdge Estates == Located East and West of South 91st 
East Avenue and South of East 64th Street South 

Staff Recommendation - Minor Amendment 

NOTE: The first part of th t s app I Icat ion was approved by the TMAPC on 
November 6, 1985. 

The second port Ion of the app Ilcat ion requests approva I for amend I ng 
Blocks 5 and 6 KlngsrIdge Estates from single-family detached dwelling 
units to single family detached, duplex, and triplex units. If this 
request I s approved, the area present I y platted for sing I e-fam II y lots 
would be replatted to delete IndIvidual lots. The approved land use for 
this area is the product of PUD 1281-4 which changed the area from 114 
units of multi-family to 50 detached single family units maximum. The 
predom I nant character of the I and to the north, south and west of the 
subject tract Is developed and developing single family detached areas. 
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PUD 1281-5 - Cont'd 

A recent requ Irement of the TMAPC (which was endorsed by the CIty 
Commission) was to further reinforce the detached single famIly character 
of adjacent areas under PUD #397. The subject area Is generally bounded 
on the north by East 64th Street, on the east by South 91st East Avenue, 
and on the west by South 89th East Avenue. Staff recommends this portion 
of the request be CONTINUED until November 13, 1985, for further study 
and review. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock read a letter from the Burning Tree Master Association. Inc. 
dated November 1st and addressed to Mr. Gardner at INCOG requesting only 
single-family homes remain In this area. Mr. Frank advised today's 
presentation Is based on the requested continuance mentioned above on that 
portion of PUD 281-5 dealing with Block 6 and 6 of Kingsrldge Estates. 
Mr. Frank also Informed the Commission that a revised layout has been 
submitted which Mr. Norman wll I review. 

APD! rcant's Comments: 
Mr. Norman revIewed background informatIon as this application has gone 
through several amendments. Never Fall, as relayed by Mr. Norman, has 
been In contact with the homeowners association and offered to instal I a 
spr I nk I er system and I andscap I ng on the narrow patch on the west side 
(approximately 500') of the subject tract. Mr. Norman also advised the 
revised plans have been submitted to the Burning Tree Master Association 
and Mr. Bob Sanders~ President of that association, has authorized him to 
advise TMAPC the associatIon is In agreement with the current revisions. 

Additional Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. VanFossen Inquired If the single-family units were the same as 
required by the original PUD. Mr. Gardner advised that a reduction In 
density from 114 unIts of multi-family to 50 single-family was made and 
at the platt I ng process, on I y 43 lots were platted. However, the 
appl lcant has since requested 50 as previously al lowed. 

When asked by Mr. VanFossen about garage requirements, Mr. Norman 
commented the site plan does not show common parking areas. Mr. Norman 
advised the only thing beIng asked for approval today was permission to 
have the bu II dings comb t ned as to type and then the Deta tiS Ite Plans 
would set the other requIrements. Mr. Gardner advised the applicant Is 
wishing to proceed with the particular layout, as amended, but wll I need 
some kind of conceptua I approva I. I n rep I y to Ms. W II son, Mr. Norman 
clarified the location and Intended uses of Blocks 5 and 6. 

Mr. VanFossen stated he thought this should be a major, not mInor, 
amendment and could not support this as a minor amendment. Mr. Paddock 
asked Staff If they considered this to be a major or minor amendment. 
Mr. Norman commented the changes made have been changes downward (as a 
minor amendment) and done so with the participation of the Burning Tree 
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There beIng no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 5:20 p.m. 

Date Ap P roved -"...;::....o~-'-~.....;..,.<:....<-.&.....;;.;.-""'-__ 

ATTEST: 

Secretary 
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Master Association. Mr. Norman also remarked that, where there have been 
"grey areas", Staff has requ i red not Ice to be given to any Interested 
parties, and the applicant has done so. Mr. Gardner read from the Zoning 
Code Ordinance stating, "minor changes of the PUD may be authorized by 
the TMAPC which may direct the processing of an amended subdivision plat 
Incorporating such changes so long as substantial compl lance is 
maintained with the Outline Development Plan and the purposes and 
standards of the PUD provision hereof tl • Mr. Gardner advised the original 
PUD was for 114 apartment units, then it was amended downward to 50 units 
(detached) single-family. Mr. VanFossen remarked he now understood why 
this was presented as a minor amendment and withdrew his objection. 

Mr. Paddock commented he was w!11 Ing to accept Staff's Interpretation of 
a m I nor amendment, and It appeared the essent I a I part I es have been 
notified and Involved In the process. As requested by Mr. Draughon, 
clarification was given as to the Klngsrldge Estates area and the Burning 
Tree Area. In reply to Mr. Draughon, Mr. Gardner advised water detention 
for th I s area was a part of the G I eneag I es Subd I v I s Ion PUD, wh I ch had 
been arranged with the City and Never Fall. The City would buy the land 
and Mr. Fall would Improve the pond to the specifications needed to meet 
the drainage for the area. 

Mr. Paddock advised the motion should Include that TMAPC is approving the 
m I nor amendment with the inc I us Ion of comm I tments and amendments made 
today by Mr. Norman. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On t«>TlON of CONNERY, the Planning CommissIon voted 5-1-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Paddock, Wilson, VanFossen, "aye"; Draughon, 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard, Harris, Young, "absent") to 
Minor Amendment to PIJO 1281-5 K ingsrldge Estates, and to 
follow tng: 

a) Conceptual approval of the revised plan; 

"nays"; no 
APPROVE the 
Inc! ude the 

b) BrIng back the DetaIl Site Plan and elevations of proposed 
structures to the TMAPC with not Ice to the Burn I ng Tree Master 
Association; 

c) Requ I red I andscap I ng and a spr I nk I er . system on the tract just to 
the west of the subject property (with a water meter); 

d) Fencing on the south side (64th Street) along the west boundary. 
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