
TULSA METROPOLI TAN AREA PlANN I NG COf.t41 SS I ON 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1600 

Wednesday, April 16, 1986, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MEt43ERS PRESENT 
Carnes 

MEM3ERS ABSENT 
Kempe 

STAFF PRESENT 
Lasker 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 

Counsel Doherty, 2nd Vlce-
Chairman 

Draughon 
Paddock, Secretary 
Parmele, Chairman 
Selph 
VanFossen 
Wi Ison, 1st Vlce
Chairman 

Woodard 

Young Wi I moth 
Frank 
Gardner 
Setters 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office 
Auditor on Tuesday, Apri I 15, 1986 at 9:18 a.m., as well 
Reception Area of the INCOG offices. 

of the City 
as in the 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele cal led the meeting to order 
at 1 :32 p.m. 

MINUTES: 

Approval of Minutes of April 2, 1986, Meeting 11598: 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wi Ison, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") 
to APPROVE the Minutes of April 2, 1986, Meeting No. 1598. 

COrrection to Minutes of March 26, 1986, Meeting 11597, Page 5: 

On MOTION of DRAUGHON, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wi Ison, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") 
to AMEN) the Minutes of March 26, 1986, Page 5, by correct I ng the 
last paragraph to read " ••• fallure of past efforts ••• ". 
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REPORTS: 

Committee Reports: Mr. VanFossen advised the Comprehensive Plan 
Committee had met this date to review modifications to the Arkansas River 
Corridor Amendments for the District 6, 7, 9 and 10 Plans. 

Director's Report: Mr. Jerry Lasker advised of actions by the City 
CommIssIon on AprIl 11, 1986 on the fol lowing Items: 

Special Housing Study: The City Commission unanimously approved the 
TMAPC recommendations and extended congratulations on the 
thoroughness of the report to Staff and TMAPC. The Comm I ss Ion did 
request a spec i a I study to cover the area one-ha If mil e on eIther 
side of Utica, one-half mile north of 11th Street and one-half mile 
south of 21st Street, encompassing the hospital areas. The study Is 
requested to rev lew spac I ng requ I rements on var lous uses to see If 
some modifications might be needed due to the locations of the 
hosp I ta Is. Mr. Lasker stated Staf f wou I d be prepar I ng the report, 
working through the TMAPC, to present it back to the City Commission 
within 30 - 45 days. 

Creek Expressway: Mr. Lasker advised the City Commission discussion 
centered around the 45 day time ! Imitation, and It was the feeling of 
the City that a dec I s Ion on the placement of an expressway and! or 
parkway should not be made by default. Therefore, they requested the 
Planning Commission reconsider this matter, and make a recommendation 
to the City Comm Iss ion. Mr. Lasker stated that, shou I d the TMAPC 
dec i de not to reopen the hear I ng process, then noth I ng w II I go 
forward to the City. If the TMAPC chose to Initiate public hearings 
and this resulted In a change of position, the recommendation would 
then be forwared to the City for its act Ion. Mr. Lasker commented 
that, on future transm Itta I s to the City on matters regard i ng the 
Comprehensive Plan, a notation wil I be added as to the 45 day limit. 

Chairman Parmele stated that upon receiving any new Information or 
developments, It may be an appropriate time for the TMAPC to consider 
reopening this item. Ms. Wilson asked Mr. Lasker if he was aware of 
any new significant developments that may not have been around at the 
time of the previous public hearing. Mr. Lasker stated the only 
change he was aware of Involved the City of Bixby, who prevIously 
voted In favor of the 126th Street route, and had since changed their 
position. They advised their previous vote was In favor of a study 
on the environmental Impacts on the placement at 126th Street. Mr. 
Doherty commented th I s southern route was to be discussed at the 
TMAPC hear I ng cont I nued to Ju I Y 1986. Mr. Lasker conf I rmed the 
motion by TMAPC was to bring the southern route issue back In July 
after stud I es to determ I ne the env I ronmenta I impact. Mr. Lasker 
informed that the INCOG Staff was not conducting these studies and he 
was not aware of any other group doing the studies. In reply to Mr. 
Draughon, Mr. Lasker stated the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Is not conducting any studies. 
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Director's Report - Cont'd 

Mr. Doherty stated any action at this time would not be appropriate 
since this Item Is scheduled for July. Mr. Lasker stated he felt It 
would depend on any other significant Items that might surface. Mr. 
Lasker reminded the TMAPC that other bodies, such as the INCOG Board 
of Directors Committee, need to review this for consideration of any 
changes. 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL: 

Woodland Valley CPUD 397) 61st & South 91st East Avenue (RM-1, RD, RS-3) 

A concept plan on this area was reviewed by the TAC on 5/9/85 as a "PUD 
Review" and a number of comments made. Numerous hearings before the TMAPC 
were held before the zoning and PUD was approved 9/18/85 and by the City 
on 10/8/85. Pr I mary concern of the TAC at that rev I ew was the street 
system. The north/south street has a I ready been ded i cated (or I n the 
process) for 91st East Avenue In accordance with previous agreements to 
extend this street to 61st Street. However, the plat submitted this date 
shows no Indication of how the end of East 62nd Place Is to be 
accompl ished. The fol lowing comment was made on the TAC review 5/9/85: 

"The Traffic Engineering Department and TAC, In general, had no objection 
to 62nd Place ending at this point. However, a standard dedicated 
cul-de-sac wll I be required. Traffic Engineering advised that If a street 
is tied from the west, It should be Indirect and further south.ii 

In dIscussion at the PUD hearings the Homeowners Association did not want 
the street extended to 91st East Avenue and the PUD was approved 
recognizing that request. However, based on the above recommendation, 
th Is P I at shou I d show a ded I cated cu I-de-sac at the end of 62nd P I ace. 
Since the PUD requIres single-family development in this area, two choices 
may be considered: 

a) Provide standard dedicated cul-de-sac, but with "Limits of No Access" 
shown to prevent further vehicular access towards the east; 

OR 

b) Provide standard dedicated cul-de-sac with approximately five or six 
single-family homes on RS-3 type lots. ThIs would effectively block 
access to a further extens Ion of 62nd P I ace. (M i ght requ ire m I nor 
amendment of PUD.) 
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Woodland Valley (PUD 397) Cont'd 

TAC had no objection to either (a) or (b) as long as the cu I-de-sac Is 
provided. The TAC review on 5/9/85 also Included a statement from City 
Engineering as fol lows: 

"City Engineering advised that stormwater detention may be required 
if adequate provisions have not already been made." 

On 9/9/85 the Planning Commission, by written memo, requested a uformai 
response" from Stormwater Management as fo I lows: "Spec I fica II y, I f the 
deve loper for PUD 397 has capac Ity for compensatory storage, detent Ion 
storage, I f fees w III be requ I red and I f so, for what, etc." The TMAPC 
requested ad d I tiona I I n format Ion and a forma I respon se. The PUD f I I es 
show no "formal response", but a note on the above mentioned memo dated 
10/8/85 is as fol lows: 

"Talked with Ruben today about this at his office. He reaffirmed that the 
detention facll ity was built and sized for compensatory storage adequate 
for PUD 397; however, did not have the capacity for detention storage for 
PUD 397. There I s a memo In f I I e I n the Eng I neer I ng Department wh I ch 
confirms this according to Ruben." (This Information Is Included because 
of the discussion at the Planning Commission meetings, and may have been 
resolved by now.) 

I n the I nit I a I TAC rev lew 5/9/85, the Staff had requested that the lot 
lines fol low the development areas In the PUD for easier administration. 
This has been done and the plat compiles with that request. 

Traffic EngineerIng advised that another access poInt was recommended to 
61st from Lot 1, Block 2 near the east end because of the large amount of 
office space being provIded. 

The TAC voted to recommend approva I of the Pre I 1m i nary P I at of Wood I and 
Valley, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. Show a dedicated cul-de-sac at end of 62nd Place with either "LNA" or 
applicable lots and building i Ines. 

2. Show 62nd P I ace and South 89th East Avenue on face of p I at for 
references (dashed lines). 

3. Show 
(a) 
(b) 

(c) 

building lines In accordance with PUD: 
Lot 1, Block 1: 100' from west and south property lines. 
Lot 1, Block 2: 60' from common line between Lots 1 and 2. 
Lot 2, Block 2: 40' building line from al I sides. 

4. Lot 2, Block 2 has no visible access to a dedicated street. Either 
show an "access easement" to 91st East Avenue, or provide an "access 
handle" property Ilne(s) out to 91st East Avenue. (This an "option", 
but not a condition of approval if adequate util ity and or water I ine 
easement is provided.) 
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Woodland Valley (PUD 397) Cont'd 

5. Restrictive Covenants: 
(a) Reference all "Development Areas" with the applicable Lot and 

Block number. 
(b) Page 5, line 4: Add, "(Area C, Lot 2, Block 2)". 
(c) Page 7, line 6: Add after "Area E" ••• "(South 91st East Avenue)". 
(d) Page 7, Line 12: Add after "Area E" ••• (Lot 2, Block 1)". 

6. The ord I nance for Z-6049 and PUD 397 sha jibe pub i i shed pr i or to 
release of final plat. 

7. All conditions of PUD 397 shall be met prior to release of final 
plat, including any applicable provisions In the covenants or on the 
face of the p I at. I nc I ude PUD approva I date and references to 
Section 1100-1170 of the Zoning Code, In the covenants. 

8. Utility easements shall meet the approval of the utilities. 
CoordInate wIth Subsurface Committee If underground plant is planned. 
Show additional easements as required. Existing easements should be 
tied to or related to property line and/or lot lines. 

9. Water plans shal I be approved by the Water and Sewer Department prior 
to release of final plat. 

10. Pavement or landscape repair within restricted water line, sewer 
line, or util ity easements as a result of water or sewer line repairs 
due to breaks and fa II ures, sha II be borne by the owner( s) of the 
lot(s). 

11 • A request for creat Ion of a Sewer Improvement D I str I ct sha I I be 
submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. 

12. Paving and drainage plans shal I be approved by Stormwater Management, 
inc i ud i ng storm dra i nage and detent i on des I gn and Watershed 
Development Permit appl icatlon subject to criteria approved by City 
Commission. Class A Permit required. Delineate floodplain In 
channeis. 

13. A request for a Privately Financed Publ ic Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submitted to the City Engineer. 

•• A" --' '_~ __ ..L. -..L.-eet- ,- .... -----..... --- ~n..l/-- ... !..I .... h~ .... he ... e'"'+ .,.h.,,11 .... hA I... II C\UJC\~\:Hll!:)lf ::0, 11111::1 ::>"''-1 I VII::>, C IUIUI "IUIII;:> "' ,-v, .;;>,,, .... , , _ 
shown on plat. 

15. It Is recommended that the developer coordinate with Traffic 
Engineering during the early stages of street construction concerning 
the ordering, purchase, and Installation of street marker signs. 
(Advisory, not a condition for plat release.) 

16. It Is recommended that the applicant and/or his engineer or developer 
coordinate with the Tulsa City/County Health Department for solid 
waste disposal, particularly during the construction phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of sol id waste Is prohibited. 
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Woodland Valley CPUD 391) Cont'd 

17. The key or location map shal I be complete. (Show "Southeast Square".) 

18. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Installation of Improvements shal I 
be submitted prior to release of flnai piat, Including documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations. 

19. AI I (other) Subdivision Regulations shall be met prior to release of 
final plat. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Wilmoth advised this case has been continued several times awaiting a 
formal response from Stormwater Management, which has been received and a 
copy was submitted to the Commission. In response to Mr. Draughon, Mr. 
Gardner commented on the type of storage and fees-In-I leu-of. 

To further clarify the storage, Mr. Ted Sack, Slsemore-Sack-Slsemore, 
explained the partnership of the developers and the compensatory storage 
fac I I I ty I n the area. Mr. B i I I Cruse, the deve I oper I stated they have 
pa I d for extensl ve excavat Ion and design to accommodate the requ I red 
storage and they rea I I ze that they st I I I are go I ng to have to pay 
fees-I n- I leu-of. 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Pianning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Preliminary Plat for Woodland Valley (PUO 397), as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Victory Christian Center West side South Lewis, 7700 block South (AG) 

Chairman Parmele advised that a request has been submitted to strike this 
applIcation from the agenda. There was no objection from the C~mmlssion. 

* * * * * * * 

Hunters Hill CPUO 358) East 121st & South Canton Avenue (RS-1 ) 

Mr. Wilmoth advised that the Health Department has requested a continuance 
of this case, pending completion of the percolation tests. 

On MOTION of OOt£RTY, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentIons"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to CONTINUE 
Consideration of the Pre I iminary Plat for Hunters Hi II CPUD 358) until 
Wednesday, May 1, 1986 at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City 
Hall, Tulsa Civic Center. 
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* * * * * * * 

9100 Memorial (PUD 411) NE/c East 98th Street & South Memorial Drive (CO) 

The Staff presented the p I at with the app II cant represented by Jerry 
Emanue I. 

This Is a portion of a larger tract reviewed by the TAC on 1/16/86 as a 
"PUD Rev i ewl!. Most of the discuss Ion I n that rev I ew was re I ated to the 
street system and the proposed Mingo Va II ey-R I vers I de Expressway. Th i s 
plat covers ONLY the first phase, one lot development for Fred Jones Ford, 
as approved In the Site Plan by TMAPC on 1/15/86. All of the remaining 
property around this Is stll I "subject to a plat". This particular part 
does not conflict wIth any present or proposed right-of-way. 

For the record, TAC noted that the plat only shows 50' of right-of-way 
from the section line, but the actual right-of-way exceeds the 120' 
minimum specified by Street Plan. Staff felt that the intent of the Plan 
has been met because more than 120' of right-of-way was obtained and the 
new pavement constructed. Th I s was on I y discussed because the 
right-of-way Is offset from centerline and some additional right-of-way 
might be needed in the future (see #3). 

The TAC voted to recommend approva I of the PREll M I NARY PLAT of 9700 
Memorial, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. Covenants: 
a) Include language for storm water facilities if located on this 

tract. (If located off site, Indicate as directed by Stormwater 
Management. ) 

b) Include language for Halkey Creek Treatment Facility as directed 
by Water and Sewer Department. 

c) Page 4: Under "DEVELOPMENT AREAS STANDARDS" inc I ude reference 
to ••• "Site Plan #Z=5842=SP=1 as approved by TMAPC 1/15/86". 
Also, Section 2.1.2 references the total acreage In this 
development area. Acreage should agree with area being platted, 
and If necessary, reference made that this Is a PART OF 
Development Area 3. Same applies to building floor area. 

d) Page 6: Section 3.3; Check first line with reference to 
Section 4.31 

2. If 98th Street Is to be dedicated by separate instrument, indicate 
Book/Page of dedication. Improve, PFPI, etc., as per City 
Engineering. 

3. Since South Memorial weaves from side to side along the section lines 
between 71 st and the Arkansas River, show a tie d I mens i on to the 
center I Ine of the construction and/or right-of-way for reference 
purposes. (Th lsi s cons I stent with requ I rements on other plats on 
this side of the section I ine, such as State Farm Insurance plat.) 
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9700 Memorial (PUD 411) Cont'd 

4. Check with Traffic Engineering regarding access points. Boulevard 
entry on pr I vate street needs to be more spec I fica I I Y out I I ned. 
Access sha!! be approved by Traffic Engineering and shown on plat as 
directed. State Highway Department approva I I s a I so requ 1 red. Line 
up 98th Street with existing street on west side. If left turn lane 
Is to be built, Include In PFPI Dimension "LNA" line. North 
drive Is "right turn only". 

5. Stormwater Management adv I sed that 
Development Permit is required. On 
C I ass A Perm I t w I I I be requ I red. 
comply with Section 205.3.1 of 
#16949. A PFPI wi II be required 
minutes). 

an app I I cat Ion for a watershed 
basis of Information provided, a 
Dra I nage for th I s project sha II 

Watershed Development Ordinance 
for deve lopment (from PUD rev I ew 

6. All conditions of PUD 411 shall be met prior to release of final 
plat, Including any applicable provisions In the covenants or on the 
face of the p I at. I nc I ude PUD approva I date and references to 
Section 1100-1170 of the Zoning Code, In the covenants. 

7. Utll ity easements shall meet the approval of the utilities. 
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee If underground plant Is planned. 
Show additional easements as required. Existing easements should be 
t! ed to or re! ated to property ! i nes and! or ! ot !! nes. Show 11' 
utility easement paral lei to 98th Street. 

8. Water plans shal I be approved by the Water and Sewer Department prior 
to re I ease of f I na I p I at. I nc I ude I anguage for Water and Sewer 
facilities In covenants. 

9. Pavement or landscape repair within restricted water line, sewer 
line, or utlJ Ity easements as a result of water or sewer line repairs 
due to breaks and fa i lures, sha II be borne by the owner< s) of the 
lot(s). 

iO. This property is located within the area served by the Haikey Creek 
Sewage Treatment Plant and wll I require a statement concerning sewer 
availability within the covenants. 

11 • A request for creat Ion of a Sewer Improvement D I str I ct sha I I be 
submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. 

12. Paving and drainage plans shal I be approved by Stormwater Management, 
Including storm draInage, detention desIgn and Watershed Development 
PermIt application subject to criteria approved by CIty Commission. 

13. A request for a Privately Financed Public Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submItted to the City Engineer. 

14. Street names shal I be approved by City Engineer and shown on plat. 

15. It Is recommended that the developer coordinate with Traffic 
Eng I neer dur I ng the ear I y stages of street construct Ion concern I ng 
the ordering, purchase, and Installation of street marker signs. 
(Advisory, not a conditIon for release of plat.) 
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9700 Memorial (PUD (11) Cont'd 

16. It Is recommended that the applicant and/or his engineer or developer 
coordinate with the Tulsa City-County Health Department for sol id 
waste disposal, particularly during the construction phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of solid waste Is prohibited. 

17. A Corporation Commission letter (or Certificate of Nondevelopment) 
shal I be submitted concerning any 011 and/or gas wei Is before plat Is 
re I eased. A bu I I ding I I ne sha I I be shown on p I at on any we I I s not 
officially plugged. 

18. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Installation of Improvements shal I 
be submitted prior to release of final plat, Including documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations. 

19. AI I (other) Subdivision Regulations shall be met prior to release of 
final plat. 

On KlTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentIons"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Preliminary Plat for 9700 Memorial (PUD (11), as recommended by Staff. 

FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

Woodview Heights Amend (Blk 4 & 5) West 57th Place & South Vancouver (RD) 

On M)TION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wiison, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Final Plat for Woodview Heights Amend. (Blk 4 & 5), as recommended by 
Staff • 

REQUEST FOR WAIVER: 

BOA 643 West Tulsa View Acres 2327 South 65th West Avenue (RS) 

This is a request to waive the platting requirement on the south 59' of 
Lot 3 and all of Lot 4, Block 3 of the above subdivision. The County 
Board of Adjustment has approved a day care center In an existing church 
facility (View Acres Baptist Church). Since nothing will physically 
change and the property Is already platted, Staff recommends APPROVAL of 
the request, noting that Section 260 of the Code has been met by previous 
plat. 
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BOA 643 West Tulsa View Acres - Cont'd 

On ~TlON of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Waiver Request for BOA 643 West Tulsa View Acres, as recommended by 
Staff • 

* * * * * * * 

CZ-142 Opportunity Heights North side West 55th PI & South 45th West Ave 

This Is a request to waive plat on Lots 7, 8, 22, 23, 24, 27 and 28, Block 
4 of the above named subdivision. This was rezoned by OK Fireworks to be 
used with other properties they own In the area. The proposal is to use 
these lots for parking of equipment. Staff has no objection, subject to 
any additional comments and/or requirements of the TAC. Staff had advised 
the TAC that the zoning application would not be reviewed by the TMAPC 
unti I 10/23/85. The appl icatlon would not be transmitted until after al I 
the other required hearings were complete. Subsequently, the zoning was 
denied, but has been approved upon hearings and appeal process (County 
Commission approved 4/14/86). Staff has held transmittal of TAC 
recommendation until the final decision was made on the zoning. 

In their review on 10/10/85, the TAC recommended approval of the request, 
noting that Section 260 of the Zoning Code would be satisfied, adding the 
fol lowing two conditions to apply if the property Is eventually developed 
where a structure Is to be constructed: 

1) DraInage plan approval through the permit process, If any grading Is 
done (County Engineer). 

2) Sewer main extension required if any structure Is built on these lots 
(Water & Sewer Department). 

On ~TION of SELPH, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstent ions"; Kempe, Young, "absentil) to APPROVE the Wa iver 
Request for CZ-142 Opportunity Heights, as recommended by Staff. 

LOT SPLITS FOR WAIVER: 

L-16637 H.W. Muse 712 North 29th West Avenue (Osage County) (RS-3) 

This is a request to clear title on a single tract of land In Osage 
County, but within the City Limits of Tu!sa. !t has already been reviewed 
by City-County Health Department and Water and Sewer Department, and their 
approvals conditioned upon the existing septic system and water service by 
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L-16637 H.W. Muse - Cont'd 

an ex I st I ng "temporary serv I ce". Any new construct i on wou I d requ I re a 
water main extension and additional review by the City-County Health 
Department. Staff had scheduled this for a routine approval since we had 
anticipated receiving dedication of rights-of-way to conform with the 
Street Plan. However, the owner has provided information that indicates 
that he cannot dedicate the south 25' to match a 25' strip dedicated (but 
unimproved) by the School Board. His septic lateral lines are within 3' 
of his property line. Therefore, he Is requesting waiver of the 
Subdivision Regulations requiring conformance with the Street Plan for the 
part on the south side of his house. Staff is recommending approval since 
he has demonstrated a hardsh I p on the south side of the lot. However, 
Staf f does recommend obta I n I ng that port Ion of North 29th West Avenue 
which is described in the deed as "an easement", but does not specify how 
wide. Staff recommended 25' which would be one-half of a standard street. 
I f the property on the other s I de deve loped or comes I n for lot sp I It 
approva I, the other 25' will be obta i ned at that time. (Oed I cat i on of 
right-of-way does not mean that the City will accept the street for 
ma I ntenance.) A hardsh I p has been shown on the south, but none on the 
east so this was the basis of Staff recommendation. 

In discussion, Staff brought up the possibility of not requiring any 
right-of-way at al I, since the gravel driveway on the east only serves one 
residence on a large acreage to the north~ It might possIbly be better to 
wa It unt I I the I arger tract of I and to the north is subd I v I ded and 
platted, then actual street construction could take place where needed. 
Right-of-way dedication of half street at this time would not provide any 
different access than is presently available. It might be wise to require 
app I i cant to des i gnate the east 25' of his I and as "pr i vate road and 
utll tty easement" since an easement Is provided In the abstract, but not 
defined. 

Further discussion by TAC concluded that It might be better to require 
the r ! ght-of-way a long the south s! de and prov I de for remova I of the 
septic laterals when the area was needed for street construction. There 
was no need for the street right-of-way on the east (North 29th West 
Avenue) I but TAC recommended a "mutua I access and ut Illty easement" be 
provided to define the vague references to "easement" In the abstract. 

Most of the discussion was regarding the need for right-of-way along the 
south s I de of the tract. Mr. Muse adv I sed he wou I d ask the P I ann I ng 
Commission to waive the requirement on the south side, but had no 
objection to the recommendation along the east side. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the L-16637 subject to the 
following conditions: 
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L-16637 H.W. Muse - Cont'd 

(a) That 25' right-of-way on the south side be provided to match existing 
unimproved rIght-of-way on school property subject to stIpulation 
that septic laterals be al lowed to remaIn until such time as sewer Is 
avaIlable and the street is actually constructed. 

(b) ProvIde private "mutual access and utilIty easement" of 25' along east 
boundary. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Wilmoth advIsed the applicant Is wanting to delete conditIon (a). Mr. 
Doherty inquired as to septic lateral remaining, If the street was 
constructed p r lor to sewer be 1 ng p rov 1 ded • Mr. Wi I moth referred th is 
quest I on to Lega I • Mr. Li nker stated the CIty mIght have to take It, 
compensat I ng the app I I cant. Mr. Li nker stated he had no prob I em wIth 
condition (a), as this would allow the applicant to contInue to operate 
until such time sewer and the street were Instal led. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. H.W. Muse, 712 North 29th West Avenue, requested approval of the lot 
spilt waiver, deleting condItIon (a). Mr. Muse revIewed the history of 
this lot sInce his house was built In 1964. At that time he was advised 
that his permits would have to be obtained from Pawhuska, and he had his 
sewer approved by the State Health Department. Mr. Muse commented that, 
since the deve lopment of G I I crease H II I s he has had a water prob I em, as 
his water lines had to be relocated. Mr. Muse advised of the error found 
on the abstract, In 1967 by Osage County, on the land numbers. 

Mr. Muse, In reply to Mr. Doherty, stated his objection was to any road 
construction as It would further Interfere with his septic system. Mr. 
Doherty clarified that, If the City did Instal I a road prior to the sewer 
being instal led, where Mr. Muse could tIe onto It, the City would have to 
prov J de compensat Ion.' r';r. r';use stated he understood th Is, but the Hea i th 
Department advised (the applicant) that the planned site Is the only place 
the sewer could be located. 

Addltlona! Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. VanFossen asked Lega I I f a requ i rement cou I d be p I aced that, at such 
time a road might be needed, the appl icant would agree to dedIcate It that 
time. Mr. Linker advised that, In effect, is what the City Is doing; 
taking a dedication, subject to the appl icant's rights. Mr. Linker stated 
he could not go along with placing a requirement that it be dedicated at 
such time it was needed. 

Mr. Paddock verified with Staff that a hardship could be found on the 
south, not on the east port Ion. Mr. W II moth agreed and stated Staff's 
concern was the easement on the east port Ion, and It wou I d he I p the 
appl icant by defining how wide this was to be. In reply to Mr. VanFossen, 
Mr. Wilmoth confirmed that there presently Is not a road, just a driveway. 
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L-16637 H.W. Muse - Cont'd 

On KlTlON of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 8-1-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; 
Doherty, "nay"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Lot SpIlt Waiver for L-16637 Muse, deleting condition (a). 

* * * * * * * 

L-16632 Lavery (2993) 4617 South Columbia Place (RS-1 ) 

This Is a request to spl It a 204.7' x 304.7' tract Into four lots. The 
west two lots have 90' of lot width on South Co I umb ia P I ace, wh II e the 
eastern two lots have on I y 12' "hand I es" out to Co I umb i a P I ace. A 
variance wil I be required from the City Board of Adjustment (BOA) because 
of the 12' "handles" (30' of frontage Is required on a dedicated street) and 
because of the 90' lot width on Columbia Place (100' lot width is 
requ I red). Staff notes that there are at I east two approved lots sp I its 
In this general area that are similar to the subject tract. The "flag lot" 
concept has generally been an acceptable practice. 

Staff feels that the above mentioned variances are minor in nature and 
recommends APPROVAL of the lot spl It request, subject to: 

1) Approval of the City BOA for the above mentioned variances. 
2) Approva I of the Water and Sewer Department for any extens ions that 

may be necessary. 
3) Any easements that may be necessary to service the subject tract. 

Staff advised that Stormwater Management is requiring a Class "B" permit 
for the subject tract. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of L-16632; subject to the fol lowing 
conditions: 
a) BOA approval of lot widths and frontages; 
b) Sewer extension subject to approval of the Water and Sewer Department; 
c) An 11' utility easement on the north, east and south; 
d) Grading plan approval by Stormwater Management in the permit process. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Commissioner Selph requested clarification of the term "flag lots". Mr. 
Paddock 1 nqu I red as to what zon I ng des I gnat i on requ I red the 100' lot 
width. Mr. Wilmoth stated it was RS-l. In response to Mr. Draughon, Mr. 
Wilmoth clarified the util tty easement requirement in regard to widths and 
placement, and indicated other flag lots in this area for Ms. Wilson. 
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L-16632 Lavery - Cont'd 

Mr. VanFossen stated he understood that the TMAPC cou I d not take under 
consideration any restrictive covenants of a subdivision. Mr. Linker 
agreed that; techn! ca ! ! y: these are matters of contract and adv I sed the 
Commission that, just because restrictive covenants do not permit 
something, the Commission cannot use that as a dictate. Mr. Gardner 
stated the width of the lots is basically the same size as the lots to the 
east that have a ded i cated 
private street cul-de-sac. 

Applicant's Comments: 

noted th 1 s app I ieat Ion has a 

Mr. Rick Brazelton, 1933 South Boston, stated he was the architect for the 
project. Mr. Brazelton presented a concept plan and site plan Indicating 
the placement of the four homes proposed. In reply to Mr. Paddock, Mr. 
Braze I ton con firmed the proposed paved street was to be 22' w I de go i ng I nto a 
60' wide cul-de-sac, and the applicant Is planning to preserve as many 
trees as they can with this proposal. 

Interested Parties: Address: 

Ms. Kenan Banard 4549 South Col umb I a Place 
Mr. Jim Lee 4624 South Delaware 
Mrs. Carl Baker 4635 South Coiumbia Piace 
Mr. G! I Parrish 4649 South Delaware 

Mr. Barnard informed the Commission that 22 neighbors in the 300' radius 
of the subject tract met with the architects to disucss drainage concerns, 
maintaining continuity of the neighborhood, etc. Mr. Barnard stressed the 
existing drainage problems, and clarified the direction of the run-off for 
Ms. W I I son. 

Mr. Lee stated he felt that, due to the unique character of the area and 
spacing and trees, thIs development would detract from the neighborhood. 
Mr. Lee, while not opposed to two additional homes, did object to the four 
proposed homes. Mr. Lee confirmed the dratnage/water problemse In 
response to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Lee compared the size of his lot and the size 
of the proposed lots. 

Mrs. Baker stated the 90' lot frontage proposed was I ncompat i b lew i th 
other homes In th I s area, and she fe I t the deve lopment wou I d add to the 
water problems. Mrs. Baker stated agreement to two homes, not four. 

Mr. Parrish also stated concerns as to the saturation/drainage problems. 
In reply to Mr. Paddock, Mr. Parrish advised the storm sewer runs under 
his property, and even If the sewer inlets were kept clear, the existing 
system does not handle the water run-off. Mr. Parrish stated, in 
response to Mr. Draughon and Ms. Wilson, that he has talked to Stormwater 
Management about the Inadequacy of the storm sewer system, as have others 
In the neighborhood. Mr. VanFossen commented that the streets in this 
area are not standard, paved streets with curbing and gutters. 

04.16:86:1600(14) 



L-16632 Lavery Cont'd 

Appl 'cant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Brazelton stated that during the first stages of planning this 
development, the appl icant consulted with the Stormwater Management, and 
they are aware of the standards and requirements to be met. 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

Chairman Parmele asked If this application, generally, met RS-1 standards. 
Mr. Garnder rep lied the bas I c difference was the pr I vate street versus 
public street. Mr. VanFossen commented that the size of the lots were 
basically In keeping with the size of the abutting lots, and he felt the 
water Issues have been addressed with Stormwater Management; therefore, he 
moved for approval, subject to conditions. 

Mr. Paddock, to Legal, Inquired If the TMAPC, under these conditions, had 
any discretion to deny this request for lot spl it. Mr. Linker advised 
that, anytime a waiver for lot spl it is requested, the TMAPC has 
discretion. However, if the application meets all Subdivision 
Regulations, the discretion may not be present. Mr. Linker continued by 
stat I ng that, in an area where there is a var I ance from the Subd i vis ion 
Regulations, then he felt the Commission had discretion, but it must be 
reasonab Ie. Mr. Paddock asked Staff if a representat I ve from Stormwater 
Management was at the TAC meeting, and was Informed a representative was 
present. 

Mr. VanFossen commented that the two lots on Delaware Avenue do not meet 
the Subdivision Requirements, as to frontage and/or square footage. 
Comm I ss loner Se I ph stated the proposed lots are I ncompat i b lew I th the 
widths of the current lots, although not major; and he had a problem with 
the proposed four, two-story, homes in this area. In response to Mr. 
Draughon, Mr. Gardner and Mr. Linker commented on the difference between 
C I ass A and C i ass B perm its. Cha I rman Parme! e asked I f the P I ann 1 ng 
Commission could change conditions and request a Class A permit from 
Stormwater Management. Mr. Linker stated he saw no problem with Staff 
advising Stormwater Management of the Information brought out in a publ ic 
hearing. Ms. W!lson advised she; too, had a problem with the size of the 
lots in comparison with the surrounding area. 

On ~TION of VAtf=OSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 4-5-0 (Carnes, 
Parmele, VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Selph, 
Wi I son, "nay"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Lot Split Waiver for L-16632 Lavery, as recommended by Staff. 

That motion fail lng, Commissioner Selph made a motion for denial of this 
application. 

On ~TION of SELPH, the Planning 
Draughon, Paddock, Se I ph, Wi I son, 
VanFossen, "nay"; no "abstentions"; 
Lot Spilt Waiver for L-16632 Lavery. 

Comm I ss Ion voted 6-3-0 (Doherty, 
Woodard, "aye"; Carnes, Parmele, 

Kempe, Young, "absent") to DENT the 
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LOT SPLITS FOR RATIFICATION: 

L-16639 (1814) Sheldon 
L-16640 ( 293) Sertoma/East Tulsa 

Christian Church 

L-16642 ( 182) True/Reynolds 
L-16643 (2702) Judkins/Pursley 
L-16644 (2993) Exendine 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wi Ison, Woodard, 
!laye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Lot Splits for Ratification, as listed above, and as recommended by Staff. 

PlD 128-A-14: 

OTHER BUS I NESS: 

7634 South Trenton Avenue - Lot 16, Block 7 Kensington I I 
Amended Addition. 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment to Side Yard Setback 

PUD 128 A-14 is located on the south side of East 71st Street South on 
both sides of South Trenton Avenue. The property has been platted Into 
single-family and duplex lots. It has been approved for a maximum of 
2,899 dwelling units on 136 acres. Several minor amendments have been 
approved In the subdivision mostly due to Irregular lot sizes and shapes. 
The app II cant I s now request I ng a m I nor amendment to a II ow a 4.34 foot 
side yard to al low for an existing encroachment of a new dwelling. 

After review of the appl !cant's submitted survey; Staff finds the request 
to be minor In nature and consistent with the original PUD. It would 
appear the encroachment Is the result of brick exterior. Staff recommends 
APPROVAL of the request subject to the applicant's submitted survey. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Draughon commented as to the frequency of m I nor amendments on th Is 
PUD. Staff adv i sed that there may be s 1m 11 ar amendment requests as the 
addition Is developed, and It is being handled In this way, as Staff Is 
not supportive of blanket amendments to a PUD. Mr. VanFossen commented 
these are very small lots, which allows situations such as this to open 
up. 

On t«>TION of VANFOSSEN, the P I ann I ng Comml ss ion voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minor Amendment to Side Yard Setbacks for PUD 128-A-14, as recommended by 
Staff. 
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PlD 128 A-15: 

* * * * * * * 

7725 South St. Lou is Avenue 
KensIngton I I Amended AdditIon 

Lot 25 I Block 7 , 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment to Rear Yard Setback 

PUD 128-A Is located on the south side of East 71st Street South on both 
sides of South Trenton Avenue. The property has been platted Into 
sIngle-family and duplex lots. It has been approved for a maximum of 
2,899 dwe I I I ng un I ts on 136 acres. Severa I m I nor amendments have been 
approved In the subdivision mostly due to Irregular lot sizes and shapes. 
The appl icant Is now requestIng a minor amendment to the required 20 foot 
rear yard requirement to 11.19 feet to al low for an exIsting slngle-fami Iy 
dwelling. 

After review of the applicant's submitted survey, Staff finds the request 
to be minor In nature and consIstent with the origInal PUD. Due to the 
Irregular shape of the lot, the structure meets and exceeds the 20 foot 
requirement in all but one portion of the subject tract. Staff recommends 
APPROVAl of the mInor amendment as requested. 

Comments & DIscussion: 

Mr. Gardner commented that, when the PUD was or I gina II y presented to the 
Planning Commission, the applicant was asking for some blanket waivers of 
side yards, etc., and at that time a decision was made by Staff, and 
approved by the TMAPC, to bring these back on an individual basis. In 
regard to this, Ms. WIlson asked that Staff advise or remind the 
CommIssion when presentations such as these are to come up. 

On MlT!ON of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentIons"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minor Amendment to Rear Yard Setback for ~JD 128-A-15; as recommended by 
Staff. 

PUO 274-1: 

* * * * * * * 

North of the NE/c of East 61st Street & South Lewis 
One Summit Plaza 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment for Signs 

The subject tract Is Development Area B of PUD 274 and Is the site of a 
multi-story office building. The PUD permits one ground sign at each 
entrance (two total) to be 8' tall and to each have a display area not 
exceeding 192 square feet. All materials submitted with the Detail Site 
Plan have shown that the maximum slgnage would be utilized by the two 
monument type signs; however, the applicant advises that overai i sign area 
would not exceed 384 square feet. 
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PUD 274-1 Cont'd 

The applicant Is requesting that two additional signs be approved (both 
signs 2' X 5' on legs of undetermined height) and that the maximum display 
area not be I ncreased from 384 square feet. Rev I ew of th I s request 
Indicates that these signs are for the purposes of advertising the 
location of Individual tenants, as would a wal I or canopy sign. Staff Is 
not supportive of such a request since al I tenants could request similar 
treatment. Staff wou I d, however, be support i ve of a centra I directory 
type sign for the tenants located In a central place on the tract. The 
area of such a sign should be deducted from the 384 square feet authorized 
under the PUD and one additional sign would be required. 

Therefore, Staff recommends that the TMAPC continue this application to 
allow design and review of a central directory sign, In addition to the 
two ground signs, to be accomplished within the 384 square foot display 
area maximum, or DENIAL of the appl ication as submitted. 

Note: One of the requested signs Is already Installed. The proposed 
sign location Is at the front/southwest and northwest corners 
of the building. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Bob Stewart, 3151 East 34th Street, submitted a pian Indicating the 
app I I cant's suggested placement for signs. Mr. Stewart stated he was a 
I ittle confused as to whether to present this today or wait and see If the 
case was to be continued, as Is recommended by the Staff. 

Mr. Frank advised, after a motion for continuance by Mr. Carnes, that the 
applicant has done some sign planning for this project, and suggested to 
the appl icant that he present these Ideas to the TMAPC. In reply to Mr. 
Doherty, Mr. Frank advised that Staff has not reviewed what the applicant 
Is presenting today. Mr. Doherty commented he was uncomfortable hearing 
someth I ng that Staff has not yet seen. Mr. VanFossen stated that, since 
the applicant was present wIth suggested slgnage, he would I ike to let the 
app I I cant at I east present his case. Mr. Paddock and Ms. W II son agreed 
with Mr. VanFossen to hear the applicant before voting for or against a 
continuance. Therefore, Mr. Carnes and Mr. Doherty withdrew the motion 
and second. 

Mr. Stewart reviewed the sign allowance under the present PUD and the 
proposed slgnage, advising they have reduced the height and Increased the 
width on the monument sign (s) • Mr. Stewart stated the need for signs at 
the north and south entrances to the bu II ding, and descr I bed the north 
monument sign as 6' tall by 14' wide, black with brass-I ike lettering 
Identifying One Summit Plaza. 

Chairman Parmele asked Staff If the applicant's proposal appeared to be, 
basically, In conformance with Staff's recommendation. Ms. Wilson 
confirmed with Mr. Stewart the proposal was for a 6' x 14' sign on the 
north entrance (Identifying One Summit Plaza), and two additionai signs 
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POO 214-1 Cont'd 

nearer the bu II ding I n a d I rectory fash Ion. Mr. Stewart c I ar I fled that 
the PUD al lows a total of 384 square feet of display area (192 sf each), 
and the applicant Is requesting allowance of two signs (near the but Iding) 
to be a tota I of 20 square feet, and reduce the a II owab I e area of the 
other two signs (monument signs on Lewis) by this amount. Mr. Stewart 
stated It was also suggested to do a central directory-type sign, but due 
to the expense involved, the applicant was trying to incorporate the 
d I rectory sign with the monument sign. Ms. Wi I son I nqu I red as to the 
suggested 20 square foot signs and what they would advertise. Mr. Stewart 
stated these signs wou I d have the spec if i c names of the tenants on the 
ground floor at those I ocat ions. Cha I rman Parme lever i f i ed that the 
bu i i ding Iss ltuated so the entrances are on the north and south, and 
asked if the app I I cant wanted to have a centra I d I rectory sign on each 
side of the building. Mr. Stewart advised this was not the Intent, nor 
was it their Intention to put every tenant on the main monument sign. 
Ms. W II son i nqu I red as to the size requ I rements needed by the app I i cant 
for the d I rectory sign. Mr. Stewart exp I a I ned that the or i gina I north 
monument sign had just the name of the bui Idlng, and their proposal Is to 
shorten and lengthen this sign, keep the logo of the building, and provide 
an area that could be used In a linear fashion listing five or six company 
names. The main directory would remain Inside the lobby of the building. 

In reply to Mr. Doherty and Ms. Wilson, Mr. Stewart indicated the proposed 
2' x 5' signs at the northwest and southwest corners of the building wil I 
closely resemble wal I signs, wll I be one or two feet off the ground and be 
black In color like the monument signs. Mr. Paddock, for clarification, 
asked the appl icant If he was proposing, In addition to the two signs 
authorized under the PUD, two additional signs, plus a central directory 
type, plus a wall/canopy sign. Mr. Stewart stated this was not the 
request. He commented that, in addition to the two monument signs, he was 
requesting two smal I additional signs, making sure the total of al I sign 
areas dId not exceed the amount original iy ai lowed. Mr. Stewart stated he 
Interpreted Staff's recommendation as a suggestion to look at the 
possIbIlity of doing a central directory sign, which would be a fifth 
sign. Mr. Gardner adv i sed th I s was not the I ntent and exp I a I ned that 
Staff was not opposed to three 5 !gns; but I s opposed to four or more 
signs. Mr. Gardner stated he was not sure the app I i cant cou I d meet the 
Code for an office district with all the signs proposed. 

Mr. Carnes commented that, as originally stated In the motion for 
continuance, It appeared Staff and applicant need time to fully review 
this application. Discussion fol lowed as to a timely continuance date. 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 8-1-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Draughon, 
"nay"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to CONTINUE Consideration 
of PUO 214-1 Minor Amendment for Signs until Wednesday, April 23, 1986 at 
1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 
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* * * * * * * 

PUD 409: North & East of the NE/c of East 75th Street & South Birmingham Ave 

Staff Recommendation: Detatl Sign Plan Review 

The subject tract Is 4.13 (gross) acres In size and Is located north and 
east of the northeast corner of East 75th Street South and South 
B I rifl t ngham Avenue. The dave lopment has been approved for th i rteen 
single-family detached lots with one reserve lot for storm water 
detention. The applicant Is now requesting Detail Sign Plan approval 
which was a condition of approval of the original PUD. 

The applicant Is proposing a total of five signs with a display area of 
approximately 59.8 square feet. After review of the appl icant's submitted 
plans, Staff cannot support five signs and Is of the opinion that number Is 
excessive for a four acre tract. Staff would be supportive of the two 
main entrance signs only, subject to those signs being located off City 
right-of-way. 

Staff recommends APPROVAL of Detail Sign Plan subject to the deletion of 
the park sign and two smal I signs In the northeast and southeast corners as 
shown on the applicant's submitted plan. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. VanFossen asked If the smaller signs were only for advertising 
purposes during the sale of the lots, at which time they have to be 
removed; the entrance signs be i ng the on I y permanent signs. Mr. Frank 
stated the did not think the smaller signs were Intended to be temporary, 
and Mr. VanFossen Inquired If the Commission can Interpret them as 
temporary for advertising, and approve the request as such. Mr. Doherty 
stated, as he understood the sign ordinance, a temporary sign of this 
nature Identifying construction of lots for sale would not even fal I under 
the permitting process. Mr. Frank stated the sIgns on this tract were not 
that type of slgnage. Mr. VanFossen moved for approval of the two main 
entry signs, as submitted on the Detail Sign Plan, and reject the other 
signs, which Is according to Staff recommendation. Chairman Parmele 
stated, wh!le not rea!!y opposed to the park sign, he would go along with 
the motion. 

On tilT! ON of VANFOSSEN, the P I ann I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Detatl Sign Plan for PUD 409, as recommended by Staff, deleting the park 
sign and two smal I signs In the northeast and southeast corners. 
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PUD 287: 

* * * * * * * 

North of the NW/c of East 71st Street & South Utica Avenue 
Part of Lots 3, 4 & Part of Lot 5, Block 1, South Utica Place 

Staff Recommendation: Detail Site Plan 

PUD 287 Is located on both sides of South Utica Avenue, just north of East 
71st Street. It has an underlying zoning of OM and was approved by the 
TMAPC and City Commission for a nine lot office complex use. The PUD was 
previously approved by the TMAPC for Detail Site Plan on Phases I and II 
which consisted of Lots 1 through Part of Lot 3. Lots 4 through 6 were 
to make up Phases I I I and IV (August 18, 1982). PUD 287 was approved to 
a I low the requ i red park I ng to be spread over the rema I nder of Lot 3 and 
part of Lot 5 and to a I low a four foot bu II ding setback from the north 
property line of Lot 4 for the proposed structure. The applicant Is now 
requesting Detail Site Plan approval for a structure on Lot 4 with parking 
being provided on Lots 3, 4 and 5. 

The Staff review Indicates that the submitted plan and text Is In 
accordance with PUD 287. Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the 
Detail Site Plan as fol lows: 

1) That the appl icant's Detail Site Plan and Text be made a condition of 
approval; unless modified herein. 

2) 

* 

Development Standards: 
Land Area: 34,032 sf 
Permitted Uses: As permitted In an OM District 

Approved 

Maximum Building Height: 10 Stories 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 10,100 sf 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: I space/350 sf 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from Utica 
from West Boundary 
from South Boundary 
from North Boundary 

of Lot 4 
from North Boundary 

for general office, 
I space/250 sf for 

....... _..-It_"'!\1 
IIIC\J ''-'Q I 

25' 
Off Easement 
Not Specified 

4' 
Not Specified 

Minimum Landscape Open Space: 15% of net area 

Submitted 

Story - 17.5' 

7,000 sf 

27 Spaces - one 
space/259 sf 

25 1 

Off Easement 
50' 

4' 
50' 

Exceeds* 

Landscaped open space 
open areas, parking 
pedestrian walkways 
circulation. 

shal I Include Internal and external landscaped 
lots Islands and buffers, but shall exclude 

and parking areas designed solely for 
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PUD 287 - Cont'd 

3) That a I I trash I ut I I I ty and equ I pment areas sha II be screened from 
public view. 

4) That a i i park I ng lot i i ght I ng sha I i be directed downward and away 
from adjacent residential areas. 

5) All signs shall be in accordance with Section 1130.2(b) of the PUD 
~~_~. ___ ~ +k_ 7_~t~~ ~_~n 
VII0j.J I "'I VI III'" L.VIIIII~ vvu .... 

6) That a Deta i I Landscape P I an sha I I be subm I tted to the TMAPC for 
review and approval and Instal led prior to Issuance of an Occupancy 
Perm It. The I andscap I ng mater I a I s requ I red under the approved P I an 
shal I be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continued condition 
of the granting of an Occupancy Permit. 

7) That a Detail Site Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
TMAPC prior to Issuance of a Building Permit on the balance of Lots 3 
and 5. 

On K>TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Kempe, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Detail Site Plan for PUD 287, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Additional Discussion4 

Mr. Gardner advised the Planning Commissioners that Staff had been notified 
there wou I d be an open house for the project at 18th & Rivers i de, and the 
development turned out quite pleasing. Mr. Gardner suggested the 
Commissioners attend the open house for observation of the total project. 

* * * * * * * 
Mr. Doherty, In regard to In-fill development appl ications, Inquired If the 
TMAPC has adequate procedures to handle these type of situations. Mr. Gardner 
stated that "In-fll I" was the kind of situation where each appl [cation needed 
to be reviewed for individual merits, and should be considered separately. 
Mr. Paddock stated that, unless the City/County already have some direction In 
this area, something should be developed. Mr. Paddock further commented his 
thoughts were a long some kind of gu I de lines that wou I d give direct Ion to 
Staff, as we II as the TMAPC, such as the dens ity proposed for res i dent I a I 
should be compatible with, or not exceed, the densities of the Immediate 
abutting areas. Mr. Gardner stated, If that is the Intent, then a new zoning 
c I ass I f i cat ion shou I d be i nst I tuted. Mr. Gardner remarked that the TMAPC 
usually sees only those cases where multiple homes are to be developed; not a 
lot spl It with one house built, as is the case In several areas of Tulsa. 
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* * * * * * * 

Mr. Paddock requested the TMAPC members receive a copy of the approved City 
Commission minutes, pertaining to the referral back to the TMAPC (Creek 
Expressway: 91st/96th Street). Mr. Gardner stated that, at the City 
Commission meeting of April 11th, It was made very clear by the five voting 
members that they did not really have anything before them. In other words, 
the decision had already been made, yet they asked that the TMAPC look back 
I nto the matter. Shou I d the Tf\A./',fC dec I I ne reopen i ng th I smatter; so be It. 
Mr. Gardner po I nted out that, as suggested by Mr. Lasker I there may now be 
some significant facts that would cause the TMAPC to reconsider. Mr. Linker 
stated that the point being made by the City Commission was that this issue 
was, Inadvertently, done by default, and this Is the situation that concerns 
the City, as the elected officials did not vote on this issue. Mr. Linker 
further commented that the P I ann Ing Comm I ss Ion mi ght want to reaff i rm the I r 
action, do it again, and resubmit it to the City and let them have their vote, 
as is prov i ded by the statutes. Mr. Linker adv I sed that the on I y way th is 
could come forward to the City Commission Is by action of the Planning 
Commission, and if the TMAPC chooses not to act, then this is an indication 
that the TMAPC does not want to give the City Comm Iss i on a chance for 
reconsideration. 

* * * * * * * 

Ms. Wiison inquired as to the amount In the budget 
the TMAPC members have not yet attended conference. 

* * * * * * * 

seminars, as some of 

Chairman Parmele commented that, in regard to Stormwater Management (DSM), the 
TMAPC spends a great deal of time on most cases discussing stormwater 
management, and even though the TMAPC has no jurisdiction in this area, 
suggested asking a representative from the Department of Stormwater Management 
to attend TMAPC meet I ngs. Mr. Gardner adv I sed of a meet i ng schedu led with 
Stan W I I i I ams and his Staff, and he WOll I d discuss th! s and other matters 
regarding the TMAPC. Ms. Wilson stated that a letter should be submitted to 
the DSM forma II y request 1 n9 the i r attendance. Mr. Gardner agreed th i 5 cou I d 
be done, but adv I sed that I un I ess Stan Wi Iii ams, hi mse If, is at the meet i ng 
and Issues a recommendation and/or statement, it wou Id not mean a th Ing as 
everything going out of the DSM has to have his approval. Mr. Carnes stated 
agreement with Mr. Gardner, based on his experience with DSM as a developer. 
Mr. Draughon requested Mr. Gardner, in his meeting with DSM, suggest 
re-estabishlng the floodplain determination sheet. Mr. Gardner advised that, 
if they go back to the f loodway zon I ng, they w II I probab I y go back to th Is 
form also. 
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There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 4:03 p.m. 
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