
TULSA METROPOLI TAN AREA PLANN I NG COM'4I SS I ON 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1601 

Wednesday, AprIl 23, 1986, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MEMBERS PRESENT 
Doherty, 2nd Vice-

MEM3ERS ABSENT 
Carnes 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 

Counsel Chairman 
Draughon 

Gardner 
Setters 

Paddock, Secretary 
Parmele, Chairman 
Selph 

Kempe 
VanFossen 
Young 

Wilson, 1st Vlce
Chairman 

Woodard 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, April 22, 1986 at 11:02 a.m., as wei I as In the Reception 
Area of the I NCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele cal led the meeting to order 
at 1 :31 p.m. 

MINUTES: 

Approval of Minutes of April 9, 1986, Meeting 11599: 

REPORTS: 

On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 4-0-3 (Doherty, 
Parmele, Selph, Woodard, "aye"; no li nays"; Draughon, Paddock, 
Wilson, "abstaining"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minutes of Aprii 9, 1986, Meeting li599. 

Approval of Report of Receipts and Deposits (March 31, 1986): 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-1 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Paddock, 
"abstaining"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Report of Receipts and Deposits for the month ended March 31, 
1986. 
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REPORTS - Cont'd 

Chairman's Report: 

Cha I rman Perme ! e adv 1 sed there wou I d be no meet t ng on Wednesday; 
Apr II 30, 1986. I n regard to Ms. W I I son t s prev lous request for 
Information on planning seminars, Chairman Parmele stated there was 
a conference coming up In June in Colorado Springs. Chairman Parmele 
suggested a change to the agenda format to pi ace "Other Bus i ness" 
Items before any Public Hearing Items, and asked for Input from the 
Commissioners. Commissioner Selph commented that some of the Items 
considered to be quick, routine matters sometimes end up taking a 
long time, and the people In attendance to appear before the 
Commission have keep waiting. Anything that could be done to 
expedite matters would be appreciated. Mr. Paddock stated agreement 
with Commissioner Selph. Chairman Parmele suggested Staff review the 
agenda format to see If It might be restructured In a manner that 
might speed up the flow of business. 

Corrm i Ttee Reports: 

Ms. Wilson, on behalf of Mr. VanFossen, advised the ComprehensIve 
Plan COmmIttee met April 16th to review the Arkansas River Task Force 
Amendments to the District 6, 7, 9 and 10 Plans. The Committee voted 
on changes and/or additions to the recommended amendments. 

Mr. Paddock advised the Rules & Regulations Committee needs to set a 
meeting to discuss adopting standardized rules for time I imitations 
on speakers, and various other Items. Mr. Paddock suggested meeting 
May 7, 1986 at nooni the agenda wll I be set and posted. Ms. Wilson 
aff i rmed discuss ion wou I d a I so i nvo I ve suggest Ions as to ways of 
expediting the TMAPC meeting in a more timely manner. 

Director's Report: 

Mr. Jerry Lasker updated the Planning Commission in regard to the 
Creek Expressway. ~.1r. Lasker stated the Long~Range Transportat! on 
Plan wll I be presented to the INCOG Board for review and endorsement 
at the I r May 8, 1986 meet I ng. Cha I rman Parme I e suggested the 
Comprehensive Plan Committee meet after the Board meeting to review 
their recommendation before the Planning Commission proceeds 
with any action. 
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CONT I NUED ZON I NG PUBlI C HEAR I NG: 

Application No.: PUD 412 & Z-6101 
Applicant: Moody (Highland Park) 
Location: SE/c of Me~~rlal & 81st Street 
Size of Tract: 60 acres, approximate 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

AG 
CS, RM-1, RS-3 

Date of Hearing: April 23, 1986 (Originally heard March 12, 1986) 
Continuance requested to May 7, 1986 

Presentation to TMAPC: Mr. John Moody, 4100 BOK Tower (588-2651) 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On J«)TI ON of DOHERTY" the P I ann 1 ng Comm I ss Ion voted 7-0-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, Itaye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to CONTINUE 
Consideration of PUD 412 Moody (Highland Park) untl I Wednesday, May 21, 
1986 at 1 :30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa Civic 
Center. 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

East Admiral Industrial Park N/side of East Admiral Place @ 189th E. Ave 

Taco Bueno '11 SW/c of 61st Street & South Garnett Road 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (DOherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes .. Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Final Plat and Release for East Admiral Industrial Park and Taco Bueno 
'11; as recommended by Staff. 

PtJ) 268-3: 

OTHER BUS I NESS: 

Lot 14, Block 11, Woodland Glen Fourth Addition, 
being 9260 South 92nd East Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment 

The subject tract has been developed for a detached single-family home per 
the attached survey. Variances are being requested as fol lows: 
Ilvabliity space from 4,000 square feet to 3,628 square feet; and a rear 
yard var I ance from 20 feet to 12 feet. The survey I nd I cates that a II 
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PUO 268-3 - Cont'd 

other setback requ Irements have been met during construction and that 
there are no ut i I I ty easement encroachments. The under I y I ng zon I ng for 
this portion of the PUD Is RS-3. Livability space and setback 
requ I rements are assumed to be RS-3 I n the absence of statements to the 
contrary In the approved PUD. 

Staff considers the request for the rear yard variance to be minor. Staff 
Is also supportive of the reduction In I Ivabll ity space from 4,000 square 
feet to 3,628 square feet (-9.3%); however, TMAPC approval should be 
sub ject to an overa I I average of not I ess than 4,000 square feet of 
I Ivabll Ity space per dwel ling unit In the RS-3 portion of PUD 268. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of the variance on Lot 14, Block 11, 
Woodland Glen Fourth Addition as fol lows: 

1) Rear yard variance from 20 feet to 12 feet. 
2) Variance In Ilvab Illty space from 4,000 square feet to 3,628 square 

feet, sub ject to an overa I I average of not I ess than 4,000 square 
feet of I Ivabll Ity space per dwel ling unit in the RS-3 portion of PUD 
268. 

Note: Notice of this request has been given to abutting property owners. 

On MOTION of SELPH, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minor Amendment to PUD 268-3, as recommended by Staff. 

P',J) 345=1: 

* * * * * * * 

SW/c of East 31st Street South & South New Haven Avenue 
Lot 3 and part of Lot 4, Albert Pike Addition 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment for Screening 

The subject tract Is 3.636 (gross) acres in size and is located at the 
southwest corner of East 31st Street South and South New Haven Avenue. It 
was approved for a total of 46,860 square feet of floor area and the uses 
permitted In the OL district. A condition of both the original PUD and 
Detail Site Plan, approved by the TMAPC on January 16, 1986, was for a 3 -
4 foot high berm with landscaping along the east boundary and a six foot 
high brick fence the complete length of the south boundary. A screening 
requ I rement for the west boundary wou I d be enforced on I y I f the use of 
that lot was res I dent I a I • Accord I ng to the app I I cant, the use of the 
abutting property to the west Is for a dental office. 
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PUD 345-1 Cont'd 

The app I I cant I s now request i ng a m I nor amendment to subst I tute a th I ck 
planting of evergreens for the berm along New Haven. Also, the applicant 
has requested to waive the screening requirement along the west property 
line. 

After review of the applicant's submItted sIte plan, Staff fInds the 
request to be mInor in nature. However, Staff does not believe the berm 
wi I I be I mpract I ca I and that It wou I d serve a necessary funct Ion to 
provIde separatIon of the parkIng lot from the uses to the east. As the 
faci Iity Is laId out wIth parkIng on the approxImate east half of the 
subject tract, appropriate measures must be taken to buffer the use from 
the abutting uses. Therefore, Staff recommends DENiAl of the minor 
amendment to wa I ve the berm I ng requ I rement. Staf f wou I d recommend 
APPROVAl of the request to waIve the screening requIrement along the west 
property lIne since It was never a condition of approval based on the use 
of the abuttIng property to the west beIng nonresIdentIal. 

OOTE: A poss I b Ie comprom I se with the app I I cant might be to requ ire the 
berm I ng on I y a long the New Haven frontage south of the park I ng lot 
driveway. NotIce of thIs request has been gIven to property owners 
abuttIng New Haven on the east. 

App! icant's Comments: 

Mr. Wayne Bland, President of the Tulsa Teacher's Credit Union, 3720 East 
31st Street stated he was pleased with the Staff's recommendation on the 
screen I ng fence on the west side. He stated that the I mpract i ca I I ty of 
the berm rests on the fact that there Is approximately three feet 
difference between the street and the parking lot. Therefore, If a berm, 
measuring 3 - 4 feet was built It would be a very steep from the street 
s I de and be d I ff I cu I t to rna I nta in. Mr. B I and suggested a p I ant i ng of 
thick pine trees In place of the berming. 

Mr. Frank commented the Commission might adopt the position of waiving the 
berm!ng, subject to the submission of a satisfactory Detail Landscape Plan 
addressing the screenIng Issue. Ms. Wilson asked the applIcant if he 
wou I d be agreeab I e to subm! tt! ng a Landscape P I an, and Mr. B I and was 
agreeable. In reply to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Bland stated the original 
plot draw I ng was done before any construct Ion on the site was started. 
Mr. Draughon affIrmed that Staff had checked this site. Mr. Frank 
stated that Staff did not assess the difference In elevation, as presented 
by Mr. Bland, therefore, Staff Is agreeable to the waIving of the berm 
with the submission of a Detail Landscape Plan. 

Ms. Kathryn McKnight of Howell McKnight Associates, 6 East 5th Street, 
reviewed the situation at the site should the berm not be waived and 
suggested a remedy might be acqu I red by the p I ant I ng of 11 pine trees 
and sIx redbuds, which Is in excess of the minimum requirements for 
screen I ng a park I ng lot. Mr. Doherty I nqu I red as to how the spaces 
between the pines and redbuds would be closed. Ms. McKnight repl led that, 
eventua I I y, the pines wou I d be larger, but w II I be 4 - 5 feet in width 
and 5 - 6' In height when planted. 
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PUD 345-1 Cont'd 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Frank reviewed the physical facts of the area for the Cowmisslon. Mr. 
Paddock stated that, unless the Detail Landscape Plan has been reviewed by 
Staff, It might be better to continue this application. Mr. Frank 
remarked that the subm iss i on by the app II cant was the I r Landscape P I an. 
in reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Frank stated he did not think the Plan would 
provide a great deal of screening east of South New Haven. 

Mr. Draughon suggested some other type of screening, such as wooden fencing 
or brick, as erosion seems to be a problem with berming. Mr. Frank stated 
the applicant and his architect might consider this as an alternative, and 
suggested cont I nu I ng th Is unt I I May 7th to a I low t I me to rev I ew these 
alternatives. 

On K>TION of DRAUGHON, the P I ann I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 7-0-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to CONTINUE 
Consideration of PUD 345-1 Minor Amendment for Screening until Wednesday, 
May 7,1986 at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa 
Civic Center. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 364-1: North of the NE/c of South Mingo Road & East 101st Street South 

Staff Recommendation: MInor Amendment to Allow a Lot Split 

The subject tract was approved by the TMAPC for a mixed use residential, 
office and commercial development of approximately 115 acres. The purpose 
of th I s request I s to author I ze a lot sp I I t of a .4 acre tract to 
facilitate redesign of an entry from Mingo and to transfer unused dwel ling 
units from the single-family development area to multi-family development 
areas "A" and "B". 

The redesign of the entrance was made necessary by the location of a 48" 
water line along Mingo--this will cause the entry to shift to the north. 
The transfer of dwel ling units was provided for In the approved PUD Second 
Amended Text which was dated June 3, 1984. The Text set forth a 
I I m I tat I on that the dens Ity of the area to wh I ch the transfer I s be I ng 
made shal I not be Increased by more than 20%. The requested transfer is a 
16% Increase to multi-family Areas "A" and "B". 

Review of this request Indicates that It Is minor In nature; therefore, 
Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 364-1 Minor Amendment as fol lows: 
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PlD 364-1 

2) 

Cont'd 

That the requested lot sp I I t be author I zed to a I low .4 acres to be 
utilized for a redesigned entry way. 

That al I conditions of the Second Amendment Text, dated June 13, 1984 
remain In ful I force and effect except as fol lows: 

Deve!opment Area Size: PI In <:f\ll I \JIJ __ • PUD 364-1 
Open Area "C" 1.60 acres 1.50 acres 
Off I ce Area "B" 4.30 acres 4.00 acres 
Open Area "B" 1.80 acres 1. 70 acres 
SIngle-family Area 53.25 acres 53.65 acres 

Total 60.95 acres* 60.85 acres* 

DensIty Transfer: 16% 

PUD 364 Transfer PUD 364-1 
Single-family Area 319 163 
Multi-famIly Area "A" 294 47 341 
Multi-family Area "B" 206 33 239 

819 743 

* Total area Is not equal due to rounding of decimals. 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minor Amendment to Allow a Lot SpJ it for PlD 364-1, as recommended by 
Staff • 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 199-7: 2904 South 121st East Place 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment to 5' Side Yard Requirement 

Ap r I I 9, 1 986 

The subject tract Is located at the corner of South 121st East Place and 
East 29th Street South and has an underlying zoning of RS-3. The lot Is 
small and Irregular In shape and Is part of a developing single-family 
subdivision and has already received a minor amendment from the TMAPC to 
a I low a 14.0' front setback requ I rement (PUD 199-6, December 19, 1984). 
The app I I cant I s request i ng a m I nor amendment to perm I t an ex I st I ng 
encroachment of rock fascia Into the minimum 5' side yard requirement to 
4.6' for the north yard and 4.7' for the south yard. Staff would note 
that the encroachment Into the north yard is over a 5' utility easement. 

Upon review of the applicant's submitted plat of survey, Staff finds the 
request to be minor In nature and In compl lance with the approved Planned 
Un It Deve I opment. Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the m I nor 
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PlD 199-7 - Cent' d 

amendment, subject to the applicant's Plat of Survey and subject to the 
app I I cant vacat I ng that port Ion of the ut II I ty easement to wh I ch the 
structure Is encroaching. 

Note: This Item was approved by the TMAPC per the Staff recommendation 
on April 9, 1986. 

Apr II 23, 1986 

The applicant has resubmitted a "Stemwal I Survey" on the subject property 
wh i ch shows that the pr I nc I pa I structure does not encroach on the 5' 
utility easement on the north. According to conversations with the City 
Engineers' Office, It Is not uncommon for brick facia, such as Is the 
present case, to extend I nto an easement ( s I m I I ar to ch I mneys, eaves, 
etc.). 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 199-7 per the "Stemwa II 
Survey" received April 15, 1986 and rescinding the condition of approval 
from April 9, 1986 by the TMAPC that .4' of the uti Iity easement be 
vacated. 

No fee was taken for this application and notice was not given a second 
time. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Linker If he agreed this was not an encroachment. 
Mr. Linker stated he did not agree, as buIlding a wall Into the easement 
area Is most certainly an encroachment. Mr. Gardner advised of a 
conversation with the City Engineer where they stated the City, In this 
particular Instance, would not want to vacate a portion of the easement 
for this kind of a situation. Mr. Gardner continued by stating that this 
is similar to a risk the buyer has when the City has to do work Involving 
a chimney, eave, etc. that might encroach. In thIs case the structure 
sets off the easement, only the brick facade Is In the encroachment. 

Mr. Linker stated he has handled several cases of this nature for the City 
Attorney's off ice and they take care of I t by means of vacat I ng the 
easement or they do not so I ve the prob I em. Mr. Draughon suggested 
continuing this Item, as the applicant was not present, and there seems to 
be confusion as to the type of brick facia, rock, etc. 

Mr. Roy Johnsen, 324 Main Mal I, advised the applicant was In his office on 
a related matter, and on behalf of the applicant, asked the Commission, 
rather than deny this case, to continue It to al low time to discuss this 
Issue with the app I I cant and seek a so I ut Ion. Mr. Paddock asked Mr. 
Johnsen If he agreed that vacating that portion of the easement might be 
the on I y answer. Mr. Johnsen stated It appeared there might be three 
solutions: one would be to vacate the easement, a second would be a 
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PUD 199-7 - Cont'd 

I I cense agreement, and th I rd I y, Mr. Johnsen stated an argument cou I d be 
made as to who has subservient and dominant rights. Mr. Linker stated he 
agreed there could be a lIcense agreement, but he did not agree with Mr. 
Johnsen's third solution. 

On MOTION of SELPH, the PlannIng Commission voted 7-0-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Seiph, Wlison, Woodard, "aye"; no !!nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to CONTINUE 
Cons ideration of PUD 199-7 unt II Wednesday, May 7, 1986 at 1 :30 p.m. In 
the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

PUBLIC I£ARING: 

TO AMEND D I STR I CT PLANS FOR D I STR I CTS 6, 7, 9 AND 10 TO 
REFLECT THE ARKANSAS RIVER CORRIDOR AMENDMENTS. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Ms. Dane Matthews adv I sed the word "I ntens it I es" wou I d be added to the 
appropriate paragraphs In the final draft. Ms. Matthews reviewed the 
goa I s of the Arkansas River Task Force and the major po I nts of the 
amendments to the District Plans. 

As a member of the Arkansas River Task Force, Mr. Paddock offered 
comp I I ments to the Sta f f for the ef forts on th I smatter. Ms. W I I son 
stated the Comprehensive Pian Committee recommended approval of the 
amendments, wIth the modification as to land use intensitIes. 

On M>TION of DOHERTY', the Pianning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
iiabstentionsil; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to AMEN:> the 
District Plans for Districts 6, 7, 9 and 10 to Reflect the Arkansas River 
Corridor Amendments. 
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zaN I NG PUBLI C HEAR I NG: 

PUO 274-1: North of the NE/c of East 61st Street and South Lewis 
One SummIt Plaza 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment for Signs 

Apr I I 16, 1986 

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. AI I materials submItted wIth the DetaIl Site 
P I an have shown that the max I mum s I gnage wou I d be ut II I zed by the two 
monument type sIgns; however, the applIcant advises that overal I sIgn area 
would not exceed 384 square feet. 

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 all tenants could request similar 
treatment. Staff wou I d, however, be support! 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 shouid 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 appl icatlon 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 application 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 bu II ding. 

Ap r I I 23, 1986 

The Staff met with the appl icant both prior to and after the April 16, 
1986 TMAPC meeting. Staff recommendation Is unchanged from April 16th. 
PUD 274 approved two ground signs and the applicant Is requesting 
two additional ground signs. Staff recommends DENIAL of the two 
additional ground sIgns, but would be supportIve of one additIonal ground 
sign 2.!J.J.:i. If It were a "central dIrectory sign" located In the rear of the 
building and the applicant understood that no additional sJgnage would be 
authorized on the subject tract. 

If the applicant wanted to construct one of the authorIzed ground signs 6' 
tall X 14' wide and Include some tenant information on it, that could be 
done without a mInor awendment, but with Deta!1 SIgn Plan approval by the 
TMAPC. 
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PlD 274-1 
t 

Cont'd 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Bob Stewart, 3151 East 34th, stated he had misunderstood the Staff 
recommendation at his presentation on April 16th. He requested approval 
of the two add It i ona I ground signs to meet the needs of the owner. In 
reply to Mr. Parmele, Mr. Stewart advised the top of the signs would be 
between three and four feet off the ground at each corner of the building, 
and would be Identifying the tenants on the ground floor, who are 
quasi-retail businesses. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Doherty stated he understood Staff's concern, but the applicant was 
requesting smal I signs which met the four foot height restriction, 
therefore, he made a motion for approval of the applicant's request. The 
motion died without a second. 

Mr. Frank stated the appl icant is authorized under the PUD, one wal I sign 
of 64 square feet, which could be composed of several smaller signs. Mr. 
Paddock moved approval of Staff recommendation denying the two additional 
ground signs, but al lowing one additional ground sign, only if it were a 
centra I d I rectory sign. Cha I rman Parme I e commented, I n regard to the 
central directory sign, that this is a quality office bui Idlng with 
entrances on the north and south, and he did not understand how a central 
directory sign located at the rear, middle of the building would serve a 
purpose in direction. Therefore, he would be voting against the motion. 

On K>TION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 5-2-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon 1 Paddock I W II son, Woodard, "aye"; Parme Ie, Se I ph, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Staff Recommendation for PUD 274-1, allowing one additional central 
dIrectory ground sign~ 

* * * * * * * 

Appl ication No.: Z-5950 & PUD 368 
Applicant: Hackett (Union Properties) 
Location: NW/c East 61st Street & South 
Size of Tract: 1 acre, more or less 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

99th East Avenue 

OL 
Multiple 

Date of Hearing: Apri I 23, 1986 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Mike Hackett, 5200 South Yale (496-9258) 

Staff Note: The TMAPC Initially heard Z-5950 case and continued action to 
a I low the app I I cant to f II e PUD 368. The request at that t I me 
was to rezone the subject tract from OL to IL and seek approval 
for various uses specifically stated in the PUD Text (see 
enclosed minutes of July 25, 1984). The TMAPC denied the zoning 
application and PUD 368 (9:0:0). Upon appeal to the City 
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Z-5950 & PUD 368 Hackett - Cont'd 

Commission, these cases were also denied. The Staff was 
supportive of the original appl ications based the Comprehensive 
Plan and a redesign of the PUD. The City's decision was 
appealed to the District Court where the Court determined office 
zoning was not approprIate and referred these cases back to the 
TMAPC and City for further consideration which was to Include 
comT.ercial uses. 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: Z-5950 

The District 18 Plan Map, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special 
District--Industrlal Development Encouraged. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustratlng District Plan Map Categories 
Re I at I onsh 1 p to Zon I ng D I str I cts," the var lous requests of the app I I cant 
COl/ll, Ol/CH, Ol/CG, Ol/CS, cs, CG and CH) are classified as may be found 
In accordance with the Plan Map based on the Special District designation. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approxImately 1 acre In size and 
iocated on the northwest corner of East 6ist Street and South 99th East 
Avenue. It Is nonwooded, flat, vacant and zoned OLe 

SurroundIng Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north and east by 
sIng I e-fam II y dwe II I ngs zoned RS-3, on the south by a church and vacant 
lot zoned RS-3, and on the west by a ch II drens' day care center zoned 
RS-3. 

Zoning and BOA Historical SUlIJnary: Recent TMAPC action has allowed Il 
zoning on several tracts located In the Immediate area. 

Conclusion: Based on the Comprehensive Plan, existing zoning patterns in 
this area and recognizing trends In redevelopment of surrounding areas, 
Staff prev I ous I y and present I y cont i nues to support I l zon i ng on th is 
tract and be!leves !L uses to be more appropriate In this area; based on 
the Comprehensive Plan, physical facts and existing development and recent 
redevelopment, than would be commercial and retail uses. To Introduce 
commercial zoning Into this area would be the first step In stripping out 
of East 61st Street between Mingo and Garnett for commercial development. 

Staff discussions with the applicant and neighborhood have Indicated 
support for various nonretall uses as stipulated In the Staff analysis of 
PUD 368, a companion Item to Z-5950. Staff also recognizes the need for 
approprIate safeguards whIch must be given to adjacent properties which 
will remain residential for the Interim and the need for the transitIon 
from residential to be as smooth as possible. Based on these facts, It 
would be appropriate to consider Il on the subject tract with Ol buffers 
on the west, north and east to reduce the Intensity and control building 
setbacks and heights where the new development wll I abut existing 
single-family development. 
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Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of Il zoning on the subject tract 
except for the east and west 50' and north 90 I as measured from the 
center II ne of East 61 st Street and South 99th East Avenue wh ich sha II 
remain Ol and DENIAL of Ol/CH, Ol/CG, Ol/cs, CS, CG and CH as requested. 

The aoollcant has also requested. In conjunction with this application, 
that the $375.00 filing fee be wa-Ived by the TMAPC. Staff cons"iders this 
a reasonab I e request as th I s case was remanded for rehear I ng by the 
District Court. 

Staff Recommendation: PUD 368 

The subject tract I s present I y zoned Ol and var lous zon I ngs have been 
requested under the amended version of Z-5950 dated April 23, 1986. Staff 
is supportive of only an Ol/ll combination that will yield the requested 
floor area, provide adequate setbacks from adjacent and abutting 
residential districts, and provide for a more orderly transition of this 
general area from residential to light Industrial uses. One bui Idlng of 
9300 square feet is proposed which Is a .21 Floor Area Ratio. The 
proposed building will be setback from the north boundary 55' and from the 
center I I ne of South 99th East Avenue 50 feet. Access to the proposed 
deve lopment wou! d be f rom one cu rb cut on East 61 st Street and one on 
South 99th East Avenue. Staff wou I d recommend that the South 99th East 
Avenue curb cut be setback from East 61st as recommended by the Technical 
Advisory Committee. This would require parking In front of the building 
to face south rather than north as proposed. The plot plan (see attached 
copy) I nd i cates an 8' ta I I screen I ng fence w I I I be p I aced on the west, 
north, and east boundary with a landscaped and bermed area to be Installed 
along the east boundary which fronts residential dwel lings. The PUD Text 
does not specify a minimum landscaped area -- Staff recommends this be 
establ ished at a minimum of 15% of the gross area requiring some 
landscaping on the subject lots, and not just on the publ Ie right-of-way. 

The Staff has reviewed PUD 368 and finds that It Is: (1) consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan; (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 368 as fol lows: 

1) That the app II cant's rev I sed Out II ne Deve lopment P I an and Text be 
made a condition of approval, unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 
land Area (Gross): 44,518 sf 1.022 acres 

(Net): 30,348 sf .697 acres 

04.23.86:1601 (13) 



Z-5950 & PUD 368 Hackett - Cont'd 

Permitted Uses: 

Max I mum Bu I I ding 
Height: 

Maximum Building 
Floor Area: 

Minimum Off
Street Parking: 

Requested 

Use Units 11,12, 13, 14, 
&15, excluding convenience 
store, I iquor store, ice 
plant, plastic materials, 
dlsinfectina. exterminatina 
company, carpentry/cablnet
shop; additional specific 
uses al lowed - post office and 
health club. 

Recoomended 
Same, except 
eatIng estab-
I I shments on I y 
permitted from 
Use Unit 12 

l-story and 16'0" to the top Same* 
of the highest roof beam for 
a flat roof, and 35'0" to the 
peak of the gable for a hlp roof 
(where a residential character 
building might be proposed). 
For a flat roof building, archi
tectural or ornamental features 
may be 25'0" tal I provided that 
the bulk of the roof plane does 
not exceed 16'0" tal 1* 

9,300 sf Same 

1 space/225 sf gross floor area Same 
of office or retail and 1 spacel 
5,000 sf of warehouse and storage 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from Center I Ine of E. 61st 
from Center! Ine of S. 99th 
from West Boundary 

100' 
50' 
10 ' 
55' 

100' 
50' 
10' 
55' from North Boundary 

Minimum Landscaped 
Open Space: Not SpecifIed 

* As measured from the mean ground elevation. 

15%of gross 
area** 

** Landscaped open space shal I Include Internal and external 
landscaped open areas, parking lots Islands and buffers, but 
sha I I exc I ude pedestr 1 an wa I kways and park 1 ng areas des I gned 
solely for circulation. Landscaped open space and areas shall 
be requ i red on the net port Ion of th I s tract and the min I mum 
requirement shal I not be met solely on the public right-of-way. 
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3) That al I trash, utility and equipment areas including any roof 
mounted equipment, shal I be screened from pubJ Ic view. An 8' 
screen i ng fence sha I I be prov I ded a long the west, north, and east 
boundary In accordance with the Outline Development Plan. 

4) That al I exterior lighting shall be directed downward and away from 
adjacent residential areas. 

5) AI I signs shal I be subject to Detail Sign Plan review and approval by 
the TMAPC prior to Installation and In accordance with Section 
1130.2(b) of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. No signs shal I be 
permitted on the north and east building facades. 

6) That a Detail Landscape Plan shall be submitted to the TMAPC for 
review and approval and Installed prior to Issuance of an Occupancy 
Permit. The landscaping materials required under the approved Plan 
shal I be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continued condition 
of the granting of an Occupancy Permit. Bermlng and other 
landscaping standards shal I be in accordance with the Outline 
Development Plan and Development Standards. 

7) Subject to review and approval of conditions, as recommended by the 
Technical Advisory Committee. Access from South 99th East Avenue 
shal I be permitted only as specified In the TAC minutes dated 4/10/86 
wh I ch requ I re park I ng to face East 61 st rather than north I nto the 
buiiding. 

8) That a Detail Site Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
TMAPC prior to Issuance of a Building Permit. The Detail Site Plan 
submission shall Include elevations of each building facade which 
shal I specify finish and materials. 

9) That no Building Permit shall be Issued until the requirements 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: 

Cha I rman Parme I e asked A I an Jackere about the Court dec I s Ion on th Is 
matter. Mr. Jackere stated that, essentially, the Court agreed with the 
TMAPC and City I n the first hear i ngs 'II i th respect to the app I i cant's 
request. The Court stated that, based on the evidence, the present zoning 
OL was not appropriate. Mr. Jackere stated it was up to the TMAPC to 
determine some other zoning. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Hackett stated he concurred with the Staff recommendation, except he 
would prefer a 6' height limit, not 8' on the fencing. Staff confirmed 
that 6' Is the appropriate limitation. Mr. Hackett then reviewed the 
history of the subject tract. I n rep I y to Mr. Draughon, Mr. Hackett 
adv I sed th Is app II cat ion has been rev I ewed by Stormwater Management and 
the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) as to drainage and retention wal Is. 
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Interested Parties: 

Ms. Patricia Kei ley 
Ms. Mary Barnes 
Ms. Karen Hicks 

Cont'd 

Address: 

5928 South 99th East Avenue 
5932 South 99th East Avenue 
5945 South 99th East Avenue 

AI I of the Interested Parties requested that the zoning change be limited 
to CS or an OL/CS combination. Concern was also voIced over the amount of 
additional traffic and noise pollution In the area. A petition In protest 
was submitted along with photos of the homes In the Guy Cook addition. 
The Interested Parties also submitted an exhibit requesting certain uses 
not be permItted; In addition to those uses excluded by Staff. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Hackett stated this was the first time he was aware of the support for 
CS or OL/CS from the homeowners, but added that the applicant needs the 
uses In Use Unit 15. Mr. Hackett commented that In looking at the amount 
of IL In the areas around the subject tract, he felt IL would be 
appropriate for this location as it Is In compliance with the 
Comprehensive Plan. He commented on the dIfficulty of this application as 
the Courts stated OL was not appropriate, the homeowners are requesting an 
OL/CS combination and Staff advises they can only support OLlIL. Mr. 
Hackett stated the appl icant could probabiy adapt to OL/CS or CS as along 
as they get Use UnIt 15 and certain special exception uses. Mr. Hackett, 
I n rep I y to Ms. W II son I rev I ewed the uses not perm I tted as requested by 
the homeowners, and advised that they are In agreement with those uses 
listed under Use Unit 12 and 14, but disagreed with those uses listed 
under Use UnIt 15 as those were businesses usually found In a trade 
center. He also stated objection to excluding certain additional 
businesses listed by the protestants. 

AddItional Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock stated that he could not see this location as an iL district 
as It would encroach Into the neighborhood, but the Commission must honor 
the dictates of the Court, and asked Staff to comment on the best 
solution, under these circumstances. Mr. Gardner advised the Staff 
recognized the smal I subdivision being Isolated and surrounded by IL, and 
stated this area wll I continue to be under the pressure for redevelopment 
due to the location of the expressway and Industrial growth. Staff's 
thinking, In dealing with the circumstances, was to try to get qual ity use 
a long 61 st that wou I d he I p stab II I ze the I nter lor of the ne I ghborhood. 
Mr. Gardner pointed out how, If CS Is approved for this location, It might 
encourage strip commercial development along East 61st. Furthermore, how 
do you force someone to file a PUD, should they get CS. Staff looked at 
commerc I a I uses that wou I d be trade-type uses and I nc I uded them I n the 
recommended "Permitted Uses". 
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Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Gardner to comment on the benefits of Il zoning as 
to protection for the neighborhoods. Mr. Gardner stated that, under Il 
zoning, a 75' building setback is required unless there is a PUD or BOA 
application. There Is only a 10' setback under CS. Mr. Gardner reminded 
that bars, nightclubs, etc. are not permitted under Il, but are permitted 
by right in CS. 

Mr. Draughon Inquired, If the zoning were approved for Il and the 
additional conditions requested by the Interested Parties were a part of 
the approval motion, and should the property sel I, would a future owner be 
restricted to these conditions. Mr. linker stated that a future or new 
owner would be subject to the conditions, but he understood the Court 
determined that a PUD with Il was Inappropriate. Mr. Jackere clarified 
that the PUD, as prev I ous I y presented, was found I nappropr I ate. Mr. 
Gardner reviewed the changes made In this PUD from the previous PUD 
app I I cat Ion. Mr. Gardner rem I nded that In th I s case, there w I I I be 
restrictive covenants and the uses will be limited, and a future owner 
wll I be bound to these restrictions. 

Ms. Wilson, agreeing with Staff recommendation, made a motion for approval 
of the Il/Ol zoning, as outlined by Staff. Mr. Paddock stated he could 
on I y vote for th is mot ion if it was tied ! n with the PUD. Ms. Wi I son 
amended her motion to Include the waiver of the $375 filing fee and 
approva I of the PUD to exc I ude the fo I low I ng uses: USE UN I T 12 -
cafeteria, bar, dance hal I, motion picture theater, nightclub and tavern; 
USE UNIT 14 - fur storage, furriers and pawn shop; and USE UNIT 15 - bait 
shop, bott I ed gas company, fue I 0 II company, I umber yard, mode I home 
sales, portable storage building sales, armored car service, kennel, 
pack I ng & crat I ng of househo I d and other s Imll ar goods, and schoo Is 
(barber, beauty and trade). Ms. W II son a I so I nc I uded I n her mot Ion the 
revision of the fence height to 6'. In reply to Mr. Paddock, Ms. Wilson 
confirmed that she was not Including the "additional objectional 
businesses requested by the neighborhood", as listed on the exhibit 
submitted by the homeowners. 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 6-1-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Paddock, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROVE 
Z-5950 Hackett (Union Properties) for Il zoning, except for the east and 
west 50' and north 90', as measured from the center I I ne of East 61 st 
Street and South 99th East Avenue, which shall remain Ol, and WAIVE the 
$375 filing fee; APPROVE PUD 368, subject to the fol lowing modifications: 
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1) Amend condition #3 of the PUD to restrict the fence height to 6'. 

2) Exclusion of these additional uses: 
USE UNIT 12 - cafeteria, bar, dance hal I, motion picture 
theater, nightclub and tavern; 

USE UNIT 14 - fur storage, furriers and pawn shop; 

USE UNIT 15 - bait shop, bottled gas company, fuel 011 company, 
lumber yard, model home sales, portable storage building sales, 
armored car service, kennel, packing & crating of household and 
other simIlar goods, and schools (barber, beauty and trade). 

Legal Description: 

Z-5950: IL, except for OL on the east 50', the north 90', and the west 50' 
(as measured from the center I ine of the abutting streets) of Lot 6 and 7, 
Block 1, GUY COOK SUBDIVISION, to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of 
Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof. 

PUD 368: Lot 6 and 7, Block 1, GUY COOK SUBDIVISION, to the City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof. 

* * * * * * * 

Application No.: CZ-147 Present Zoning: AG 
Applicant: Hardgraves (Metcalf) Proposed Zoning: CG 
Location: SE/c West 51st Street & South 65th West Avenue 
Size of Tract: 10 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: April 23, 1986 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. George Hooper, 5310 East 31st (664-0800) 

RelationshIp to the ComprehensIve Plan: 

The D I str I ct 9 P I an, a part of the Comprehens i ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
MetropolItan Area, des Ignates the subject property Low I ntens ity - No 
SpecIfic Land Use. 

According to the "MatrIx I I lustratlng DIstrict Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested CG DIstrict Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately 10 acres In sIze and 
located at the southeast corner of west 51st Street South and South 65th 
West Avenue. It Is nonwooded, gently sloping, vacant and Is zoned AG. 
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Surround I ng Area Ana I ys f s: The tract Is ab utted on the north by both 
vacant property and scattered sing I e-fam II y dwe I II ngs zoned RS, on the 
east by vacant property zoned AG, on Tne south by vacant property with an 
accessory bu i I ding zoned AG and on the west by scattered sing I e- fam II y 
dwel lings zoned RS. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Staff and TMAPC concurred In denial of 
5 acres commercial zoning at the northwest corner of the Intersection. 

Conclusion: Although the subject tract would qualify for a Type I Node 
(5 acres), the requested CG zoning is not In accordance with the 
Comprehensive Plan or lopment Guidel ines which state "It is intended 
that In the appl I ion of Is concept an evaluation of exIsting 
conditions, Including land uses; existing zoning and site characteristics, 
shall be considered." Given the above facts and previous zoning case, 
Staff cannot support commercial zoning on the subject tract. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of CG or CS zoning. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Hooper, represent I ng the app I I cant, stated the request for rezon i ng 
was being made due to the Increase in traffic count to this area, as It Is 
a main access from the City of Sand Springs to 1-44. 

I n rep I y to Ms. W I I son I Mr. Hooper stated the app I i cant I who was not 
present, had the techn Ical information, and he was not prepared to answer 
I n-depth quest ions. Mr. Paddock adv I sed Mr. Hooper there were major 
hurdles as the application was not In accordance with Comprehensive Plan 
or the Development Guidelines. Therefore, Mr. Hooper requested the case 
be continued to al low time to obtain Information from the applIcant for a 
proper presentation. 

Cha I rman Parme I e commented the request was not t I me I y and there were 
protestants I n the aud I ence; however, the Comm I ss Ion shou I d vote on the 
continuance request. 

On M)TION of DOHERTY, the Planning CommissIon voted 6-1-0 (Draughon, 
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Doherty, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen .. Young, "absent") to DENY the 
request for continuance for CZ-147 Hardgraves (Metcalf). 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Chuck Sittler 
Mr. Fred Grant 

Mr • S I tt I er ad v i 
com.mented on the 
additional traffIc would only 
that no commercial be al lowed 

Address: 

7272 West 51st Street 
6620 West 51st Street 

"'C'~""''''T I Y bu tit his home In th t s area and 
is busy intersection and was concerned that 
Increase the danger. Mr. Sittler requested 
In this residential and school area. 
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Mr. Grant a I so stated concerns as to the dangerous I ntersect Ion and 
increase in traffic. He, too, felt the area should remain residential and 
requested that no commercial be granted. 

Mr. Doherty commented to the Interested Parties that this is a developing 
corridor and a main access; therefore, it appeared I ikely that some 
commercial development is eminent. 

Appl icant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Hooper stated the on I y suggest I on he cou I d of fer wou I d be to amend 
the appl icatlon from ten acres and resubmit for five acres or withdraw the 
appl icatlon. However, not having the authority to do either without his 
cl ient's permission, Mr. Hooper stated he would have to go with whatever 
determination was made by the TMAPC. 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Doherty asked which of the Guidelines were not being met. Mr. Gardner 
stated the number of acres Is excessive, as the Guidelines only consider 
five acres for commercial at this type of node. Mr. Doherty then asked 
Mr. Gardner If he foresaw any change to the Secondary Arterial 
designation. Mr. Gardner stated this designation could accommodate 25,000 
veh I c I es a day, wh I ch I s a great dea I higher than the present traff i c. 
Commissioner Selph stated the four-Ianing of this street wi I I be 
determined by the availabll ity of funds, and he commented that his office 
has rece I ved severa I ca I I s on the danger at th I s I ntersect Ion. Mr. 
Doherty stated he felt the Plan does not take Into account development at 
this location. 

On MlTION of WOODARD, the PI ann I ng Comml ss Ion voted 6-0-0 (Doherty $ 

Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Wilson; Young; "absentft) to DENY 
CZ-147 Hardgraves (Metcalf), as recommended by Staff. 

Application No.: Z-61 08 
Applicant: Woodstock 

* * * * * * * 

Location: SWlc 29th West Avenue & Edison Avenue 
Size of Tract: .2 acres 

Date of Hearing: April 23, 1986 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

RS-3 
CS 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Chuck Woodstock, 1518 South Cheyenne (583-1511) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The 0 I str I ct 
Metropo I I tan 
Residential. 
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Accord I ng to the "Matr I x I I I ustrat I ng D I str I ct P I an Map Categor I es 
Re I at I onsh I p to Zon I ng D I str I cts," the requested CS D I str I ct I s not 
In accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Anaiysis: Ine sUDJecT TraCT IS approximaTelY .2 acre in size and 
located west of the southwest corner of Ed I son Avenue and 29th West 
Avenue. It Is partially wooded, steeply sloping, contains a single-family 
dwel ling and two detached accessory buildings and Is zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by Central 
High School In Osage County (Tulsa City limits) zoned AG, on the east by a 
restaurant w tth detached accessory bu II ding zoned CS, on the south and 
west by single-family dwel lings on developed lots zoned RS-3. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Commercial zoning has been on the maps 
since 1957 for the lots abutting the subject tract to the east. 

Conclusion: The subject tract Is unique In that It has frontage on both 
an arterial street and residential street, as wei I as abutting commercial 
zoning. The request, If approved, would lead to a continued stripping of 
Edison Avenue. Staff cannot support the request based on the Comprehen
sive Plan and the posslbl! Ity of resldentla! property fronting the 
proposed commercial. The topography of the subject tract also provides a 
natural buffer between It and commercial property to the east. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of Z-6108 as requested. 

Appl icant's Comments: 

Mr. Chuck Woodstock submitted photos of the area and gave a brief 
background of the subject tract and the business on this tract that has 
been there a number of years. Mr. Woodstock stated disagreement with the 
Staff recommendation as they are wi i i lng to invest some doi iars into an 
area of Tulsa that is badly In need of business Investment. Mr. Woodstock 
stated they are wil ling to "~dernlze the restaurant facllty, and comments 
rece I ved from the ne I ghborhood I nd I cated a pos It I ve att Itude to keep I ng 
this business there, as It Is a local landmark. Mr. Woodstock poInted out 
that there were no protestants at the meeting. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Chairman Parmele stated he was concerned that the District Planning Teams 
were not tak i ng part I n the process, as th I sis an I nstance where It 
appeared the District Plan should be amended. Mr. Doherty stated that, as 
the applicant has been at this site for a number of years, and because of 
this and the fact there are not protestants, he would move for approval of 
the app Ilcat ion. 
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TMAPC ACTION: 6 menDers present 

On K)TION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted .5-1-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Parmele, ::,elpn, Woodard, "aye"; Paddock, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Wilson, Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6108 Woodstock for CS zoning. 

Legal DescrIption: 

Lot 7, Clock 2, EASTON HEIGHTS ADDITION, to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof. 

ApplIcation No.: Z-61 09 
Applicant: Grimmer 

* * * * * * * 

Location: East of the NE/c of 35th Street and Peoria 
Size of Tract: .32 acres 

Date of Hearing: April 23, 1986 

Present Zoning: P 
Proposed Zoning: OL 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Harold Grimmer, 2140 East 31st Place (583-3666) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D! str I ct 6 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 -
Residential. 

Accord 1 ng to the "Matr I x I I I ustrat I ng D ! str! ct P! an Map Categor! es 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested OL District Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately .32 acre In size and 
located east of the northeast corner of 35th Street South and South Peoria 
Avenue. I tis nonwooded, f I at, conta I ns a park I ng lot and I s zoned P 
(Park I ng). 

SurroundIng Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north and east by 
single-family residences zoned RS-3, on the south by a parking lot and 
commercial buIlding zoned OL and on the west by a single-family dwell ing 
converted for a dentist's office use zoned RS-3. 

Zon Ing and BOA Historical Summary: Staff recommended DEN I AL with TMAPC 
APPROVING OL zoning (City Commission action pending) on a lot 50 feet to 
the west. OL zoning was placed on the tract located south of the subject 
tract when there was no "P" Park I ng des I gnat Ion. The BOA granted a Use 
Variance for a dentist's office In an RS-3 district on the lot to the 
east. 
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COnclusion: Staff cannot support the requested OL zoning on the subject 
tract based on the Comprehensive Plan and the subject tract abutting 
residential land use on two sides. The subject tract was recommended for 
"P" zoning by the Staff on Z-5874 based on the Brookside Area Special 
Study, which designated the subject tract for parking to aid in the lack of 
sufficient off-street parking in the area as a result of no parking 
requirement In the CH district. Although CH zoning now requires parking, 
the parking problem along Peoria Avenue and the minor streets stll I exists. 
The absence of the park I ng spaces as a resu I t of deve lopment of the 
subject tract would only Increase the existing parking problem. The request 
would also be a further encroachment into the residential area. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENiAl of OL zoning. 

Appl icant's Comments: 

Mr. Harold Grimmer advised the tract was presently being used as a parking 
lot, but only has five monthly paid customers, leaving approximately 33 
slots that are not being used. Mr. Grimmer stated he has a contract to 
sel I the lot to a realtor who Intends to build a smal I office building. 
He advised that the lot presently has a buIlding on the premises, located 
behind a fence, and he suggested to the buyer that the foundation of thaT 
building be used in the construction of any new building. Even with the 
construction of a new building, the lot would st! Ii al iow 17 parking 
spaces. Mr. GrImmer requested approval of this request, as he thought OL 
would make better use of the land and be an improvement to the 
neighborhood. 

Mr. Paddock commented that he would be against OL on the entire tract, but 
couid support OL on a portion of the tract. Mr. Grimmer, in reply to Mr. 
Doherty, advised the lot Is leased to a parking company who handles the 
hour I y fees and the month I y park 1 ng. Mr. Gr I mmer commented as to the 
amount of cars park I ng on the street, and the fact that th I s has been 
consistent. Chairman Parmele agreed, as he viewed the site during a lunch 
hour and most of the cars were parking free on the street, not on the paid 
lot. Mr. Draughon confirmed the prospective buyer would be placing an 
office building on the lot, with parking spaces that couid be used by the 
public during the evening hours. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. J.G. Thompson, 1407 East 35th Street, stated he was against any more 
commercial encroaching Into the residential area; therefore, he requested 
this application be denied. 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Gardner remarked that, after a few calculations In regard to partial 
zon I ng of OL on the rear port I on (north 40' of a lot 100' w I de)!' they 
could build a 1,200 square foot office, up to 1,600 with BOA approval. If 
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zoned OL on the entire tract, they could build a 4,200 square foot office 
bu II ding; 5,000 with BOA approva I • Cha I rman Parme I e commented that OL 
zoning Is currently on two sides of the subject tract. 

Mr. Paddock asked I f a pract I ca I a I ternat I ve wou I d be to zone the rear 
portion OL and leave the frontage as parking. Mr. Gardner stated the only 
variance the applicant would have to seek Is having the required parking 
on the P portion, or submit a PUD. 

Discussions followed between Staff and Commission as to the Brookside 
Study. Cha I rman Parme I e stated he did not agree with that part of the 
Study that dictated a property owner prov I de park I ng for other owners. 
Commissioner Selph stated agreement with Mr. Parmele, but felt he could 
not support this application as It was not consistent with the Plan or the 
Brooks I de Study and he fe I t It wou I d encroach I nto the ne Ighborhood. 
Therefore, he moved for denial of the application. 

Mr. Paddock stated he did not feel this was the final solution and would, 
reluctantly, vote for the Staff recommendation. Mr. Doherty advised he 
would be voting In favor of Staff recommendation, also reluctantly, and 
only because it is an encroachment Into a residential neighborhood. Mr. 
Doherty stated he was strong I y opposed to te!!! ng the app! I cant he must 
leave the tract as parking when It was financially not feasible. Chairman 
Parme I e agreed w Ith ~1r. Doherty' 5 statement, and because of th Is of he 
would be voting against the motion, and he also felt the tract I ined up 
with OL across the street south. 

Mr. Draughon stated It seemed reasonable to approach Mr. Paddock's Idea of 
combining OL and parking. Commissioner Selph stated he was agreeable to 
someone amending or substituting his previous motion. Therefore, the 
motion and second were withdrawn. Mr. Paddock, confirming the 
calculations with Mr. Gardner, restated his suggestion to rezone the 
northern 40' of the tract Ol, with the balance remaining «P«. Chairman 
Parmele stated he would be voting against the motion as he felt the entire 
tract should be OL and Commissioner Seiph advised he woula also De vOTing 
aga I nst the mot j on because of the encroachment I nto the ne I ghborhood. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On M>TlON of PADDOCK, the P I ann I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 4-2-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Woodard, "aye" ; Parme Ie, Se I ph, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Wilson, Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6109 Grimmer for Ol on the northern 40' of the subject tract, 
with the balance to remain "P" (Parking). 

legal Description: 

OL on the north 40' of the tract described as Lot 11, Block 2, OLIVER'S 
ADDITION to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according 
to the recorded plat thereof, and the balance of said lot to remain zoned 
"P" Parking District. 

04.23.86:1601(24) 



Application No.: CZ-148 
Applicant: Dunham (West Trust) 

* * * * * * * 

Location: SE/c of 101st and Garnett Road 
Size of Tract: 5.8 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: Apri I 23, 1986 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Roy Johnsen, 324 Main Mal I 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

Present Zoning: AG 
Proposed Zoning: CS 

(585-564 i) 

The D I str I ct 19 P I an, a part of the Comprehens i ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area does not cover the subject tract. However, the Broken 
Arrow Comprehens ive PI an des Ignates the subject tract as Low I ntens Ity 
Residential and Floodplain. 

The applicant Is requesting CS Zoning which under the "Matrix Illustrating 
D I str I ct P I an Map Categor I es Re I at I onsh I p to Zon I ng D i str I cts," for the 
City of Tulsa would not be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately 5.8 acres In size 
and ! ocated at the Southwest corner of 101 st Street South and South 
Garnett Road. It Is nonwooded, gently sloping, vacant and Is zoned AG. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by vacant 
property I n Broken Arrow City Limits zoned A-I, on the east by vacant 
property zoned AG, on the south by a sing I e- fam I I Y dwe I I I ng with two 
detached accessory buIldings zoned AG, and on the west by the Cedar Ridge 
Country Club in Broken Arrow City Limits zoned R-I. 

Zoning and BOA Historlcai Summary: None 

COnclusion: Although the Broken Arrow Comprehensive Plan does not support 
the requested CS zoning, the Broken Arrow Planning Commission recommended 
approval of the case on a referral basis. The subject tract would qual tty 
for a Type I i node (10 acres) accord I ng to the Deve lopment Gu I de I J neSi 
however, only 5.8 acres Is developable because of the floodplain to the 
east. (App I I cant has worked with the County Eng I neer In determ I n I ng the 
eastern boundary). Staff can support the requested CS zon I ng at the 
Intersection based on the Development Guidelines, Broken Arrow action and 
the land use. A 50' buffer of OL zoning on the south wll I assure proper 
setback from the residence to the south. 

Staff recommends APPROVAL of CS zoning as requested, except the south 50 
feet to be zoned OL. 
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Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Doherty commented he could not see going against the recommendatIon of 
the Broken Arrow P I ann I ng Comm I ss Ion for approva I; therefore, he made a 
mot Ion to approve th I s request. Mr. Gardner adv I sed that the Staff, 
since the writing of the recommendation, has learned the applicant has an 
option for the south 50' of the subject tract. Therefore, the OL buffer 
Is not needed. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Roy Johnsen, on beha I f of the app I J cant, commented the commerc i a i 
request Is within the boundary of the Development Guidelines, and If there 
was a need for buffering, It should be established south of the proposed 
commercial J Ine. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 meni>ers present 

On MOTI ON of OOI£RTY, the P I an n I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Wilson, Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE CZ-l48 Dunham (West Trust) for CS on the entire tract. 

Legal Description: 

A tract of land In the NW/4 of the NW/4 of Section 29, T-18-N, R-14-E, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma, more particularly described as fol lows: Beginning 
at the Northwest corner of sa t d NW/4 NW/4; thence East, a long the north 
I ine thereof a distance of 330.00'; thence due south a distance of 70.00'; 
thence S 30° E a d I stance of 200.00'; thence S 5° Wad I stance of 
200.00'; then S 15° W a distance of 225.00'; thence West a dlstnace of 
355.00' to the West line of said NW/4 NW/4; thence North along said West 
line a distance of 660.00' to the POB, containing 5.88 acres, more or 
less. 

* * * * * * * 
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Application No.: PUD 159-A Present Zoning: Vacant 
Proposed Zoning: RM-l, RS-3 

the NW/c of West 71st Street & South Union Avenue 
Applicant: Crews 
Location: North of 
Size of Tract: 7.9 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: April 23, 1986 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Scott Morgan, 815 East 1st Piace 

Staff Recommendation: Major Amendment to Permit a Nursing Home 
and Detail Site Plan Review 

(582-5225) 

The subject tract has an area 7.9 acres and Is located 
north of the northwest corner of West 11 South Union Avenue. 
No change Is requested In the underlying zordng which is RM-l and RS-3. 
PUD 159 was approved for 144 apartment units on the subject tract. The 
purpose of PUD 159-A Is to permit a nursing home and accessory uses with 
166 beds to rece I ve TMAPC approva I of the Deta II Site P I an. TMAPC 
approval of the Detail Site Plan shal I be subject to approval of PUD 159-A 
Major Amendment by the City Commission. 

The proposed development wll I be a one story facility with two entrances 
from Union Avenue; 83 parking spaces; 7 handicapped parking spaces and one 
loading area on the south side. The building wIll have a residential 
character as Is typical of nursing homes. The conversion of the proposed 
47,240 square feet of floor area to dwe III ng un Its <79 dwe III ng un Its) 
w!1 I yield 65 unallocated multi-family units to be used on this tract or 
which could be transferred within PUD 159. The northeast portion of the 
subject tract will remain undeveloped; although, the steep slope could 
pose prob I ems to sa I d deve I opment. The Out I I ne Deve lopment PI an/Deta II 
SIte Plan does not specify a mInimum landscaped open area and a portion of 
the site would remain undeveloped and grassed. Landscaping (trees, 
shrubs, etc.) should be provided adjacent to the building and In the 
parking areas. This detail wii i be expected to be submitted in the Detail 
Landscape Plan which shall be submitted to the TMAPC for review and 
approvai and instai ied prior to granting of an Occupancy Permit. 

The Staff has reviewed PUD 159=A and finds that It Is: (1) consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan; (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, Staff APPROVAl of PUD 159-A and the Detail Site Plan 
subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1 ) That the app I I cant f s Out I I ne Deve lopment PI an/Deta II Site P I an and 
Text be made a condition of approval, unless modified herein. 
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POD 159-A Crews - Cont'd 

2) Development Standards: 
Land Area: 344,124 sf 7.9 acres 

Permitted Uses: Use Unit 8, Multi-family Apartments (65 units) 
and a 166 bed nursing home (47,240 sf) 

Maximum Building Height: l-story 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 47,240 sf/nursing Home 

Minimum Livability Space: As required per the Zoning Code for 
apartment units. 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 83 spaces, plus 7 handicapped spaces, 
one loading dock and as required per the 
Zoning Code. 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 

from center I Ine of Union 
from west boundary 

Approved 
100' 
20' 
20' 
20' 

Submitted 

200' 
20' 
55' 

250' 
from south boundary 
from north boundary 

Minimum Landscaped Open Space: 
Landscaped open space sha I I be prov i ded I n the deve loped 
area (around the nursing home) of the tract and Include 
I nterna I and externa I i and scaped open areas, park I ng lots, 
Islands and buffers, but shal I exclude pedestrian walkways 
and park I ng areas des I gned so I ely for c i rcu I at Ion. 
Undeveloped areas, disturbed by the site grading and 
utility Installation, shal I be grassed or otherwIse 
stab i II zed to prevent eros Ion. Requ I red I andscaped areas 
abutting the nursing home shall be a minImum of 30,000 
square feet which shall Include trees, shrubs, plantings 
and grassed areas abutt I ng the nurs 1 ng home and park i ng 
areas. 

3) That a I I trash, ut II I ty and equ I pment areas sha I I 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 areas which could be developed residentially. 

5) AI I signs shal I be subject to Detail Sign Plan review and approval by 
the TMAPC prior to installation and In accordance with Section 
1130.2(b) of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. One monument sign, 
a maximum of 8' tall with a display area of 64 square feet shal I be 
permitted on Union Avenue to identify the nursing home. 

6) That a Deta II Landscape P I an sha I I be subm I tted to the TMAPC for 
review and approved and Installed prior to Issuance of an Occupancy 
Permit. The landscaping materials required under the approved Plan 
shal I be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continued condition 
of the grant I ng of an Occupancy Perm it. Refer to the Deve! opment 
Standards of specific details of landscaping requirements. 
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7) Subject to review and approval of conditions, as recommended by the 
Technical Advisory Committee. 

8) That the Detail Site Plan, if approved In conjunction with PUD 159-A, 
is understood to be approved subject to approval of PUD 159-A by the 
City Commission. In any event, a Detail Site Plan shal I be approved 
by the TMAPC prior to issuance of a Building Permit. 

9) That no Bu I I ding Perm I t sha I I be Issued u nt II 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 
with I n the Restr I ct I ve Covenants the PUD cond I t Ions of approva I, 
making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said Covenants. 

NOTE: The applicant has requested that this matter receive early 
transmittal to the City Commission. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Based on a comment by Cha I rman Parme Ie, the app I I cant adv i sed he was 
prepared to pay the fee for advertising. Staff confirmed the amount due 
and received a check from the applicant. 

Mr. Woodard made a motion for approval, subject to the conditions of the 
Staff recommendation. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Scott Morgan of Crews Development Company asked Staff If there would 
be a problem Increasing the square footage from 47,240 to 50,500. 
Mr. Gardner stated the number of dwel ling units would decrease, and there 
would not be a problem If a revised plot plan was submitted (as a minor 
amendment), as long as the number of dwel ling units were reduced 
accord I ng I y. Mr. Gard ner a I so stated the requested I ncrease to 50,500 
square feet could be handled with a motion by the Commission at this time. 

AddItional Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Gardner clarified, for Mr. Doherty, that should the nursing home not 
succeed, the applicant would be permitted to use the original 144 units 
for apartments. As requested by Commissioner Selph, Mr. Gardner further 
explained that the applicant could not have the nursing home and the 144 
units; he could have the nursing home and something less than the 144 
units .. based on the size of the nursing home. Mr. Gardner stated the 
appl icant loses 85 units by building a nursing home of this size. 

Mr. Woodard amended his motion to change the square footage and number of 
units. Mr. Paddock stated he favored locking In the nursing home with 59 
units and not give an alternative to allow the originally approved 144 
apartment dwe I I I ngs. Mr. Doherty ver I fled that the app I I cant current I y 
has the approva I to bu II d 144 un Its. Mr. Paddock stated he understood 
this, but felt the TMAPC has the authority to delete the alternative. Mr. 
Gardner affirmed that the TMAPC has this jurisdiction. 
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TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On K>T I ON of WOODARD, the P I ann I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Wilson, Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE PUO 159-A Crews, subject to the conditions as recommended by 
Staff, and amended as fo! lows: 

a) Under Permitted Uses, decrease units from 65 to 59, with a 166 bed 
nursing home, Increasing the square footage to 50,500; 

b) Or, a I low 144 un Its of apartments as an a I ternat I ve to a 166 bed 
nursing home and 59 units of apartments. 

legal Description: 

A part of the SE/4 of Section 3, T-18-N, R-12-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, 
more particularly described as follows, to-wit: Beginning at a point in 
the East line of the SE/4 of Section 3, T-18-N, R-12-E, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma, said point being 1,005.00' N 00°26'22" E of the Southeast corner 
of sa I d SE/4, thence N 00°26' 22" E a long sa I d East I I ne a d I stance of 
570.00', thence N 89°33'38" W along the boundary of the Page Belcher Golf 
Course a distance of 50.00 t , thence N 77°20'00" W along the boundary of 
the Page Belcher Golf Course a distance of 473.00', thence S 08°20'00" ~, 
along the boundary of the Page Belcher Golf Course a distance of 676.59', 
thence S 89°33'38" E a distance of 605.19' to the POB, containing 7.95 
acres, more or less. 

There beIng no further busIness, 
at 4:56 p.m. 

ATTEST: 
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the Cha i rman the meetIng adjourned 

Date p.!l.proved s~Q -8 , 
") .1), \ fA. 

\C d ~. v-~~.f/ 
Chairman 


