
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANN I t\G COMM I SS ION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1627 

Wednesday, November 19, 1986, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MEfoBERS PRESENT 
Carnes 
Doherty, 2nd Vice-
Chairman 

Draughon 
Kempe 
Paddock, Secretary 
Parmele, Chairman 
Selph 
VanFossen 
Wilson, 1st Vice
Chairman 

Woodard 

MEfoBERS ABSENT 
Crawford 

STAFf PRESENT 
Frank 
Gardner 
Setters 
Wi I moth 

OTHERS PRESENT 
LI nker, Lega I 

Counsel 

The notice and agenda of saId meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, November 18, 1986 at 10:54 a.m., as well 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 :33 p.m. 

MINUTES: 

Approvai of Minutes of November 5, 1986, Meeting li626: 

REPORTS: 

On MlTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-3 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, "abstaining"; (Crawford, "absent") 
to APPROVE the Minutes of November 5, 1986, Meeting No. 1626. 

Report of Receipts & Deposits for the Month Ended October 31, 1986: 

On MlTION of DOHERTY, the P I ann I ng Commi ss Ion voted 10-0-0 
(Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, 
VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
(Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the Report of Receipts & DeposiTs for 
the Month Ended October 31, 1986 • 
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REPORTS - Cont' d 

Committee Reports: 

Mr. Paddock advised the Rules and Regulations Committee had met this 
date and scheduled a fol low-up meeting for Wednesday, December 3rd to 
continue discussions before presentation to the TMAPC. 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL: 

Country Acres (2572) East 167th Street & South Peoria Avenue (AG) 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the PlannIng CommIssion voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to CONTINUE 
COnsideration of the Preliminary Plat for Country Acres until Wednesday, 
Decemer 3,1986 at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hall, 
Tulsa Civic Center. 

* * * * * * * 

Heatherwoed Mobile Home Park (PUD 323-3)(29 & 3290) S/slde of Coyote Trail, 
West of South 241st West Ave (RE, AG) 

This plat had a "sketch plat" approval by TAC on 10/24/85, subject to 19 
conditions. It was again reviewed on 5/29/86, but due to numerous 
requirements that had not been met, including an amendment to the PUD, It 
was TABLED without further action. The PUD has now been amended and the 
plat is submitted again 
from previous reviews, 
submIttal shal I apply. 

for preliminary approval. The conditions, taken 
plus additional requirements on the current 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the PRELIMINARY plat of Heatherwood 
Mobile Home Park, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. Remove owners name from ma I n t It I e and show on face of p I at In 
smaller type, along with address and phone number. Show same for 
engineer. 

2. I nd Icate on face of p I at the tota I number of gross acres and the 
total number of lots. Show "PUD 323-3" on face of plat. 

3. Show the private roadway easements within the plat as dashed lines, 
i dent I fy and d I mens Ion same as part of "Reserve A". ( I dent I fy a I I 
the open space and private roadways as part of "Reserve A".) Show a 
block number. Identify adjacent land as "unplatted". 
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Heatherwood Mobile Home Park - Cont'd 

4. I dent I fy the creek as "Restr I cted Ora I nageway Easement" to match 
I anguage I n covenants. Show bear I ngs and d I stances so It can be 
accurately located. (Subject to approval of County Engineer.) 

5. Omit "bridge" since same Is owned by developer and an easement Is not 
necessary. 

6. Show additionai utility easements as needed. Approvai of easements 
subject to release letters from utility companies. 

7. Water plans shal I be approved by the applicable water supplier prior 
to release of final plat. (Release letter required.) 

8. Paving and/or drainage plans shal I be approved by the County 
Eng I neer, I nc I ud I ng storm dra I nage and detent Ion des I gn (and other 
permits where appl icable), subject to criteria approved by the County 
Commission. 

9. All curve data shal I be shown on final plat as applicable (see #12). 

10. The method of sewage disposal and plans therefore, shal I be approved 
by the City-County Health Department. (OK approved 11/13/86) 

11. The method of water supply and plans therefore, shal I be approved by 
City-County Health Department. (OK approved 11/13/86) 

12. All lots, streets, building lines, easements, etc. 
completely dimensioned. (Many dimensions missing on 
dralnageway.) 

sha II be 
lots and 

13. A Corporat Ion Comm I ss I on letter (or Cert I f 1 cate of Nondeve I opment) 
shal I be submitted concerning any 011 and/or gas wei Is before plat Is 
released. A building line shall be shown on plat on any wells not 
officially plugged. 

14. Covenants: 
(a) Legal should be metes ana oounas description around entire plat. 

(Subject to approval of County Engineer.) 
(b) SECTiON i: Reference to drainageway easement, subject to 

approval of County Engineer. 
(c) SECTION II: 

1. PUD number Is 323-3 
2. Paragraph 4, add: "dust free" after word "weather", per PUD. 

(d) SECTION I I I: 
B. After word "restrictions", add: "In Section II" and change 

first word from "These" to "The". 
C. Omit "Section I and" phrase. 

15. All conditions of PUD 323-3 shall be met prior to release of final 
plat, Including any appJ Icable 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. 
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Heatherwood Mobile Home Park - Cont'd 

16. Section line right-of-way should be properly vacated or shown on plat 
as "24.75' Statutory Right-of-Way". If vacated, cite case or 
resolution number for reference. 

17. This plat has been referred to Mannford and Sand Springs because of 
Its location near or Inside a "fence line" of that municipal tty; 
otherwise only the conditions listed apply. 

18. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Installation of Improvements shall 
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 shal I be met prior to release of 
final plat. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Wilmoth advised conditions #7, #10 and #11 had already been met. In 
rep I y to Mr. Doherty, Mr. W II moth stated the method of sewage d I sposa I 
approved was a group approval for six septic tanks for the entire 
development. Commissioner Selph questioned where the applicant was 
obtaining his water supply. Mr. Harry Adkins, representing the applicant, 
advised It was a private water supply (approved by the State). 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-1 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen; Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; Doherty, "abstaining"; (Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE 
the PrelimInary Plat of Heatherwood Mobile Home Park, subject to the 
conditions as recommended by the TAC and Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Victory Christian Center (783) W/slde South Lewis, 7700 Block South (AG) 

This plat has a "Sketch Plat" approval (3/27/86) by TAC subject to 13 
conditions as listed In the minutes. A copy of the minutes was provided 
for background and review. The appl icant did not take the plat on to the 
Planning Commission, so the only action is that of the TAC on the sketch 
plat. It Is the understanding of the Staff that an appl ication has been 
or wll I be made to vacate East 78th Street at the west end of this tract. 
The new plot plan does not show a connection across the drainage area to 
78th Street. lE the street Is vacated, then this wll I solve the question 
of whether a dedicated street Is to be extended through to South Lewis. 
HOWEVER, If 78th Street Is vacated then Lot 2 wll I not have frontage on a 
dedicated street and Board of Adjustment approval wll I be required for a 
var I ance of the zon i ng. I f Lot 2 I s for dra I nage and/or storm water 
purposes, Staff suggests that the lot number be dropped and the area shown 
as a "Reserve" and Its purposes Indicated In the restrictive covenants. 
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Z-6056 Woodland Hills Mall Cont'd 

(a) Grading and drainage plan approval subject to Stormwater Management 
review. (This condition has been met.) 

(b) Extension of sewer Is required. Easements required with extension. 
(c) Approva I I I m I ted to th is tract on I y. Rema I nder of Z-6056 st II I 

"Subject to plat" or waiver appl icatlon. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the waiver of plat on Z-6056 noting 
that the provisions of Section 260 wi II be met upon completion of the 
conditions outlined by the Staff. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Wilmoth pointed out that condition (a) had been already met, and 
clarIfied for Mr. Draughon that this has also been platted. It was also 
noted that condition (b) was not applicable. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On t«>T10N of VAN=OSSEN, the P I ann I ng Comm iss Ion voted 9-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; Draughon, "abstaining"; (Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Wa iver Request for Z-6056 Wood I and Hili sMail on on I y that port I on 
reiated to L-16383. subject to the conditions as recommended by the TAC 
and Staff. 

LOT SPL ITS: 

LOT SPLITS FOR WAIVER: 

l-16768 Vanscoy (1482) South of the SWlc of 81st Street & Elwood Avenue (AG) 

This Is a request to spilt-off a 134.26' x 659.13' lot from a 10 acre 
tract which has had several lots created from It, all of which are over 
2-1/2 acres In size. This application Is only being flied to clear title 
to the 2.03 acre tract. 

Staff notes that there are comparab I e lots I n the area, and recommends 
APPROVAL of this request subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

(1) Approval from the City Board of Adjustment for the variances of the 
bulk and area requIrements needed In order to al low the lot spl It. 

(2) Approval from the City-County Health Department for percolation test 
on the subject tract. 
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L-16768 Vanscoy - Cont'd 

(3) A approva I I etter from Creek County Rura I Water D I str Ict I stat I ng 
water service Is available to the subject tract. 

(4) Any utility easements that may be necessary In order to service the 
subject tracts. Recommend 11' utility easement on north, west and 
south. 

(5) Fifty feet of right-of-way dedicated for Elwood Avenue In order to 
bring the current dedication up to the standards as required by the 
Major Street and Highway Plan. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of L-16768, subject to the conditions 
outlined by Staff. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On M>TION of VAt\FOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Lot Split Waiver for L-16768 Vanscoy, subject to the 
conditions as recommended by the TAC and Staff. 

* '* '* '* '* *" '* 

L-16770 B & C Enterprises (2203) North of the NW/c of Apache & Sheridan (IL) 

This Is a request to spl it a 55' x 190' lot from a Irregular-shaped 
Industrial lot. This action will require a variance from the City Board 
of Adjustment because the only access to this lot Is by a private street. 

Since the only concern In this case Is the access to the street, the Staff 
recommends APPROVAL subject to the fo! lowing condItions: 

(1) Approval from the City Board of Adjustment for the above mentioned 
variance. 

(2) Extens Ions of sewer i i nes and easements that may be necessary to 
service the subject tracts. 

(3) That a copy of the roadway easement document be kept In the lot spl it 
application file, after this instrument has been filed of record at 
the courthouse. 

(4) The dedication for Sheridan Road should be 50 feet, If not, 
additional right-of-way wll I be required In order to conform with the 
Major Street Plan. 

PSO adv I sed that some add I tiona I easement may be needed by separate 
instrument. The Water and Sewer Department advised that this spl it wll I 
separate the parce! from both water and sewer. Extens Ions w II I be 
required. The possibility of changing the access "easement" to a part of 
the ownership to abut Sheridan was discussed. 
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Victory Christian Center - Cont'd 

No new restrictive covenants were prepared so the Information provided may 
need to be updated, particularly to Include the necessary language for 
storm water purposes. 

The major Ity of the rema I n I ng cond It Ions are of rout I ne nature and will 
st II I app I y. 

There was some discussion regarding the need for additional easement along 
South Lewis due to numerous specific easements. It was suggested that the 
p I at show a "50' Bu II ding Li ne and Easement". I t was a Iso recommended 
that the 17-1/2' perimeter easement also be retained as shown on plat. 

The TAC voted to recommend approva I of t he PREll M I NARY P I at of Victory 
Christian Center, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. Show applicable dralnageway easements and/or detention as required by 
Stormwater Management. 

2. Omit Lot 2 and show necessary easements for drainage and/or 
stormwater facilities. 

3. Utility easements shal I 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 I ines and/or lot lines. (Show complete 
ONG easement. Also show "50' building line and easement" on Lewis.) 

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

5. Pavement or landscape repa I r w! th I n restr! cted water I I ne, sewer 
line, or utility easements as a result of water or sewer line repairs 
due to breaks and fa II ures, sha I I be borne by the owner( s) of the 
I ot( 5). 

6. 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. 

7. Paving and/or 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. (Class "A" Permit required.) (Include language for 
over I and dra I nage easement as d J rected by Department of Stormwater 
Management. 

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

9. Limits of Access or (LNA) as applicable shal I be shown on the plat as 
approved by Traffic Engineer. Include appl icable language in 
covenants. Rev I ew south access In re I at Ion to ex I st I ng cu I vert. 
Show 40' wIdth for al I three access points. Plat should match plot 
plan. 
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Victory ChrIstian Center - Cont'd 

10. It is recommended that the 
during the early stages 
ordering, purchase, and 
(Advisory, not a condition 

developer coordinate with Traffic Engineer 
of street construction concerning the 
Installation of street marker signs. 

for release of plat.) 

11. It Is recommended that the appl icant and/or his engineer or developer 
coord I nate tv 1 th the Tu J sa C i ty=County Hea I th Department for so lid 
waste disposal, particularly during the construction phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of solid waste Is prohibited. 

12. A "Letter of Assurance" regard I ng I nsta II at Ion of Improvements sha I I 
be subm i tted pr lor to re I ease of f I na I p I at, inc I ud I ng documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations. 

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

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. W II moth commented that, I n regard to cond I t I on #2, there wou I d be a 
Lot 2, which would abut the end of 78th Street. Mr. Wilmoth also advised 
that the 17-1/2' perimeter easement has been dropped, per meetings with 
the utilities Involved. In reply to Mr. VanFossen, Mr. Wilmoth clarified 
that 78th Street would not be completly vacated, but could be closed by 
ordinance due to the water line going to Lewis and the need for a uti I Ity 
easement. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstent Ions"; (Crawford; "absent") to 
APPROVE the PrelimInary Plat for Victory Christian Center, subject to the 
conditions as recommended by the TAG and Staff. 

REQUEST FOR WAIVER (Section 260): 

1-6056 Woodland Hills Mall (183) North of the NE/c 71st & Memorial (CS, AG) 

This Is a request to waive plat on a portion of Lot 1, Block 1 of the 
above p I at. Th is part Icu I ar parce I has been separated by Lot Sp lit 
#16383, approved 3/6/84. A restaurant I s proposed on the first parce I 
(plot plan submitted) although more land was Included In the zoning 
application. Therefore, this recommendation and review only covers that 
portion within the plot plan submitted and the approved lot spilt. As 
th I scorner deve lops we shou I d expect to see add I tiona I plot plans and 
requests for wa I ver on the rema J nder. Since I tis a I ready platted and 
access is limited to the prIvate "ring-road", Staff sees no objection to 
the request on this tract, subject to the fol lowing: 
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L-16770 B & C Enterprises - Cont'd 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of L-16770, subject to the conditions 
outlined by Staff, Including comments from Water and Sewer Department and 
PSO. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOT!ON of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty~Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Lot Split Waiver for L-16770 B & C Enterprises, subject to the 
conditions as recommended by the TAC and Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

L-16775 Drury (593) 2824 East Admiral Court ( RS-3) 

This Is a request to spl It the north 93' and the west 5' of the north 50' 
of the south 185' of Block 3, Speedway Heights Into two lots facing east 
Admiral Court. The west lot wll I have 66.9' of frontage and 6,472 square 
feet and contains an existing single-family house. The east lot Is 
present I y vacant, w III have 66.9' of frontage and conta 1 n 6,222 square 
feet. Since both lots are less than 6,900 square feet a variance of the 
minimum area Is required. A sewer main extension wll I be required for the 
east lot. (The southerly part of Block 3 was spl it off by L-15687 and the 
plat requirement waived on Z-5263 on 1/16/80. Applicant at that time was 
advised a sewer extension would be required as wei I as being advised that 
grading plan approval would be required In the permit process. The Board 
of Adjustment approved the tract now under application for duplex use, 
case 612412, 1/27/83, but only a single-family house was placed on the 
lot and the except Ion granted by the Board has exp I red. ) Staff has no 
objectIon to the present request, subject to the fo! lowing: 

(a) Sewer main extension required by Water and Sewer Department. 

(b) Grad I ng p I an approva I by Stormwater Management through the perm it 
process. 

(c) Approval of Board of Adjustment of a variance to permit smal Jer lot 
areas. 

Cd) Utility easements as needed for sewer extension. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of L-16775, subject to the condItions 
outlined by Staff. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "ayeii ; no "naysii; no if abstent i onsll; (Crawford I "absent") to 
APPROVE the Lot Split Waiver for L-16775 Drury, subject to the conditions 
as recommended by the TAC and Staff. 
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LOT SPL ITS fOR RATif ICATION OF PRIOR APPROVAl: 

L-16764 (883) CJB Inc. 
L-16776 (1482) Rosencutter 

L-16777 (2693) Franden 
L-16778 (1993) Design Properties 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon; Kempe, Paddock, Parme!e, Se!ph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Above Listed Lot Splits for Ratification of Prior Approval, as recommended 
by Staff. 

ZONI~ PUBLIC HEARI~: 

Application No.: Z-6126 & POD 421 
Applicant: Heller 
Location: SE/c of the Broken Arrow Expressway 
Size of Tract: .1 acre, approximately 

Date of Hearing: November 19, 1986 

Present Zoning: RS-3 
Proposed Zoning: RM-l 

and Zunis Avenue 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Bob Nichols, 111 West 5th 

NOTE: Z-6126 was initially submitted as request for rezoning from RS-3 to 
OL with a related Item being PUD 421. The application was continued 
from October 8, 1986 to November 19th to allow the applicant to 
submit a revised PUD application and readvertlse for rezoning from 
RS-3 to RM-l, and Is being presented at this time. 

Relatlonshi~ to the Comprehensive Plan: Z-6126 & Related PUn 421 

The D i str I ct 6, P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designated the subject property Low Intensity -
Residential. 

Accord I ng to the "Matr Ix III ustrat I ng D I str Ict P I an Map Categor i es 
Re I at I onsh I p to Zon I ng D i str I ctslt, the requested RM-l zon I ng may be found 
In accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately .1 acre In size and 
located east of the southeast corner of Zunis Avenue and the frontage road 
of the Broken Arrow Expressway. It is partially wooded, flat, contains a 
single-family residence and is zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by the 
Broken Arrow Expressway zoned RS-3; on the east by an office building and 
a single-family residence zoned OL and RS-3; and on the south and west by 
single-family residences zoned RS-3. 
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Z-6126 & PUD 421 Heller - Cont'd 

Zoning and BOA Historical Sunvnary: Previous zoning actions to the area 
east of the subject tract have permitted OL zoning and office uses. The 
immed I ate area abutt i ng the subject tract to the south and west Is a 
stable single-family residential neighborhood. OL zoning on the subject 
tract was denied by the TMAPC In February 1983 per Z-5796. 

Conclusion: The physical facts and land use In this Immediate area 
support a distinct delineation of RS low Intensity residential uses and 
zon I ng versus off I ce uses and zon I ng a long the east boundary of the 
subject tract. Even though the request "may be found" in accordance with 
the Comprehensive Plan, the physical facts do not support a finding In 
favor of the requested RM-1 zon I ng. Th I s request I s cons I dered an 
encroachment into the stable single-family residential zoning and 
character of the exIsting and abutting neighborhood to the south and west. 
The most recent amendment to the District 6 Plan for the subject tract was 
from Low Intensity - No Specific Land Use to Low Intensity - Residential; 
a demonstrated pol Icy toward reduced (rather than Increased) Intensities. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of RM-1 zon I ng. NOTE: The proposed 
rezon I ng I s requested as under I y I ng zon I ng for PUD 421. Staff does not 
support the RM-1 zoning request and, therefore, does not support PUD 421, 
as expiained In a separate Staff recommendation. 

Staff Recommendation: PUD 421 (Related Item Z-6126) 

The subject tract has an area of approximately .3 acres and is located at 
the southeast corner of the Broken Arrow Expressway Frontage Road and 
Zun I s Avenue. Staff I s not support Ive of the requested RM-l under I y I ng 
zoning per Z-6126 and, therefore, Is not supportive of PUD 421. RM-1 
zon I ng I s be I ng requested on the east ha I f of the PUD with a Spec I a I 
Exception for office use. The Site Plan and the PUD Text Indicate that, 
as a part of the proposed conversion of the east residence to office, the 
north porch area wll I be enclosed. The design of the parking area Is to 
provide two parking spaces In two driveways (a total of four spaces) In 
the front yard of the east lot. The requ I rement for off I ce off-street 
parking would be a minimum of five spaces. 

The applicant is proposing a future addition of 1,080 square feet of 
res I dent I a I use, wh I ch will resu I t from the convers Ion of the ex I st I ng 
garage and the tying of the two houses together. A variance from the BOA 
is pending on the requirement of I Ivabil Ity space for the residential unit 
which wil I remain on the west half of the PUD. Also, a variance has been 
requested on the screening requirement. 

Staff recommends DEN I AL of PUD 421. I f the TMAPC I s support i ve of the 
under I y I ng zon t ng, Staff recommends a cont I nuance of th I s app I I cat Ion 
until December 3, 1986 to do a detailed analysis of the proposed 
deve! opment standards and out! I ne deve! opment p! an. The minutes of the 
August 28, 1986 and November 13, 1986 TAC meeting are attached as weI I as 
a copy of the outline development plan. 
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Z-6126 & PUD 421 Heller - Cont'd 

Comments & Discussion: 

Ms. Wilson Inquired If, during the District 6 Plan update, there was any 
discussion as to what was desired for this tract of land. Mr. Gardner 
stated most of the discussion centered on Terrace Drive. Mr. Paddock 
Inquired as to the date of the adoption of the most recent Plan amendment. 
Mr. Gardner adv i sed that that wou i d have been dur i ng the Cherry Street 
Special Study, which was adopted during the last 60 days. 

ApplIcant's Comments: 

Mr. Nichols submitted a site plan drawing and photos of the subject tract, 
and reviewed these for the Commission. He advised the applicant owns both 
lots and was currently residing In the property under appl lcatlon for RM-l 
zoning, and If approved, they would move their office and business 
activity to the property on the east. Mr. Nichols announced the appl lcant 
would only need 25' feet of RM-l (not 50' as originally requested), and 
was prepared to amend the zonIng applIcation to that amount. Mr. Nichols 
stated the property to the east was I nc I uded I n the PUD on I y because of 
the off-street parking requirements, and was being also being amended to 
a I low two park I ng spaces In dr I veway located on each s I de of the east 
building. A further amendment to the applicatIon was made to withdraw any 
additional space to connect the two structureSD 

Ms. Wilson clarified the application was then amended to do away with any 
add-ons between the buildings and requested 25' instead of 50' of RM-l, as 
weI I as the modification to the parking. Mr. Nichols concurred. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. J 1m Rand (2019 East 14th P I ace), as Cha I rman of the Terrace Dr Ive 
Neighborhood Association, spoke In support of the request for zoning and 
development. Mr. Rand commented the Association would prefer to see the 
RM-l zoning, with the agreed restrictions, to ai low the continued use as a 
residence. 

Ms. Wilson Inquired as to the agreed restrictions and/or conditions, and 
Mr. Rand stated the app Ilcant wou I d add the restr I ct Ions, as discussed 
with the Assoc I at ion, to the PUD or I nc I ude them I n the restr Ict I ve 
covenants. Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Rand his thoughts on having apartments 
built In this area, should this be rezoned to RM-l. Mr. Rand stated this 
was a primary concern of the Association and they discussed the 
possIbility of finding a means to allow Mr. Heller, through the RM-l 
zon I ng and appropr I ate var lance, to use his property as he w I shed, but 
st III protect the ne Ighborhood aga I nst a future purchaser hav I ng the 
advantage of building apartments. Mr. Rand stated that through the agreed 
upon restrictions, this would be addressed so the applicant would not be 
able to change the structure or build an apartment. Mr. Paddock confirmed 
with Mr. Rand this did have some basis for his request to the Rules and 
Regulations Committee for an amendment to Title 42 of the Zoning Codes. 
Mr. Rand exp I a I ned the requested amendment to the Codes wou I d a I low 
someone the ability to conduct a low profile, low traffic office type 
business from their residence. 
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Applicant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Nichols, to address the concerns of the neighborhood, stated the tract 
on the west was to remain a single-family residence. In regard to the 
question about apartments being built on the site, Mr. Nichols reiterated 
the zoning application for RM-l was being amended to only 25', which would 
be very restrictive for apartment use, and the PUD would place 
restrictions to further limit the use. Mr. Nichols, In addressing the 
Staff's recommendation on the zoning request, reviewed the subject tract 
and the surrounding areas and stated this area was one subdivision at one 
time and was broken up through lot splits. As he saw no physical 
supporting facts for the zoning line as del tneated by Staff, he felt the 
I ine should be Zunis Avenue. Mr. Nichols pointed out that, with this 
appl icatlon, there was a buffer being provided by the property owner to 
Insure the stab I i Ity of the neighborhood, as they will maintain the 
single-family residence on the western portion of the tract. Referring to 
the Comprehensive Plan and the desire to not Increase the Intensity, Mr. 
Nichols commented the 25' of RM-l zoning would not Increase Intensities. 
Mr. Nichols submitted a chart to show the low amount of office traffic and 
activity presently conducted on the premises. 

I n response to Mr. Doherty, Mr. N I cho Is exp I a I ned the nature of Mr. 
Hei ier's business was oli investments and stock Investments. Mr. 
VanFossen questioned why the westerly lot was even Included in the PUD. 
Mr. Nichols stated the PUD was filed before he acquired this case and he 
might have excluded It, but another rationale would be to accommodate the 
off-street parking should five spaces, In fact, be required. He stressed 
Mr. Heller's intent to keep this a single-family residence and there was 
no Intention to expand any office to this westerly tract. Mr. Gardner 
commented that, In revlew!ng the history on this property, the structure 
on the west lends Itself better for office, but both of these have been 
under application for office usage. To have any merit, residential was 
stressed as a buffer on the eastern tract. Mr. VanFossen confirmed with 
Mr. Gardner that this It was better as part of the PUD because It gives a 
locked In buffer within the PUD. 

Mr. Carnes I nqu ! red as to the I mportance of the de I ay of the PUD to 
December 3rd. Mr. Gardner stated that, basically, what was being proposed 
was to II bera I I ze the home occupat Ion ru I es that st I pu I ate one can on I y 
have emp loyees who II ve I n the structure, but chang I ng the ord I nance 
would not help In this situation. The continuance to December 3rd was 
requested to allow time to review the specifics of the PUD, should the 
zoning be approved. 

Mr. VanFossen asked Mr. Nichols If there was any reason why the east side 
could not be used with five parking spaces behind the building. Mr. 
Nichols stated this has not been reviewed from an engineering standpoint, 
but It was Mr. Hel Jer's feeling that he would rather not convert the back 
yard to a parking lot If possible. 
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Additional Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Doherty Inquired if Staff had any additional Information as to the 
stab Illty of the ne i ghborhood to the west, espec i a I I Y that front I ng the 
Broken Arrow frontage road. Mr. Gardner commented being aware of at least 
two structures facing the expressway (on the south side) that have had 
extensive renovation for singie-family usage, which indicates the area 
has had some revital izatlon occurring. 

Mr. VanFossen stated he personally did not have a problem with the east 
lot as offices, but he did have some problems with considering anything 
otherwise with the westerly property. In looking at the zoning line, he 
pointed out the property on the south going back to Zunis that goes off 
the zoning line. Mr. VanFossen remarked he would be In favor of 
permitting the PUD and the 25' of RM-l zoning, subject to the Staff 
working out the final details of the PUD, and offered this In the form of 
a motIon. After a comment from Mr. Nichols as to calculating the zoned 
area to the center I Ine, Mr. VanFossen amended his motion to the east 30' 
for RM-l. 

Due to hes I tat Ion for cont I nu I ng the zon I ng with the PUD, Mr. Gardner 
suggested voting on the motion, but withhold transmittal of the zoning 
portion until the PUD was heard to allow transmittal of both Items 
together to the City. If this motion carried, then Staff would know the 
Commission was supportive of RM-l zoning, and then Staff could look at the 
specific proposal. Mr. VanFossen amended his motion to include the 
withholding of the transmittal to City until after the PUD Is heard. 

Mr. Gardner, In reply to Ms. Kempe, explained that OL would not be found 
I n accordance with the Comprehens i ve P I an, wh II e RM was a "may be found" 
and the PUD a I lowed the convers Ion. Discuss Ion cont I nued on OL zon I ng 
versus RM zoning with a PUD. Chairman Parmele commented It appeared they 
were playing with words instead of looking at the physical facts and actuai 
use of the property. 

Mr. Paddock stated he could not support the motion and could not support 
office use at this location, as he did not believe In the use of a PUD to 
try to obtain what could not be obtained directly. Even If the RM-l was 
approved, he could not support a PUD on this small parcel of land, as he 
felt It was Inappropriate. Mr. VanFossen, as Chairman of the Comprehensive 
Plan Committee, commented the Committee dId review this, and he felt this 
application was unique and he was stll I In support. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On tlDTION of VAI\FOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 7-2-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Kempe, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; Draughon, 
Paddock, "nay"; no "abstentions"; <Crawford, Woodard, "absent") to APPROVE 
RM-1 zoning on the east 30' of Z-6126 Heller and to withhold transmittal 
to the Clr; until the related PJO 421 is heard. 
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TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 1-0-2 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Kempe, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Draughon, Paddock, "abstaining"; (Crawford, "absent") to CONTINUE 
Consideration of PUO 421 Heller until Wednesday, December 3, 1986 at 
1:30 p.m. In the City C.ommlsslon Room, City Ha!!; Tu!sa Civic Center. 

Appl icatlon No.: PUO 291-A 
App! Icant: Dupree 
Location: 1623 East 66th 
Size of Tract: 30' x 60' 

* * * * * * * 

Present Zoning: RM-T 
Proposed Zoning: Unchanged 

Street South, Lot 51, 8'lock 1, I nnovare Park 

Date of Hearing: November 19, 1986 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Stanley Dupree, 1623 East 66th St. (493-3562) 

Staff Recoomendation: Major Amendment for Satel lite Dish In Front Yard 

The sub j ect tract I s located at 1623 East 66th Street South and is the 
site of a single-family residence. The applicant Is requesting approval 
for a satellite dish, which Is 8'6" In diameter, to be Installed In the 
front yard of the residence. PUD 297 has been developed as Innovare Park 
and was approved by the TMAPC on September 8, 1982 and City Commission on 
October 1, 1982 with underlying zoning of RM-T. It Is noted that although 
the development Is characterized as single-family residential, It Is 
developed at multi-family densities. Internal development standards 
permit 12' front yard setbacks (18' from the back of the curb), iO' rear 
yards, and side yards of 0' on one side and 5' on the other. The subject 
tract Is located on a corner lot within a rectangular cul-de-sac, and at 
least 10 to 12 other dwel i lng units would have a view of the proposed 
sate I I Ite dish (three units would be directly across the street or public 
drive area). The size of the subject tract is 30' x 60' and the 12' 
front yard I s a ded i cated san I tary sewer easement. The City Comm I ss Ion 
denied the appl icant a license to Install a satellite dish on the street 
right-of-way on April 4, 1986. 

In view of the extremely limited yard area, a structure such as a 
satellite dish would obscure and virtually occupy all of the available 
meaningful and extremely limited open space and yard area. Staff 
cons I ders such a request c I ear I y I nappropr I ate when the character and 
density of the existing development Is considered. Further, It would not 
be in harmony with the existing development of the surrounding area, and 
also not foster a contInuity of design within the development. 
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Therefore Staff recommends that the request for a sate I I I te dish to be 
placed In the front yard of Lot 51, Block 1, Innovare Park be DENIED. 

Staff has rece I ved a I engthy packet of protest pet I t Ions and other 
materials, the table of contents of which Is attached, which wll I be 
presented at the Dub I I c hear I nQ. Discuss Ions with the aDD I I cant 
"I nd I cate he I s cons I der I ng mov I ng the sate I I I te dish to the" 5' s I de 
yard on the north of the subject tract and mounting It on a 20' pole. 
Staff wou I d cont I nue to recommend DEN I AL of such a request and 
considers that It would be more demeaning of the neighborhood 
character than would a front yard Installation. Sate I I Ite dishes are 
regulated by Section 291 of the Zoning Code. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Mr. Dupree submitted photos of the area and commented that he had 
originally Intended to go before the BOA, but was advised that this was 
under a PUD and would require TMAPC approval. Mr. Dupree, to give a brief 
history, stated that, not being aware of the restrictive covenants, he had 
first put the dish In the front yard, where the Instal Jer had placed it 
six Inches over City right-of-way, and he was forced to remove the dish by 
the City. At that time the Ordinances restricted satel lite dishes to the 
back yard only. He found that the restrictive covenants would not al Iowa 
dish even In the back yard. Mr. Dupree said that he would like to Instal I 
a 20' pole on the north side (which was vacant on this side of the 
cul-de-sac), and place the satel! Ite dish on top of the pole. 

Mr. Draughon, regarding the Initial Installation, confirmed the dish met 
the Ord I nance at that t I me and was on J y moved because the I nsta I I er had 
Inadvertently placed the dish six inches on City right-of-way. Mr. Dupree 
stated that the consensus from Code Enforcement was that I f he dug the 
dish up to move It back six Inches, It would constitute a new instal Jatlon 
and wouid be II legai under the new Ordinance. 

Mr. Linker agreed with the applicant's statement as to the interpretation 
of the Code, but putting that aside, there was some question as to whether 
or not the City had control over sate! lite dishes even prior to passage of 
the Ord I nance. Mr. Lt nker po I nted out two prob I ems the app I I cant was 
facing: (1) trying to satisfy the present City requIrements, and (2) the 
matter of the restrictive covenants, which could be enforced even with 
City approval. Mr. Dupree stated he understood this and was wll ling to 
work with his neighbors If they were willing to work with him, but It 
appeared they had already decided against any dish. Mr. Dupree stated his 
first dish (I n the front yard) was so I I d and uns I ght I Y and to overcome 
that object ion he traded the 01 d dish I n for one that was see-through 
black mesh. Mr. Dupree reiterated that the dish could not be Instal led In 
the back yard because It was not possible to achieve the proper angle on 
the sate I lite from behind the house and over the roof line. Therefore, he 
thought the pole mounting would provide an alternative solution. 
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Ms. Kempe pointed out for the applicant that, even If the TMAPC approved 
the request, under the terms of the covenants the neighbors might be able 
to force him to remove the dish. Mr. Linker commented that the applicant 
has to start somewhere to get two approvals, and he has proceeded properly 
to get an except Ion approved under the PUD. Mr. Dupree stated he 
understood the requ I red process of zon I ng approva I before tack I I ng the 
restrictive covenants. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Rick Cowen 
Ms. Elizabeth Wheatholter 

Address: 

1607 East 66th Street 
1616 East 66th Street 

Mr. Cowen, representing several neighbors, stated the main objection was 
due to the smal I lot sizes. He submitted photos of the cul-de-sac area, 
and stated he felt this would disrupt the character of the neighborhood. 
Therefore, he requested denial of the amendment request. 

Ms. Wheatholter was opposed to the request due to the visual obtrusiveness 
to the neighborhood. She was also opposed to this being placed on a 20' 
pole and suggested that If It could somehow be placed behind the house, 
they would be more agreeable. 

Appl lcant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Dupree agreed with Ms. Wheatholter that the original Installation In 
the front was rather unsightly. He stated a preference for Installation 
on the side of the house (by the chimney), as this presented less safety 
problems than placing it In the back yard, which would require It being 
raised and anchored to cover the apex of his house. Mr. Dupree remarked 
that he (or anyone) should have the right to receive satellite signals, 
and the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) concurred, as indicated In 
a March 1986 ruling. 

Mr. Carnes stated It appeared the neighborhood would be agreeable to a 
back yard instal iatlon and suggested the applicant find someone who would 
put the po I e I n the back yard. Mr. Dupree rep I I ed he was agreeab I e to 
this, but due to the structure of the roof of his house on the backside, 
It would require raising the dish and substantial anchoring. 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Draughon agreed with others on the Commission as to the appl icant's 
problem, but he was also concerned about the applicant's right to a dish 
being denied. Mr. Draughon commented he was uncomfortable with the fact 
that this citizen was unable to have what most other Americans could have, 
and that was the right to own whatever he could afford to buy. 

Mr. VanFossen stated that he has viewed the neighborhood and the side yard 
was literally the front yard of the houses across the street, and he felt 
it was a totally inappropriate location. Therefore, he moved for denial 
of this request. 
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Therefore Staff recommends that the request for a sate I I I te dish to be 
placed In the front yard of Lot 51, Block 1, Innovare Park be DENIED. 

Staff has received a lengthy packet of protest petitions and other 
materials, the table of contents of which Is attached, which wi I I be 
presented at the public hearing. Discussions with the applicant 
indicate he Is considering moving the satellite dish to the 5' side 
yard on the north of the subject tract and mounting it on a 20' pole. 
Staff wou I d cont I nue to recommend DEN I AL of such a request and 
considers that It would be more demeaning of the neighborhood 
character than would a front yard Installation. Sate I I ite dishes are 
regulated by Section 291 of the Zoning Code. 

Appl lcant's Comments: 

Mr. Dupree submitted photos of the area and commented that he had 
originally Intended to go before the BOA, but was advised that this was 
under a PUD and would require TMAPC approval. Mr. Dupree, to give a brief 
history, stated that, not being aware of the restrictive covenants, he had 
first put the dish In the front yard, where the Installer had placed It 
six Inches over City right-of-way, and he was forced to remove the dish by 
the City. At that time the Ordinances restricted satellite dishes to the 
back yard only. He found that the restrictive covenants would not al Iowa 
dish even In the back yard. Mr. Dupree said that he would I Ike to install 
a 20' pole on the north side (which was vacant on this side of the 
cul-de-sac), and place the satel lite dish on top of the pole. 

Mr. Draughon, regarding the Initial Installation, confirmed the dish met 
the Ordinance at that time and was only moved because the installer had 
Inadvertently placed the dish six inches on CIty right-of-way. Mr. Dupree 
stated that the consensus from Code Enforcement was that t f he dug the 
dish up to move It back six inches, It would constItute a new instal iatlon 
and would be II iegal under the new Ordinance. 

Mr. Linker agreed with the applicant's statement as to the interpretation 
of the Code, but putting that aside, there was some question as to whether 
or not the City had control over sate I lite dishes even prior to passage of 
the Ord I nance. Mr. LI nker po I nted out two prob I ems the app I I cant was 
facing: (1) trying to satisfy the present City requIrements, and (2) the 
matter of the restrictive covenants, which could be enforced even with 
City approval. Mr. Dupree stated he understood this and was wll ling to 
work with his neighbors If they were willing to work with him, but It 
appeared they had already decided against any dish. Mr. Dupree stated his 
first dish (I n the front yard) was so Ii d and uns I ght I Y and to overcome 
that ob j ect Ion he traded the 0 I d dish I n for one that was see-throug h 
black mesh. Mr. Dupree reiterated that the dish could not be Instal led In 
the back yard because It was not possible to achieve the proper angle on 
the satel lite from behind the house and over the roof line. Therefore, he 
thought the pole mounting would provIde an alternative solution. 
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Ms. Kempe pointed out for the applicant that, even If the TMAPC approved 
the request, under the terms of the covenants the neighbors might be able 
to force hIm to remove the dish. Mr. Linker commented that the applicant 
has to start somewhere to get two approvals, and he has proceeded properly 
to get an exception approved under the PUD. Mr. Dupree stated he 
understood the requ I red process of zon I ng approva I before tack I I ng the 
restrictive covenants. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Rick Cowen 
Ms. Elizabeth Wheatholter 

Address: 

1607 East 66th Street 
1616 East 66th Street 

Mr. Cowen, representing several neighbors, stated the main objection was 
due to the smal I lot sizes. He submitted photos of the cul~d~sac area, 
and stated he felt this would disrupt the character of the neighborhood. 
Therefore, he requested denial of the amendment request. 

Ms. Wheatholter was opposed to the request due to the visual obtrusiveness 
to the neighborhood. She was also opposed to this being placed on a 20' 
po I e and suggested that I fit cou I d somehow be p I aced beh I nd the house, 
they would be more agreeable. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Dupree agreed with Ms. Wheatholter that the original installation In 
the front was rather unsightly. He stated a preference for Installatlon 
on the side of the house (by the chimney), as this presented less safety 
problems than placing It In the back yard, which would require It being 
raised and anchored to cover the apex of his house. Mr. Dupree remarked 
that he (or anyone) should have the right to receive satel lite signals, 
and the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) concurred, as Indicated in 
a March 1986 ruling. 

Mr. Carnes stated It appeared the ne Ighborhood wou I d be agreeab I e to a 
back yard installation and suggested the appl icant find someone who would 
put the pole In the back yard. Mr. Dupree replied he was agreeable to 
this, but due to the structure of the roof of his house on the backside, 
It would require raising the dish and substantial anchoring. 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Draughon agreed with others on the Commission as to the appl icant's 
problem, but he was also concerned about the applicant's right to a dish 
being denied. Mr. Draughon commented he was uncomfortable with the fact 
that this citizen was unable to have what most other Americans could have, 
and that was the right to own whatever he could afford to buy. 

Mr. VanFossen stated that he has viewed the neighborhood and the side yard 
was literally the front yard of the houses across the street, and he felt 
IT was a totally inappropriate iocation. Therefore, he moved for denial 
of this request. 
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Mr. Paddock asked Legal to comment on the FCC ruling. Mr. Linker stated 
that he had read Information on this and his Interpretation was that the 
City was allowed reasonably regulate location. If an ordinance was 
adopted that stepped over that boundary to prohibit these type of 
satellite dishes throughout the community, then that might be going too 
far. 

Mr. Doherty remarked that I nnovare Park was deve loped under a PUD that 
took advantage of reduced side yard, lot lines, building setbacks, etc., 
and because of this there Is a problem with Instal lations such as 
proposed. However I the PUD was structured to de I I berate I y do th I sand 
those residents choosing to live there must live under the restrictions of 
the PUD. Mr. Doherty stated he felt this Commission should not, at this 
point, change the PUD to accommodate this request. 

TMAPC fsCT ION: 9 members present 

On M>TION of VAtt="OSSEN, the P I ann I ng Comml ss fon voted 8-1-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; 
Draughon, "nay"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, Woodard, "absent") to DENY 
the Major Amendment to POD 297-A Dupree, as recommended by Staff. 

Appl icatlon No.: Z-601Q-SP-2 
Applicant: Hall/Stokely 

* * * * * * * 

Location: West of the NW/c of Broken Arrow 
Size of Tract: 127.6 acres, more or less 

Present Zoning: CO 
Proposed Zoning: Unchanged 

Expressway & South 129th East Ave. 

Date of Hearing: November 19, 1986 
PresentatIon to TMAPC by: Mr. Bli I Stokely; 10111 East 45th Place (664-4724) 

Staff Recommendation: Corridor Site Plan for Billboards 

The subject tract has an area of 127.6 acres. It Is located west of the 
northwest corner of the Broken Arrow Expressway and South 129th East 
Avenue and Is zoned CO (Corridor). The overall Z-6010-SP Site Plan, 
approved by the TMAPC on October 24, 1984 and the City Commission on 
December 11, 1984, provides for Development Areas as fol lows: 

Corporate Offices 
Commercial/Office 
Hotel/Commercial 
Common Open Space 

Areas A, B, C, D, G and H 
Areas F, I and J 
Area E 
Area K (see attached Development Plan) 

The app Ilcant I s propos! ng to add Use Un It 21 "Outdoor Advert I sing" to 
Development Area F, which was approved for al I uses as permitted In an OMH 
District, Use Unit 12 "Entertainment Establishments", Use Unit 13 
"Convenience Goods and Services", Use Unit 14 "Shopping Goods and 
Services", but excluded Use Unit 8 "Multi-Family Dwellings". It Is also 
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proposed to add Use Unit 21 "Outdoor Advertising" to Development Area G, 
which was approved for all uses permitted In an OMH District, excluding 
Use Unit 8 "Multi-Family Dwellings", and Included all uses permitted 
within an IR District. 

The b II I board I n Area F I s proposed to be a V-type b II I board, 50' ta II 
with a display area 14' tall x 48' wide (672 square feet). The billboard 
In Area G Is proposed to be 50' tal I and have a two-faced display surface 
with each face being 10' tall x 32' wide (640 square feet). The signs 
will be located as shown on the zoning case map and spaced 1,200' apart 
within a "Freeway Sign Corridor", as required by the Zoning Code. 

Staff Is supportive of the requested Z-6010-SP-2 and recommends APPROVAL, 
as follows: 

1) That the applicant's submitted Corridor Site Plan be made a condItion 
of approval. 

2) Subject to said signs meeting all other requirements of the CIty of 
Tulsa including, but not limited to Section 1221.7 Use Conditions for 
Outdoor Advertising signs, and the applicable Building Code. 

3) Subject to Use Unit 21 for Outdoor Advertising Signs being an interim 
use for Development Areas F and G and said signs being subject to 
removal prior to the granting of an Occupancy Permit on a principal 
b u i I ding for any of the other perm I tted uses I n these Deve I opment 
Areas. This condition Is understood to become operative at the time 
a Corridor Site Plan Is submitted for a principal building In Areas F 
or G. 

4) Subject to said signs being spaced a minimum of 1,200' from any 
existing outdoor advertising signs or other outdoor advertising signs 
for which permits have been Issued within this Freeway Sign Corridor. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Frank advised the Commission that Staff was Informed that a permit has 
been Issued for another billboard located south at the southwest corner of 
51st Street and 129th East Avenue. The east bil iboard of this appi lcation 
would not be spaced 1,200 feet from the other billboard. However, there 
was a posslbll tty that the permit could expire within the six month period 
before construction began. In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Frank clarified 
the requirements of the permitting process on billboards. 

In a response to an Inquiry from the Commission, Mr. Stokely indIcated 
that he concurred with the Staff's recommended conditions of approval. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstent Ions"; (Crawford, Woodard, ilabsent") to APPROVE the 
COrridor Site Plan for Billboards for Z-6010-SP-2 Hall/Stokely, as 
recommended by Staff. 
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Legal Description: 

A!! that part of the SE/4 of Section 29, T-19-N, R-14-E of the IBM in 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma, laying north of the northerly right-of-way of the 
Broken Arrow Expressway, said tract being more particularly described as 
follows: 

Considering the east line of said SE/4 as bearing S 00°04'14" Wand with 
al I other bearings contained herein relative thereto: Beginning at the NE 
corner of sa I d SE/4 of Sect Ion 29; thence S 00°04' 14" W a long the east 
I ine of said SE/4 a distance of 2,091.60' to a point 550.00' from the SE 
corner of said SE/4; thence N 89°54'01" Wand paral lei with the south line 
of said SE/4 a distance of 800.00'; thence S 00°04'14" and paral lei with 
the east line of said SE/4 a distance of 500.00' to a point 50.00' from 
the south line of said SE/4; thence N 89°54'011" Wand parallel with the 
south line of said SE/4 a distance of 13.90' to a point In the northerly 
right-of-way line of the Broken Arrow Expressway; thence along the 
northerly right-of-way line of the Broken Arrow Expressway as fol lows: 

The N 58°53'31" W a distance of 337.49'; thence N 66°21'31" W a distance 
of 1,214.70'; thence along a curve to the left having a radius of 
21,585.92' for a distance of 477.42', the chord of said curve bearing 
N 62°19'19" W a distance of 477.41', to a point In the west line of said 
SE/4 from wh I ch the SW corner of sa I d SE/4 I I es 930.04' d I stant; thence 
N 00°02'15" E along the west line of said SE/4 a distance of 1,712.51' to 
the NW corner of said SE/4; thence S 89°52'46" E along the north line of 
said SE/4 a distance of 2,640.45' to the POB, as surveyed by John P. 
Geffken In May 1984, and as monumented by same, LESS and EXCEPT the east 
50.00' of the N/2 of sa I d SE/4, the above descr I bed tract of I and 
containing 5,561,777.27 square feet, or 127.6808 acres, more or less. 

PUD 171-4: 

OTHER BUS I NESS: 

North of the Northwest Corner of South Sher I dan Road and East 
81st Street South. Lot 4, Block I, H & J Plaza. 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment for Lot Spl It (L-16773) and Screening 
Requ I rement, Amended Deed of Oed Icat ion, Deta II Site 
Plan, Detail Sign Plan and Detail Landscape Plan. 

Lot 4, Block 1, Is .417 acres In size (net) and Is located approximately 
550 feet north of the northwest corner of South Sher I dan Road and East 
81st Street South. The subject tract Is presently zoned RM-O and PUD. A 
MI nor Amendment to a II ow a 13' setback from the north property Ii ne was 
approved by the TMAPC on November 21, 1985 (PUD 171-3). The applicant Is 
now requesting a Minor Amendment of the screening requirements, and a lot 
spl It, and Detail Site Plan, Detail Sign Plan and Detail Landscape Plan. 
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If approved, an amended Deeds of Dedication must be approved and executed. 
An accompanying lot spilt has been fl led (L-16773), which Is pending 
action on this application. Notice of the application has been given to 
abutting property owners. 

MI NOR AMEtI>MENT: The app II cant I s propos I ng I andscape screen I ng rather 
than privacy fencing between the building and the multi-family area to the 
north. 

The Detail Site Plan Includes the north elevation of the proposed 
building; the character of the building will be residential. The Plan 
Identifies the location, type and size of the materials to be Instal led on 
a 30" tal I berm. The screening fence would only separate parking lots on 
the subject tract and tract to the north. The screening fence should be 
requ I red on the north property I I ne from the northwest corner of the 
subject tract, east a minimum distance of 10' or one standard fence panel 
(whichever Is less) to provide some screening for the rear of the 
building. The submitted plans show a 3' wide strip of unpaved area along 
the north with a 6" barrier curb along the edges of the parking lot. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of the Minor Amendment to substitute 
landscaping for a screening fence, per the proposed Detail Landscape Plan, 
except that a 6' privacy fence be required along the north boundary from 
the northwest corner of the subject tract a distance of 10' to the east or 
one standard fencing panel (whichever is less). 

SIGNS: A pharmacy Is planned on the south Jot and a dental office on the 
north lot. A plastic wall sign Is shown for the pharmacy which Is 3' x 
18' and a 2' x 10' sign (8" aluminum letters with satin finish) Is shown 
for the dentist's office. Staff Is not supportive of the Detail Sign Plan 
as submitted and believes that the relatively smal I scale of this building 
dictates a uniform design for slgnage. Further, this unIformity should be 
decided In favor of the character of the lettering on the dentai office, 
which is 8" aluminum letters with satin finish as proposed for the 
dentist's office. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DEN!~L of the Deta!1 Sign Plan as 
and APPROVAL subject to a uniformity In the design of the sign 
and lettering in favor of that proposed on the dental office. 
not opposed to the overal I 3' x 18' size of the pharmacy sign. 

submitted 
materials 
Staff Is 

LOT SPLIT: The applicant Is proposing to spilt Lot 4 along the common 
wa I I of the dent I st off I ce and pharmacy. Based on the plans subm I tted, 
the two lots wil I appear as one development. The reason for the lot spl It 
is for individual ownership of the two sides and financing. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of the Minor Amendment to al low the 
lot spilt, subject to: the plat of survey flIed by the applicant; the 
development plans submitted; and subject to the construction of the common 
wa I I meet I ng a i I requ I rements of the Bu i I ding Code for f I rewa I I sand 
related criteria. 
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AMENDED DEEDS OF DEDICATION: The original Deeds of Dedication would need 
to be amended to reflect the mutual use of the common drive In the parking 
jot on the south as weil as shared parking. The Amended Deeds wil I also 
require Including language addressing common access from Lot 3 to Lot 4. 
A 20' mutua I access easement Is platted between Lots 3 and 4. Staff 
recommends APPROVAL of the Amended Deeds of Oed Icat Ion subject to the 
format being revised for TMAPC sign off and subject to approval by the City 
Legal staff. 

DETAIL SITE PLAN: Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed Detail Site 
Plan for Lot 4, Block 1, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

I) That the applicant's submitted Detail Site Plan Is a condition of 
approval, unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 

Land Area (Net) 

Permitted Use: 

Building Floor Area: 

Floor Area Ratio: 

Maximum Stories: 

Maximum Height: 

Minimum Setback of Building 
from Arterial Street: 

Minimum Setback from 
North Property Line: 

Minimum Setback from 
West Property Line: 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

APPROVED PUD 

18,150 sf 

SUBM I TIED PLAN 

18,150 sf 

As permitted within a CS District 

Meets 

.35 

2 

4,053 sf 

Tract "Aft 21.4 
Tract "B" 23.4 

26' 29'6" * 

80' from Center I Ine Exceeds 
of Sheridan 

13' 13' 

10' 20' 

16 20 

* The difference In maximum permitted height is a result of an 
amendment to the Zoning Code from 26' to the top of the top plate to 
35' to the top of the structure. The 29'6" figure Is to the top of 
the structure and meets the Code as amended. 

3) That all trash, uti I tty and equipment areas shall be screened from 
public view. 

4) 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 
sha!! be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continued condition 
of the granting of an Occupancy Permit. 
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Note: The app I Icant has subm I tted both north and east e I evat Ions wh I ch 
show a north facade of glass and windows and a building which wi II be 
brick and have a residential style hlp-roof. 

DETA I L LAtI>SCAPE PLAN: Rev I ew of the app I I cant's Deta I I Land scape P I an 
Indicates a 13' landscaped area and berm the length of the north side of 
the buiiding. Aiso, a 15 t sodded area is shown aiong Sheridan as wei I as 
landscaping close to the building. The plan shows approximately 2,358 
square feet of landscaped area or 13% of the total site. A plant material 
schedule Is Included which contains plant types and sizes. Staff 
recommends APPROVAL of the Detail Landscape Plan. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 8 members present 
On M)TION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Carnes, Crawford, Woodard, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Minor Amendment for Lot Spl it L-16773 and Screening, Detail Site Plan, 
Detail Landscape Plan and Amended Deeds of Dedication for PUD 171-4, as 
recommended by Staff; and APPROVE the Detail Sign Plan as recommended by 
Staff (denial of Detail Sign Plan, as submitted by the applicant). 

PUD 1385-3: 

* * * * * * * 

NW/c East 71st Street South and South Utica Avenue 
Lot 1, Block 1, Laurenwood Addition 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment for Signage 

PUD #385 Is approximately 1.7 acres In size and is located on the 
northwest corner of South Utica Avenue and East 71st Street South. It Is 
abutted to the north by a developing office park, to the west by Joe Creek 
Channel, to the south by an apartment complex and to the east by an office 
park. The app I I cant I s request I ng a m I nor amendment to change the 
approved sign and types on the south and east elevations. Detail Sign 
Plan approval was granted by the TMAPC on July 23, 1986 for a 6'6" X 
11'10" project monument type ground sign. The applicant Is now requesting 
a minor amendment to allow the substitution of the approved "Decorative 
Center" sign which is to be a stucco type to a "Carpet World" sign which 
wll I be backl ighted on the south elevation and a similar wal I mounted sign 
on the north end of the east elevation. 

After review of the applicant's application and drawings, Staff finds the 
request to be minor In nature but can only support the request In part. 
Staff can support the substitution to the tenant sign on the south 
elevation only, due to Its frontage on a major street. Staff cannot 
support the South Utica Avenue elevation due to the nonarterlal frontage, 
as wei I, Staff could not support similar slgnage for the other tenants. 
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When PUD 385 was approved, uniform consideration was given to the tenants 
by al lowing 12" vertical band with sewn or sllkscreened letters on awnings 
for tenant slgnage (submitted by the applicant). Staff would also note 
that the area I s not I n a reta II area and the structure and abutt I ng 
structures are office In nature, which would also make the sign out of 
character with the area. South Utica Avenue provides I imlted access to a 
low Intensity office development, again where slgnage Is restricted. 

Based on the above find I ngs, Staff recommends APPROVAl of the proposed 
sign and type for the south elevation and DENiAl on the east elevation. 

October 15, 1986: As requested by the CommIssion, Staff researched 
prev lous act ions on PUD 385 from Its I ncept Ion as summar I zed I n the 
attached "History of the Tulsa Design Center." Included In the "History" 
I s an excerpt from the Text wh Ich addresses "s 19n Standards" wh Ich were 
mod I fled by the app II cant at the subm I ss Ion of the Deta II Site P I an and 
PUD 385-1 on June 19, 1985 (pp. 16-20 of these minutes). The character of 
the slgnage was discussed at length when the applicant was requesting 4' 
tall lettering on the building; a compromise at 3' was approved. It was 
at that time the more restrictive sign standards were Introduced as shown 
on page 19 of the June 19, 1985 minutes. Staff continues to support the 
October 8 i 1986 recommendation to APPROVE PUD 385-3 to al low the 
backlighted sign as requested by the applicant on the south elevation 
(East 71st Street), but to DENY any changes in the type and character of 
the signs on the east elevation. 

Note: Reference Is made to the original PUD Staff recommendation (June 12, 
1984 TMAPC minutes p. 17) In which CS was not supported on the entIre 
tract; however, the compromise OWCS pattern was supported. It Is 
noted that CS zoning was supported by Staff on only those portions of 
the tract that did not abut adjacent developed and developing areas 
which were primarily office at that time and continue to be so today. 

November 19, 1986: The applicant has submitted revised sign standards 
which the staff considers a reasonable compromise. The physical facts of 
the area, underlying CS and OM zoning, and the character and restrictive 
nature of the proposed standards wll I support the high quality of this and 
abutting development. No slgnage wil I be placed on the west elevation and 
any slgnage presently existing wll I be subject to removal. A wal I sign Is 
planned on the south building elevation (East 71st Street), and two 
similar signs are planned for major tenants on the east elevation (UtIca). 
Signage 12" tall will continue to be permitted on the awnings along the 
east elevation and also along the southeast tile facia (east elevation 
midpoint) for a future tenant. The applicant is proposing that al I signs 
shal I be of a uniform color, no window signs wll I be permitted, and other 
sign requirements wll I be In accordance with the PUD Chapter 1130.2.(b) of 
the Zoning Code. The 3' tal I "Decorator Center" signs previously approved 
for the east and south buildings elevations will be deleted in favor of 
the new signs. 
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Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the PUD 385-3 minor amendment for 
signs and sign standards subject to the submitted Detail Sign Plan and 
amended sign standards. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On M>T I ON of VAt<FOSSEN" the P I ann I ng Comm Iss i on voted 7-0-0 (Doherty I 
Draughon, Kempe, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstent Ions"; (Carnes, Crawford, Paddock, Woodard, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Minor Amendment for Signage for PUD 385-3" as recommended by Staff. 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 3:20 p.m. 

ATTEST: 

Secretary 
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