
TULSA f.ETROPOlITAN AREA PlANN I ~ COtJN I SS ION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1648 

Wednesday, May 6. 1987, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

N:N3ERS PRESENT 
Carnes 

N:M3ERS ABSENT 
Crawford 
Doherty 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 

Counsel Draughon 
Kempe Rice 

Gardner 
Setters 

Paddock, 1st Vlce-
Chairman 

Parmele, Chairman 
Selph (Designee) 
VanFossen, Secretary 
Wi I son 
Woodard 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, May 5, 1987 at 10:30 a.m., as wei i as in the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

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

MIMJTES: 

Approval of Minutes of April 15, 1987, Meeting 11646: 

On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Draughon, 
Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minutes of April 15. 1987, ~~etrng No. 1646. 

Approval of Minutes of April 22. 1987, Meeting 11647: 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Doherty, Kempe, Selph, Crawford, "absent") 
to APPROVE the Minutes of April 22. 1987, Meeting No. 1647. 
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REPORTS: 

Chairman's Report: 

Chairman Parmele reminded the Commissioners of the Oklahoma Chapter 
APA Spring Conference on May 15th - 16th, and requested their 
attendance at the Planning Commission Workshop to be held on 
Saturday, May 16th. 

Con1n ittee Reports: 

Mr. Paddock announced the Rules & Regulations Con1nlttee was meeting 
this date to further consider the Historical Preservation (HP) Zoning 
Ordinance as presented by the Neighborhood Conservation Commission. 
He advised the R & R Committee had previously voted to recommend to 
the TMAPC that the pub! i c hear I ng on th I s matter be cont i nued to 
May 20, 1987. 

TMAPC ACTION: 1 members present 

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 1-0-0 
(Carnes, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Doherty, Kempe, Rice, 
Sel ph, Crawford, "absentlt) to CONTINJE Consideration of the 
Public Hearing to Amend the City of Tulsa Zoning Code to Include 
Establ tshment of a Historic Preservation (HP) Zoning District 
and Related Matters until Wednesday, May 20, 1981 at 1:30 p.m. 
In the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

Director's Report: 

Mr. Jerry Lasker d I str I buted and rev I ewed I NCOG' s Work Program and 
Budget for Fiscal Year 1987-88. He advised the City would be 
decreas i ng the I r contr I but Ion by 5% and the County by 10%. Mr. 
Lasker outl ined six areas where he felt reductions could be made as 
we I I as areas w here revenues might be Increased. I n rep I y to Mr. 
VanFossen, Mr. Lasker stated this presentation was the total budget 
without the City and County cuts. Mr. Lasker welcomed comments and 
suggestions from the TMAPC members as to the budget and work program. 

Chairman Parmele appointed a TMAPC Budget Subcommittee to meet with 
Mr. Lasker to review the various Items so as to obtain a more 
deta II ed ana I ys I s. The Budget Subcomm Ittee members appo I nted were 
Bob Parmele, Cherry Kempe and Marilyn Wilson. 

Mr. Lasker advised the State Department of Transportation approved a 
contract with group of firms, headed by Barnard, Dunkelberg & Co. of 
Tulsa, to do the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Creek 
Expressway. The firms appointed to do the various studies were: 
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Director's Report - Cont'd 

Noise & Air Qual Ity ••••• Mestre, Greve Assoc., Newport Beach, CA 
Finance & Economlcs ••••• Real Estate Research Corp., Chicago, IL 
Public Participation/Social Analysls ••••• Urban Environmental Assoc., 

Dallas, TX 
Engineering, Soils, Water Quality, Hydrology & Geology ••••• 

URS Engineers, Denver, CO 

In reply to Mr. Carnes, Mr. Lasker advised that the monies for this 
project were al located and Issued by the State Department of 
Transportation, who also handled the selection of the firms for the 
EIS. Mr. Lasker reiterated that a Tulsa firm was heading this 
project and this firm Issued the subcontracts for the various 
studies. Ms. Wilson confirmed that the time frame for the EIS was 
stll I projected at 18 - 24 months. 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL: 

River Port & Z-6070 Valley Bend (783) SE/c of 71st St. & Riverside Dr. (CS) 

NOTE: This plat and a plat waIver request on Z-6070 are companion Items, 
along with a "prior approval" lot spl It (#16850). The plat waiver (on the 
corner lot, #1 only) and lot spl It are being processed at the same time to 
expedite obtaining a building permit on the corner. It will be platted 
and Is Included In the preliminary plat submitted. Staff has no objection 
to this procedure since a plat Is working on the entire parcel and the lot 
I s shown as requested. Staff adv I sed that I nstead of a panhand I e out to 
71st Street, the area east of Lot 1 will be platted as a third lot. The 
frontage Is less than 150' and wll I require Board of Adjustment approval. 
(See conditions listed below). 

In discuss Ion, Mil I er (oNG) adv I sed that some gas and pass I b I yother 
utilities were located on the corner of Lot 1 which will require some 
additional easements. Other easements needed were specified by other TAC 
members, Including 17-1/2' utility easement parallel to Riverside DrIve, 
20-1/2' utility easement along the south line, reserving 3' for fencing, 
and increasing the north easement to 17-1/2' (including existing sanItary 
sewer easement.) 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the PRELIMINARY plat of 
River Port, Including waiver of plat on Lot 1, subject to the followIng 
conditions: 
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River Port & Z-6070 Valley Bend - Cont'd 

1. Lot 3 will require Board of Adjustment approval for less than 150' 
frontage. F I na I p I at sha I I not be re I eased u nt II the necessary 
variance Is received from Board of Adjustment. 

2. Access points shal I meet the approval of Traffic Engineering (right 
turn only). 

3. Show Book/Page dedications for adjacent rights-of-way on both 71st 
and Riverside Drive. Also, for reference, show a tie dimension to 
the section corner (NW corner 7-18-13). 

4. Covenants: 
Page 2: Change number of lots and blocks I n 2nd paragraph to fit 

plat. 
Page 3: Paragraph 1, refers to fenc I ng area. Show these areas on 

plat ff app! fcable. (Fencing is not required between 
commercial district lots.) 

Page 4 or 5: Part of Water and Sewer Department details left out of 
this section. 

Page 6: Development standards are not required on ordinary CS 
Zoning. Omit this section, as the Zoning Code wll I prevail 
without having this on plat. 

Page 7: Omit al I references to the City or TMAPC as beneficiary of 
these covenants In th is sect i on. Th is I s not a PUD or 
Corridor District and this part Is unnecessary. 

5. Utility easements shall meet the approval of the utilities. 
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee If underground plant Is planned. 
Show additional easements as required, and as discussed with TAC this 
date. 

6. I nc I ude correct I anguage I n covenants for water and sewer. See #4 
above, reference page 4/5. 

7. Pavement or landscape repair within restricted water I ine, sewer line 
or ut i I I ty easements as a resu I t of water or sewer line or other 
utIlity repairs due to breaks and failures, shall be borne by the 
owner(s) of the lot(s). 

8. A request for creation of a Sewer Improvement District shall be 
submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. 

9. Paving and/or drainage plans shal I be approved by Stormwater 
Management and/or City Engineer, Including storm drainage, detention 
desIgn and Watershed Development Permit application subject to 
criteria approved by City Commission. 

10. A request for a Privately Financed Pub! Ic Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submitted to the City Engineer. 

11. A topo map shal I be submitted for review by the Technical Advisory 
Committee (Subdivision Regulat!ons). Submit with drainage plans as 
directed. 
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River Port 3. Z-6070 Valley Bend - Cont'd 

12. It Is recommended that the applicant and/or his engineer or developer 
coord I nate with the Tu I sa City-County Hea I th Department for so I I d 
waste d I sposa I, part I cu I ar I y dur I ng the construct Ion phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of solid waste is prohibited. 

13. The key or I ocat I on map sha I I be comp I ete ( update newer 
subdivisions). 

14. A Corporation Commission letter (or Certificate of Nondevelopment) 
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. 

15. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Installation of improvements shai I 
be subm I tted pr i or to re I ease of f I na I p I at, I nc I ud I ng documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations. 

16. All (other) SubdivisIon Regulations shall be met prior to release of 
final pi at. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon; Paddock; Parme Ie, Se I ph, VanFossen, W II son, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Doherty, Kempe, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Prel iminary Plat 3. l-16850 for River Port and the related 
Waiver Request for Z-6070 Valley Bend, subject to the conditions as 
recommended by the TAC and Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Kensington Pointe (PUD 128A)(783) East 74th Piace & South Trenton (Rtvj- i ) 

This Is a resubdlvlslon of part of Block 3 and all of Block 6 of 
Kensington I I Amended. No street right-of-way Is being changed. However, 
some side/lot easements In Block 6 are affected. (See specific condition 
below). There have been numerous amendments to this PUD e !t does appear 
that the al lowed densities are within the I imits of the PUD. However, In 
Block 1 of the new plat, it is not clear which lots are to be duplex and 
which may be single-family. Both are al lowed by the PUD. This needs to 
be clarified on the plat. A minor amendment to the PUD may be necessary 
in order to permit the 60' lots. (PUD 128A Indicates an 80' minimum 
width.) If a minor amendment Is required, It is suggested that the 
amendment app I I cat I on be f II ed and the p I at and PUD amendment processed 
together. (See "Staff Note" at the end of the TAC conditions.) 

The Staff presented the plat with the applicant represented by Jack 
Hubbard. Mr. Hubbard Indicated that al I lots are single-family; the 
covenants wll I reflect same. 
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Kensington Pointe - Cont'd 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the PRELIMINARY plat of 
Kensington Pointe, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. All conditions of PUD 128A shall be met prior to release of final 
p I at. Shou I dam I nor amendment be requ I red, p I at sha I I not be 
released until both plat and PUD requirements agree. 

2. Existing side lot easements In Block 6 shall be properly vacated If 
they are not to be ut II I zed on th i s P I at. (Subject to rev i ew and 
approval through the closing procedure via Engineering and City 
Comm I ss Ion. ) Some add I tiona I easements are req u I red as per TAC 
discussion this date. 

3. Covenants: 
(a) Page 2, paragraph 4; Omit references to limited access. None 

shown or required on this plat. 
(b) Page 2, last paragraph, next to last line. Change date to 

October 10, 1979, Instead of November 10th (which was a 
Saturday.) 

(c) Page 3, paragraph "A", check 8/23/72 date. PUD has been amended 
several times. 

(d) Page 3, paragraph "B-1", Lot 1 was left out. What Is It's use? 
Also If It is known that ai i structures wll I be single-family, 
Indicate same. 

(e) Page 3, paragraph "B-2", If Block 2 Is all single-family and 
there are only 22 lots, then the maximum number of units would 
be 22. 

(f> Page 3, paragraph "C", conflicts with "B-1" which says 
"single-family or duplex" 

(g) Page 4, paragraph "E", 4th I I ne; add:" except where 
easements are greater." 

(h) Pages 4 & 5, Sect Ion ilL"; I nc I ude Cab I e TV or "commun i cat Ions" 
where applicable. 

(I) Page 5; paragraph "M"; portion of this was left out; check with 
Water and Sewer Department. 

4. Utility easements shal I meet the approval of the utilities. (Also see 
#2 above.) 

5. Pavement or landscape repair within restricted water line, sewer 
I I ne I or ut II I ty easements as a resu I t of water or sewer I I ne or 
other utll tty repairs due to breaks and failures, shal I be borne by 
the owner(s) of the lot(s). 

6. A request for creation of a Sewer Improvement District shall be 
submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat (If required). 

7. Paving and/or drainage plans shal I be approved by Stormwater 
Management and/or City Engineer, Including storm drainage, detention 
design and Watershed Development Permit appi icatlon subject to 
criteria approved by City Commission. 
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Kensington Pointe - Cont'd 

8. A topo map shall be submitted for review by the Technical Advisory 
Committee (Subdivision Regulations). Submit with drainage plans as 
directed. 

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

10. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Installation of improvements shal I 
be subm I tted pr lor to re I ease of f I na I p I at, I nc I ud I ng documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations. 

11. All (other) Subdivision Regulations shall be met prior to release of 
f I na I p I at. 

Staff note: Further research of the PUD files Indicates that an amendment 
to PUD 128A was approved on August 20, 1980, permitting the 
sma II er 60' lots. Therefore, prev i ous Staff comments 
concerning a minor amendment are not applicable and this plat 
wll I not require another minor amendment. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On ~TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"naysli; no ilabstentions"; (Doherty, Kempe, Rice, Crawford, "absent!!) to 
APPROVE the Prel iminary Plat for Kensington Pointe, subject to the 
conditions as recommended by the TAC and Staff. 

Garnett Village CPUD 428)(2094) 

* * * * * * * 

S & W of 31st & South 121st East Avenue 
(AG to RS-3 pendln~) 

This Is a part of a 40 acre site whIch presently contains a church and 
related facilities. The church was not required to plat since It was 
approved by the Board of Adjustment prior to a platting requirement. 
Therefore, th I s tract under rev lew now w III be the on I y part of the 40 
acres "subject to a plat" because a new zoning and PUD applIcation Is 
being processed. Existing church property Is not subject to platting. 
Since the zoning and PUD hearing Is not until 4/22/87 (Z-6156), Staff has 
no objection to a review by TAC at this time, but plat should be held 
until the PUD and zoning have been approved by both TMAPC and City 
Commission. 

Staff inquired If access to East 32nd Street wil I be permitted, or will 
"LNA" need to be shown on plat? If required, include appi icabie language 
in covenants. Traffic EngIneer recommended no access to 32nd Street so 
"LNA" wil I be required. 
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Garnett Village - Cont'd 

The TAC voted unan Imous I y to recommend approval of the PREL I M I NARY P I at 
of Garnett Vii lage, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. Show "LNA" at 32nd Street and Include applicable language In 
covenants. 

2. Since there is only one point of access Into the housing proposed, 
access sha I I be approved by Fire Department. Make sure that fire 
trucks and other service vehicles can adequately turn around In the 
area provided by the site plan. 

3. All conditions of PUD 428 shall be met prior to release of final 
plat, Including any applicable provisions In the covenants or on the 
face of the p I at. I nc I ude PUD approva I date and references to 
Section 1100-1170 of the Zoning Code, In the covenants. 

4. Utility easements shall meet the approval of the utilities. 
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee if underground plant Is planned. 
Show additional easements as required. Existing easements shal I be 
tied to or related to property lines and/or lot lines. 

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

6. Pavement or landscape repair within restricted water line, sewer 
line, or utility easements as a result of water or sewer line or 
other utility repairs due to breaks and failures, shall be borne by 
the owner(s) of the lot(s). 

7. A request for creation of a Sewer Improvement District shall be 
submitted to the Water & Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. 

8. Paving and/or drainage plans shal I be approved by Stormwater 
Management and/or City Engineer, including storm drainage, detention 
design and Watershed Deveiopment Permit application subject to 
criteria approved by City Commission. 

9. A topo map shall be submitted for review by the Technical Advisory 
Committee (Subdivision Regulations). Submit with drainage plans as 
dIrected. 

10. It Is recommended that the 
during the early stages 
order I ng, 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 applicant and/or his engineer or developer 
coord I nate with the T u I sa C I ty-Cou nty Hea I th Department f or so I I d 
waste disposal, particularly during the construction phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of solid waste Is prohibited. 
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Garnett Village - Cont'd 

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

13. The Zoning Application Z-6156 shal I be approved and the ordinance or 
reso I ut I on therefore pub i i shed before f ina i pi at Is re i eased. P I at 
shal I conform to the applicable zoning approved. 

14. Covenants: 
Section I-A, page 2; Reference made to public streets. Omit; 
these are private. 
Section I I-A, page 5; Add additional PUD details to this section 
when available. 

15. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Installation of Improvements shal I 
be subm I tted pr lor to re I ease of f I na I p I at, I nc I ud I ng documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations. 

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

Comments & Discussion: 

Cha I rman Parme Ie conf I rmed with Staff that the TMAPC had requ I red an 
access po I nt to the west at the zon I ng/PUD app I I cat i on hear I ng. Mr. 
Wilmoth commented that this could be added to the conditions for approval. 
Ms. Wi I son conf I rmed that the City Comm I ss Ion wou I d not be hear I ng the 
zoning and PUD applications until May 12th. Discussion fol lowed among the 
TMAPC members as to how best to proceed, with Lega I adv I sing that the 
TMAPC should not be approving the plat until after the City had reviewed 
and/or approved the zoning and PUD appi icatlons. 

Mr. Henry Daubert, represent I ng the app I I cant, stated he had no prob i em 
with a cont t nuance, but po i nted out that th i s was on I y a pre i i m i nary 
approva I and the City wou I d have acted before the TMAPC wou I d have the 
final plat to review. 

Ms. Wilson moved for a one week continuance. Mr. Paddock stated support 
of the motion on the grounds that approval of the preliminary was more 
Important than approval of the final, and he agreed with Mr. Linker that 
It was procedurally appropriate to walt for the City's action on the 
zonlng/PUD. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to 
CON! I rtJE Cons i derat f on of the Pre I J m i nary P I at for Garnett V i I I age u nt II 
Wednesday, May 13, 1987 at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City 
Hai i, Tuisa Civic Center. 
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FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

Victory Christian Center (783) West side of South Lewis, 7700 Block (OM, OL) 

Silverstone Commercial I (1694) North of the NE/c of 31st Street and South 
129th East Avenue (CS) 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Final Plat(s) for Victory Christian Center and Silverstone 
Commercial I and release same as having met al I conditions of approval. 

REQUEST FOR WAIVER (Section 260): 

BOA 14410 (Unplatted)(2683) SW of 106th Street & South Memorial Drive (AG) 

This Is a request to waive plat on approximately 22-1/2 acres on the west 
side of South Memorial at 106th Street The proposed use Is a golf driving 
range and I earn I ng center. The zon I ng rema I ns Agr I cu I ture (AG), the 
existing house wll I be utilized as the clubhouse and the existing septic 
system Is to be used, subject to approval of the Health Department. 
Development wll I require a parking lot and landscaping of the greens and 
dr I vi ng ranges. Storm water detent Ion and I rr I gat I on I s to be prov I ded 
from the existing pond on the property. Although this tract far exceeds 
the guidelines for recommending a plat waiver which is a 2-1/2 acre 
minimum, Staff real izes that this Is an Interim use until ful I development 
wou I d occur for some other uses I n the future. Therefore, not I ng that 
this would be the exception to the rule and we do not feel that we are 
setting precedence, we would recommend approval of the request because of 
the use of ex I st I ng fac II It I es and the "open space" nature of the use. 
Certain requirements wll I be applicable however, which Include: 

(a) Grading and drainage plan approval by Department of Stormwater 
Management Including detention and/or necessary easements. 

(b) Approval of existing septic system or as modified by City-County 
Health Department. 

(c) Approval of utilities, Including water, and any necessary easements, 
extensions, and/or agreements. 

(d) Approval of access points by Traffic Engineering and State Highway 
Department as necessary. 

Further note that should this property be rezoned, or the use change to a 
more I ntense category; or any deve I opment other than th I s open space 
oriented project, it wll I be recommended that the property be platted In 
the usual manner, subject to at I regulations pertaining to platting. 
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BOA 14410 - Cont'd 

Water and Sewer Department req uested a ut II I ty easement across the low 
area for future sanitary sewer. Mr. Perkins was reluctant to grant an 
actual easement at this time, but had no objection to documenting an 
agreement to grant an easement If It Is needed prior to platting or a 
change In use or zoning. This would be a satisfactory compromise and 
Water and Sewer Department and applicant would work out the exact details. 
Frank Cobb from Water and Sewer Department, advised that applicants were 
working with them for water service. ONG (Miller) advised caution In 
doing any grading because they had lines In the area. 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the waiver of plat on 
BOA 14410, subject to the conditions outl !ned by Staff, noting that 
agreement for future sewer easement Is Included In Item "c" above. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. W II moth commented that Item "c" regard i ng easements was discussed by 
the TAC to I nc I ude any f utu re sewer easements, as needed. I n rep I y to 
Chairman Parmele, the applicant stated agreement to the listed conditions. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Waiver Request for BOA 14410, subject to the conditions as 
recommended by the TAC and Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Z-6148 Regency PI aza Amended (PUD 425H2593) W of the NW/c of East 48th St. 
and South Mingo Rd. ( IL) 

This was reviewed by TAC on 2/26/87 as a "PUD Review". Conditions were 
outlined as if this was also a plat waiver request. No formal appl icatlon 
was made at that time, so this Is the formal request to waive plat. A 
copy of the conditions were provided for reference. 

There was no further discussion and/or requirements. TAC noting that the 
motion to approve and the list of conditions remains unchanged from the 
review on 2/26/87. The conditions Included: 

(a) Correct legal description should be provided. 

(b) Grading and drainage plan approval through the permit process, as per 
Case Review date 2/20/87. Watershed Development permit specific 
drainage plans required. 

(c) Provide additional utll ity easement to total 15' on east side of lot 
and to total 11 feet on north side of lot. 
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Z-6148 Regency Plaza Amended - Cont'd 

TAC, In discussion, also added the requirement for a 17-1/2' utility 
easement on the south, paral lei to the street, and to Include landscaping 
repair or replacement In the restrictive covenants, using language 
ordinarily used In the platting process. 

The TAC voted unanimously to approve the REQUEST AS SUBMITTED, subject to 
conditions a, b, and c, plus the additional easement and restrictive 
covenants language as recommended. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. W II moth adv I sed cond I t I on "a" had been met. I n rep I y to Cha I rman 
Parmele, the applicant stated agreement to the listed conditions. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On t«>TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Waiver RequesT for Z-6148 Regency Plaza Amended, subject to 
the conditions "b" and "c" as recommended by the TAC and Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Woodlake Village & PUD 108-A (2393) East 32nd & South 73rd East Avenue (RD) 

This Item was continued from the last TAC meeting since there were 
problems with landscaping and sight distances, as well as the applicant 
not be I ng at the meet I ng. The app I I cant has contacted the var lous 
departments and Is working out the Items that were a problem. A copy of 
the minutes of the last meeting was provided. 

Traffic Engineering was satisfied with the sight distances, noting that 
about a 10' or 12' gap In the planting at the corner should be left clear. 
This was agreeable with al I. 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the waiver of plat on 
PUD 108-A, noting Section 260 wil I be met upon completion of the fol lowing 
conditions: 

(a) Grading and/or drainage plan approval by Department of Stormwater 
Management, Including PFPI If required, as wei I as Water Shed 
Development Permit. 

(b) PUD restrictions and conditions to be filed by separate Instrument, 
Including language for landscape repair and access to utility 
easements. (To be worked out with Staff for specific language.) 
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Woodlake Village & PUD 108-A - Cont'd 

Staff Recommendation: Approval of the Restrictive Covenants Agreement 

The subject tract has an area of 1.5 acres and Is located southeast of the 
I ntersect I on of East 31 st Street and South 73rd East Avenue. PUD 108-A 
was approved by the TMAPC and City Comm I ss I on for a church park i ng lot 
with no overnight storage of church vehicles (buses In particular) of any 
type. The PUD received Detail Landscape Pian approval by the n-1APC on 
4/15/87. The applicant Is now requesting approval of the Restrictive 
Covenants for PUD 108-A. 

Review of the submitted documents shows the use being I imited to the uses 
approved under PUD 108-A and makes the City of Tulsa a beneficiary to the 
development. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Restrictive Covenants for PUD 
108-A, subject to approval of the submitted Agreement by City Legal Staff 
and filing of said documents of record In the County Clerk's office. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Ray McCo I I urn (3135 South 76th East Avenue), as pres I dent of Wh I tney 
Commun Ity Homeowners Assoc I at ion, stated object I on to th Is app I Icat I on 
because the homeowners wanted to stop any further development In this area 
until the watershed problems were corrected and the creek was Improved. 

Mr. VanFossen I nformed the protestant that the concept had a i ready been 
approved and the TMAPC was merely approving a plat waiver. Mr. McCollum 
re Iterated that the homeowners objected to act I on of any kind unt I I the 
creek was Improved. Mr. VanFossen stated his concern was that the people 
understood the procedure and that Department of Stormwater Management 
(DSM) wou I d be rev I ew I ng th I s to assure that there wou I d be no more 
run-off than presently exists. 

Mr. Henry Daubert adv i sed that the plans for the detent Ion area had 
al ready been approved by DSM. I n rep I y to Mr. Draughon, Mr. Daubert 
confirmed there were problems In the Audobon Creek area, but this project, 
whether or not developed, had no Impact on this situation. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 8-1-0 (Carnes, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Draughon, 
"nay"; no "abstentions"; (Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Waiver Request for Woodlake Village and the Restrictive Covenants for 
PUD 108-A, subject to the conditions as recommended by the TAC and Staff. 
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CORRECTION TO PLAT OF RECORD (Corrected Plat): 

Heritage Park (3602) East Oklahoma & North Greenwood (RM-l ) 

The surveyor/engineer made an error In the east/west dimension on this 
plat by showing an additional 10' width of the right-of-way on North 
Hartford Avenue. The p I at was descr I bed as "a II of Block 5, Greenwood 
Add I t Ion" wh I ch showed on 25' of right-of-way on Hartford. A correct I on 
I s be I ng made by the surveyor and/or eng I neer by a "corrected p I at". 
Staff recommends APPROVAL of a new final plat. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-1 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no 
"nays"; Woodard, "abstaining"; (Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Correction to the PI at of Record for Heritage Park, as 
recommended by Staff. 

LOT SPLITS FOR WAIVER: 

L~16845 Roland & Associates (684) 11114 East 68th Street (RS-3) 
(Rehearing as Directed by Legal) 

Mr. Wilmoth reviewed the TMAPC minutes of 4/15/87 where approval was 
granted, and the ruling by City Legal on 4/22/87 advising this action was 
void due to an Incorrect property address on the agenda. He advised that 
this has been to the BOA for the required variance, as noted In the TAe 
conditions of approval. Staff upheld their previous recommendation for 
APPROVAL of the lot spi it waiver. 

Interested Parties: 

Ms. Hilda Zimbler (11108 East 68th Street) stated objection to any 
development on this lot as she contends the covenants Indicated the lot to 
be for retention/detention. She also objected strongly the the proposed 
road wh Ich wou I d front the backyards of some of the homeowners. Ms. 
Z I mb I er stated she subm I tted a pet I t Ion to the BOA with 32 signatures 
opposing this lot spl It. 

Chairman Parmele advised that, according to the the Information provided 
to the TMAPC, this lot was not shown as being reserved for retention or 
detention; only dralnageway and drainage easements were Indicated on the 
eastern portion of the lot. Mr. Draughon requested Legal comment as to 
the restrictive covenants Issue. Mr. Linker advised he had not seen the 
exact wording of these particular covenants, but It might be possible for 
a covenant to restrict a piece of property to open space, park, etc. 
However, I f that had been done I n these covenants, it wou I d have been 
noticed and pointed out by Staff. Mr. Gardner clarified that there was no 
language on the plat referencing this tract as a reserve/retention area. 
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L-16845 Roland - Cont'd 

As requested by Mr. VanFossen, the app I i cant subm I tted a copy of the 
covenants. Mr. VanFossen clarified that Item G of the covenants stated 
that the drainage easement was to be kept clear, but it did not Indicate 
the entire lot be kept clear. In response to Ms. Zimbler, Mr. Linker 
stated that reserve areas were often left out of covenants to be addressed 
at a later time. He reiterated that the covenants would have to 
specifically state that this tract was for open space and was not to be 
developed upon. Ms. Zimbler continued to state protest to any development 
on this tract. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Phil Roland (PO Box 660, Coweta) stated agreement to the conditions as 
approved at the previous TMAPC hearing. In reply to Chairman Parmele, Mr. 
Roland advised there would be a 20' driveway on the 30' frontage, whether 
one or two houses were built, and the houses would be constructed so that 
the back yards would abut the back yards of the existing residences. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Chairman Parmele asked Staff what made this case different than a routine 
approval, I.e. shape of lot, street frontage, etc. Mr. Wilmoth commented 
that, with two lots there would only be about 15' of access width for each 
lot, which was less than the 30' requirement; therefore, the need for BOA 
approval of a variance. In regard to the proposed driveway, Ms. Wilson 
Inquired if this would be similar to a public street. ~·1r. Wilmoth 
clarified that It was a private driveway to serve the two homes. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On P«>TlON of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 6-3-0 (Carnes, 
Kempe, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Woodard, lIaye ll ; Draughon, Paddock, 
Wilson, "nay"; no "abstentions"; (Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Lot Spl It Waiver for L-16845 Roland, subject to the conditions 
as recommended by the TAC and Staff. 

LOT SPLITS FOR RATIF ICATION OF PRIOR APPROVAL: 

L-16851 (1793) Warren/Sack 
L-16852 (2482) Scott/Oakley 
L-16853 ( 393) Gilger/Johnson 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

L-16854 (1082) Bradshaw 
L-16855 ( 102) Hurt/Guffy 
L-16857 (1292) Wheatly/Moskowitz 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Draughon, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wiison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays!!; no 
"abstentions"; (Carnes, Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Above Listed Lot Spl its for Ratification of Prior Approval, as recommended 
by Staff. 
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OTHER BUSINESS: 

PUD 347-1: S & E of the SE/c of West 61st Street & South 27th West Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment to Decrease Density and Vary lot Size 

PUD 347 is 28.9 acres In size and Is located south of West 61st Street 
South at South 27th West Avenue. The subject tract has an underl y I ng 
zoning of RS-3 and RM-T and has been approved for 175 dwelling units 
consisting of patio homes and duplexes and townhomes at an average density 
of 6.1 dwell ing units per acre. The applicant is now requesting a minor 
amendment to decrease the number of dwel ling units to 132 and develop the 
subdivision as a typical detached single-family subdivision. The 
app I ! cant I s a I so request I ng an amendment to I ncrease the lot s! ze. A 
preliminary plat, "Fairway Park", has been filed and wll I be heard by the 
Technical Advisory Committee on May 14th. Not!ce of the Minor Amendment 
was given to abutting property owners. 

Review of the appl icant's submitted plans shows that the proposal util izes 
existing infrastructure (streets, utll ities, etc.) for the subdivision. 
The main Internal streets are standard public streets, while the 
cul-de-sacs are to be private. Staff expresses concern that the 
prel imlnary layout Indicates several lots will be unbulldable unless 
combined with abutting lots, or require minor amendments, approved by the 
TMAPC, as plot plans become available. A 50' wide utility easement is 
located in the center section and along part of the west boundary of Golf 
Estates I i Amended Addition. Staff finds the request to be minor in 
nature and consistent with both the original PUD and existing development 
In the area. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of Minor Amendment PUD 347-1 with the 
fol lowing conditions: 

1) That the appl icant's Outline Development Plan and Plat exhibit be 
made a condition of approval, unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 
Land Area (Gross): 

(Net): 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum No. of Dwel ling Units: 

Land Area Per Dwel ling Unit: 

Minimum Lot Area: 

Minimum Lot Width: 

Minimum Lot Depth: 

Minimum Yard Sizes: 
Side Yard 

28.9 acres 
23.5 acres 

Detached single-family residences 

132 

9,537 sf average 

3,500 sf 

50' 

90' 

5' one side; 5' other side 
Front Yard Abutting Publ Ie Street 
Front Yard Abutting Private Street 
Rear Yard 

20' 
15' no garage; 20' w/garage 
15 t 
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PUD 341-1 Minor Amendment - Cont'd 

Minimum Livability Space per DU: 

_ Maximum Building Height: 

4,000 sf average 

35' * 
* Applicant proposed 26 feet, but Staff recommends 35 feet which 

Is consistent with RS-3 standards and consistent with a recent 
amendment to the Zoning Code for measuring buIlding height. 

3) That signs shal I meet the requirements of Section 420.2(d) (2) of the 
Zoning Code. Approval of a Detail Sign Plan by the TMAPC shall be 
required prior to construction of any signs. 

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

5) That a Homeowneris Association be created to provide for the upkeep 
and maintenance of private streets and common areas, as applicable. 

6) 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 flied of record In the County Clerk's office, Incorporating 
within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of approval, 
making the City of Tulsa a beneficiary to said covenants. 

7) Approval of the Final Plat shal I satisfy the requirement for Detail 
Site Plan approval by the TMAPC unless the entrances to the 
development wll I be marked with signs, decorative wal Is, or 
landscaped areas. In those cases Detail Site Plan and Detail 
Landscape Plan approval shall be required by the TMAPC prior to 
construction of said facilities. 

It should be noted that the app! !cant has submitted standards for dwel ling 
sizes and garage requirements. Staff finds the minimums to be consistent 
with area development, but does not make them a condition of approval 
herein. 

ApDI icant's Comments: 

Mr. Scott Morgan (815 East 1st Place) stated he was basically In agreement 
with the Staff recommendation, but the applicant was attempting to 
ded I cate the pr I v ate streets to the City w hi ch wou Ide I I m I nate the need 
for a homeowners association. He added that, should the applicant stay 
with private streets, they had no objection to this condition. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Frank stated the condition requiring a homeowners association would 
only be necessary if there were private streets. Mr. Paddock Inquired If 
the decrease In Intensity conformed with RS-3, why not just delete the 
RM-T as underlying zoning and just have RS-3. Mr. Frank stated there was 
no harm done by the RM-T zoning, and to delete It would require a public 
hearing process. Mr. Gardner pointed out that, while difficult to see on 
the map, only a smal I portion of this development was actually zoned RM-T. 
Ms. Wilson commented she felt was a well suited development for this 
particular area, which was adjacent to the Page Belcher Golf Course. 
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PUD 347-1 Minor Amendment - Cont'd 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Draughon, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Carnes, Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minor Amendment to PUD 347-1, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 411-1/Z-5842-SP-l: NE/c of East 98th Street South & South Memorial Drive 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment of Sign Height & Size, Detatl Sign Plan 

The subject tract Is 4.2 acres In size and received Detail Site Plan 
approval for automobile and light truck sales and service by the TMAPC on 
June 18, 1986. The applicant Is now requesting a minor amendment to the 
conditions of approval of the Detail Site Plan to al low for Increased sign 
height and square footage. The appi Icant Is also requesting Detali Sign 
Plan approval for this portion of the development. 

MINOR AMENDMENT: Review of the appl icant's plot plan and sign elevation 
shows one pole sign 27' 6-1/2" In height with a display surface area of 
167.88 square feet. Maximum height permitted by the Detail Site Plan Is 
25 feet and maximum display surface area is 160 square feet. The proposed 
location of the pole sign, 90 feet from centerline, exceeds the City 
requ I red 60 feet. Staff finds the request to be m I nor I n nature and 
consistent with the original site plan approval. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the minor amendment of sign height 
from 25' to 27' 6-/2" and permitted display surface area from 160 square 
feet to 167.88 square feet, per appi icantis submitted piot pian and 
elevations. 

DETAIL SIGN PLAN: The submitted plot plan and pole sign information wll I 
be consistent with PUD 411-1 If approved by the TMAPC. The plot plan 
shows a wal I sign, but based on Staff conversation with the applicant, the 
wal I sign Is not being considered under this appl lcation. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Detail Sign Plan for the pole 
sign only, subject to the applicant's submitted plot plan and elevation 
and subject to TMAPC approval of PUD 411-1/Z-5842-SP-l. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Draughon, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Carnes, Doherty, Rice, Woodard, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minor Amendment and Detail Sign Plan for PJD 411/Z-5842-SP-l, 
as recommended by Staff. 

05.06.87:1648(18) 



* * * * * * * 

PUD 166-1: NW/c of South 68th East Avenue and East 95th Street South 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment of the required 20' rear yard to 10' 

The subject tract Is located on the Interior of a residential 
single-family subdivision with RS-3 underlying zoning. The lot, as are 
most of the lots In the subdivision, is larger than the typical 6,900 
square feet RS-3 lot. The app I I cant I s request I ng a m I nor amendment to 
the requ I red 20 foot rear yard to 10 feet to a I low for a pat I 0 cover. 
Notice to the abutting property owners of the minor amendment has been 
given. 

The subject tract Is a corner lot with a 25' building line on two sides. 
Review of the applIcant's plat of survey shows the location of the 
proposed structure to be on an existing easement containing telephone and 
electric cables. Any approval granted by the TMAPC should be contingent 
upon the appropriate utility company approval. Staff finds the request to 
be minor in nature and consistent with the original PUD; the requested 
setback wll I stll I require twice the setback that would be permitted If 
the subject dwel ling unit had a slde-to-slde relationship with the 
abutting lot and house. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the minor amendment to PUD 166-1 
to construct an unenc I osed pat 10 cover per p I at of survey subm itted and 
subject to the appropriate util ity company approval regarding the 
easement. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. VanFossen commented he had a prob I em with the requ I rement that the 
patio remain unenclosed due to future owners possibly not being aware of 
this condition, and he aiso feit the condition was overly restrictive. 
Therefore, Mr. VanFossen moved for approval of the request, deleting the 
condition that the patio cover remain unenclosed. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Kempe, 
Paddock, Parme Ie, Sel ph, VanFossen, W II son, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Draughon, "abstaining"; (Carnes, Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minor Amendment to PUD 166-1, deleting the condition that the 
patio cover remain unenclosed. 
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* * * * * * * 

PUD 379-A: 6800 South Memorial Drive 

Staff Recommendation: Detail SIte Plan & DetaIl Landscape Plan 

PUD 379 is approximately 5.2 acres In size located at 6800 South Memorial 
DrIve and Is part of The Vii lage at Woodland Hills; a 33 acre PUD. The 
app I Icant I s request I ng approval of Deta II Site PI an and Landscape PI an 
for Lot 4, Block 2. 

Review of the site plan indicates utilization of 9,500 square feet of 
floor area of the assigned 52,500 square feet. The proposed restaurant, a 
permitted use, will occupy 3,500 square feet and the proposed retail 
shops, a permitted use, will occupy 6,000 square feet of the site. The 
site p I an meets the conceptua I p I an and I swell with I n the approved 
minimum and maximum reqUirements. The exterior elevations Indicate 
consistent building materials used on al I four sides of the building. The 
serv Ice area I s screened from pub lic v lew. Therefore, Staff recommends 
APPROVAl of the Detail Site Plan for Lot 4, Block 2. 

The Deta II Landscape PI an I s cons I stent with the conceptua I landscape 
plan In terms of quantity, location and type of plant materials. 
Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of the Deta II Landscape P I an for 
Lot 4, Block 2. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Draughon, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Carnes" Doherty, Rice, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Detail SIte Plan and Detail Landscape Plan for PUD 379-A, as recommended 
by Staff. 

There being no further business, the Chairman deciared the meeting adjourned 
at 2:43 p.m. 

(/""""'''wo 

Date ARpro\ied ---I----t-...... ...---f-..::..j-.....,.:.... 

\\(:~C"':" 

05.06.87:1648(20) 


