
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNIt,G CO_ISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1677 

Wednesday, December 16, 1981, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

teeERS PRESENT 
Carnes 
Doherty, 2nd Vice
Chairman 

Paddock, 1st Vice-
Chairman 

Parmele, Chairman 
Selph (Designee) 
VanFossen, Secretary 
WII son 
Woodard 

MEM3ERS ABSENT 
Crawford 
Draughon 
Kempe 
Rice 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 
Gardner 
Setters 
WII moth 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 

Counsel 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted in the Office of the City 
Auditor on Monday, December 14, 1987 at 1:37 p.m., as wei I as In the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele cal led the meeting to order 
at 1:36 p.m. 

MlttJTES: 

Approvai of Minutes of December 2, 1981, MeetIng #1675: 

REPORTS: 

On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 5-0-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, 
VanFossen, Woodard; "aye"; no "nays"; Parmele; "abstaining"; 
Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, WII son, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minutes of December 2, 1987, Meeting #1675. 

Committee Reports: 

Mr. Paddock adv I sed the Ru I es and Regu I at ions Comm I ttee wou I d be 
conducting a work session on the Historic Preservation Ordinance at 
the conclusion of today's meeting. 
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PUBLI C HEAR II«;: 

TO AMEND THE CITY OF TULSA ZONING CODE TO INCLUDE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF A HISTORIC PRESERVATION (HP) ZONING 
DISTRICT, DESIGN GUIDELINES, AND RELATED MATTERS. 

(Suggested continuance to January 27, 1988) 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the TMAPC voted &-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to CONTltlJE 
COnsideration of the Public Hearing as relates to a Historic Preservation 
Zoning District, Design Guidelines, etc. until Wednesday, January 21,1988 
at 1:30 p.m. in the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

* * * * * * * 

CONSIDER APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS TO THE DISTRICT 17 PLAN MAP 
AND TEXT TO DES I GNATE THE EASTLAND SHOPP I NG MALL, LOCATED 
AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF EAST 21ST STREET AND SOUTH 145TH 
EAST AVENUE, AS A SPECIAL DISTRICT 

Comments & Discussion: 

Ms. Robin Burke, representing the Eastland Mal I, submitted a letter 
stat I ng no object 1 on to the D I str I ct 17 amendments, based upon the I r 
understanding of the changes as discussed with the INCOG Staff. Chairman 
Parmele read the letter which was stamped as an exhibit to the record of 
the hearing. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Amendments to the District 17 Pian Map and Text to Designate the Eastland 
Shopp I ng Ma II, loc8ted at the southwest corner of East 21 st Street and 
South 145th East Avenue, as a Special District, as recommended by Staff. 
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SUBDIVISIONS: 

PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL: 

Church of the Holy Cross Episcopal (2114) South of East 96th Street North and 
North 129th East Avenue (AG) 

This plat had a preliminary approval by TMAPC on 4/3/85, plus one 
extension of approval, but It expired due to inactivity. This Is the same 
p I at, resubm I tted for process I ng. A "Draft F i na I" p I at had been 
previously prepared and some release letters had been received. However, 
since this Is a resubmittal new letters should be obtained. A copy of the 
TMAPC minutes of 4/3/85 outlining the conditions of approval was provided. 
The same should apply In the new process, Including staff 
comments/conditions In the margin. 

The Health Department advised that no septic system would be approved on 
this tract due to a high water table. Connection to a sanitary sewer wil I 
be a requirement for plat approval. 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the PRELIMINARY plat of 
Church of the Holy Cross Episcopal, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. 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 re I ated to property II nes and/or lot II nes. Show 17.5' 
paral lei to 129th East Avenue. 

2. Water plans shal I be approved by the Rogers County RWD #3 prior to 
release of final plat. 

3. 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 earth 
change permit where appl icable), subject to criteria approved by the 
County Commission. 

4. L 1m Its of Access sha II be shown on the p I at as approved by County 
Engineer. 

5. Street lighting In this Subdivision shal I be subject to the approval 
of the County Engineer and adopted poi icies as specified in Appendix 
"C" of the SubdIvision Regulations. 

6. 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 J, part I cu I ar I y dur I ng the construct I on phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of solid waste Is prohibited. 

7. Sanitary sewer main extension required. 
agency required for release of final plat. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

Approval of applicable 

On M>TlON of WOODARD, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, 
Parmele, ::>elph, VanFossen, wilson, Woodard, lIaye"; no "naysn; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Preliminary Plat for Church of the Holy Cross Episcopal, as recommended by 
Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

Dove Creek (2114) North of East 86th St. and North 145th East Ave. (AG) 

The applicant requested a preliminary and final approval of this plat. 
Staff has no objection, provided that the draft final plat can be prepared 
and distributed and release letters received prior to the Planning 
Comml ss Ion meet I ng 12/16/87. Otherw I se, a prel Iml nary approva I w I II be 
recommended and the plat placed on the next available agenda after release 
I etters are rece I ved. App I I cant I s further adv I sed that CBOA Case #681 
requires that the final site plan be submitted to and reviewed by the 
Board of Adjustment prior to construction. This plat also must be fl led 
of record prior to Issuance of a building permit. (No site plan was 
submitted for TAC review.) 

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

1. Site plan should be submitted for review In accordance with CBOA Case 
# 681. AI I conditions of that case applicable to the plat should be 
met prior to final approval and release. 

2. Utility easements shal I meet the approval of the utilities. 
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee If underground plant Is planned. 

3. Water plans sha I I be approved by the Rogers County RWD #3 pr lor to 
release of final plat. 

4. 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 earth 
change permit where appl fcable), subject to criteria approved by the 
County Commission. 

5. Limits of No Access shall be shown on plat as directed by County 
Engineer. (Need site pian to determine location of drlve(s). 

6. Street lighting In this SubdIvision sha!! be subject to the approval 
of the County Eng!neer and adopted policies as specified In Appendix 
C of the Subdivision Regulations. 

7. it is recommended that the appl icant and/or his engineer or developer 
coord I nate with the Tu I sa City-County Hea I th Department for so lid 
waste disposal, particularly during the construction phase andlor 
clearing of the project. Burning of sol id waste Is prohibited. 

8. The method of sewage disposal and plans therefore, shal I be approved 
by the City-County Health Department. Percolation tests required 
prior to preliminary approval. 

9. The owner shal I provide the fol lowing Information on sewage disposal 
system If It is to be privately operated on each lot: type, size, 
and general location. This Information is to be Included In the 
restrictive covenants. 

10. The method of water supp I y and plans therefor sha II be approved by 
City/County Health Department. 

11. On face of plat show (near location map) "1 lot; 5.033 acres". Also 
show net lot dimensions Inside property line. 
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Dove Creek - Cont'd 

12. Add "landscape repair" provision In covenants. Sample: 
THE OWNER SHALL BE RESPONS I BLE FOR THE REPA I RAND 
REPLACEMENT OF ANY LANDSCAPING AND PAVING LOCATED 
WITHIN THE UTILITY EASEMENT IN THE EVENT IT IS 
NECESSARY TO REPAIR ANY UNDERGROUND WATER OR SEWER 
MA INS, ELECTR I C, NATURAL GAS, COMMUN I CAT IONS OR 
TELEPHONE SERVICE. 

13. I n 5th paragraph of covenants de I ete the I ast I I ne ••• "and the 
TMAPC" Th lsi s not a PUD so the P I ann I ng Comm I ss Ion I s not a party 
to the covenants. 

14. A Corporat Ion Comm i ss Ion i etter (or Cert I f Icate of Nondeve I opment) 
shal I be submitted concerning any oil and/or gas wei Is before plat Is 
re I eased. A bu I I ding I I ne sha II be shown on p I at on any we I I s not 
officially plugged. 

15. This plat has been referred to Owasso because of its location near or 
inside a "fence lIne" of that municIpality. Additional requirements 
may be made by the appl icable municipal ity; otherwise only the 
conditions I isted herein shal I apply. 

16. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Installation of improvements shal 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. 

17. AI I (other) SubdivIsion Regulations shal I be met prior to release of 
f ina I p I at. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On M>TION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no iinaysil; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Prel iminary Plat for Dove Creek, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

6600 Riverside Drive (182) NE/c of East 66th Place & Riverside Drive (OM) 

A zoning appl ication is in progress which wll I be approved by the Planning 
Commission on 11/25/87. Staff has no objection to review of the plat by 
the TAC at this time, but it should not be transmitted to the Planning 
Commission unti I the zoning application has been approved. (Z-6179; by 
both Planning and CIty Commissions.> 

Mr. H II I of PSO adv I sed they needed add I tIona I easement a long the south 
side of their pole I ine. After discussion, it was agreed to show 27.42 
feet. 
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6600 Riverside Drive - Cont'd 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the PRELIMINARY PLAT of 
6600 Riverside Drive subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. On face of plat show: 

2. 

(a) Number of lots/acres near location map 
(b) Show a lot and block number 
(c) For reference show In dashed lines the west line of Riverside 

and Identify "Harbour Pointe I" plat. 
reference to Newport would be helpful. 

AI so a dashed I! ne 

Check dedication on 66th Place. Show Book/Page of dedication. 
not ded I cated, p I at boundary shou I d be extended to center I I ne 
dedication Included in plat.) 

( If 
and 

3. Legal description has error In one cal I. Should be "62.72 feet" not 
162.72. 

4. Check with City Engineer on correct title for "Riverside Drive" or 
"Riverside Parkway" in this area. Show as directed, and make sure 
legal description also refers to the correct designation. City 
Engineer advises It Is "Riverside Drive" In this area. 

5. Covenants: 
(a) Include provisions for landscape repair similar to the 

fo I low i ng: THE OWNER SHALL BE RESPONS I BLE FOR THE REPA I RAND 
REPLACEMEt,rr OF ANY LANDSCAPING AND PAVING LOCATED WITHIN 
THE UTILITY EASEMENTS IN THE EVENT IT IS NECESSARY TO 
REPAIR ANY UNDERGROUND WATER OR SEWER MAINS, ELECTRIC, 
NATURAL GAS, COMMUNICATIONS OR TELEPHONE SERVICE. 

(b) Paragraph D, Sect I on I: Add. •• "w 1 th the concurr I ng approva I 
of the City Engineer". 

6. Utility easements shall meet the approval of the utilities. 
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee If underground plant Is planned. 
Show additional easements as required. Existing easements should be 
tied to or related to property lines and/or lot I ines. Show 17.5' 
utIlity easement paral lei to 66th and Riverside. Also clarify 
utility Easement where It Intersects PSO easement. 

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

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

9. A request for creation of a Sewer Improvement District (or approval 
of plans) shal I be submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior 
to release of final plat. 

10. 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 appl icatlon subject to 
criteria approved by City Commission. (100 year sewer to Arkansas 
River may be required.) 
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6600 Riverside Drive - Cont'd 

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

12. LimiTS of Access or (LNA) as appi Icable shai i be shown on the plat as 
approved by Traffic Engineer. 

13. 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.) 

14. It Is recommended that the applicant and/or his engineer or developer 
coord I nate with the Tu Isa City-County Hea I th Department for so I I d 
waste d Isposa 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. 

15. The key or location map shai I be complete. 

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

17. The Zoning Appl icatlon Z-6179 shal I be approved and the ordinance or 
reso I ut Ion therefore pub I I shed before f I na I p I at Is re I eased. P I at 
sha! I conform to the app! icable zoning approved. 

18. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding installation of improvements shal I 
be subm I tted pr lor to re I ease of f ina I p I at, I nc I ud I ng 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 this approval request was for the preliminary and final 
plats. He pointed out the zoning appl icatlon had been heard and approved 
by the TMAPC and the City Commission. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the TMAPC voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Parmele, 
Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Paddock, 
"abstaining"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Prel imtnary and Final Plat for 6600 Riverside Drive, as recommended by 
Staff • 
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REQUEST FOR WAIVER (Section 260): 

CZ-84 Unplatted (1090) NW/c of Highway 51 & South 209th West Avenue (AG-R) 

This request was prompted by refusal of a buildIng permit on a 3.94 acre 
tract because it has been zoned and is "subject to a plat". The fol lowing 
sequence of events has taken place: 

(a) A 20 acre tract Is rezoned from AG to AG-R, 8/22/83, Resolution 
# 104828. Sect Ion 260 of the Zon I n9 Code reG u I res platt I ng (or 
waiver) before a building permit can be Issued. Applicant signed 
statement that he understood this condition. 

(b) Subsequently, a home Is constructed on the easterly side of the 20 
acre tract. Applicant advised that he had a permit. 

(c) Owner sel Is the west half of the tract (10 acres). Owner of the west 
half builds a house. 

(d) Owner (same original applicant) of the remaining east half (10 acres) 
sel Is the house and 2.65 acres. This creates three tracts, one of 
3.94 acres and two of 2.65 acres. Owner Indicates a private access 
easement was granted. <Th I s does not requ I re a lot sp I It because 
tracts are al lover 2.5 acres.) 

(e) November 1987, same owner that rezoned property and sold the house on 
2.65 acre tract Is refused a building permit because of the platting 
requirements. (Permit Is sought on the 3.94 acre tract.) Appl icant 
requests waiver of plat so he can obtain a building permit. 

The foregoing facts are for background Information as needed. The present 
poi Icy of the TAC and Planning Commission Is not to grant waivers of plat 
on tracts larger than 2.5 acres. Based on the facts outlined above, the 
Staff cannot support a waiver of plat on the entire tract. However, due 
to the topography on the 3.94 acre tract, It wll I probably not support a 
very large building area since most of It lies on the bluff overlooking 
the Arkansas River with a great deal of the property unbulldable on the 
side of the bluff. The section line (209th) lies along the side of this 
tract, but It Is not maintained by the County. Access does not appear to 
be a problem nor do the sizes of the lots. Frontage on the section line 
road (209th West Avenue) w! II meet the zon I ng requ I rements even though 
access Is also provided by private easement on the Interior of the whole 
tract. Therefore, Staff wII I only support a waiver as fol lows: 

(a) Waiver only to apply to the 2.65 acre tract containing an existing 
home and the 3.94 acre tract which Is mostly In the bluff area but 
will contain one building site. The rest of the entire CZ-84 tract 
should remain "STP". 

(b) City-County Health Department approval of existIng septic system and 
for the remaining tracts. 

(c) Utll tty easement If required by utilities to serve the tract. 
(d) No lot sp I It approva Is anywhere in the area covered by CZ-84. If 

further development Is contemplated the property should be platted. 

NOTE: There were no utility requirements, thereby negating the need for 
condition (c). 

12.16.87: 1677 (8) 



CZ-84 (Unplatted) 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the waiver, subject to 
conditions outlined by Staff and TAC, as (a), (b) and (d). 

I n rep I y to Cha I rman Parme I e, the app I I cant stated agreement to the TAC 
and Staff recommendation. 

TK~pC ACTION: 8 members present 

On M>T I ON of OOHERTY, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Car nes, Doherty, Paddock, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Waiver Request for CZ-84 (Unplatted), subject to conditions (a), (b) and 
(d) as recommended by the TAC and Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

BOA-14689 (Unplatted)(1094) 1700 Block of South 145th East Avenue (RS-3) 

Mr. Wilmoth advised this application was to be withdrawn. Therefore, 
having no objection from the Commission, the waiver request for BOA-14689 
was withdrawn. 

LOT SPLITS FOR WAIVER: 

l-16960 Johnson/Heatherly (392) NE/c of East 24th & South Owasso Place (RS-2) 

This request had originally been scheduled only for a "discussion Item" at 
the TMAPC, but applicant Is requesting waiver of the Street Plan 
requ I rement for add It lonal ded I cat I on on South Peor I a. AI so, DSM has 
Indicated that there may be storm water related problems In this area. No 
additional Information had been received at the time of mailing to the TAC 
for review. 

Cons i stent with past recommendat ions regard I ng street right-of-way, the 
TAC w II I not recommend wa I ver of the street right-of-way requ I rement. 
Other requirements, If approved by the TMAPC, will Include minimum floor 
elevations, relocation of water and sewer service lines if required, and 
additional utility easement along South Peoria. 

Currently this Is not in a mapped floodplain. However, the tract 12 In 
the floodplain In the Swan Lake Master Drainage Plan. 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of L-16960 subject to the 
fo! !owlng conditions: 
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l-16960 Johnson/Heatherly - Cont'd 

a) Dedication 
(additional 
condition. 

of right-of-way on Peoria to meet the Street Plan 
15'). The appl icant Is requesting waiver of this 

b) Ut I I I ty easement para I I e I to South Peor I a between structure and 
right-of-way line. 

c) Provide minimum floor elevation in accordance with the Department of 
Stormwater Management requirements. 

d) Relocate water and sewer service I ines so they do not cross the newly 
created lot, and reconnect subject to approval of Water and Sewer 
Department. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. VanFossen Inquired, If the TMAPC granted waiver of the dedication, how 
much easement would be needed for condition b. Mr. Wilmoth stated a 10' 
utility easement would be consistent with similar cases on Utica and 
Union. Mr. Paddock confirmed that there presently was a 35' dedication on 
either side of Peoria, but he inquired how far this 35' right-of-way went 
along Peoria. Mr. Wilmoth stated that 30' - 35' was fairly consistent the 
entire length between 21st and 31st Street. 

Mr. Doherty asked If any communication had been receIved from the Street 
Department as to any I ong- range plans for the widen I ng of Peor I a. Mr. 
Wilmoth stated thIs agency did not have any Input at the TAC meeting, but 
only commented they did not wish to recommend a waiver of the Street Plan 
at this time, which was a consistent practice. 

APDI icant's Comments: 

Mr. John Boyd (111 West Fifth; 6800), representing the applicant, 
reiterated the request for waiver of the dedication, as there was no 
ded I cat I on between 15th and 31 st Streets on th Iss I de of Peor I a that 
exceeded 35'. Mr. Boyd also requested waiver of condition (b) regardIng 
the utility easement. In regard to condition (c), he stated that he felt 
the TMAPC could not impose floor elevation restrictions, as this was under 
the jurisdiction of the Building Permit office. He added that he has been 
I n contact with DSM on th is matter. Mr. Boyd commented; ! n rep I y to 
Chairman Parmele, that the appl icant was not opposing condition Cd). 

In regard to condition (c) requiring floor elevations, Mr. Linker agreed 
with Mr. Boyd that the TMAPC should not be Imposing conditions In addition 
to those Imposed by DSM and their ordinance. Mr. Carnes stated he agreed 
with the app I I cant as to the street ded I cat I on, and asked Staf f I f the 
utility easements were necessary. Mr. Wilmoth repl led that, usually, the 
reason for asking for an easement parallel to an arterial street, was to 
provide a place for lines, poles, etc. should the arterial be widened. In 
further reply to Mr. Carnes, Mr. Wilmoth stated he would have no problem 
rewording condition ec) to read "must meet DSM requirements". 
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L-16960 Johnson/Heatherly - Contrd 

In regard to the dedication requirement of condition (a), Mr. Paddock 
commented this was another classic case Indicating the need for review of 
the Major Street and Highway Plan to reflect realistic situations. He 
stated he fe I t the TMAPC shou I d wa I ve the requ I rement for ded I cat Ion 
(condition a), and moved for approval of such. Mr. VanFossen suggested 
amending the motion to delete conditions (b) and (c). After discussion 
among the Commission and Legal Counsel, Mr. Paddock amended his motion for 
approval of the lot spl It waiver, deleting conditions (a), (b) and ec). 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On K>TION of PADDOO<, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE 
L-16960 Johnson/Heatherly, subject only to condition (d), above. 

* * * * * * * 

L-16966 White (1893) South Victor Avenue at East 27th Street (RS-l ) 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the TMAPC voted 1-0-0 (Carnes; Doherty: Paddock, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, WI! son, "absent") to CONTINJE 
Consideration of L-16966 White until Wednesday, January 6, 1988 at 1 :30 
p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

LOT SPL ITS FOR RAT IF ICATION OF PRIOR APPROVAL: 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

L-16975 
L-16976 
L-16978 

(2193) 
( 1993) 
(3194) 

Teichman 
Coburn 
Giberson 

On tlnlON of OOHERn', the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Above Listed Lot Spl Its for Ratification of Prior Approval, as recommended 
by Staff. 
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SURVEYOR'S CORRECTION TO RECORDED PLAT: 

Canyon Creek (PUD 285) (383) N & E of East 68th Street at Canton Avenue (OL) 

This is to correct two dimensions on a recorded plat as per the submitted 
copy of the Affidavit of Correction. Since the plat was approved by the 
TMAPC and the City Commission, any correction should also be approved by 
those authorities. The document was recorded without .the approvals on 
10/11/84. This Is a scrivner's error that does not affect the outer 
boundaries of the plat nor affect any rights-of-way and/or easements. It 
al so does not affect the current PUD and any amendments thereto. Staff 
recommends APPROVAL In order to clear title on this tract. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Surveyor's Correction to the Recorded Plat of Canyon Creek, as recommended 
by Staff. 

CO,,'! I NJED ZON I t«; PUBl i C HEAR It«;: 

Application No.: PUD 435 
Applicant: Johnsen (Warren Foundation) 
Location: East of South Yale Avenue and 
Size of Tract: 71 acres, approximate 

Present Zoning: OM, OL & RS-3 
Proposed Zoning: Unchanged 

North/South of East 66th Street 

Date of Hearing: December 16, 1987 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Roy Johnsen, 324 Ma I n Ma I I (585-5641) 

Staff Recommendation: 

The subject tract has an area of approx I mate! y 71 acres and I s located 
east of South Yale (north and south of East 66th Street South) being zoned 
RS-3, al, and OM. The most westerly portion of PUD 435 Is Included In the 
District 18 Special District 2 - Hospital/Medical Complex, and the 
easterly portion Is designated Low Intensity - No Specific Land Use. A 
sign I f I cant port I on of the PUD Is Deve I opment Sens I t I ve due to steep 
slopes and heavily wooded areas. The area north of East 66th Street and 
east of the existing Warren Medical Center has been developed for 
single-family residential dwel ling units. 

The applicant Is requesting approval to transfer what would be unused 
floor area from I and south of East 66th Street to the north to perm It 
construction of additional medical and high-rise buildings and related 
parking structure. The area north of East 66th Street along South Yale Is 
presently developed for medical/office and related uses. Two new 
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buildings are proposed along with the parking structure. The area south 
of East 66th Street along South Yale would be devoted to future medical 
offices and a research center. The most easterly and Internal area of the 
PUD Is planned for a professional building and a psychiatric hospital 
which Includes a professional building, a bulldlng(s) for an activity 
center and recreational activity therapy, medical services, a 135 bed 
resldentia! center; and cottages which provide 30 units to be used as 
transitional living centers. No change In the underlying zoning Is being 
requested and the necessary floor area Is generated by the existing zoning 
patterns. The psychiatric hospital Is a Use Unit 5 which Is a use 
permitted by Special Exception In the RS-3 District. 

Staff met with the applicant upon presentation of the development plans 
and addressed concerns of land use relationships (both Internal and 
external), access patterns, points of access, buffers from existing 
res I dent I a I deve I opment, bu II ding he Ights, traff Ic generation data and 
site topography. A revised plan was submitted subsequent to that meeting 
and several staff concerns appear to have been addressed within the limits 
of the site. PrelimInary data has been submitted on traffic generation 
and th I s concern I s somewhat I essened by the rev I s Ions to po I nts of 
access, and In particular an additional point of access to the psychiatric 
hospital and related buildings from East 68th Street. A buffer of natural 
vegetat i on south of East 66th Street approx i mate I y 150' wide at the 
minimum Is proposed and a maximum height of two stories (35' maximum) Is 
placed on the building heights within the psychiatric hospital area such 
that the complex wll I be naturally screened by vegetation now In place. 

The psych I atr I c hosp I ta I fac II I ties are located on the h! ghest part of 
this portion of the site. The site slopes downward to East 66th Street. 
Staff would recommend that a further condition be adopted that requires 
the building facades in Area A be earth tones to blend on a year round 
bas I s to the extent poss I b lew I th the vegetat Ion. Staf f wou I d a I so 
propose that the building setback from East 66th Street or the extension 
of East 66th and Fu I ton be increased to 300' wh Ich w III cause the 
bu i I t-upon areas of the hosp Ita I to be p I aced Inc loser prox! m tty to 
existing office and multifamily uses along East 68th Street. 

The three pr i nc I pa I deve I opment areas south of East 66th Street are as 
follows: 

A - Psychiatric hospital and related administration building, and 
residences Including transitional living units 

B - Doctors building and research center 
C - General medical offIces 

The area north of East 66th Street is planned for expanded uses of the 
Warren Medical Center. Discussion with the applIcant indicates that the 
proposed psychiatric hospital Is a related use to the existing and planned 
Saint Francis Hospital Complex. Transportation and access within PUD 435 
should be controlled such that no access to Area A Is permitted east of 
the ex I st I ng dr I ve that serves the most easter I y parts of the Warren 
Medical Center; further, that no access Is permitted from Area A to East 
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66th Street/Fulton Avenue extended. The future street pattern should be 
routed to the east of the planned I ake on the east boundary of PUD 435 
with no connect Ion between East 68th Street and Gran I te Avenue be I ng 
permitted. The existing street pattern would Indicate that the most 
easterly Internal drive serving Area A would have to be relocated 
approximately 330' to the west and a cul-de-sac turn around built to 
terminate East 68th Street at that point. 

Staff review of PUD 435, with additional conditions of approval as noted 
above, Indicates that It would be: 

(1) Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; 
(2) In harmony with the existing and expected development of surrounding 

areas; 
(3) A unified treatment of the development possibilities of the site and; 
(4) Consistent with the stated purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter 

of the Zoning Code. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 435 as fol lows: 

1) That the applicant's Outline Development Plan (Illustrative Site Plan) 
and Text (Including "Character Sketches") be made a condition of 
approval, as modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 

I NTENS ITY SU*AAY 

Proposed Floor Area: (In square 
Warren Medical Center 
Warren Professional Bldg. 
Kelly Medical Bldg. 
Wil I lam Medical Bldg. 
Fourth Medical Bldg. & 

Diagnostic CI !nlc 

Saint Teresa Campus 
Hospital 
Cottage Residences 

Medical Research Center 
Psychiatric Doctors Bldg. 
General Medical Office Bldg. 

TOTAL PROPOSED FLOOR AREA: 

TOTAL PERMITTED BY ZONItt7/PUD: 
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feet) 

150,362 
163,072 
171,431 

289,920 

125,000 
25,000 

50,000 
50,000 

120,000 

Non-Hospital 
Floor Area 

774,785 

220,000 

993,184 

1,038,688 

Hospital 
Floor Area 

150,000 

150,000 

522,720 
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Land Area (Net): 
WARREN ~ICAL CENTER 

24 acres 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 
Existing Buildings 
New Buildings 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from Center I Ine of Yale 
from Center I Ine of East 66th 
from other Project Boundaries 

Other Bulk & Area Requirements: 

Minimum Landscaped Open Space: 

As permitted by right in an OM 
District 

14 stories 

774,785 sf 

space/300 sf of Floor Area 
space/250 sf of Floor Area -

110' 
55' 
10' --

As required In an OM District 

15% of net area (See Condition 3) 

- Light standards on the top deck of the parking garage shal I be 
limited to a maximum height of 8'. The east elevation of the 
parking structure shal I be screened such that interior lighting 
Is not permitted to spl!! over Into adjacent resIdential areas. 
The character of the screening shal I be consistent with 
screening presently In place for similar parking structures for 
Saint Francis Hospital and the extent of the screening will be 
determined at the time of submission of a Detail Site Plan and 
Detail Landscape Plan. 

A 10' setback Is permitted except where new 
property within an RE, RS, or RD District. 
setbacks sha II comp I y with requ I rements of 
Zoning Code. 

development abutts 
In al I such cases, 
the City of Tul sa 

Sign Standards: No signs shal I be permitted on east building facades 
above the first floor. Signs accessory to the off ice uses sha i I 
comply with the restrictions of the Planned Unit Development 
Ordinance and the fol lowing additional restrictions: 

Project Identification: One monument sign Identifying the project 
may be located at the Yale entry, not exceeding 8' in height and 120' 
In display surface area. 

Interior Ground Signs: Ground signs shal I be limited to one monument 
sign Identifying each principal building, not exceeding 6' in 
height and not exceeding a display surface area of 64 square feet. 

Wall or Canopy Signs: Wall or canopy signs shall be limited to one 
sign for each principal building and shall not exceed a display 
surface area of 64 square feet. 
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Land Area (Net): 
AREA A - PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL 

30 acres 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 

Maximum Number of Dwel ling Units: 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from Center I Ine of East 66th 
from West Boundary 
from South Boundary 
from East Boundary 

Minimum Natural and 
Landscaped Open Space: 

Use Unit 5, psychiatric hosp!tal, 
Including accessory administration 
bu II ding and res I dences, to 
Include transitional living units. 

2 stories, not to exceed 35' 

150,000 sf 

30/transltlonal living units 

As required by the Zoning Code 

300' 
200' 
100' 
50' 

18.6 acres it 

it See Condition 3. Required open space shal I also Include natural 
wooded areas such as the buffer south of East 66th Street which 
sha I I be ma I nta I ned in the I r present state as a cond I t I on of 
approval for PUD 435. The lake, shown on the eastern boundary 
of PUD 435, Is also understood to be a condition of approval and 
a part of the natural buffer area. 

Sign Standards: No signs are permitted on north or east building 
facades. Signs accessory to the office uses shall comply with the 
restrictions of the Planned Unit Development Ordinance and the 
fol lowing additional restrictions: 

Project Identification: One monument sign Identifying the project 
may be located at the Ya I e entry, not exceed I ng 8' I n he I ght and 
120' In display surface area. 

Interior Ground Signs: Ground signs shal! be ! Imlted to one monument 
sign Identifying each principal building, not exceeding 6' In height 
and not exceeding a display surface area of 32 square feet. 

Wall or Canopy Signs: Wal I or canopy signs shal I be limited to one 
sign for each pr I nc I pa / bu II ding and sha / I not exceed a d / sp / ay 
surface area of 32 square feet. 

Exterior Finish Standards: AI I exterior finishes within Area A shall 
be earth tones such as to blend, to the maximum extent possible, with 
the natural wooded areas maintained as a buffer. 
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Access Standards: No access to Area A from East 66th street Is 
permitted east of that location shown on the Illustrative Site Plan. 
No street connection is permitted between East 68th Street and 
Granite Avenue. A cul-de-sac shall be constructed at the presently 
Improved east end of East 68th Street (at the northeast corner of the 
ex I st I ng apartment deve I opment) and pr I vate I nterna I dr I ves with In 
PUD 435 revised accordingly. 

AREA B - DOCTORS BU I LD I t«; JUt) RESEARCH CENTER 
Land Area: 9.5 acres 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from Center I Ine of Yale Avenue 
from Interior Boundaries 

Other Bulk & Area Requirements: 

Minimum Landscaped Open Space: 

As permitted by right In an OM 
District, Including medical 
clinics and laboratories 

5 stories 

100,000 sf 

1 space/250 sf of floor area 

.~~ 
20' 

As required In an OM District 

15% of net area (See Condition 3) 

Stgn Standards: No signs are permitted on north or east building 
facades above the first floor. Signs accessory to the office uses 
sha I I comp I Y with the restr I ct Ions of the Planned Un It Deve I opment 
Ordinance and the fol lowing additionai restrictions: 

Ground Signs: Ground signs shall be limited to one monument sign 
Identifying each principal building, not exceeding 6' in height 
and not exceeding a display surface area of 64 square feet. 

Wall or Canopy SIgns: Wall or canopy signs shall be I imited to one 
sign for each principal building and shall not exceed a display 
surface area of 32 square feet. 

Land Area (Net): 
AREA C - GENERAL rED I CAL OFF ICES 

7.5 acres 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

As permitted by right with an OM 
District 

10 stories 

120,000 sf 

1 space/250 sf of floor area 
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3) 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from Center I Ine of Yale 
from Center I Ine of East 66th 
from Other Interior Boundaries 

Minimum Landscaped Open Space: 

110' 
55' 
20' 

15% of net area (See Note 3) 

Sign Standards: No signs are permitted on north or east building 
facades above the first floor. Signs accessory to the off ice uses 
shall comply with the restrictions of the Planned Unit development 
Ordinance and the fol lowing additional restrictions: 

Interior Ground Signs: Ground signs shal I be limited to one monument 
sign identifying each principal building, not exceeding 6' In height 
and not exceeding a display surface area of 64 square feet. 

Wall or Canopy Signs: Wal I or canopy signs shal I be I imlted to one 
sign for each principal building and shall not exceed a display 
surface area of 32 square feet. 

Landscaped open space 
open areas, parking 
pedestrian walkways 
circulation. 

shal I Include Internal and external landscaped 
lot Islands and buffers, but shal I exclude 
and parking areas designed solely for 

4} That al I trash, mechanical and equipment areas (including roof 
mounted equipment) shal I be screened from public view. 

5) That all parking lot lighting shall be directed downward and away 
from adjacent residential areas. AI I parking light standards In Area 
A shal I be limited to a maximum height of 15' and shielded to direct 
light downward and away from residentially developed areas. 

6) AI I signs shal I be subject to Detail Sign Plan review and approval by 
the TMAPC prior to Installation and In accordance with Section 
1130.2 (b) of the PUD Chapter of the Zon i ng Code and as further 
limited herein. 

7) That a Deta II Landscape P I an for each deve I opment area sha i i be 
submitted to the TMAPC for review and approval and instal led prior to 
Issuance of an Occupancy Permit. The landscaping materIals required 
under the approved Plan, including existing natural wooded areas and 
a lake shown In Area A, shal I be maintained and replaced as needed, 
as a continued condition of the granting of an Occupancy Permit. 

8) Subject to review and approval of conditions, as recommended by the 
Technical Advisory Committee. Access to Area A Is further restricted 
and conditioned upon the Development Standards for Area A. 

9) That a Detail Site Plan, Including building and parking garage 
elevations elevations, shall be submitted to and approved by the 
TMAPC pr lor to I ssuance of a Bu II ding Perm I t I to I nc I ude spec I f I c 
requ I rements for exter lor bu II ding fin I sh as stated I n the Area A 
Development Standards. 
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10) That no Building Permit shall be Issued until the requirements of 
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by the 
TMAPC and filed of record In the County Clerk's office, incorporating 
within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of approval, 
making City of Tulsa beneficiary to said Covenants. 

11> Unused floor area allocation Is permitted to be transferred within 
the various Development Areas, except no unused floor area from the 
Warren Medical Center, Area B, or Area C Is permitted to be 
transferred Into Area A. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Regarding the " ••• exlstlng and planned St. Francis Hospital complex ••• " In 
Staff's recommendation, Mr. Paddock Inquired If this reference was to what 
was being presented In this PUD proposal or If it might be something the 
Commission has not yet heard about. Mr. Gardner stated the St. Francis 
Hospital complex was all related to what was before the Commission. 
However, even though the hospital was not a part of the PUD, the medical 
bu II dings south of the hosp I ta I were In th Is PUD as there was a new 
buildIng proposed, and the hospItal and medical buIldings were al I 
Interrelated as being a part of a "super-complex". 

In reply to Mr. VanFossen, Mr. Gardner ciarlfled that the parking 
structure proposed was five stories, Including the one level underground. 
Mr. VanFossen commented he felt a I Imitation should be stated In the PUD 
for this parking structure. 

ApDI Icant's Comments: 

Mr. Roy Johnsen, representing the Warren Foundation and the St. Teresa of 
Llsleux Hospital (St. Teresa), reviewed the background of the relationship 
of the Warren Foundation with St. Francis Hospital, and stated the 
Foundation would have the same relationship with St. Teresa In that they 
would be Interrelated from a functional standpoint, even though they would 
remain separate entitles. Mr. Johnsen reviewed an aerial photo of the 
entire area, Indicating locations of the proposed office and medical 
facilIties, noting that the site would be surrounded by a heavily wooded 
area wh I ch wou i d be preserved to prov I de a buffer to the res I dent I a I 
subd I v I s Ions. Mr. Johnsen then exp I a I ned the proposed standards of the 
Site Plan as to each proposed facility and Intended uses, as wei I as the 
physical facts of existing and proposed structures. 

I n regard to the concern on the park I ng structure he I ght, Mr. Johnsen 
stated they could accept a five story I imitation with one level 
underground. He continued revIew of the Site Plan, pointing out the three 
options for access, stating the Foundation's concern to provide a secure 
and quiet area. Mr. Johnsen advised that they have reviewed the proposed 
access with the Traff I c Eng I neer, and the Eng I neer concurred that the 
streets I n the med I ca I comp I ex wou I d not be extended to the south, and 
prov Is Ions wou! d be made for a poss I b I e future eastward extens! on of a 
col lector street from East 66th. 
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Mr. Johnsen stated that the Foundat I on had arranged a meetl ng with the 
neighborhood to discuss their concerns; one concern being access to 66th 
Street. Mr. Johnsen advised there would be no access to 66th Street east 
of the Public Service (PSO) substation. Secondly, the design provides for 
staff park i ng south of the hosp I ta I with direct access to 68th Street, 
which presently was only a half-street dedication, but the Foundation has 
agreed to extend and Improve the street with a cul-de-sac at the end. He 
pointed out that the access from Yale was Intended to be the primary and 
principal patient entry for the hospital. 

Regarding the proposed access on 66th Street, Mr. Johnsen stated this was 
Intended to be a secondary means of access, as the Foundation felt It 
important to have a connection between the two facilities for those 
physicians practicing In both places, and the Traffic Engineer agreed so 
as to keep traffic Internal and not on the main arterials. He added the 
Foundation had several options to assure that this access would serve the 
I ntended purpose. Mr. Johnsen stated one a I ternat I ve wou I d be that the 
park I ng for the hosp Ita I staff (not the doctors) wou I d be des I gned and 
constructed I n a way to d i sa I low through movement I nto the rest of the 
complex. Another alternative was to Install a security gate limited to 
physicians and administrative staff, as opposed to regular hospital staff, 
visitors and/or patients. Thirdly, It could be gated to be closed during 
peak periods. Mr. Johnsen stated the Foundation, even though one of the 
three alternatives had not yet been perfected, would soon be selecting the 
desired alternative. 

I n regard to bu II ding setbacks, Mr. Johnsen requested the setback from 
center I Ine of East 66th be amended to 250' to accommodate the northernmost 
building of the patient rooms. Mr. Johnsen explained they had consulted 
with the i r arch Itects and cons I der I ng the topography, It was determ I ned 
that Staff's proposed setback of 300' from center line of 66th cou I d be 
accommodated, with the exception of the one building. Therefore, a 250' 
setback was requested for the patient rooms ('10) and a 300' setback for 
residential cottages ('8) was acceptable. 

Mr. Johnsen stated, for the record, that within 150' of the south boundary 
of development Area B (Building 2), which was adjacent to existing office 
buildings, no parking structure exceeding two levels would be permitted; 
and within 50' of this boundary, no building shal I be located at al I. In 
regard to construction traffic, which was a concern at the neighborhood 
meeting, Mr. Johnsen remarked that there would be no construction traffic 
east of PSO on 66th Street. He further clarified that there was an access 
dirt road several hundred feet east of PSO which the Foundation uses for 
patrol ling Its properties, and this road would remain open during 
construction for security purposes, but would be removed after the 
facilities were ready for occupancy. Another concern of the neighboring 
property owners was that the buffered areas rema i n and not be used for 
housing In the future. Mr. Johnsen commented that this buffer area would 
remain In Its natural form. 
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Mr. Johnsen submitted a revised legal description of the site, which 
excluded from the PUD the area that would be potential right-of-way. Mr. 
Johnsen then proceeded with the following areas of nonconcurrence with 
the Staff recommendation and other requested changes: 

a) Regarding the recommendation on the setbacks for the Warren Medical 
Center, as noted by two asterisks, Mr. Johnsen stated this created a 
problem due to the way the zoning patterns were drawn, and he pointed 
out that the Foundation owned houses In this area. Therefore, he 
requested this notation be worded, "a 250' setback from the nearest 
residential zoning line". Mr. Gardner commented that, If the 
applicant met the two-to-one setback for each l' of building height 
over 15' from the quarter sect Ion where the actua I res I dent I a I lots 
were platted and developed, then this would meet what the Staff was 
I ntend I ng I n the recommendat I on. However, there were some 
residential zoning lines between that section line and where a 
building was proposed. Therefore, Mr. Gardner concurred with the 
suggested wording of "normal OM setbacks shal I apply, measured to the 
quarter section line". 

b) Regarding signage, Mr. Johnsen stated that the existing signs at the 
Warren Medical Center had been overlooked. Therefore, he requested 
the sign restr I ct Ions for th I s area be mod i fled to perm i t these 
existing signs, and that these standards apply to any additional 
signage. Staff agreed to this modification. 

c) Regard I ng the setbacks for Area A, Mr. Johnsen commented he had 
already discussed amending the 300' setback from 66th Street to 250' 
for the one building, being a patient rooms (610). Further, he 
requested that the setback from the west boundary be amended to 100', 
as this was an Interior boundary, and 200' as propsed in the PUD Text 
was an excessive setback on an Interior line. 

d) Mr. Johnsen commented that Staff's condition regarding the 
rna I ntenance of the "natura I wooded areas I n the I r present state" 
wou I d not perm I t the app I I cant to clean up and/or c I ear out some 
underbrush of this buffer area in Area A. Further, the applicant 
also Intended to do some supplemental planting, as well as take the 
road out. Therefore, to prevent any future misunderstand I ng, Mr. 
Johnsen suggested wording the condition so as to assure the natural 
wooded areas "be sub stant i a! I yin accord w lth its present state, or 
In accordance with the approved landscaping plan", which would be 
presented for approval by the TMAPC. 

Additional Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock Inquired if any consideration had been given to an over/under 
pass for the north/south traff Ic between the two hosp ita I s as a fourth 
access a I ternat i ve, wh I ch might a I so prov I de an access for emergency 
vehicles. Mr. Johnsen stated that, although this had not been 
considered, It might be very costly due to existing 72" drainage conduits. 
Mr. Johnsen clarified for Mr. Paddock that physicians access from existing 
medical faci Iities (Warren Medical Center) would not be cut off from 
accessibility from the proposed hospital (St. Teresa). 
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Commissioner Selph Inquired as to the number of beds in the proposed 
transitional living center (cottages). Mr. Johnsen stated that the 
Foundation had not attempted to Identify the number of beds In a building, 
as one structure might have two beds, while another structure might have 
six beds. However, he pointed out there would be a 30 bed maximum, with 
135 beds proposed for the patient rooms. Commissioner Selph then inquired 
as to the age population this living center was intended to serve. Mr. 
Johnsen stated It wou I d serve adu I t and adol escent pat I ents. He added 
there were a number of beds from the psychiatric treatment center in St. 
Franc I s that wou I d be transferred to th I s fac Illty as a part of the 
certificate of need. However, this was Included In the 135 proposed, and 
not In addition to the 135 beds. 

I n response to Mr. Paddock, Mr. Johnsen conf I rmed they have been In 
contact with the Fire Department regarding emergency vehicles, and had 
worked with them at the TAC meeting. 

Interested Parties: Address: 

Mr. H.M. Jacklin, Jr. 5522 East 61st Ct. 74136 
Ms. Yvonne Jackson 5525 East 65th Place " 
Mr. Calvin Brusewltz 5532 East 62nd Street " 
Mr. Robert Diehl 5463 East 66th Street " Mr. Ron Graham 5443 East 66th Street fi 

Ms. Ginny Poe 5808 East 63rd Street " 
Mr. H.J. Jacklin, representing the Warrenton Neighbors, Inc., submitted a 
copy of the notice that had been mailed to the members of the Warrenton 
and Warrenton South subdivisions. He commented the main concerns 
expressed by the property owners were connected with a possible Increase 
In traff I c (speed and vo! ume) through the Warrenton subd i v! s Ions. Other 
questions raised at the meeting concerned how limited access would be 
control led; construction vehicles on 66th Street; and provisions to assure 
minimum traffic flow east on 66th Street when the future medical office 
bu II ding was constructed (Bu II ding 9). Mr. Jack lin commented on his 
understanding of how each of these concerns would be addressed as 
discussed by Mr. Johnsen during his presentation. Mr. Jackl In commented 
on answers provIded by the Foundation In response to other questions 
raised by the homeowners, and as Indicated In the PUD. Mr. Jackl in 
commented that I to date, he was not aware of any request from the 
property owners that Warrenton Neighbors hold a meeting to determine 
the I r pos it I on as be I ng for or aga I nst th Is PUD I or suggested changes 
thereto. However, on a personal note, Mr. Jackl In stated he endorsed the 
proposal as it presented the best possible world for Warrenton In light 
of Its potential reduction In traffic through the Warrenton subdivisions. 

Ms. Yvonne Jackson, a res I dent In th I s area for nine years, requested 
assistance from the TMAPC with regard to the existing traffic problems in 
this area (66th, 61st, Hudson, etc.). 
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Chairman Parmele mentioned that the traffic problem outside the PUD could 
not be addressed by the TMAPC. However, a copy of these minutes would be 
forwarded to the City Comml ss Ion and Comml ss loner Metca I fe, with these 
traffic concerns noted. 

Mr. Calvin Brusewitz reiterated the traffic problems, particularly those 
along 66th and Hudson. He also stated concerns as to the effect of the 
transitional living center (cottages) on the Warrenton addition, In light 
of a similar facility at 61st and Sheridan where patients have wandered 
Into the residential areas. 

Mr. Robert Diehl stated concerns as to the security measures offered by 
the proposed project. He commented he was pleased the buffer area would 
be upgraded, as It was presently being used as a dump area. Mr. Diehl 
agreed with the suggestion for a possible overpass from the hospital to 
help eliminate traffic problems along 66th. 

Mr. Ron Graham stated he felt there was a conflict of Interest between the 
homeowners association and the hospital since several members were 
employees of the hospital. As he felt the homeowners had not been given 
sufficient notice, Mr. Graham requested the TMAPC delay their decision to 
allow time for the homeowners to meet again among themselves, as the 
previous meeting was presented by the Foundation. Mr. Graham's repeated 
response to Commissioners was that he was not prepared to answer as there 
had not been an opportunity to meet and consider alternatives. In reply 
to Ms. Wi I son, Mr. Graham submitted a formal request for a two month 
continuance. Ms. Wilson commented she felt two months was too long, and 
asked Mr. Graham If he was protesting the development or just requesting 
more time to work within the PUD. Mr. Graham stated that he knew enough 
to th 1 nk th i s undes I rab I e at th I s I ocat ion, but he aga I n requested more 
time for homeowner review. 

Mr. Jack I In was recognized by the Commission, and he commented, In regard 
to Mr. Graham's statements on conflict of Interest, that any member 
assoc I ated with the hosp ita I had a I ways absta i ned on a vote at the 
association meetings. 

Ms. Ginny Poe, District 18 Chairman, advised that she had received cal Is 
and concerns from residents of District 18 and would try to relay these 
with a sense of neutrality as Chairman of the District. Ms. Poe commented 
that, due to the hoi Iday season, she felt there might be some validity to 
the homeowners not having enough opportunity to review this proposal. Ms. 
Poe suggested an Impact study be requested by the TMAPC on the affect of 
th I sPUD to the surround i ng ne I ghborhoods. She commented th I s proposa I 
was not In total consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, and she felt 
there was a question as to the definition of hospital as relates to the 
mental health care facility. She also requested the Commission consider 
the possibility of these type services not being covered by the insurance 
companies, which might necessitate this coming under the jurisdiction of 
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the state. Ms. Poe stated concern as to the concept of a wholl y owned 
subsidiary, since there was a posslbll ity that It could be sold off, and 
she commented that I f the app I I cant was someone other than the Warren 
Foundation, she felt the Commission would consider this more closely. 

In reply to Mr. Paddock and Mr. Carnes, Ms. Poe stated that she felt a 
continuance would be In order to al low time for the neighborhood to review 
the proposal, and that at least 60 days would offer this opportunity. 

Chairman Parmele commented that it was TMAPC pol Icy to grant a continuance 
to either party if submitted In a timely manner. However, this request 
was not timely and would require a vote of the Commission. He pointed out 
that one continuance had been granted to the appl 'cant in order to meet 
with the homeowners. Mr. Paddock confirmed with Staff that the original 
PUD hear I ng was advert I sed for a cont I nuance from December 9th to th Is 
date. 

Mr. Johnsen stated objection to the continuance request as all of the 
residents did have the statutory 20 day notice with a map and the INCOG 
address to obtain additional Information from the Staff if needed. He 
further pointed out that the appl icant and the homeowners association did 
have a meeting, of which each resident In the addition received notice. 
Mr. Johnsen added that the letter transmitted to the residents contained 
the "high points" of the proposal, i.e. a psychiatric hospital and 
faci! Ities, buffer zone, etc. Mr. Johnsen stated that the public hearing 
process has been served, and he requested the Commission proceed 
accordingly. 

Mr. Doherty moved for den i a I of a cont I nuance of PUD 435. Mr. Paddock 
stated the question In his mind was, would a continuance serve any useful 
purpose, and he requested input from the Commission members. Chairman 
Parmele stated he felt the request for continuance was unjustified, as the 
appl icant and homeowners did have a meeting to address concerns, and any 
Interested party had ample opportunity during the 20 day notice period to 
obtain and review Information from the INCOG offices and Staff. 

After conf I rm i ng the dates of not ice and the date of the homeowners 
meeting, Mr. VanFossen commented he felt adequate notice had been given 
and he wou I d vote for the den I a I of cont I nuance. Comm iss loner Se I ph 
remarked that he was not opposed to the bas ic concept of the PUD; 
however, he felt there were some legitimate concerns raised by the 
protestants that might warrant another meeting, which could possibly 
change from protest to support of the project. 

Ms. Wilson commented she felt there were some legitimate concerns raised. 
She Inquired If there was a Master Plan for St. Francis' further expansion 
to the east on the remainder of the vacant property owned by the 
Foundation. Mr. Johnsen advised he was not aware of a Master Plan for the 
St. Francis Hospital or for the properties to the east which were also 
Warren Foundation holdings, and currently zoned OL. He added that the 
Foundation would be happy to meet with any residentCs) between now and the 
City Commission meeting. 
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Mr. Doherty commented that the purpose of a cont I nuance shou I d be to 
further the Commission's understanding, and not necessarily to al low time 
for a public relations campaign. He felt the applicant, In this case, had 
met their obi Igatlon In meeting with the residents, and the Commission had 
heard the concerns of the I nterested part I es, and he did not fee I a 
continuance would Improve either the Foundation's ability to answer 
concerns on security, etc., or lessen the neighborhood's concern about 
this. Therefore, he felt the Commission should address any val id concern 
at this time. 

Mr. Carnes remarked he was not I n favor of putt I ng th I s off for six 
months, or even two months. He suggested, however, Including a condition 
requiring another meeting with the homeowners before the City Commission 
hear I ng. Mr. Paddock stated he wou I d be reserv I ng his pos I t I on on the 
continuance until such time as Mr. Johnsen had offered his rebuttal. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the TMAPC voted 4-2-2 (Doherty, Parmele, VanFossen, 
Woodard, "aye"; Selph, Wilson, "nay"; Carnes, Paddock, "abstaining"; 
Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to DENY a Continuance of 
PUD 435 Johnsen (Warren Foundation), as requested by the Protestants. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Johnsen reviewed the strict security measures enforced by St. Francis 
and the other Warren operat Ions. He po I nted out that the fac iii ties 
hous I ng the psych I atr I c pat I ents were a I I I nterconnected and wou I d be 
under the same strict security as St. Francis. In regard to the 
transitional living center, Mr. Johnsen stated that a key factor was that 
the Warren Foundation was a privately owned and a nonprofit organization; 
therefore, offering the opportunity for upgraded standards over those of 
pub! Ic and/or profit-oriented groups. 

Mr. Johnsen commented that the traff i c concerns had been addressed as 
sufficiently as possible, as they have worked with the Traffic Engineer 
and this topic was discussed at length during the homeowners meeting. 

Mr. VanFossen inquired If the applicant might possibly consider, for the 
buffered area, a cha I n I I nk fence I nterwoven I nconsp Icuous I y to offer a 
better feeling of security to the surrounding property owners. Mr. 
Johnsen replied that the concepts for these type of facilities was not 
that of prisons, and sometimes the placement of a fence creates a feeling 
of Insecurity, I.e. there's something dangerous. Commissioner Selph 
commented that, In his experience with special housing, a fence was not 
necessarily a deterrent to those wanting in or out. 

Mr. Doherty inquIred If the applicant would object to a condition that the 
normal access be restricted to the south and west. Mr. Johnsen clarified 
that there was not access to the north and west and the bu II dings were 
Interconnected with a comp I ete c I rc I e access, therefore, pat I ent access 
was a I I Inter na I as th I s was an enc I osed comp I ex. Mr. Doherty and 
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Commission Selph stated that this understanding reassured them as to 
hesitation with access and/or security. Commissioner Selph added that, as 
pointed out by Mr. Johnsen, the Warren Foundation certainly had the 
expertise and resources to design a facl! Ity to maximize a sense of 
security. 

Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Johnsen If some further consideration might be given 
to the Idea of an overpass connecting the northern part of the St. Francis 
complex to this new development. Mr. Johnsen stated he would pass this on 
to the app I I cant for further study, but he cou I d not comm I t to th I s 
suggest I on. I n rep I y to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Johnsen comm I tted to meet I ng 
aga I n with the homeowner s at a reasonab let I me and p I ace. Mr. Paddock 
Inquired as to the time limIt with the permitting from State. Mr. Johnsen 
advised this Involved a four year time frame. 

Review Session: 

Mr. VanFossen moved for approval of PUD 435 with the fol lowing 
modIfications: 

1) The parking building Identified as #14 In the Warren Medical Center 
shal I have a maximum of five parking levels above grade. 

2) The 10' setback to the east s I de of the Warren Med I ca I Center 
be changed to 250' from the quarter section line. 

3) Modify the 300' setback on the south side of 66th Street in Area A to 
permit one building type #10 to have a 250' setback from the 
center I Ine of 66th Street so long as the north facade of the building 
does not exceed 35' building height from the existing finished 
grades. 

4) That the park I ng structure to the south s I de of Area B sha II be 
limited to two parking levels above grade, within 150' of the south 
property line with a 50' building setback for the structure. 

5) Mod i fy the word i ng of the natura I wooded buffer area a long 66th 
Street to requ I re I t to be sub stant I a II y reta I ned I n Its natura I 
state, but subject to changes approved by a submitted landscape plan. 

6) An over/under pass crossing be considered as the fourth alternative 
for the 66th Street crossing. 

Mr. VanFossen further commented that, although concerned about security, 
he felt the Foundation would deal with this as wei I as possible. He felt 
traffic, however, would continue to be a problem in this part of Tulsa, 
but he pointed out that these buildings (except for the hospital) were on 
land that has been properly zoned and recognized for years as being for 
heavy development of off Ice type uses. Mr. VanFossen remarked that he 
felt this was a wei I conceived and designed project. 

In regard to access to Yale, Mr. Doherty and Mr. VanFossen clarified that 
this Issue would be reviewed by Traffic In the plat process. However, Mr. 
Doherty requested this Item be "flagged" for further consideration by the 
app I Icant. 
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Mr. Paddock stated he was persuaded that no useful purpose would be served 
by continuing this publ ic hearing, and he was ready to vote on Mr. 
VanFossen's motion. However, one Item that was overlooked was Mr. 
Johnsen's request on the sign standards. Therefore, Mr. VanFossen amended 
his motion to permit the existing signs in the Warren Medical Center. 

Commissioner Selph commented that he felt the detal Is of these minutes 
would serve to pass the traffic concerns on to the City Commission. An 
additional Item he wanted to stress was that this project was not an 
asylum and he felt the residential I iving units could be compatible with 
the surrounding neighborhoods. He reiterated his confidence In the 
expertise and resources of the Warren Foundation to design these units to 
maximize security to lessen fears and concerns of the residents. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, 
Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye l1 ; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE PUD 435 
Johnsen (Warren Foundation), as recommended by Staff, and mod i f led as 
follows: 

1) The parking building identified as #14 in the Warren Medical Center 
sha!! have a maximum of five parking levels above grade. 

2) The 10' setback to the east side of the Warren Med I ca I Center 
be changed to 250' from the quarter section line. 

3) Modify the 300' setback on the south side of 66th Street in Area A to 
permit one building type #10 to have a 250' setback from the 
center I lne of 66th Street so long as the north facade of the building 
does not exceed 35' building height from the existing finished 
grades. 

4) That the park i ng structure to the south side of Area B sha II be 
i tmlted to two parking ievels above grade, within 150 i of the south 
property line with a 50' building setback for the structure. 

5) Modify the wording of the natural wooded buffer area along 66th 
Street to require it to be substantially in its natural state, but 
subject to changes approved by a submitted landscape plan. 

6) An over/under pass crossing be considered as a fourth alternative 
for the 66th Street crossing/access. 

7) The sign restrictions for the Warren Medical Center be modified to 
permit the existing signs, and that these standards apply to any 
additional slgnage. 

STAFF NOTE: The modification of the setback from the west (interior) boundary 
of Area A from 200' to 100' was discussed as acceptable to the Commission. 
However, this Item was excluded from the motion and the Commission's 
conditions of approval. Therefore, Staff recommends an addition/correction to 
the motion conditions, as fol lows: 

8) The building setback from the west (interior) boundary of Area A be 
changed to 100'. 
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Legal Description: 

A part of the W/2 of Section 3, T-18-N, R-13-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, 
POB at the southwest corner of the NE/2 of the NW/4 of the SW/4 of sa! d 
Section 3; thence east along the south line of said N/2 of the NW/4 of the 
SW/4 a distance of 660' to the northwest corner of lot 4, Block 1, CANYON 
CREEK, A PR I VATE OFF ICE PARK, an add It I on to the City of Tu I sa, Tu I sa 
County, Ok i ahoma, accord i ng to the recorded p I at thereof; thence south 
along the west boundary of said Lot 4 a distance of 330.20'; thence east 
along the south boundary of Lot 4 a distance of 170.38' to a point on the 
west bou ndary of Lot 3, Block 1, CANYON CREEK, A PR I VATE OFF I CE PARK; 
thence south along said west boundary of said Lot 3 a distance of 104.98'; 
thence east a d I stance of 171.94'; thence S 83 °0 1 '40" E a distance of 
186.52'; thence N 26°30'57" E a distance of 13.41'; thence east a distance 
of 126.90' to a po I nt on the east boundary of Lot 3, Block 1, CANYON 
CREEK, A PRIVATE OFFICE PARK, which Is also the west boundary of the NE/4 
of the SW/4; thence south along said east lIne a distance of 230' to the 
southwest corner of the NE/4 of the SW/4 of said Section 3; thence east 
a long the south I I ne of sa i d NE/4 SW/4 a distance of 970'; thence due 
north a distance of 780'; thence north 37°50' W 210' parallel to and 60' 
from the south line of lot 4, block 2, of WARRENTON SOUTH, and Addition to 
the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, according to he recorded plat 
thereof, said point being on the southerly right-of-way I ine of East 66th 
Street South; thence westerly along said right-of-way I ine to a point that 
Is 180' south of the northwest corner of the NE/4 of the SW/4 of sa I d 
Section 3; thence south 250'; thence west 200'; thence north 250' to the 
souther' y right-of-way I I ne of East 66th Street South; thence 
northwesterly along said right-of-way line to the west line of Section 3, 
a portion of said right-of-way I ine also being the north I ine of a portion 
of WARREN CENTER SOUTH AMENDED, an addition to he City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Ok I ahoma, accord I ng to the recorded p I at thereof; thence south 
along the west line of Section 3, a distance of 690' to the POB. 
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legal Description: 

A part of the W/2 of Sect. 3 t T-18-N, R-13-E, Tulsa County, OK, POB at the SW/c of the 
NE/2 NW/4 SW/4 of said Sect. 3; thence east along the south line of said N/2 NW!4 SW/4 a 
distance of 660' to the NW/c of Lot 4, Block 1, CANYON CREEK, A PRIVATE OFFICE PARK, an 
addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County. OK, according to the recorded plat thereof; 
thence south along the west boundary of said Lot 4 a distance of 330.20'; thence east 
along the south boundary of Lot 4 a distance of 170.38' to a point on the west boundary 
of Lot 3, Block 1, CANYON CREEK, A PRIVATE OFFICE PARK; thence south along said west 
boundary of said Lot 3 a distance of 104.98'; thence east a distance of 171.94'; thence 
S 83°01'40" E a distance of 186.52'; thence N 26°30'57" E a distance of 13.41'; thence 
east a distance of 126.90' to a point on the east boundary of Lot 3, Block 1, CANYON 
CREEK, A PRIVATE OFFICE PARK, which Is also the wesi" boundary of the NE/4, SW/4; thence 
south along said east line a distance of 230' to the SW/c of the NE/4 SW/4 of said Sect. 
3; thence east a long the south line of sa I d NE/4 SW/4 a d I stance of 970 ,; thence due 
north a distance of 780'; thence N 37°50' W 210' paral lei to and 60' from the south line 
of Lot 4, Block 2, of WARRENTON SOUTH, and Addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
OK, according to the recorded plat thereof, said point being on the southerly R/W line 
of East 66th Street South; thence westerly along said R/W line to a point that Is 180' 
south of the NW/c of the NE/4 SW/4 of said Sect. 3; i"hence south 250'; thence west 200'; 
thence north 250' to the southerly R/W line of East 66th Si"reet South; thence 
northwester I y a long sa I d R/W I I ne to the west I I ne of Sect. 3, a port I on of sa I d R/W 
line also being the north line of a portion of WARREN CENTER SOUTH AMENDED, an addition 
to the CIty of Tulsa, Tulsa County, OK, according to the recorded plat thereof; thence 
south along the west line of Sect. 3, a distance of 690' to the POB; and 

AI I of lot 1 and part of Lot 2, Block 1, WM.K. WARREN MEDICAL RESEARCH CENTER, INC., and 
part of Lot 1, Block 1, WARREN MEDICAL PROFESSIONAL CENTER, additions In Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, OK according to the official recorded plats thereof; more pari"lcularly described 
as follows, to-wli": Beginning at the NW/c of said Lot 1, Block 1 of WARREN MEDICAL 
PROFESS IONAl CENTER; thence S 89°57 112" E a long the north boundary a d I stance of 
1,021.16 1 ; thence S 0°07'32" E a distance of 60'; thence N 89°57'12" W a distance of 
86.40 ,; thence S 0°07'32" E a d I stance of 279.03'; thence S 89°58"34" E a d I stance of 
205.75'; thence S 0°07'32" E a dlsi"ance of 75 1 ; thence N 89°58'34" W a distance of 273'; 
thence S 0°07'32" E a distance of 69.68' to a point on the south boundary of said lot 1, 
Block 1 of WARREN MEDICAL PROFESSIONAL CENTER (north boundary of said Lot 2, Block 1, 
WM. K. WARREN MEDICAL RESEARCH CENTER, INC.) 402.65' from the SE/c thereof; thence 
S 0°07'32" E a d I stance of 157.32'; thence N 89°58'34" Wad I stance of 173.06' to a 
po I nt I n the east boundary of sa I d Lot 2, 157.32' from the NE corner thereof; thence 
along the east boundary of said Lot 2 as fol lows: S 0°07'32" E a distance of 157.87'; 
thence S 42°45'20" W a distance of 102.87'; thence S 0°07'32" E a distance of 371.83' to 
the SE/c thereof; thence along the southerly boundaries of said Lots 1 & 2, Block 1, WM. 
K. WARREN MEDICAL RESEARCH CENTER, INC. as follows: N 79°09'39" W a distance of 0.0'; 
thence on a curve to the right having a radius of 688.24' a distance of 244.22'; thence 
N 58°49'46" W a distance of 137.87'; thence on a curve to the left having a radius of 
519.04' a distance of 17.82' to the common corner of said Lots 1 & 2; thence on a curve 
to the left having a radius of 519.04' a distance of 385.17'; thence S 76°41'06" W a 
distance of 77.96'; thence on a curve to the right having a radius of 396.79' a distance 
of 92.55'; thence N 89°57'03" W a distance of 60.10' to the SW/c of said lot 1; thence N 
0°08 139" W along the west boundary of said Lot 1, Block 1, WM.K. WARREN MEDICAL 
RESEARCH CENTER, I NC. a d I stance of 572.121 to the NW/ c thereof; thence N 89°58'34" W 
along the south boundary of said Lot 1, Block 1, WARREN MEDICAL PROFESSIONAL CENTER a 
distance of 10' to the SW/c thereof; thence N 0°08 139" W along the west boundary of said 
Lot 1, Block 1, WARREN MEDICAL PROFESSIONAL CENTER a distance of 484.08 1 to the POB; 
containing 1,046,829 square feet or 24.03189 acres, more or less. 
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OlllER BUS I NESS: 

PUD 285-A-1: North of the NE/c of East 68th Street & South Canton Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: Amended Deeds of Dedication for Canyon Creek 

On September 16, 1987 the TMAPC approved PUD 285-A wh Ich abandoned the 
most northerly portion of the PUD and retained the underlying OL zoning. 
The applicant Is now requesting approval of the amended Deeds of 
Dedication for the PUD. 

Staff rev I ew of the document finds the contents, inc I ud I ng the I ega I 
description of deleted property, to be consistent with that approved by 
the TMAPC and City Commission. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Amended Deeds of Dedication as 
submitted subject to the approval by the City of Tulsa Legal Department. 

NOTE: The applicant Is requesting early transmittal of this Item to the 
City Commission. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, 
Selph, VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, Wilson, "absent") to APPROVE the Amended 
Deeds of Dedication for PUD 285-A-l, as recommended by Staff; requiring 
receipt of al I release letters prior to transmittal to the City 
Commission. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 282-2: South of the SE/c of East 71st Street & South Wheeling Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment to Permit Christmas Tree Sales 

PUD 282-2 Is a commercial/office complex located at the southwest corner 
of East 71 st Street South and South Lew I s Avenue. The app I I cant Is 
requesting a minor amendment to permit existing Christmas tree sales, for 
the 1987 season, In a portion of the PUD currently being used for open 
space. The applicant plans to file a major amendment to the PUD after the 
first of the year to permit Christmas tree sales as a permitted use of the 
PUD during the holiday season. The existing use Is open from 10:00 a.m. 
to 10: 00 p. m., seven days per week. The use ut II I zes ex I st I ng shopp I ng 
center parking for customers and has an 8' x 12' portable buldlng as an 
office. Notice of the application was given to abutting property owners. 
Staff can support the requested minor amendment, per the above mentioned 
cond I t Ions due to the property across South Whee I I ng Avenue be I ng both 
vacant and containing multifamily apartments. 
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Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of Minor Amendment PUD 282-2 per the 
above conditions. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, 
Selph, VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, Wi i son, Uabsentii) to APPROVE the Minor 
Amendment to PUD 282-2, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 343-2: West of the SW/c of East 81st Street and South Memorial 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment and lot Split '16977 

The subject PUD is located west of the southwest corner of South Memorial 
Drive and 81st Street and has been approved for various types of office, 
commerc I a I and recreat I ona I uses. Th I s part I cu I ar app I I cat I on has been 
platted into Lots 1, 2 and 3, Block 1, Echelon Centre. Lot 1, Block 1 is 
developed and contains a drive-In banking structure which was approved on 
1/16/85. 

PUD 343, as approved, perm I ts Lot 2, Block 1, a max I mum floor area for 
retail and commercial uses of 60,000 square feet and a maximum floor area 
for office and studios of 150,000 square feet. 

A part of Lot 2, Block 1 has been developed as a retail center containing 
55,715 square feet of gross floor area pursuant to a detail site plan 
which was approved by the TMAPC on 2/15/84. 

Lots 2 and 3, Biock 1 were originai iy described in PUD 343 as Development 
Area Band Deve I opment Area C. A port Ion of Lot 2 has prev I ous I y been 
attached to Lot 3, (minor amendment 343-1 & L-16735) to increase the area 
avallabi I Ity for off-street parking within Lot 3 and is now tied to Lot 3 
by a tIe contract on the face of the deed. 

The minor amendments requested are as fol lows: 

1. To divide Lots 2 & 3, Block 1, Echelon Centre (originally Development 
Areas B & C) Into three Development Areas (tracts A, B & C). 

2. To permit the approval of a lot spl It of part of Lot 2, and a part of 
Lot 3 to a II ow the separate ownersh I p and f I nanc I ng of the reta i I 
center by Echelon Retail Joint Venture. 

3. To a I locate the rema I nder of the perm i tted reta I I and commerc I a I 
building floor area and all of the office and studio building floor 
area to the undeveloped portion of Lot 2, Block 1, Echelon Centre. 
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Staff finds this request for lot spl It and the al location of the remaining 
f I ocr area to be m I nor I n nature and a norma I part of the typ I ca I I Y 
required adjustment of the development area boundaries at the time of 
development. Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAl of the minor amendment 
and lot spl It #16977 as requested, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. Subject to approval of the Department of Stormwater Management. 

2. Subject to the execution and fll ing of the tie agreement with lot 
spilt #16977. 

3. AI I development shal I be In accordance with the submitted plot plans 
and by the development standards as listed below. 

4. Subject to the filing of a mutual access agreement which wit I al low 
tract C to have access to both East 81st Street and South Memorial 
Drive. 

Development Standards: 
Tract A 

Area: 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 

4.53 acres 197,233 sf 

Principal and accessory uses 
permitted as a matter of right In 
the CS d i str I ct, EXCEPT Use Un it 
21 shal I not be permitted. 

56,000 sf 

Maximum Building Height: None 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from center I Ine of E. 81st Street 125' 
from center I ine of S. Memorial 135' 
from Tract B 10' 
from Tract C 10' 

Off-Street Parking: As required In the appl lcable Use 
Units. 

Minimum Internal Landscaped 
Open Space: 

Signs: 
15% * 
As permitted in PUD 343 

* I nterna I I andscaped open space I nc I udes street frontage landscaped 
areas, I andscaped park i ng lsi ands, I andscaped yards and plazas but 
does not Include any parking, building or driveway areas. 
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Tract B 

Area: 8.68 acres 378,086 sf 

Permitted Uses: PrIncipal and accessory uses 
permitted as a matter of rIght In 
the OM d I str i ct and hea I th club 
and re I ated med I ca I and exerc! se 
facilIties, IncludIng enclosed 
gymnasIum, racquetbal I courts, 
swimming pools, jogging and biking 
trails. 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 50,000 sf 

Maximum Building Height: 35' 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from center I ine of E. 81st 80' 
from West property line 70' 
from Tract C 10' 

Off-Street Parking: As required In the appl icable Use 
Units 

Minimum Internal Landscaped Open Space: 
Within the North 350' of Tract B 20% * 

Signs: As permitted In PUD 343 

Area: 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 
Retail and Commeclal 
Offices, Studios and 
Customary Accessory Uses 

Minimum Building Height: 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 

Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Internal Landscaped 
Open Space: 

Signs: 

Tract C 

2.27 Acres 99,070 sf 

Principal and accessory uses 
permitted as a matter of right In 
the CS d I str I ct except that Use 
Unit 21 shal I not be permitted. 

4,000 sf 

150,000 sf 

None 

None 

As required In the appl icable Use 
Units. 

15% * 
As permitted In PUD 343 

* I nterna I I andscaped open space I nc I udes street frontage landscaped 
areas, I andscaped park I ng 151 ands, I andscaped yards and plazas, and 
pedestrian areas, but does not include any parking, building or 
driveway areas. 
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PUO 343-2 Minor Amendment - Cont'd 

A I I other deve I opment standards, cond I t Ions and restr I ct Ions of PUD 343 
not amended herein shal I remain In ful I force and effect. The development 
standards and restr I ct Ions of PUD 343 as amended sha I I cont I nue to be 
administered and interpreted pursuant to the provision of TItle 4~, 
Revised Ordinances, Section 1100-1170 as the same existed on OCTober 12, 
1983. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, 
Selph; VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Rice, Wilson, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor 
Amendment and Lot Split for PUO 343-2, as recommended by Staff. 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 4:25 p.m. 

Date Ap P roved ....../.f.-l....4~~--::r-:--::::::---
J' 

ATIEST: 
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