TULSA

ITAN AREA PLANN I~ CO~ ISS ION
Minutes of Meeting No. 1738
Wednesday, March 22, 1989, 1:30 p.m.
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center
M:N3ERS PRESENT
Carnes
Coutant, Secretary
Doherty
Kempe, Chairman
Paddock, 2nd Vice
Chairman
Parmele, 1st Vice
Chairman
Wi I son
Woodard

~OPOL

M:M3ERS ABSENT
Draughon
Randle
Selph

STAFF PRESENT
Gardner
Jones
Setters

OTIERS PRESENT
LI nker, Lega i
Counsel

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City
Auditor on Tuesday, March 21, 1989 at 10:40 a.m., as wei i as in the Reception
Area of the I NCOG offices.
After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Kempe cal led the meeting to order
at 1:33 p.m.

MINJTES:
Approval of the Minutes of March 8, 1989, Meeting 11736:
On MOTION of WOODARD, the TMAPC voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Kempe,
Paddock, Parmele, Wilson., Woodard; "aye"; no "nays"; Coutant:
"abstaining"; Draughon, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the
Minutes of March 8, 1989, Meeting #1736.

REPORTS:

Approval of the Report of Receipts & Deposits:
On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty,
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstent Ions"; Draughon, Rand I e, Sel ph, "absent") to APPROVE the
Report of Receipts & Deposits for the Month Ended February 28, 1989.
ChaIrman's Report:
Chairman Kempe reminded the T~~PC members of the April 1st workshop
with the District Planning Team officers.
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ConJn ittee Reports:

Mr. Paddock announced a meeting of the Rules & Regulations Committee
was scheduled for Wednesday, April 5th, at 11:30 to review proposed
Sign Code amendments.
In regard to a fol low-up meeting for recommendations relating to the
Infll I Development Study, Mr. Paddock suggested April 5th, upon
adjournment of the regular TMAPC meeting. He added the BOA members
would also be Invited to provide Input. After confirming the TMAPC
agenda Items for that date with the INCOG Staff, the consensus of the
T~~PC was to proceed with the suggested April 5th date and time.

SUBO I VIS IONS:

FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE:
Howerton Acres CruD 119-R) (1283)

SE/c of 71st St & So 92nd EAve

(CS, RM-l)

On ii>TiON of CARNES, the I Mf\iv voted 7-u-i (Carnes, Doherty, Kempe,
Paddock,
Parmele,
Wilson,
Woodard,
"aye";
no "nays";
Coutant,
"abstaining"; Draughon, Selph, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE the Final Plat
of Howerton Acres and re Iease same as hav i ng met a I I cond It Ions of
approval.

AMENDMENT TO CERTIFICATE OF DEDICATION
Bent Tree (3194)

of 5Jst Street & South Mingo Road

( I L)

This property was originally platted as PUD 353 but was never developed,
and the PUD was officially abandoned. Staff provided a letter from Roy
Johnsen, attorney for the applicant, detailing this action. No utility
easements, rights-of-way or other provisions of the plat have been changed
by the abandonment of the PUD. Therefore, Staff finds no objection to the
request and recommends APPROVAL, subject as to form by the City Attorney.
TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present
On MlTlON of PADDOCK.. the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes; Coutant; Doherty;
Kempe, Paddock, Parme ie, Wi I son, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; Draughon, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the Amendment
to the Certificate of Dedication for Bent Tree, as recommended by Staff.
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CONT I NJAt£E ( S) :
PUD 19G-E:

North Side of East 76th Street at Hudson Avenue
(Applicant has requested a continuance to April 5, 1989)

}h

Comments & DIscu ss Ion:
/

Mr. Roy Johnsen, representing Superior Financial, reviewed his le~er to
INCOG requesting the two week continuance to April 5th. Ms.,~~ Sadler
(c/o Bob Nichols, 111 West 5th), an Interested party, requested a 30 day
continuance due to the pending court hearings with the developer of this
subdivision.
Mr. Doherty moved for a three week continuance to April 12th. Mr. Parmele
asked Mr. Johnsen If he had a strong objection to a 30 day continuance.
Mr. Johnsen stated he would withdraw his previous request for a two week
continuance in order to al low the 30 days requested by Ms. Sadler.
Therefore, Mr. Doherty amended his motion for a continuance of PUD 190-E
to April 19th.
members present
On M>TION of DOHERTY, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty,
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions";
Draughon,
Randle,
Selph,
"absent")
to
CONTINJE
COnsIderation of ~JD 19O-E Johnsen (Superior Flnancla!) until Wednesday,
April 19, 1989 at 1:30 p.m. in the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa
Civic Center.

TMAPC ACTION:

8

ZONI~

PUBliC

I£AAI~:

Appi ication No.: PUD 449
Present Zoning: RS-3, iL
App! icant: SwImmer (Hoffmeier)
Proposed Zoning: Unchanged
Location: NW/c of East 33rd Street North and North Lewis Avenue
Date of Hearing: March 22, i989
(266-1302)
Presentation to TMAPC by: Kermit Hoffmeier, PO Box 188, Catoosa

Staff Recommendation:
The applicant Is proposing to establ Ish a truck servicing establishment on
a 6.58 acre (net) site at the northwest corner of East 33rd Street North
and North Lewis Avenue. The east 240' of the tract Is zoned IL and the
west 258.5' Is zoned RS-3. The tract has 635' of frontage on North Lewis
Avenue on Its east and 543' of frontage on Mohawk Boulevard on Its north.
There are two existing Inaustriai buiidings near the southeast corner of
the tract within the IL zoned area.
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The app J Icant does not propose to construct any new bu II dings.
He Is
proposing to grade and pave a large portion of the RS-3 zoned area to use
as a truck and trailer maneuvering area as the trucks enter and exit the
bu I I ding s for truck and tra I Ier serv Ic Ing. Trucks wou I d enter from the
north off of Mohawk Bou Ievard and wou Id ex It onto Lew I s at a po I nt
approximately 115' north of the southeast corner of the property. Truck
parking Is proposed to be on the east side of the tract near Lewis Avenue
approximately 270' north of 33rd Street.
Since the single family homes face directly Into the RS-3 portion of the
tract on the south side of 33rd Street and the side of two other homes
abut the tract on the west a buffer on the south and west sides of the
tract Is proposed. The buffer will consist of a 3' to 4' earthen berm
with an 8' (minimum) screening fence constructed on the highest portion of
the berm.
I n add It ion a hedge type of p Iant mater Ia I Is proposed to be
planted on the side of the screening fence facing the residences.
After review of PUD 449, Staff finds that it is: (A) consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan; (S) tn harmony with the exIsting and expected
development of surrounding areas; (C) a unified treatment of the
development possibilities of the site and; (D) consistent with the stated
proposes and standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code.
Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 449 subject to the fol lowing
conditions:
1)
That the app I i cant's Out I I ne Deve lopment P I an and Text be made a
conditIon of approval, unless modified herein.
2)
Development Standards:
Land Area (Net):
6.58 acres totai
3.46 acres
Area A (east 240')
Area B (west 258.5')
3.12 acres
Permitted Uses:
AI I uses al lowed by right in an IL district.
Area A
A dust-free, hard surface (all-weather) for the
Area B
maneuver I ng and short-term park Ing (I ess than 4
hours) of trucks and tra! lers using the
facilities In Area A open space, at least 100'
from the west property line.
(No buildings or
service facilities of any kind are allowed In
Area B). [Stated as amended; see TMAPC Review
Session.]
Maximum Building Floor Area:
Area A
Only the existing buildings. (Any enlargement or
construction of new buildings would require a
major amendment to the PUD.)
Area B
-0-
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Minimum Off-Street Paved Parking:
Area A
As required by the applicable Use Unit of the
City of Tulsa Zoning Code
Area B
None a I lowed, except short term truck an d/ or
tra II er park Ing awa it Ing serv Ic Ing (I ess than 4
hours).
Minimum Landscaped Open Space:
Area A - 10%; Area B - 50%
3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

The screening and buffering requirements are as follows:
A
combination of a 3' to 4' earthen berm, an 8' tall (minimum) wooden
screen i ng fence constructed at the top of the berm.
[Stated as
amended; see TMAPC Review Session.]
No business identification signs shal I be placed on the west wal Is of
bui Idlngs; however, small directional signs above the service doors
shal I be permitted. Two ground signs shal I be permitted; one at the
northern entrance, and one at 33rd and Lewis, but no farther than 100'
west of Lewis Avenue. [Stated as amended; see TMAPC Review Session.]
That a Deta II Landscape P Ian sha II be subm Itted to the TMAPC for
review and approval. A landscape architect registered In the State
of Oklahoma shaJ I certify that al I landscaping berming and screening
fences have been instal led in accordance with the approved landscape
The landscaping
plan prior to issuance of an Occupancy Permit.
materials and screening fence required under the approved Plan shal I
be maintained an replaced as needed, as a continuing condition of the
granting of an Occupancy Permit.
No building permits shall be Issued for erection of a sign In
Development Area A until a Detail Sign Pian for that development area
has been submitted to the TMAPC and approved as being In compl lance
with the approved PUD Development Standards.
That no Bu II ding Perm It sha II be Issued unt II the requ i rements of
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by the
TMAPC and filed of record in the County Clerk's office, Incorporating
within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of approval,
making City of Tulsa beneficiary to said covenants.

Comments & Discussion:
Mr. Paddock noted that the right-of-way on North Lew Is was on I y 44'
and the Major Street and Highway Plan cal led for 100 1 , and If the zoning
on this tract was approved in 1974, he asked why something was not done at
that time. Mr. Gardner stated that he was not sure what occurred In 1974,
but this PUD appl icatlon would trigger the platting requirements as
relates to right-of-way dedication.
In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Gardner
clarified that "decorative screenIng fence" In condition #3 was to mean a
privacy fence. He further clarified that Staff's recommendation for an 8'
(minimum) fence on top of a 3' to 4' berm was due to the applicant's
operation with very large trucks.
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Appl icant's Comments:
Mr. John Boyd (111 West 5th), attorney for the applicant, reviewed a site
plan drawing showing the proposed uses by the truck Ing operation as to
office buildings, parking areas, shop/service areas, etc.
Mr. Boyd
adv! sed that the trucks, wh lch run throughout the US, hau Ied petrol eum
based products that were not of an exp Ios ive or dangerous nature.
He
advised the operation was currently In Catoosa on leased property and the
applicant was wanting to purchase this tract for relocation purposes, and
would utilize the tract for a dispatching office and service area for the
trucks. He added that 12 - 15 trucks a day would be coming Into the site.
Mr. Boyd advised that the office building, shop/service area and parking
was al I located In the IL zoned portion, and the only space needed In the
• RS-3 area was for truck maneuvering or swinging the trucks around to enter
the service or shop area.
In regard to landscaping/buffering, Mr. Boyd stated the applicant was
proposing a chain I ink fence around all sides of the property with
! andscap Ing on the outs! de per !meter area on the west and south wl!! cl!
ab utted the res Ident Ia I area.
He added that the app I Icant was a I so
Investing a large amount for refurbishing the existing structures, which
had prev lous Iy been used for a tank manufactur Ing operat Ion. Mr. Boyd
submitted photos of the site to show the grading work already completed.
In regard to the Staff recommendation, Mr. Boyd stated he would I Ike to
amend the condition regarding signage, as the applicant wanted to have an
Identification sign on Mohawk Blvd. Mr. Gardner remarked that there were
no signs Indicated on the drawings evaluated by Staff, but Staff had no
problem with a ground sign on the east side of the entry way (on the north
s I de) • Mr. Boyd stated that, In regard to cond It Ion #4 I nd Icat Ing no
sIgns on the west wall, the applicant was proposing Identification signs
above the doors to direct the trucks to the types of service In the various
shop stal Is. He reiterated these would be for Informational purposes and
not of an advertising nature.
Mr. Woodard Inqu Ired I f there wou I d be any storage of I Iqu Ids on the
tract. Mr. Boyd adv I sed that the on I y storage wou Id be of a temporary
nature, three or four hours, and the I Iqu ids wou Id be conta i ned I n the
trucks haul ing the liquids, as no permanent storage would be accommodated
on-site.
The applicant, Mr. Kermit Hoffmeier, confirmed that the
operation was for a transportation business, not a storage business, and
the loaded tankers would only be on-site while the truck (tractor) was
being serviced.
In regard to questions about the fence and/or berm, Mr. Hoffmeier stated
that the idea of the berm along the south side of the tract was due to the
low grade elevation of the site, and the size of the trucks Involved.
Therefore, the berm would raise the fence to approximately street level In
order to properly screen the trucks from view. He added that the fencing
he had In mind was of a chain I Ink variety, for security reasons, which
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would be set back somewhat In order to keep the area properly mowed. In
addition, a honeysuckle type vine would be added to provide screening and
privacy. Mr. Hoffmeier also proposed some lattice In the chain I Ink fence
to provide additional screening until the vine or hedge material was of an
adequate height. He reviewed the grading work already completed and the
refurbishing done to the existing structures, and commented that several
people In the area had come by to comment on the upgraded appearance of
the property.
In rep Iy to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Hoffme ler stated the trucks wou I d not be
blocking traffic on Mohawk Blvd. while waiting to enter the security
gate, as the gate would be located at least 150' down the drive Into the
• tract.
He con firmed that he wou I d not have a prob Iem with th I s as a
condition.
In response to Mr. Doherty regarding the screening/fencing,
Mr. Hoffme Ier stated that the v Ine and/or Iatt Ice was cons I dered for
aesthetic reasons and would, In fact, be more costly than a Installing a
wooden pr Ivacy fence.
However, he wou I d comp Iy with whatever the TMAPC
directed.
Ms. Kempe asked what was meant by "truck service". Mr. Hoffmeier stated
that this did not mean on-site storage of products for fil ling the trucks.
He exp Ia I ned that, as regu Iated by federa I government standards, the
trucks must be Inspected and serviced as relates to tires, brakes, lights,
etc. He stressed the products transported in the trucks were motor oils
that were a finished product classified as non-hazardous since they were
not combustible.
Ms. Wilson repeated concerns regarding the screening/fencing height.
Mr. Hoffmeier clarified that he had planned the fence to accompl ish a
better than 8' above grade level. He stated that a standard industrial
type fence was 6'9", wh Ich wou I d accomp Iish a 10' or 11' tota I he ight on
top of a 3' or 4' berm. In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Gardner stated Staff
recommended an 8' decorative fence on top of the 3' or 4' berm, and the
Comm Iss Ion wou Id have to make the f Ina I determ Inat Ion.
Mr. Carnes
complimented Mr. Hoffmeier for his efforts to upgrade this tract and
suggested that the app I Icant and ne Ig hborhood res i dents get together to
clarify needs regarding the fencing and berm!ng. Mr. Hoffmeier agreed and
added that If the residents wanted a 8' wooden fence, he would accommodate
them.
In regard to the paving requirements, Mr. Gardner clarified for
Mr. Coutant that the Code refers to hard surface, all-weather materials,
and there were differ Ing degrees of aspha It or pav I ng, as used by the
County.
However, loose grave I, by Itse If, wou Id not meet the Code, as
some type of a harden Ing agent wou I d be needed to prov 1de a dust-free
surface. Mr. Carnes further clarified for Mr. Coutant that the applicant
would be forced to provide a base that would accommodate the heavy trucks,
and In addition, he would be forced to Install a hard enough surface to
withstand the turning and maneuvering of the trucks.
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Interested Parties:
Chairman Kempe advised receipt of a 20 signature petition of protest, and
she read letters of protest mailed to the TMAPC from Jean Patton Latimer,
Frank Rodgers and O'Neil L. Cobb.

Mr. Hubert Bryant (2623 North Peoria), attorney for the protestants listed
on the above mentioned petition, pointed out that the applicant was aware
of the zoning when he purchased this tract, as there had been no change In
the Comprehensive Plan for several years. Mr. Bryant submitted photos of
homes In the res i dent Ia I IY zoned areas abutt Ing the subject tract. He
also submitted photos of other Industrial type uses in this area, showing
how these had not been properly maintained.
Mr. Bryant stated the
. residents did not want the noise, dust and traffic hazards from this type
of operation along Mohawk Blvd. or In their neighborhoods. Therefore, he
requested the appl icatlon be denied due to the detrimental Impact on the
residential neighborhoods.
In response to Mr. Doherty, who pointed out
the benefits and advantages for control offered by a PUD, Mr. Bryant asked
who wou! d check the fac!! !ty at n !ght and on weekends ! f hours of
operation were a condition of the PUD, as enforcement of the PUD
conditions appeared to be the problem, not the PUD itself. He also stated
concern regarding the applicant's reference to petroleum based products as
the res i dents had been Informed that the trucks wou I d be transport i ng
Insecticides and pesticides.
Mr. Carnes commented that the other IndustrIal developments In this area
had not submitted PUD's, therefore the TMAPC had no control over
landscaping, buffering, parking, etc. as they do with this application.
Mr. Parme Ie commented that he fe It th Is PUD; with the screen i ng and
landscaping conditions, would help the situation as the residents
currently have to look across a vacant field to the existing buildings.

Mr. O'Neil Cobb (2623 North Peoria) protested the application as he wished
to keep the IL and RS as Is. He added that he had no objection to the
screening fence around the portion zoned IL. He reiterated that the other
Industrial developments In this area had not been properly maintained.
Applicant's Rebuttal:
Mr. Boyd pOinTed out that this SITe was formerly used by a tank
manu factur Ing estab I Ishment I n the IL zoned area, and the app I Icant was
only asking to use a small portion of the RS area to "swing" the trucks
around for servicing In the existing buildings. He reiterated that no
bu i I dings were proposed for the west ha I f (RS zoned area).
Mr. Boyd
commented that, due to the nature of the business, restricted hours of
operation could not be adhered to as this was a 24 hour type business, but
there would be very little traffic after normal business hours.
He
emphasized that the appi Icant has never carried insecticides/pesticides,
and d! d not ant! c Ipate do Ing so ! n the future. Mr. Boyd added that; as
can already be seen at the site, Mr. Hoffmeier takes great pride In
properly maintaining his property and Its appearance.
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In reply to Mr. Paddock~ Mr. Boyd stated that, even though there was to be
no change In zoning, the applicant submitted the PUD in order to use that
portion of the RS area to maneuver the trucks Into the service area. In
reply to Mr. Paddock regarding the fence materials used, Mr. Hoffmeier
stated that, due to the costs of the veh Ic Ies I nvo Ived ($160,000+) ,
security was an Important factor. Therefore, he preferred the chain i Ink
with slats over a solid wooden fence. Mr. Hoffmeier confirmed, In reply
to Mr. Carnes, that he was not objecting to a wooden fence if that was
what the neighborhood wanted.
For the interested parties, Mr. Carnes
reiterated that the appl icant had generously come forward with a PUD,
wh Ich offered the res idents an opportun Ity to know what control s were
imposed and must be met before an Occupancy Permit would be issued.
Although not normally related to a PUD, Mr. Parmele asked how many
employees were presently associated with this business.
Mr. Hoffmeier
Mr. Hoffme Ier answered quest Ions from the
answered approx imate I y 30.
Comm Iss Ion as to the park I ng area, serv Ices prov i ded for truck repa Ir,
etc. Mr. Hoffmeier admitted that he was aware of the RS/IL zoning on the
TraCT, as he had originallY considered building rental houses in the RS
zoned area. Chairman Kempe clarified for those In attendance that this
was not a zon Ing change In the sense of chang I ng the RS zon i ng to IL
zoning, as a PUD was merely an overlay with a set of conditions Imposed on
the existing zoning patterns.
TMAPC Review Session:
In rep Iy to Mr. Coutant, Mr. Gardner stated that, had the app I Icant
requested a zoning change on the RS portion to IL, then Staff could not
have supported the request. But the applicant had come forward with a PUD
in order to use a portion of the RS only to be able to drive the trucks on
it. He added that a unique feature of this appl ication was the fact that
the applicant, through the PUD, has limited their development even In the
IL portion Mr. Gardner also pointed out that the appl icant consented to
spend a substantial amount for landscaping along with a chain I ink type
fence, but he wou I d not be requ Ired to put I n the Iandscap Ing to the
extent shown on the drawing If a sol id wooden fence was constructed, as
the purpose of the extensive landscaping was to screen and buffer.
In reply to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Gardner commented that Staff did not request
a Detail Site Plan since there were no buildings being constructed. He
added that the proposed paving would not even require a Building Permit,
but the Commission could request the applicant to present a detailed plan
once they determ i ne the exact amount of pav i ng needed for the proposed
turning radius. Mr. Gardner commented that the primary reason IL zoning
was not supported In the past on this tract was due to the two residential
structures to the south, fronting Into th is tract, wh ich was a un Jque
situation. He pointed out other areas In the City, such as Park Plaza,
where quality single-family homes back to an IL zoned area and the uses
were compat I b Ie.

r·1r.

Gard ner added Sta ff

fe I t

that, throug h the PUD,

the un Ique aspect of the two dwe I I Ings front I ng th is tract cou I d be
properly addressed.
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Mr. Parmele commented that he felt the residents had a legitimate concern,
however, he felt this might be the first attempt to provide some economic
benefit for the entire area. He stated he would be In favor of the PUD
with a so lid screen Ing fence on the south and west sides, no park Ing
within 100' of the western boundary, and additional landscaping
requirements, as the PUD with these requirements would enhance the
neighborhood, and not be detrimental. In answer to Mr. Paddock regarding
a condition restricting the use of pesticides, herbicides and/or
insecticides, Mr. Parmele stated that he did not think that this was a
legitimate Imposition that the TMAPC should get into, as land use was
within their jurisdiction; not Interstate commerce. Mr. Parmele moved for
approval of the PUD, subject to Staff's conditions, except for Area B,
. where the "paved" area shou I d be amended to "dust-free, hard surface
(al I-weather)" and that It not be located within 100' of the west property
I ine; amend condition #3 to require an 8' (minimum) wooden screening fence
constructed at the top of the 3' to 4' berm.
In regard to the Deta II
Landscap i ng P Ian, Mr. Parme Ie added that he wou I d be look Ing at th Is
closely for the necessary plantings, shrubbery, etc.
After discussion of
condition #4 regarding signs, Mr. Parmele amended his motion to Included
the suggested wording, "no business Identification signs shal I be placed
on the west wal Is of buildings; however, smal I directional signs above the
service doors wll I be permitted. Two ground signs wll I be permitted; one
at the northern entrance, and one at 33rd and Lewis, but no farther than
100' west of Lewis Avenue."
Discussion and clarification of the motion, as amended, followed with
Mr. Woodard advising he could not support the motion due to his concerns
with enforcement. Commission members agreed with the suggestion that the
applicant discuss the Detail Site Plan and Landscape Plan with the
residents prior to presentation to the TMAPC.
TMAPC ACT ION:

7 members present
On K>TION of PAruELE, the TMAPC voted 6-1-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty,
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, "aye"; Woodard, "nay"; no "abstentions";
Draughon, Randle, Selph; Wilson, "absent") to APPROVE PUD 449 Swinmer
(Hoffmeier), as amended.
Legal DescrIption:

The South 208.83' of the west 258.5' of the east 548.5' of the S/2 of the
NE/4 of the NE/4 of Section 19, T-20-N, R-13-Ej AND Lot 1, Block 1,
Forrester Addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma,
according to the recorded plat thereof; also described as the east 290.0'
of the south 285.0' of the east 548.5' of the S/2 of the NE/4 of the NE/4
of Section 19, T-20-N, R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa County, Oklahoma; AND the
east 548.5' of the S/2 of the NE/4 of the NE/4 of Sect ion 19, T-20- N,
R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, lying south of Mohawk Blvd.
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Application No.: Z-6233
Present Zoning: RS-3
Applicant: Cannon
Proposed Zoning: IL
Location: North of the NW/c of East 61st Street & South 107th East Avenue
Date of Hearing: March 22, 1989
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. David Cannon, 10310A East 51st St.
(622-7454)
Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:
The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa
Metropol itan Area, designates the subject property Special District 1 Industrial. According to the Zoning Matrix the requested IL District "may
be found" In accordance with Special Districts.
Staff Recommendation:
Site Analysis: The subject tract Is 1.81 acres In size and Is located
approximately 1,300 feet north of the northwest corner of East 61st Street
South and South 107th East Avenue.
It Is nonwooded, flat, contains both
vacant property and a single-family dwel ling.
Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north, east and
south by similar single-family dwel lings on large lots zoned RS-3; and on
the west by vacant property for the Mingo Val ley Expressway zoned RS-3.
Zoning and BOA Historlca! Summary: Severa! rezon!ngs have occurred along
South 107th East Avenue from residential to light Industrial.
COnclusion: Based on the Comprehensive Plan and existing zoning patterns
along South 107th East Avenue, Staff can support the requested IL
rezoning. As can be seen by the previous actions on the case report, the
area Is In transition from residential to Industrial. Therefore, Staff
recommends APPROVAL of IL zoning for Z-6233.
Comments & Discussion:
Cha I rman Kempe noted there were no 1nterested part les I n attendance on
this application, and the applicant stated agreement to the Staff
recommendation. In reply to Mr. Coutant, Staff clarified the right-of-way
for the Mingo Valley Expressway in this area has already been purchased.
TMAPC ACTION:

1 members present

On t«>TION of PArulElE, the TMAPC voted 1-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty,
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions";
Draughon, Randle, Selph, Wilson, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6233 Cannon for Il
Zoning, as recommended by Staff.
lega I Oeser I pt Ion:

Part of Lots 8 and 9, Block 2, Golden Valley Addition to the City and
County of Tu I sa, Ok I ahoma, beg inn i ng at the northeast corner of Lot 8,

thence south 229.28', west 228.30', south 95.40', west 74.27', to a point
on the Mingo Val ley Expressway, northwesterly 322.52', thence east 325.14
to the POB.

03.22.89:1738(11)

*******
Application No.: Z-6234
Present Zoning: AG
Appl icant: Smith (FMP)
Proposed Zoning: IL
Location: North of NW/c of North Sheridan Road and East Apache Street
Date of Hearing: March 22, 1989
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Adrian Smith, 5157 East 51st Street (627-5861)
Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:
The DIstr Ict 16 P Ian, a part of the Comprehens Ive P Ian for the Tu I sa
Metropolitan Area, des Ignates the subject property Med lum Intens ity Industrial on the front (east) portion and Medium Intensity - No Specific
Land Use on the back (west) portion.
According to the Zoning Matrix, the proposed IL District is in accordance
for the east half and "may be found" In accordance for the west half.
Staff Recommendation:
Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately 10 acres in size and Is
located 1/2 mile north of the northwest corner of East Apache Street and
North Sheridan Road.
It Is partially wooded, mostly vacant with farm
buildings on the extreme western portion and gently sloping with the
exception of a deep draw running through the middle of this tract. The
property Is zoned AG and is not In a regulatory flood zone.
Surround Ing Area Ana Iys is: The tract Is ab utted on the north by both
mobile homes and vacant property zoned AG; on the east by the Tu I sa
Internat lona I AIrport zoned ILj on the south by both vacant property
Industrial uses, and a mobile home subdivision zoned IL; and on the west
by vacant property zoned AG.
Zoning and BOA Historical Summary:
along the frontage of Sheridan.

Industrial zoning has been permitted

Conclusion:
Staff can support the requested IL zon Ing based on the
Comprehensive Plan and abutting IL zoned property to the south.
Therefore, Staff recommends

APPROV~L

of IL zoning for Z-6234 as requested.

Comments & Discussion:
Cha I rman Kempe noted there were no I nterested part les In attendance on
this application, and the applicant was In agreement with the Staff
recommendation.
In rep Iy to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Gard ner c Iar I fled the estab I Ished zon Ing
patterns in the area, and advised that the proposed IL zoning was
consistent wIth the existing zoning.
Mr. Paddock Inqu Ired as to ded Icat Ion, and Mr. Adr i an ~m I Tn (app i i cant)
advised the plat was in process at this time which Indicated ful I
dedication on Sheridan Avenue.
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Z~6234

Smith (fMP)

Cont

TMAPC ACTION:

7 members present
On M>TlON of PARJIELE, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty,
Kempe, Paddock, Parme I e, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstent Ions";
Draughon, Randle, Selph, Wilson, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6234 Smith (fMP)
for Il Zoning, as recommended by Staff.

Legal Description:
The east 1,369.53' of the N/2 of the N/2 of the N/2 of the SE/4 of Section
22, T-20-N, R-13-E, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma.

*******
Appl icatlon No.: Z-6235
Present Zoning: RM-2
Appl icant: Walter (Holleman)
Proposed Zoning: Ol
location: NW/c of East 17th Place and South Cheyenne Avenue
uaTe or Hearing: March 22, 1989
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Mike Taylor, 1625 South Boston
(587-3366)
Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:
The Di str Ict 7 P I an a part of the Comprehens ive P Ian for the Tu I sa
Metropol itan Area, designates the subject property (Area C), Medium
Intensity - Office.
According to the Zoning Matrix the requested Ol District is in accordance
Planned Unit Development and/or Board of Adjustment
with the Plan Map.
review Is encouraged in this area.
Staff Recommendation:
Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately .4 acres in size and Is
located at the northwest corner of East 17th PI ace and South Cheyenne
It Is partially wooded, gently sloping, contains a two story
Avenue.
single-family dwelling and is zoned Rtv1-2.
Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north and south by
multi-family dwel lings zoned Rt~2; on the east by a law office zoned Oli
and on the west by both single-family and multi-family dwellings zoned
RM-2.
Zon Ing and BOA Historical Summary: Prev lous rezon Ing app I Icat Ions have
been approved for Ol and OM zoning In the Immediate area.
Conclusion:
Based on the Comprehensive Plan and existing zoning and
development patterns, Staff can support the requested rezoning.
This
area is zoned a mixture of multifamily and office use.
Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of Ol zoning for Z-6235 as requested.
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Z-6235 Walter (Holleman)

Cont

Applicant's Comments:
Mr. Mike Taylor advised he was the prospective buyer of the tract and he
Intended to use the dwel ling as a law office. Mr. Taylor commented that,
as a strong supporter of historical preservation, he wanted to keep the
structure as is. He reviewed the parking situation, advising that parking
space was available across the street from the subject tract.
Interested Parties:
~.
Steve Ever Iy ( 1639 South Cheyenne) subm Itted photos of the
neighborhood, and advised that the residents have previously fought many
proposed changes In this area due to the historical nature of the
neighborhood. He stated he was not even sure the owner (Ms. Hoi leman) was
aware of this request, since this property was cared for by a trust, and
Ms. Holleman had supported their historical preservation efforts in the
past. Mr. Everly stated opposition to the zoning and requested denial of
the application.
Cha I rman Kempe read a phone message from Ms. Norma Turnbo, 0 i str i ct 7
Chairman, stating support of the OL zoning, as "they (the District 7
residents) would rather have the mansion used for an office than have it
torn down".
Mr. Peter Walter (1319 East 35th), representIng the trust, advised that

Ms. Hoi leman (owner)
house has been for
res I dent I a I use had
Taylor's appl icatlon

was aware of the request to rezone. He stated the
sale for the past three years and no offer for
been subm I tted.
Mr. Wa I ter stated support of Mr.
since the structure would remain as is.

Appl icant's Rebuttal:
Mr. Taylor advised that, as a resident in the Mapleridge area, he has a
simi lar style at his home, and he was making a sizable Investment to keep
the same style for this structure. He added that he has already checked
Into hav I ng the man s Ion p I aced on the Nat I ona I Reg i ster of HI stor i ca I
Places.
members present
On K)TiON of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty,
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions";
Draughon, Randle, Selph, Wilson, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6235 Walter
(Holleman) for OL Zoning, as recommended by Staff.

TMAPC ACTION:

7

Lega I Oeser Ipt ion:
Lots 4, 5 and 6, Block 11, Stonebraker Heights Addition, to the City of
Tu I sa, Tu I sa County, State of Ok Iahoma, accord Ing to the recorded p I at
thereof.
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*******
Appl icatlon No.: Z-6236
Present Zoning: RS-3
Applicant: Sublett (Marshall)
Proposed Zoning: PK
Location: NE/c of East 12th Street & South Delaware Avenue
Date of Hearing: March 22, 1989
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. John Sublett, 320 South Boston, #805 (582-8815)
t«)TE:

After the appl ication was advertised, the attorney for the applicant
modified the request for Parking (PK) only.

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:
The Di str Ict 4 P! an, a part of the Comprehens ive P Ian for the Tu I sa
Metropol itan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity Residential.
According to the Zoning Matrix the requested PK District
accordance with the Plan Map.

is not

In

Staff Recommendation:
Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately .2 acres In size and
is located at the northeast corner of East 12th Street South and South
It is nonwooded, flat, contains two slngle-fami Iy
Delaware Avenue.
dwel I ings and a garage apartment and is zoned RS-3.
Surrounding Area Analysis:
The tract Is abutted on the north by an
automobile service and facility and body shop zoned CHi on the east and
south by single-family dwellings zoned RS-3, and on the west by Wi Ison
Junior High School zoned RS-3.
Zoning and BOA Historical Summary:

None

Conclusion:
Aithough the Comprehensive Pian does not support the
requested PK rezon Ing\ the phys Ica I facts of the area support such a
The two subject lots abut heavy commercial zoning (CH) to the
change.
north, face Wilson Jr. High School to the west and are no longer desirable
for sIngle-family residentIal

useQ

A buffer zone, such as PK or Ol,

warranted.

Based on the physical facts Staff supports PK rezoning.

Therefore,

Staff

recommends ft.PpR()V:'.L

of

PK

zon tng

as

mod if led

Is

by the

applicant.
For the record:
boundary and a 3'
boundaries, except
plat waiver should

A 6' screen Ing
fence, wa I I or
for one access
prohibit access

fence wou I d be requ Ired on the east
Iandscaped berm on the south and west
point on Delaware Avenue. A replat or
on the south boundary.

t«)TE:
If approved, Staff would suggest a modification of the
Comprehensive Pian to Low Intensity - No Specific Land Use to reflect the
rezoning.
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Z-6236 Sublett (Marshall)

Cont

Applicant's Comments:
Mr. John Sublett, attorney for the applicant, advised the applicant was
a I so the owner of the Bama Pie Company.
He stated the app I I cant had
originally Intended to use one of the existing structures for an office,
but due to the dilapidated condition, this would not have been feasible.
Therefore, he Intends to use the tract for parking. Mr. Sublett submitted
photos of the subject tract and dwel lings. He commented the applicant was
prepared to provide any screening deemed necessary, and no additional
access would be needed.
Interested Parties:

Ms. Fran Pace, District 4 ChaIrman, pointed out that the subject tract was
over a block away from the main Bama Pie building. Ms. Pace read a letter
objecting to any further commercial development In this area along 11th
Street and Delaware Avenue, and parking (PK) was a commercial use. She
a I so po i nted out that 12th Street and De I aware Avenue were nonarter i a I
streets.
Ms. Pace presented a map Indicating the properties currently
owned by Mr. Marshal I for commercial use.
In response to Ms. Pace, Staff confirmed that their recommendation
proh Ib Ited access to 12th Street.
Ms. Pace adv I sed of a court case
Involving restricted access, and stated she would I ike to see nothing done
at this location, pending the outcome of the court case.
Mr. Carnes suggested the neighborhood might benefit from having these
dwel I ings removed due to their deteriorated condition. Ms. Pace commented
that the applicant owned two other paved lots that were closer to Bama Pie
that remained vacant. She added that the TU Development Plan proposed to
do away with commercial on the north side of 11th Street, which would put
more pressure on the south side for commercial uses.

Mr. Don Thornhill (1203 South Delaware) stated opposition to the
due to safety concerns with additional traffic on 12th Street.
stated concern regard i ng the amount of property a I ready owned
app i icant and what the future pi ans might be for deve i opment
subject tract.

request
He al so
by the
of the

App! icant's Rebuttal:
Mr. Sublett reiterated that the applicant was not opposed to restricted
access on 12th Street.
He agreed that the court case Issue was not a
matter before the TMAPC.
Mr. Parmele confirmed Staff's recommendation that, if approved, a 3' fence
or landscaped berm would be Installed on the south and west boundaries,
with a 6' fence on the east side. Mr. Gardner further clarified that PK
zon I ng wou I d not perm It park I ng and storage of trucks, on Iy passenger
veh Ic Ies.
Mr. Doherty suggested reta j n j ng RS on a sma i i stt i p on the
south and east to prohibit access. Mr. Sublett advised that there were
two houses on the east that were owner occupied and he could not see what
would be accomplished by this.
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Z-6236 Sublett (Marshall)

Cont

TMAPC Review Session:
Discuss Ion cont Inued regard Ing access, and Mr. Gardner commented that
Limits of No Access (LNA) could be Imposed when a plat or plat waiver was
presented. He reminded the Commission that the applicant was required to
provide 10% of landscaping with the PK zoning, and the ordinance required
a 3' berm, screening fence, or a combination thereof, on the south and
west, except for the access point.
Mr. Parmele commented that he felt Staff's recommendation was sound and
limiting access could be done through the platting process. He added that
he keeps reminding himself that this case dealt with PK, which was the
least detrimental of any zoning use. Therefore, he moved for approval as
recommended by Staff.
Mr. Paddock recognized Ms. Pace to address the Commission.
Ms. Pace
stated that, according to her Interpretation of the Zoning Code, a solid
fence would have to surround the property on al I three sides except where
the building was located, unless a BOA variance was approved. Mr. Gardner
stated that berm I ng or fenc I ng was requ I red on 12th Street and De I aware
except for the access po I nt on De I aware. I t was never ant I c i pated that
the screen i ng requ i rement wou ida I so proh i b it access to a tract. Staff
has always maintained that every lot has a right to access. In this case,
Staff has recommended that access be restricted to Delaware Avenue.
Mr. Gardner advised the Code was being reviewed to clear up areas such as
this to avoid any further misinterpretations.
Mr. Sublett reluctantly
mentioned the court case where Ms. Pace stated the same position, and the
court determined that the Intent of the Code was not to completely cut off
a tract from access.

Mr. Parmele repeated his motion for approval, and agreed with Staff as to
the Intent of the Code to not prohibit access to a piece of property. In
reply to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Gardner confirmed that no use of the property
would be possible before TMAPC review of the plat or plat waiver.
Mr. Parmele stated that his motion for approval per the Staff's
recommendation would restrict access to Delaware Avenue only, with Limits
of No Access to the east and south.
members present
On ~TION of PARMElE, the TMAPC voted 6-0-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Kempe,
Paddock, Parmele, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Coutant, "abstaining";
Draughon, Randle, Selph, Wilson, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6236 Sublett
(Marshall) for PK Zoning, as recommended by Staff.

TMAPC ACTION:

7

Legal Description:
Lots 13 and 14, Block 3, Signal Addition to the City of Tuisa, Tulsa
County, State of Oklahoma, accordIng to the recorded plat thereof.
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*******
Application No.: Z-6237
Present Zoning: RS-3
Applicant: Helscel
Proposed Zoning: IL
Location: South of the SE/c of North Garnett Rd. & East Newton Place
Date of Hearing: March 22, 1989
Presentation to TMAPC by: Ms. Jackie S. Helscel, PO Box 636, Coweta (834-8817)
Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:
The District 16 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District 2
(Industrial).
Accord Ing to the Zon i ng Matr Ix, the requested IL DIstr Ict "may be found"
In accordance with the Plan Map. AI I zoning districts are considered "may
be found" In accordance with Special District Guidelines.
Staff Recommendation:
Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately 10 acres in size and Is
located south of the southeast corner of North Garnett Road and East
Newton Place.
It Is partially wooded, gently sloping, contains
sing Ie-fam Ii Y dwe iii ngs on the western th Ird of the tract with the
remainder of the property vacant and is zoned RS-3.
The tract is abutted on the north by a
Surrounding Area Anaiysis:
developed single-family subdivision zoned RS-3; on the east by vacant
property zoned AG; on the south by single-family dwel lings on large tracts
zoned RS-3; and on the west by a developing Industrial park zoned IL.
Zoning and BOA Historical Sunmary: Several properties In the Immediate
area of the subject tract have been rezoned to industrial.
Conclusion: Staff is supportive of IL zoning based on the Comprehensive
P Ian and ex 1st i ng deve lopment for a II of the subject tract except the
platted res Ident Ia I lot on the north s Ide.
Th is lot Is part of a
residential subdivision and rezoning would be a clear encroachment into an
establ ished neighborhood. Due to the tract fronting Garnett and abutting
proposed Industrial, Staff would be more supportive of office zoning for
this lot which would also act as a buffer.
Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of IL zoning for the subject tract,
less and except, Lot 2, Block 2, Modern Acres which Is to remain RS-3.
For the record, Mr. Gardner noted that under the zoning ordinance, If this
property was zoned IL, there would be no outside storage permitted since
the entire tract was within 300' of residential, and no buildings could be
constructed within 75' of the property lines.
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Z-6237 Helseel

Cont

Appl icant's Comments:
Ms. Jackie Helscel, applicant, advised she was planning to construct a
25,000 square foot building to be used as an office and warehouse for light
Industrial.
She commented that the entire building would be air
cond It loned for a parts a5semb Iy operat ion, and there was no outs I de
storage planned. Ms. Helscel stated the tract would be fenced with the
on Iy access be Ing on Garnett Road.
I n rep Iy to Cha Irman Kempe, the
applicant stated agreement to the Staff recommendation.
Interested Parties:
Mr. C.A. Borthlck (1145 North Garnett) stated concern regarding the type
of Industrial use on the tract as to noise and air pollution. He added
that he was attending this hearing to learn more about the intended use.
Ms. Linda Bevens (11416
applicant's proposal.

East

Newton

Place)

stated

support

of

the

Ms. Karen Bevens (11419 East Newton Place) commented she also supports the
appi icant and the proposed use.
Ms. Ada Well s (11356 East Newton P Iace) remarked that the structures
currently on the subject tract were In very poor condition, but she did
not think the Industrial use would be supported by other residents In this
area.

Applicant's Rebuttal:
Ms. Helscel confirmed that she would be InstallIng a connection to the
city's sewer I tnes.
She verified the existing structures would be
rerr.oved.
TMAPC Review Session:
In reply to Mr. Parmele, Mr. Gardner confirmed that the Code stipulates an
IL use must have "slight or no objectionable environmental Influences".
Mr~ Paddock moved for approval of !L zoning per the Staff recommendation;
which excludes Lot 2, Block 2 of Modern Acres.

TMAPC ACT!ON: 7 members present
On MlTJON of PADDOCK, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes,
Kempe, Paddock, Parme Ie, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays";
Draughon, Randle, Selph, Wilson, "absent") to APPROVE
IL Zoning, as recommended by Staff, excluding Lot 2,
Acres Addition, which shal I remain RS-3.

Coutant, Doherty,
no "abstent ions";
Z-6237 Helscel for
Block 2 of Modern

Lega I Oeser i pt ion:
The west 395.5' of Lot 1, Cooley's Subdivision, Tulsa County, Oklahoma;
otherw Ise descr 1bed as a tract beg I nn Ing at the northwest corner of the
SW/4 of the NW/4 of Section 32, T-20-N, R-14-E, Tulsa County Oklahoma;
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Z-6237 Helscel

Cont

thence east a d I stance of 437.5' a long the quarter sect Ion I I ne; thence
south a distance of 199.2' to a point In the south line of Lot 1 of said
Cooley's Subdivision which point Is 437.5' east of the west section line;
thence west along the south line of Lot 1, a distance of 437.5' to a point
on the west sect i on I Ine wh I ch po Int Is 199.5' south of the northwest
corner; thence north along the west section I ine a distance of 199.5' to
the POB, accord Ing to the recorded p I at thereof, EXCEPT the west 42'
thereof dedicated as a public road, Tulsa County, Oklahoma; AND the north
99.0' of Lot 2, Cooley's Subdivision to Tulsa County, Oklahoma according
to the recorded plat thereof; AND the east 859.8' of Lot 1, LESS the east
5.0' for street, Cooley's Subdivision, Tulsa County, Oklahoma according
to the recorded plat thereof.

NEW BUS I tESS:

In regard to the Parking (PK) District, Mr. Paddock suggested Staff review the
current text to assure that the various requirements needed were In place.
Mr.

Gardner

updated

the TMAPC

members on the work

of the Mayor' 5

Ad

Hoc

Committee regarding the Creek Bypass, commenting that the Committee was
divided Into subcommittees to review envIronmental concerns, drainage and
bridges, and the I inear park aspect. He advised a more defined set of plans
for the tol I road should be available by April 15th. Chairman Kempe mentioned
the TMAPC was stili receiving letters from south Tulsa residents regarding
their concerns on the Creek Bypass. Mr. Doherty suggested, and the Commission
members agreed, that the TMAPC should respond to these letters by
forwarding an acknowledgment which would also advise the writer that the
TMAPC had no legal authority over the Oklahoma Turnpike Authority, but the
TMAPC would forward their concerns to the proper authorities.

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned
at 5: 13 p.m.
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