
TULSA MElROPOlITAN AREA PLANNING COf41ISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1775 

Wednesday, January 10. 1990, 1 :30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

Members Present 
Carnes, 2nd Vice 
Chairman 

Coutant 
Doherty, Chairman 
Draughon. Secretary 
Paddock 
Parmele 
Selph 
Wi Ison, 1st Vice 
Chairman 

Woodard 

Members Absent 
Kempe 
Randle 

Staff Present 
Gardner 
Setters 
Stump 

Others Present 
Linker, Legal 
Counsel 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, January 9, 1990 at 9:55 a.m., as wei I as In the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present t Chairman Doherty cal led the meeting to order 
at 1 :32 p.m. 

MINUTES: Not appl icable; no meeting December 27, 1989. 

REPORTS: 

Committee Reports: 

Mr. Paddock advised the Rules & Regulations Committee had met this 
date to continue review of proposed language revisions to the Zoning 
Code as relates to slgnage. He stated the Committee unanimously 
agreed to call for the public hearing on this item as requested 
below. 

Director's Report: 

Request to ca II a pub II c hear I ng for February 7, 1990 to cons i der 
amendments to the CI ty of Tu I sa and Tu I sa County Zon I ng Codes as 
relates to signs. 

Hearing no objection from the Commission, Chairman Doherty requested 
Staff prepare the notice for the publ ic hearing on this matter. 
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ZONING PUBLIC HEARING: 

Application No.: PUD 457 
Applicant: Poe & Associates (Stephens Prop.) 
Location: East of the NE/c of East 81st Street & 
Date of Hearing: January 10, 1990 

Present Zoning: RS-3 
Proposed Zoning: Unchanged 

South Yale Avenue 

Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. Bland Pittman, 10820 East 45th, #101 (665-8800) 

Staff Recommendation: 

The applicant is proposing a PUD on a 74 acre tract (approximate) having 
2,120' of frontage on East 81st Street South, east of Yale Avenue. The 
development would contain 193 single-family lots with 62 lots being served 
by public streets and the remainder fronting on a private street system. 
A system of sma I I I akes Is planned a long the natura I dra I nageways as we II 
as a smal I park/common area near the western entrance to the project. The 
lakes wi I I serve a dual function, visually pleasing aesthetic features and 
storm water detention. The lakes, park area and private streets are to be 
maintained by a homeowner's association. 

The subject tract was recently rezoned to RS-3. The Comprehensive Plan 
Map designates the subject tract Low IntenSity - No Specific Land Use. To 
the north of the subject tract Is the partially developed Mlnshal I Park IV 
subdivision which has two streets stubbed to the subject property (Canton 
Avenue and Granite Avenue). To be east Is an existing slngle-fami Iy 
subdivision containing a stub street (79th Street) Into the subject tract. 
To the south across 8ist Street is Hoiiand Hai i Schooi, and to the west 
are apartments and an undeveloped OL zoned tract. The conceptual plan for 
the street I ayout I n the PUD proposes pub II c streets connect' ng to the 
Granite Avenue and 79th Street stub streets and the continuation of Granite 
Avenue south to 81st Street. The western portion of the PUD proposes a 
pr i vate street system wh I ch does not connect to the Canton Avenue stub 
street nor the public street system to the east. It has two access points 
onto 81st Street. 

Staff finds the uses and Intensities of development proposed to be in 
harmony with the spirit and Intent of the Code. Based on the following 
conditions, Staff finds PUD 457 to 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 possibi I Ities 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 457 subject to the fol lowing 
conditions: 

1) The applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a condition 
of approval, unless modified herein. 

2) Deve!opment Standards: 

acres (Gross) 
74.3 acres (Net) 
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PUD 457 Poe & Associates - Cont 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum No. of Dwel ling Units: 

Minimum Lot Size: 

Minimum Required Yard: 
Abutting a street, front 
Abutting a street, side 
Side yards 
Rear yards 

Minimum Lot Width: 

Maximum Bui Idlng Height: 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Single-family detached dwel lings 
and customary accessory uses 

193 

10,000 sf 

20' 
15' 
10' and 5' 
25' 

80' 

35' 

2 spaces/DU 

3) No zoning clearance permit shall be Issued within the Planned Unit 
Development unti I a Detail Site Plan, which includes all buildings 
and required parking, has been submitted to the 1l4APC and approved as 
being in compliance with the approved PUD Development Standards. 

4) Publ ic streets shal I be constructed connecting with East 79th Street 
South, South Granite East Avenue and East 81st Street South. 

5) AI I private roadways shal I be a minimum of 26' In width measured face 
of curb to face of curb. AI I roadways shal I have a minimum of 50' of 
right-of-way, of which 30' must be graded and cleared. All curbs, 
gutters, base and paving materials used shall be of a qual ity and 
thickness which meets the City of Tulsa standards for a minor 
residential public street. 

6) A homeowners association shal 1 be created and vested with sufficient 
authority and financial resources to properly maintain all common 
areas including any storm water detention areas within the PUD. 

7) That no Building Permit shall be Issued unti I the requirements of 
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by the 
TMAPC and fi led of record In the County Clerk's office, incorporating 
within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of approval, 
making the City of beneficiary to said Covenants. 

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

Staff answered questions from the Commission to clarify the recommendation 
and conditions for approval. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Bi II Lewis (3601 East 51st Street), engineer representJng the owner, 
concurred with the Staff recommendation except for the 50' right-of-way. 
Mr. Lewis suggested a 30' width with a 10' easement on either side, mainly 
to preserve the existing trees and vegetation In order to prevent erosion. 
He commented that, with the 10' easement on each s I de, It wou I d st i I I 
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PUD 457 Poe & Associates - Cont 

conform with the Staff's suggested 50' width. In regard to a connection 
to Canton on the north boundary, Mr. Lewis advised this was located at the 
top of a steep h III and due to th! s steep grade, It wou I d be very 
difficult to tie Into a Canton stub. 

Mr. Paddock Inquired as to the reason for not putting an east/west street 
across the north s I de of the property. Mr. Lew I s rep I I ed there was a 
major drainage ditch In this area and there were apartments on this side. 
Additionally, the steep topography made it very difficult to make an 
east/west connection work. 

In reply to Mr. Draughon, Mr. Lewis reviewed the specifics of the proposed 
lakes/parks In this subdivision, stating these would also be used for 
stormwater detention. 

In regard to a question from Ms. Wi Ison, Mr. Gardner stated Staff was not 
suggesting the applicant clear al I 50' for right-of-way. The point being, 
if the roadway has 50'of right-of-way, then this right-of-way would meet 
the City's minimum standard for right-of-way width requirements, should 
the lot owners ever wish to attempt to convert these streets from private 
to public. Mr. Stump added that Staff envisions the 50' right-of-way 
would not affect any clearing or grading In the development nor the number 
of lots. Mr. Parmele remarked It sounded as If the applicant and Staff 
were saying the same thing since the applicant was offering 30' 
right-of-way with a 10' easement on each s j de. Mr. Gardner re Iterated 
that, I f shown as 30' with a 10' easement on each side, the i ot owners 
cou I d never ded I cate the streets to the CI ty for ma i ntenance since the 
homeowners association would only own 30', not the required 50' of 
right-of-way. 

Mr. Bland Pittman, planner for the developer, reviewed the PUD as to 
drainage, slope and soils analyses, park/lake areas, etc. Mr. Pittman 
advised of meetings with the City's Engineering Department and Staff 
regard I ng connect I ng to the Canton Avenue stub, with the consensus bet ng 
this would not be necessary. He reviewed the street system layout through 
the project and the accesses to the surrounding subdivisions and main 
arterials. In regard to the private street system on the western 2/3 of 
the development, Mr. Doherty Inquired if It was the developer's Intent to 
exclude the general public from this area. Mr. Pittman replied the 
street proposa I was mod I fled In recogn I t I on of the two ex I st I ng pub Ii c 
street stubs and was opened up to these points. He reiterated the private 
streets would be bul It under the same standards as the public streets and 
would, therefore, look Identical. 

Ms. WI I son commented 1 t appeared that Phase III wou I d not have any 
I nterna I road access I nto the rema I nder of the deve I opment. Therefore, 
she quest I oned I f the Phase I I I res I dents wou I d be requ I red to pay the 
same fees to the homeowners association as the residents having internal 
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PUD 457 Poe & Associates - Cont 

access to the lakes/parks amenities. Mr. Pittman advised the residents In 
the Phase I I I would be a part of the homeowners association, but would not 
be In the same fee structure as the residents having Internal access to 
these amenities. He stated It was a standard practice to structure 
homeowners fees on the accessibility to particular amenities; e.g. fairway 
lots Tn a golf community. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Mer I Whltebook (2431 East 51st, Suite 200), attorney representing 
Marquis Design, stated he had previously requested notice of any meetings 
with Staff, developer and/or TAC; however, no notice has been received. 
Referr I ng to the PUD Chapter of the Zon I ng Code, Mr. Wh I tebook remarked 
that he did not see anythIng Innovative or exceptional about this 
development, except the private streets, which would require a PUD. He 
added he did not feel the PUD took Into account the surrounding land uses, 
nor did he feel this was compatible with the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. 
Wh I tebook rev I ewed the h I story of deve I opment for a port I on of PUD 190 
which abuts the subject tract on the north and contains the Canton Avenue 
stub street. He strongly objected to the applicant's Intent to keep this 
closed off from the subject PUD. He also Indicated his objection to the 
applicant's proposal for private streets, other stub street connections, 
access, etc. Mr. Whltebook pointed out that Canton was completely In 
p I ace and curbed, and he requested th I s be connected to the proposed 
development. He requested the TM~PC to maintain the current street plan 
to I nsure access 1 b I II ty by the res I dents of MI nsha I I Park I V (on Canton 
Avenue), as wei I as emergency access by fire and police vehicles. 
Mr. Whltebook then answered questions from the Commission on his request. 

Ms. Wilson pointed out that 250+ PUDs have been processed since PUD 190 
for Mlnshal I Park, and she felt the TMAPC was In a position of revIew as 
to whether to honor what was meant and planned at that time as to future 
connections versus proposals by current developers as to their desires and 
J ntentl ons. Therefore, she fe I t the I ssue of the Canton Avenue stub 
street should be thoroughly reviewed and discussed. Mr. Whltebook 
repeated his request for a provision requiring a connection to the Canton 
stub, and his concern as to not rece i v 1 ng not i ce of discuss i on between 
Staff, developer and/or TAC. Mr. Stump advised there were no add!tlona! 
TAC meetings on this PUD. The only subsequent meeting with the applIcant 
I nvo I ved a "trac I n9 paper" copy of I deas for poss I b I e changes to the 
format. Mr. Stump stated he did not feel It appropriate at that time to 
Include or Invite others as the architect came to the office unannounced 
to review with staff his idea concerning possible change In the design of 
the subdivision. Further, there had not been any formal "meetings" or 
"discussions" of which to give Mr. Whltebook notice. 

Mr. Mike Copeland (3800 First National Tower) concurred with Mr. 
Wh I tebook' 5 presentation. Mr. Copel and stated he fe I t the proposed 
development was not harmonious with the surrounding developments. He 
advised he was representing Heartland Federal Savings & Loan which owned 
18 lots In the Mlnshal I Park subdivision. 
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PUD 457 Poe & Associates - Cont 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Pittman stated he has been in contact with Mr. Whltebook who indicated 
his continued desire for connection to the Canton stub. However, as the 
developer did not desire this stub, nothing further was done to arrange a 
meet I ng s J nce both v I ews rema I ned unchanged pr I or to th I s hear I ng. In 
regard to concerns expressed on the dl fferent fee structures for the 
homeowners association, Mr. Pittman Indicated they could very easily have 
two separate homeowners associations. He stated that, In order to have 
the drainage system and greenbelt areas as proposed, a PUD was required. 
Mr. Pittman also advised that at the TAC meeting a preference was 
Indicated to having connections to the other two streets stubbed tnto the 
PUD, and not the connection to the Canton stub. He submitted photos of 
the Canton Avenue stub area In MI nsha II Park wh J ch I nd I cated the steep 
terra I n and the use of th I s area as a dump site for rock, dirt, trash, 
etc. 

Mr. Paddock asked what the consequences might be and what layout wou I d 
result should the TMAPC require the Canton opening. Mr. Pittman stated 
the lots along this northern boundary with Canton were made deeper due to 
the steepness of this area. He stated they would be wit ling to put In a 
stub street aligning to Canton with a crash gate for emergency vehicle 
access. However, they do not fee I that th I s needs to be tota I I Y opened 
to a subdivision they were trying to keep for private residential use. He 
repeated the d iff i cu i ty of an open connect i on dU,e to the sever I ty of 
the topography at this location. 

TMAPC Review Session: 

Mr. Doherty remarked he has not heard any objection to the overall 
deve I opment concept or layout, but on I y to connect I on with the Canton 
stub. Mr. Parmele stated he agreed with the overai I concept as presented 
and moved for approva i as proposed with the except I on of cond I t Ion t/5, 
which he amended to 30' right-of-way and 10' easements on both side of the 
street, and change the required front yard setbacks to reflect the change 
In right-of-way wIdth. Mr. Paddock moved to amend Mr. Parmele's motion to 
Include the requirement for a connection of the PUD street system to the 
existing Canton Avenue stub street. 

Mr. Parmele commented the primary reason he did not Include the Canton 
connection was the substantial grade change from Canton Avenue In Mlnshal I 
Park and the related location to the subject property. He felt the Idea 
of a connecting street was to provide access to other neighborhoods, and 
he pointed out that the neighborhood to the north had quite good access to 
Yale Avenue. Additionally, It only required a 4 - 5 block drive to get to 
Granite Avenue which provided direct access to 81st Street. Therefore, he 
was not sure that much would be accomplished If the additional connection 
to this stub street was required. 

Ms. Wilson agreed with Mr. Paddock that this was a good PUD project, but 
fe I t the open I ng to Canton Avenue was necessary and shou I d be I eft to 
the engineers as to working out the terrain problems. 
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PUD 457 Poe & AssocIates - Co~t 

Mr. Coutant advised of a conflict of Interest which would require him to 
abstain from the vote. However, he had a question as to procedure and 
asked why the Planning Commission was considering the stub street 
connection Issue at al I as he thought this would be considered at the time 
of pi attl ng. Mr. Doherty commented that an I tern such as th I s shou I d 
be cons I dered at the t I me of the PUD presentat Ion, before a deve I oper 
Invests a great deal of money on design. Mr. Gardner stated the current 
practice Is to send a sketch plat or outline development plan to the TAC 
to get their Input as to any anticipated changes or revisions. In this 
particular case, the TAC flatly stated they would not support the PUD as 
originally presented. Obviously, the developer, City Engineer and Traffic 
Engineer got together and made some changes in order to satisfy the TAC. 
Mr. Gardner advised that the TMAPC could require, as a part of the PUD, 
connection to the stub street, but the applicant needs to know now before 
going back to the TAC to begin processing the preliminary plat. 

Mr. Doherty agreed that Canton should go through but, regardless, he 
thought th I s was a good PUD and wou I d support forward I ng to the CI ty 
Commission with or without this connection. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the TMAPC voted 5-1-2 (Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, 
Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Parmele, "nay"; Carnes, Coutant, "abstaining"; 
Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absent") to AMEND the main motion so as to Inc!ude 
a requ i rement to connect the PUD's street system to the ex I stl ng Canton 
Avenue stub street. 

Mr. Stump commented that the reason Staff made the I r recommendat 1 on as 
proposed was due to the City's experience with homeowners In a number of 
subdivisions which had private streets coming to the City requesting the 
street be made pub II c and rna 1 nta I ned by the Cl ty since the homeowners 
associations could not longer afford to do so. Further, these homeowners 
point out they pay taxes Just like everyone else, and they do not see why 
the City does not take over their streets for maintenance. Unfortunately, 
I n most cases, the City must advl se that they cannot accept the streets 
for pubi Ic maintenance because they have Inadequate right-of-way or 
roadways. Therefore, by providing a 50' right-of-way street; owned by the 
homeowners association, they could at any time request the City to take 
over maintenance. And, if the City saw fit to do so, then the 50' street, 
which met City standards, could be deeded over to the City. With a 30' 
right-of-way having 10' easements on each side, the 10' easement Is In 
private ownership and not under the control of the homeowners association. 
Therefore, the street cou I d not be ded i cated to the CI ty un I ess every 
property owner In the subdivision chose to do so. Staff felt that, as a 
safety measure, a 50' right-of-way should be required at this stage. 

After further discussion, Mr. Paddock moved to amend the main motion to 
requ t re 50' right-of-way as recommended by Staf fin cond I tl on #5. In 
response to Mr. Doherty, Staff Indicated they could add wording to 
condition #5 specIfying that only 30' of the right-of-way would need to be 
graded and cleared. 
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PUD 457 Poe & Associates - Cont 

TMAPC ACT ION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PADDOa<. the TMAPC voted 6-1-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Paddock, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Parmele, "nay"; Coutant, "abstaining"; 
Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absent") to Amend the main motion so as to require 
50' right-of-ways as recommended by Staff In condition #5. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE. the TMAPC voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Paddock, Parmele, Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Coutant, "abstaining"; 
Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absent") to N>PROVE PUD 457 Poe & Associates 
(Stephens Properties) as recommended by Staff and as amended above to 
require a connection to Canton Avenue and with Staff's revised wording to 
cond i t I on #5 in regard to grad i ng and clearance of on I y 30' of the 50' 
right-of-way. 

Legal Description: 

The El2 of the SW/4 of the SW/4 and the SE/4 of the SW/4 and the W/2 of 
the SW/4 of the SE/4 of Section 10, T-19-N, R-13-E of the 18MI' Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma, LESS AND EXCEPT a tract located In the southwest corner 
thereof, more particularly described as follows: Beginning at the 
southwest corner of the above described property; thence due north 275'; 
thence due east and parallel to the south boundary thereof a distance of 
525 i; thence due south and para i lei to the west boundary thereof a 
distance of 275'; thence west along the south boundary thereof a distance 
of 535' to the POB. 

* * * * * * * * 

Appl IcatJon No.: Z-6276 
Appl icant: Johnsen (Needham) 
Location: SE/c of East 56th Place & South Lewis Avenue 
Date of Hearing: January 10, 1990 
Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. Roy Johnsen, 324 Main Mal I 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

Present Zoning: RS-2 
Proposed Zoning: OL 

(585-5641) 

The 01 str I ct 18 P I an, a part of the Comprehens i ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low IntenSity - No 
Specific Land Use and Linear Development Area. 

According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested OL District may be found 
In accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysts: The subject tract is approximately one half acre In size 
and Is located at the southeast corner of East 56th Place South and South 
Lewis Avenue. It Is partially wooded, gently sloping, contains a 
single-family dwel ling and is zoned RS-2. 
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Z-6276 Johnsen (Needham) Cont 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north across East 
56th Place South by an office complex zoned Oli on the east by 
single-family dwellings zoned RS-2; on the south by an office complex 
zoned Ol; and on the west across South lewis Avenue by a shopping center 
zoned CS. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Ol uses have been allowed both north 
and south of the subject tract. 

Conclusion: Considering the Comprehensive Plan Map and the surrounding 
zoning and development, Ol zoning appears appropriate for the subject tract. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of Ol zoning for Z-6276. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Roy Johnsen advised he was representing the purchaser of the property 
who Intends to locate an office at this site. Mr. Johnsen concurred with 
Staff's recommendation for approval. 

Ms. Susan Hammond (2420 East 56th) stated she had no objection to the 
requested zon 1 ng, but she wou I d II ke some assurance that the structure 
remain one story with proper screening/fencing. 

Mr. Gardner advised that the rezoning, if approved, requIred a one story 
limitation and also required Installation of a screening fence. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of WOODARD. the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, 
Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Coutant, Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absentfl) to APPROVE Z-6276 Johnsen 
(Needham), as rec~Timended by Staff. 

legal Description: 

Ol Zoning: The west 190' of a tract beginning 539' south of the northwest 
corner of the NW/4 of the SW/4, thence east 300'; north ii6.80'; westerly 
300.03'; south 121.0' to the POB, Section 32, T-19-N, R-13-E, City and 
County of Tulsa, Oklahoma. 
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Application No.: Z-6277 
Applicant: Moody (Harris) 

* * * * * * * 

Location: NW/c of East 66th Street & South 105th East 
Date of Hearing: January 10, 1990 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Avenue 

RS-3 
CO 

Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. John Moody, 2525 Mid-Continent Tower (583-7766) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -
Corridor. 

According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested CO District In accordance 
with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately two acres In size and 
located at the northwest corner of East 66th Street South (unimproved). 
and South 105th East Avenue (Improved only to the northeast corner of the 
subject tract). It is nonwooded, vacant, and Is zoned RS-3. 

Surround i n9 Area Ana I ys is: Th e tr act I s ab utted on th e north by veca nt 
property and a single-family dwel ling zoned RS-3; on the east by the Mingo 
Val ley Expressway zoned AG; on the south by vacant property zoned CO; and 
on the west by vacant property zoned RS-3. 

Zoning and BOA HistorIcal Summary: CO zoning has been granted to the east 
and south of the subject property. 

Conclusion: The proposed rezonIng Is in compliance with the Pian and is 
compatible with existing zoning In the area. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of CO zoning for Z-6277. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, 
Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Coutant, Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6277 Moody (Harris) 
for 00 Zoning, as recommended by Staff. 

Legal Description: 

Lot 8, Block 6, UNION GARDENS ADDITION to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
State of Oklahoma. 
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* * * * * * * 

Application No.: Z-6278 
Applicant: Oakley (Shieldnlght) 

Present Zoning: RS-3 
Proposed Zoning: IL 

Avenue; S/sJde of East 56th Street North Location: 660' East of North Peoria 
Date of Hearing: January 10, 1990 
Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. Stephen Oakley, 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

500 West 7th Street (587-3147) 

The District 25 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -
Residential. 

According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested IL District Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The 
located 660' east of 
56th Street North. 
(nonresldentla!) and 

subject tract Is approximately 4 acres In size and 
the southeast corner of North Peoria Avenue and East 
It Is nonwooded, flat, contains a vacant building 

! s zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area Analysts: The tract Is abutted on the north across 56th 
street by vacant property zoned AG; on the east by single-family dwel lings 
zoned RS-3; on the south by vacant property zoned RS-3; and on the west by 
vacant property zoned RS-3 and CS. 

Zoning and BOA Historical SUlll1lary: CS and CG zoning has been approved 
within the node at 56th Street and Peoria and on lots fronting Peoria. 

Conclusion: The request Is contrary to the Comprehensive Plan Map and 
would al low Industrial Intrusion Into an existing and planned residential 
area. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of IL zoning for Z-6278. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Stephen Oakley, attorney for the appi icant, referred to an aerial photo 
of the subject tract and surrounding areas to review the history of this 
property. Mr. Oakley stated he felt this area has, historically, been In 
transition to Industrial uses. Further, he felt this partIcular 
tract was Isolated from any residential uses and should, therefore, not 
have an negative Impact on any single-family residential uses In this area. 

Mr. Joe Shleldnlght (503 East Third, Owasso), applicant, reiterated the 
building on the tract has been used for Industrial purposes since 1951, 
and had a Zoning Permit to operate at that tIme. Mr. Shleldnlght 
commented that, In this economic time, any Industrial business wishing to 
establ Ish an operation should be al lowed to do so. 
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Interested Parties: 

Mr. Earl Anderson (1611 East 56th Street North, 74126) submitted photos of 
the buildIng on the subject tract, and remarked that he felt the use was 
more of a sa I vage type operati on than a body shop. He stated he wou I d 
like to see this area remain residential. 

Ms. Debra Summers (1621 East 56th Street North, 74126) read a letter on 
behalf of Ms. Marylee Anderson protesting the rezoning to industrial. 
Ms. Summers agreed with Ms. Anderson's opposition to the rezoning as she 
also desired the area remain residential to prevent further deterioration 
of the neighborhoods In north Tulsa. 

Appl icant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Oakley noted that both Interested parties lived at least two blocks 
from the subject tract. He agreed the structure currently did not look 
that attractive as It has been vacant for two years. Mr. Oakley advised 
the person seeking the rezoning was a potential purchaser who Intended to 
upgrade the structure and grounds. He repeated the distances between 
the subject property and the residential uses. 

In reply to Mr. Paddock as to the Intended use, Mr. Oakley advised some 
trucks and containers would be located on the tract. He explained this 
would be a daytime operation with no bright lights, etc. Further, it 
would a less Intense use than a commercial zoning category. 

TMAPC RevIew Session: 

Mr. Paddock moved for den I a I, per the Staff recommendat Ion, as he fe I t 
th I s was not a fic I ear cut or b I ack/wh 1 te" case. He further noted the 
tract was located outside the commercial node. Ms. Wilson agreed with Mr. 
Paddock, stating she was not convinced IL was needed at this location. 

Mr. Parmele agreed this was not a simple "yes/no" case; however, he did 
agree this part of Tulsa needed more employers and businesses. He stated 
he would be voting against the motion as he feels the physical facts and 
history of the tract supported the rezoning. 

Mr. Gardner commented that these were the kind of situations that used to 
be heard through the Board of Adjustment. However I as that a I ternatl ve 
was no longer available, a property owner could only seek a zoning 
change. Discussion continued on BOA versus TMAPC review. 

Discussion was Initiated In regard to Mr. Oakley's statement that 
commercial was less intense, with Ms. Wi Ison suggesting a continuance 
might be In order to consider this alternative. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTiON of PADDOCK, the IM~~~ voted 5-i-O (Doherty, Draughon, 
Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Parmele, "nay"; no "abstentions"; 
Coutant, Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absent") to DENY Z-6278 
(Shieldnight) for IL Zoning, as recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

Application No.: PUD 459 
Applicant: Moody (Burlingame) 
Location: sE/c of East 21st Street South 
Date of Hearing: January 10, 1990 

Present Zoning: CS pending 
Proposed Zoning: Unchanged 

and South 101st East Avenue 

Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. John Moody, 2525 Mid-Continent Tower (583-7766) 

Staff Recommendation: 

The applicant Is proposing to rezone a portion of the subject tract to CS 
(Z-6268) and develop a retail convenience and gasoline sales store under 
the conditions of PUD 459. The tract Is 190' by 125', but significant 
additional right-of-way dedication Is needed to meet the requirements of 
the Major Street and Highway Plan (22' on 101st Avenue and 10' on 21st 
Street). This dedication would reduce the tract to 180' by 103'. 

The District 17 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropoll tan Area, des I gnates the subject property Low I ntens I ty - No 
Specific Land Use. A development of this nature would require an 
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan Map to bring It Into conformance. 

The tract I S present I y vacant. I tis abutted on the north across 21 st 
Street by a used car lot zoned CS; on the east by sing I e-faml I y homes 
zoned RS-3; on the south by sing I e- fam I I Y homes zoned RS-3; and on the 
west across 101st East Avenue by a shopping center zoned CS. 

Staff finds the uses and I ntens I tl es of deve I opment proposed to be In 
harmony with the spirit and Intent of the Code. Based on the fol lowing 
conditions Staff finds PUD 459 to be: (1) consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan If amended; (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. 

TIlerefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of pun 459 subject to the fol lowing 
conditions: 

1) The applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a condition 
of approval, unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Floor Area: 

Minimum Setbacks: 
Gasoline Island canopy 

south property line 
east property line 
centerline of 10ist Avenue 
centerline of 21st Street 

Reta I I conven I ence stars w! th 
gaso Ii ne, I ubr I cants and re I ated 
accessories sales. 

4,000 sf 

50' 
50' 
60' 
70' 
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PUD 459 Moody (Burlingame) Cont 

All buildings 
South property line 
East property line 
Center I lne of 101st Avenue 
Center I lne of 21st Street 

Ground signs 
South property line 
East property line 

Points of Access 
South property line 
East property line 

Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Landscaped Open Space: 

Maximum Height: 
All buildings 
Gasoline Island canopy 

10' 
10' 

100' 
110' 

150' 
90' (If granted a BOA variance) 

40' 
10' 

As required by the applicable use 
unit of the Tulsa Zoning Code. 

4,300 sf 

16' 
16 ' 

3) No zoning clearance permit shall be Issued within the Planned Unit 
Development until a Detail Site Plan, which Includes all buildings 
and required parking, has been submitted to the TMAPC and approved as 
being In compl lance with the approved PUD Development Standards. 

4) A Detal I Landscape Plan shal I be submitted to the TMAPC for review 
and approva I • A I andscape arch i tect reg I stered 1 n the State of 
Oklahoma shal I certify to the zoning offices al I required landscaping 
and screen I ng fences have been I nsta I I ed I n accordance with the 
approved landscape p I an pr I or to Issuance of an Occupancy Permi t. 
The landscaping materials required under the approval Plan shal I be 
maintained and replaced as needed, as a continuing condition of the 
granting of an Occupancy Permit. 

5) No sign permits shal I be Issued for erection of signs within the PUD 
untl I a Detal I Sign Plan has been submitted to the TMAPC and approved 
as being In compl lance with the approved PUD Development Standards. 

6) All trash and mechan I ca I equ I pment areas sha II be screened from 
public view. 

7) All parking lot lighting shall be directed downward and away from 
adjacent residential areas. Light standards shall be limited to a 
maximum height of 12 feet. 

8) A minimum of 10' wide landscaped buffer area shal I be provided along 
the south and east property lines and an 8 foot high screening fence 
sha I I be constructed on the ent I re south and east property II nes 
which meets the requirements of Section 250 of the Tulsa Zoning Code. 
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PUD 459 Moody (Burlingame) Cont 

9) All signs shall meet the requirements of Section 1130.2.B. of the 
Tu I sa Zon I ng Code and the PUD Deve I opment Standards as we I I as the 
fol lowing conditions: 

a) Only one ground is allowed In the PUD and its maximum display 
surface area Is 150 square feet. The maximum height Is 25. 

b) No signs are al lowed on the south and east sides of the gasoline 
Island canopy and convenience store. 

10) All building facades exposed to public view shall be finished with 
materials comparable to the front building facade. 

11) The Department of Stormwater Management or Profess 1 ona I Eng I neer 
registered In the State of Oklahoma shal I certify that al I required 
Stormwater drainage structure and detention areas have been Instal led 
In accordance with the approved plans prior to Issuance of an 
occupancy permit. 

12) 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 fi jed of record in the County Clerk's office, incorporaTing 
within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of approval, 
makIng the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said Covenants. 

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

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. John Moody, attorney for the applicant, submitted a letter from the 
Traffic Engineer which Indicated the City Engineer's agreement to less 
right-of-way than required by the Major Street and Highway Plan at this 
location. The letter also addressed dedication for 101st East Avenue and 
21st Street. Mr. Moody agreed with the City Engineer's request for an 
additional 51 for utility easements, stating this Issue could be addressed 
at the time of plat review. He commented he was essentially In agreement 
with the Staff recommendation and conditions. 

T"r4APC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON .. the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, 
Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Coutant, Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE PUD 459 Moody 
(Burlingame), as recommended by Staff, noting the City Engineer's comment 
as to right-of-way. 

Legal DescriptIon: 

Lots 1, 2 and 3, CHARYL LYNN ACRES, a subdivision to the City and County 
of Tulsa, Oklahoma. 
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OruER BUS INESS: 

Z-6269: N/slde of 36th Street on both sldes of Indianapolis Avenue 
(REFERRED BACK TO TMAPC PER THE CITY COMMISSION) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 6 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropo!itan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -
Residential. 

According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested PK District Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately 0.63 acres In size 
and located on both sides of Indianapolis Avenue north of East 36th Street 
South. I tis nonwooded, f I at, conta I ns a park I ng lot on the west s I de of 
Indlanapol Is Avenue, and a parking lot and two single-family dwel lings on 
the east side of Indianapolis and Is zoned RS-3. 

SurroundIng Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by a church 
west of Indianapolis and single-family dwellings east of Indianapolis 
zoned CS and RS-3 respect I ve I y; on the east by s! ng ! e- fam! I y dwe!!! ngs 
zoned RS-3; on the south by single-family dwel lings zoned RS-3; and on the 
west by commercial establishments zoned CS. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: The Methodist Church (the applicant) 
has continued to expand Its main buildings at the southwest corner of 35th 
Street and I nd I anapo I Is, wh I ch has produced an ever I ncreas I ng need for 
off-street park I ng. The BOA has on three separate occas Ions perm I tted 
park t ng lots on RS-3 zoned property on both s I des of i nd I anapol is. BOA 
Case 13470 did, however, Impose a condition that the lot at the northwest 
corner of 36th Street and Indianapolis be acquired by the church prior to 
using three of the lots on that block for parking. Our records show that 
the church has not acquired that lot, but has developed off-street parking 
on two of those lots In apparent violation of the BOA's conditions. 

ConclusIon: Off-street parking on the subject tract Is contrary to the 
Comprehens ! ve P! an and adverse I y I mpacts the 5 I ng I e- fam I I Y dwe I II ngs on 
the east and west s I des of I nd I anapoll s. I f the church cou I d acqu I re a II 
the residences on Indianapolis between 35th and 36th Street, then parking 
In this area would be acceptable. An Interim solution would be to allow 
the church to develop the southern five lots on both side of Indlanalopls 
as parking In the near future and walt to develop any other portion of 
the east side of Indianapolis Avenue until al I the houses on this street 
have been acquired. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of PK zonl ng for Z-6269, but no PK 
zoning should be granted on the northern five lots on the east side of 
Indianapolis until al I five lots have been acquired by the church. 
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Z-6269 Christ UnIted Methodist Church - Cont 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Larry Johnsten, representing the applicant, Introduced Rev. Bob 
Pearson of Christ United Methodist Church. Rev. Pearson submitted a copy 
of a resolution outlining the long range plans for the church. He also 
advised of meetings with the neighborhood residents In this regard, 
stating he felt the church has fulfl I led the request expressed by the City 
Commission. 

lMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of WOODARD, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, 
Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Coutant, Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absenttl ) to APPROVE 1-6269 Christ United 
Methodist Church for PK Zoning, as recommended by Staff. (Note: As this 
case was referred back for TMAPC relvew by the City Commission, this 
action supercedes any previous TMAPC action.) 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 215: Detail Site Plan for an addition to Darnaby Elementary School 
7625 East 87th Street South; Lot 1, Block 22, Chimney HI I Is South 

Staff Recommendation: 

The Union Public Schools are proposing to construct a permanent addition 
to the rear of the Darnaby EI ementary School. The proposed add I tl on Is 
approximately 6,000 square feet and compiles with the PUD requirements. 
Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Deta II Site P I an for the 
but Idlng addition to Oarnaby Elementary School. 

lMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, 
Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Coutant, Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the Detail Site Plan 
for PUD 215, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 88-8-2: Minor Amendment to Building Height & Side Yard RequIrements 
and Amendment to Deed Restrictions 

NEic of East 71st Street South and Richmond Avenue, being 
Blocks 1 through 5, Richmond HI I Is AddItion 

Staff Recommendation: 

The applicant Is requesting a minor amendment to clarify the maxImum 
building height requirement for Blocks 1 through 5 of Richmond HI lis 
Addition. When the PUD was approved In 1979, but Idlng height was measured 
to the highest top plate. Now building heIght Is measured to the top of 
the building. The PUD set the maximum building height at 26' which was 
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PUD 88-8-2 Carter - Cont 

the maximum height al lowed under the old definition. The applicant would 
I Ike to convert to the new definition and have the maximum building height 
be 35'. Staff Is In agreement with this change. 

The second change Is to reduce the minimum side yard from 10' on one side 
and 5' on the other (the RS-2 standard) to 5' for elther side yard (the 
RS-3 standard) In Blocks 4 and 5 of Richmond HI I Is Addition. Most of the 
lots (35 of 40) In Blocks 4 and 5 meet or exceed the minimum lot width 
requirements of the RS-2 zoning district. There Is no unique design 
associated with Blocks 4 and 5, therefore, Staff can find no Justification 
for reducing the minimum side yard by 50% In the entirety of these Blocks. 
Staff could support 5' minimum side yards for Lots 14 through 18 of Block 
4 which only have 70' of lot width. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the fol lowing minor amendments to 
PUD 88-B: 

1. Maximum but Idlng height of 35' In Blocks 1 through 5 of Richmond 
HI! Is Addition; and 

2. Minimum side yard of 5' on both sides of Lots 14 through 18 of Block 
4 of Richmond HII Is Addition. 

Staff a I so recommends APPROVAL of the requested Amendment to the Deed 
Restrictions to add to the last sentence; " ••• for Lots 14 - 18, Block 4." 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON. the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, 
Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Coutant, Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor Amendment to 
PUD 88-8-2 and the Amendment to the Deed Restrictions, as recommended by 
Staff and outlined above. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 179-R: Detaii Sign and landscape Pians for Development Area C 
West of the SW/c of East 71st Street & South Mingo Road 

Staff Recommendation: 

Both the Detail Sign Plan and the Detail Landscape Plan comply with the 
development conditions of PUD 179-R. Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL 
of these Plans for Development Area C of PUD 179-R. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON. the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty 1 Draughon, Paddock, 
Parmele, Wi ison, Woodard, "aye!!; no "nays!!; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Coutant, Kempe, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the Detail Sign Plan &. 
Detail Landscape Plan for PUD 119-R, as recommended by Staff. 
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There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 4:28 p.m. 

ATIEST: 
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