
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING CoMMISSION 

Minutes of Meeting No. 2154 
Wednesday, Apri115, 1998,1:30 p.m. 

City Council Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

Members Present 
Boyle 
Carnes 
Gray 
Harmon 
Horner 
Jackson 
Ledford 
Midget 
Pace 
Westervelt 

on 

Members Absent 
Selph 

Clerk at 2:21 p.m., as well as in 

p.m. 

Minutes: 

Staff Present 
Dunlap 
Huntsinger 
Stump 

Others Present 
Linker, Legal 
Counsel 

were posted in the Reception Area 
, posted in the Office of 

the County Clerk at 2:18 

Boyle called the meeting to order at 1 :30 

Approval of the minutes of March 18, 1998, Meeting No. 2151: 

MOTION HORNER voted 9-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, 
Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none 

APPROVE the minutes of the 

Reports: 

r. 
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for Transportation Policy Committee: Mr. Ledford 
Representative for Local Development Act Review Committee: Mr. Boyle 
Representative for Trails Coalition: Mr. Westervelt 
New Position- Non-voting: 
Liaison for Chamber of Commerce: Mr. Jim Doherty (Mr. Boyle to 
forward a complete agenda packet each week to Mr. Doherty). 

Budget and Work Program Committee: 
Mr. Horner asked Mr. Stump to report on 
Mr. Stump stated a meeting 
discuss work program. 

Special Residential Facilities Task ..,.,..1,.,.. 0 

Mr. stated a on 
be an additional following meeting, on 

Director's Report; 
he 

I 

Stump informed City 
will be the reappointment 
zoning matters. In response, Mr. 
Commission at the 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

Staff Recommendations: 

on 



L-18626- City of Tulsa {2194} 
13302 East 3th Street 

TMAPC Action; 10 members present: 

(PD-17) (CD-6) 

On MOTION of CARNES the TMAPC voted 10-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Gray, Harmon, 
Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Midget, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; 
Selph, "absent") to RATIFY the Lot-Splits for ratification of prior approval for 8617; 
1861 L-18619; 8621; 8622 and 8626 as recommended by staff. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

WAIVER OF SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS: 

Block 26, Gilcrease Hills Village II (2702) 
Northeast of West Pine Street and North Union Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: 
Mr. Stump informed the Planning Commission that applicant requested a 

in order to additional information concerning the safety 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 10 members present: 

) 

On MOTION of CARNES the TMAPC voted 10-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Gray, Harmon, 
Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Midget, Pace, Westervelt , no "nays"; none "abstaining"; 
Selph, "absent") to CONTINUE Block 26, Gilcrease Hills Village II to 22, 1998 
1:30 p.m. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

ZONING PUBLIC HEARING 

CS/RM-1/RS-3 
CS/RM-1/RS-3/PUD 
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Subsequently, 
property was 
Regional Detention Facility. A plan for 
has is scheduled 

and acre 
as the Vensel Creek 

landscaping the detention facility 
summer 1998. 

proposes to permit development the property for retail commercial uses 
at the arterial street intersection, an elderly housing project and for single-family lots at 
the southwest corner of the property adjacent to existing single-family neighborhoods. 

1. 

in Brookwood II are 

boundaries of Development Area B 
Brookwood II towards the regional detention 

structures be below elevation 
south of Development Area B. 

a 

04:1 



DEVELOPMENT AREA A 

Land Area 

6.28 Acres 273,339 SF 
212,626 

Permitted Uses: 
Uses permitted as a matter of right in Use Units 10, Off-Street 
Offices and Studios, including drive-in bank facilities; 12, 
Establishments and Eating Establishments Other Than Drive-Ins; 
Convenience Goods and Services; 14, Shopping Goods and 
and uses customarily accessory to permitted principal uses. 

MAXIMUM BUILDING FLOOR AREA: 53,000 SF 

MAXIMUM BU NG HEIGHT: One story not exceeding 

INIMUM 1 

site plan approval. 

is 1 on 

04:15:98:21 
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corner 
display surface area and 

C. One ground sign, advertising Area B, shall be permitted at 
corner Area A with a maximum of 32 square feet of display 

12 in height. 

one 



DEVELOPMENT AREA B 

Gross 13.51 Acres 
1 

designed for elderly housing and offering personal 
including dining meal laundry, housekeeping 

accessory thereto. 

IN 

MINI 

1 

8 

s 
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LAND AREA: 

Net 

PERMITTED 

UN 

UN 

12 

and South 

8) 



No sign permits 
B until a 

the TMAPC and 
Development 

erection of a sign within Development Area A 
that development area has been submitted to 

in compliance with the approved PUD 

and equipment areas shall be 
ground 

from public by 

All parking lot lighting, including building mounted lights, shall hooded and 
directed downward and adjacent residential areas. 

be issued until requirements of Section 11 the 
satisfied and approved by the TMAPC and filed of 

office, incorporating the restrictive covenants 
and making the City beneficiary said 

during 

explained of 
topography and zoning changes. stated the 

subject property is under contract Cyprus Realty, which plans and builds elderly 
•r<=>TO, there be 328 units for elderly, 

He stated the 
elderly person 

including meals, which will 
shape 
to eliminate a 

access 
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housing facility. 

The following names represent 
concerns: 

Interested Parties 



looking down on the facility; no entertainment facilities allowed other 
permit mood or background prefer no flat top roofing; prefer that business 

exceed the maximum building height 25 feet; do not want to view the 
HVAC units on top of a flat roof; trees should be planted surrounding the entire facility; 

light standards should be hooded and directed downward and away from the sOU" h 
and west boundaries of Development Area A; billboards or cellular telephone towers 
should not exceed 25 feet; requested a guarantee that the facility will only be used as 
specified in the PUD (retirement facility); greenbelt on the west and south end should be 
left untouched; maximum building height should be 45 feet; eliminate driveway loop at 
the southwestern most corner of site plan and reconfigure southeastern most corner to 
move drive/parking closer building structure; erect a four foot masonry/wood privacy 
fence along the southern drive/parking area; increase the minimum building setback 
lines from the south and west boundary area 185 minimum parking area 
setback Area B from south and west boundary should increased to 150 feet; 

standards in the south 400 feet of Area B shall not exceed 12 feet in height; 
building-mounted lights on east, west and south sides of the facility shall be 

to entrances only; limited lighting permitted in greenbelt areas (low path 
only); drainage improvements to be made so that run-off from adjoining 
rnn.nn<: is routed drive/parking, greenbelt; change 

C and II Subdivision; a 
jogging/walking 
shall terminate a 

in effect regardless 
question if 

to provide this 
to the construction; increased 

concerns; concerns an apartment developed rather than an 
housing facility; parking provided around the detention facility; oppose the 65' 

and would prefer the 185' buffer between the existing homes and the 
facility; possible the number of accommodate the 

parking see the from yards; 

04:15:98:2 11 



Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. Norman stated that none 

is proposed. All of the area that is within 
could be 

platting it would be no on 
imposed through the PUD process. is about Development 

which is presently single-family area that he has proposed. He explained 
C has been the RS-3 district 1984 and could be presently 

developed the RS-3 standards by filing a subdivision plat and connecting two 
single-family area without of the additional 
the PUD, specifically the lots in area being RS-2 size and with 

"'"''""""'"'' standards. 

stated that over two 
setback standards for multifamily 

he reminded 
before it was 

so this 



if proposal were change from elderly explained 
he cannot construct a building this with and corridors without 

a pitched roof, which in a roof 48'. He requested the Planning 
Commission to approve a 48' height limit rather than the suggested 45'. The suggestion 

eliminating driveway at southwest corner to preserve more of the wooded 
area not be Marshall because there has be a complete 
perimeter driveway around the elderly housing facility. commented that fences are 
not required on the north area as suggested the interested parties. 
Ordinarily a required south boundary 
Development Area 8, he proposes a hill, which would 
require cutting trees to install the fence. 

Mr. Norman concluded that essentially the interested parties are suggesting that 

the 
Unfortunately, there some clear-cutting like was done in the Brookwood II 
detention facility, which was once a 

TMAPC Comments: 

was 
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a 



as natural as possible, requirements for subdivision 
regulations; the that ,,...,......,T,,., outside the 65' 

area. 

inappropriate 
comer when other three corners 

nnt~n<::lrt roofs in the commercial area, that area is so 
areas that it is not useful to a pitched 

Westervelt 
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TMAPC Action; 10 members present: 
On MOTION of CARNES the TMAPC 

""'"'"'u' , Ledford, 

Further Comments: 
McKenna stated 

area purchased 

' 
staff and modified at the 
type, language added or 

a 

is 

16) 



S 61°37'27" E for448.43'; thence N 79°22'12" E for 135.31'; thence N 20°48'15" E for 
219.27'; thence N 63°43'34" E for 180.61 ';thence N 00°02'00"W parallel with the 
Easterly line of said Section 16 for 575.00' to a point on the Southerly right-of-way line 
of East 81 st Street South, said point being 50.00' Southerly of the Northerly line of said 
Section 16; thence S 89°58'58" E along said Southerly right-of-way line and parallel with 
the Northerly line of Section 16 for 164.00'; thence S 00°02'00" E parallel with the 
Easterly line of Section 16 for 8.00'; thence S 89°58'58" E along said Southerly right-of
way line of Section 16 for 302.12'; thence S 42°52'46" E for 38.06' to a point on the 
Westerly right-of-way line of S. Yale Ave., said point being 60.00' Westerly of the 
Easterly line of Section 16; thence S 00°02'00" E along said Westerly right-of-way line 
and parallel with the Easterly line of Section 16 for 320.95'; thence S 00°12'40" E for 
0.00' to a point of curve; thence Southwesterly along said Westerly right-of-way line on 
a curve to the right having a central angle of 39°20'46" and a radius of 422.08' for 
289.85' to a point of tangency; thence S 39°08'00" W continuing along said Westerly 
right-of-way line for 51.20' to a point of curve; thence Southeasterly along said Westerly 
right-of-way line on a curve to the left having a central angle of 63°00'00" and a radius 
of 298.70' for 328.44' to a point that is not tangent; thence S 23°39'58" E along the said 
Westerly right-of-way line of S. Yale Ave. for 322.10' to the "point of beginning" of said 
tract of land, and located on the SW corner of E. 81 51 St. S. and S. Memorial Dr., Tulsa, 
Oklahoma 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Chairman Boyle called a five minute recess at 3:45 p.m. 

Chairman Boyle called the meeting back to order at 3:50p.m. 

Z-6633 - Stephen Schuller 
5323 South Olympia Avenue 
South of Southeast corner 1-44 and U.S. 75 

Staff Recommendation: 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

RS-3 to IL or CS/CG 
(PD-2) (CD-2) 

The District 8 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan Area, 
designates the northwest corner, approximately 350' from north to south and 700' from 

to east, as Medium Intensity- No Specific Land Use and the balance of the tract 
as Low Intensity- No Specific Land Use with a Development Sensitive area running 
along the center of the tract from north to south. 

According to the Zoning Matrix the requested CS zoning is in accordance with 
on the north 350' strip; the requested IL or CG zoning may be found in 

on only that portion subject 

04: 5:98:2 17) 



None of the requested zoning designations, IL, CG or CS, are in accordance with 
Plan Map on the southern portion of the tract. 

Staff Comments: 

Site Analysis: The subject property is approximately 27.5 acres in size and is located 
south of the southeast corner of 1-44 and U. S. Highway 75 South. The property is 
sloping, wooded, contains several large buildings utilized by the YMCA for day camp 
facilities, and is zoned RS-3. Access to the property is by use of a private street 
between several industrial businesses. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The subject tract is abutted on the north and northeast 
by industrial uses, zoned IL; to the south and southeast by vacant land zoned AG and to 
the west by U. S. Highway 75 South, zoned AG. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: The subject property has been zoned RS-3 for 
several years. in 197 4 the Board of Adjustment approved a request to allow the YMCA 
facility and in 1988 a special exception was approved to allow the manufactured home 
on the property for security purposes. 

Conclusion: The Comprehensive Plan indicates that IL zoning may be in conformance 
with the Plan Map on the north 350' but is not in conformance with the Plan Map on 
south. Based on the existing zoning and development abutting the subject tract on the 
north and east, staff recommends APPROVAL of IL zoning to a depth no greater than 
the existing IL zoning to the east and recommends the balance of the property remain 
RS-3. 

Mr. Carnes out at 3:45p.m. 
Mr. Midget out at 3:45p.m. 
Mr. Harmon in at 3:51 p.m. 

Applicant's Presentation: 
Mr. Stephen Schuller, 320 South Boston, representing the YMCA, stated that 
YMCA has operated a day camp with recreational facilities on this property for a number 
of years. The surrounding properties, however, to the north and east, have evolved into 
industrial developments. These are manufacturing facilities, trucking establishments, 
processing centers and distribution centers. The entire area from the subject property 
to the river presently has industrial uses. 

Schuller stated the subject property is oriented to the north and the only access to 
property is Olympia All of property north of the Skelly is 

commented to leave 
residential property and zone only part it does not make any c-ar,c-o 

property is through the industrial area. No one is 
nestled up 
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Mr. Schuller asked the Planning Commission to consider either zoning the subject area 
all industrial or mixing industrial and commercial zoning. He commented that there will 
never be single-family residential uses in the RS-3 portion of the property. 

TMAPC Comments: 
In response to Mr. Homer, Mr. Stump explained that the staffs opinion was that the 
subject area is a large undeveloped area, especially the southern portion of the tract. 
He stated the staff is apprehensive about intruding with this intensity of zoning this far 
south as proposed. The style of development has not been established in the area and 
access could be provided from the south in the future. staff would prefer to hold 
zoning line at the line located on the east boundary the subject property. He 
commented that he did not know why the YMCA needs industrial land. 

Mr. Stump concluded that staff does not feel that it is justified to modify the zoning 
pattern that drastically, so that if in the future someone wants to do a development 
starting from the south and providing access, it will go right into industrial land. 
explained that staff would like to hold the line similar to way it is currently to the 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. Schuller stated that industrial zoning already exists to the south the river. In 
response, Mr. Stump stated the river is a long way from the 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION of LEDFORD the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 
Horner, Jackson, Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; 
Carnes, Midget, Selph, "absent") to recommend APPROVAL 
recommended by staff (approval of IL on North 330' 
the remainder). 

Legal Description 
North 

within 
located 

Oklahoma. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 



1 



were no interested parties wishing 

was 

voted 10-0-0 Gray, Harmon, 
Jackson, Ledford, Midget, Pace, Westervelt , no "nays"; none "abstaining"; 

, "absent") to APPROVE plan for PUD 
the 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

assure 
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Applicant's Presentation: 
Robert Johnson, 1 there is some confusion 

how the he is trying to 

In 



a"'~"''-' the applicant 
Mr. 

never nor 
Planning Commission that the 

Places as February 19, 1998. 

Commission. 

* * * * 

by 
PUD. 

walls, did 

homeowner's association. 
to the association, 
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1. 

* * 



m. 




