










































































































6. A Detail Landscape Plan for each lot shall be approved by the TMAPC prior 
to issuance of a building permit. A landscape architect registered in the 
State of Oklahoma shall certify to the zoning officer that all required 
landscaping and screening fences have been installed in accordance with 
the approved Landscape Plan for the lot, prior to issuance of an Occupancy 
Permit. The landscaping materials required under the approved Plan shall 
be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continuing condition of the 
granting of an Occupancy Permit. 

7. No sign permits shall be issued for erection of a sign on a lot within the PUD 
until a Detail Sign Plan for that lot has been submitted to the TMAPC and 
approved as being in compliance with the approved PUD Development 
Standards. 

8. All trash, mechanical and equipment areas, including building mounted, 
shall be screened from public view in such a manner that the areas cannot 
be seen by persons standing at ground level. 

9. All parking lot lighting shall be hooded and directed downward and away 
from adjacent residential areas. No light standard nor building-mounted 
light shall exceed 12 feet in height if within 150 FT of the east boundary of 
the PUD or an RS district. No light standards are permitted within the east 
70FT of the PUD. 

10. The Department Public Works or a Professional Engineer registered in the 
State of Oklahoma shall certify to the appropriate City official that all 
required stormwater drainage structures and detention areas serving a lot 
have been installed in accordance with the approved plans prior to issuance 
of an Occupancy Permit on that lot. 

11. No building permit shall be issued until the requirements of Section 11 07F 
of the Zoning Code have 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 and making the City beneficiary 
to said covenants that relate to PUD conditions. 

12. Subject to conditions recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee 
during the subdivision platting process, which are approved by TMAPC. 

13. Approval of the PUD is not an endorsement of the conceptual layout. This 
will be done during Detail Site Plan review or the subdivision platting 
process. 

04:18:01 :2271(54) 



14. There shall be no outside storage of recyclable material, trash or similar 
material [outside a screened receptacle], nor shall trucks or truck trailers be 
parked in the PUD except while they are actively being loaded or unloaded. 
Truck trailers shall not be used for storage. 

15. The internal collector street shown in the conceptual plan shall be a public 
street meeting the standards of a commercial/industrial collector street. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 
There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Harmon, Hill, 
Jackson, Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Boyle, 
Horner, Midget, Selph "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of the PUD and 
corridor site plan for PUD-648/Z-6001-SP-1, subject to conditions as 
recommended by staff. 

Legal Description for PUD-648/Z-6001-SP-1: 
A TRACT OF LAND THAT IS PART OF THE E/2 SW/4 OF SECTION 2, 
TOWNSHIP 18 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE IBM, TULSA COUNTY, 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, ACCORDING TO THE U.S. GOVERNMENT SURVEY 
THEREOF, SAID TRACT OF LAND BEING DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE E/2, SW/4 OF SAID 
SECTION 2; THENCE NORTH ooo 05'16" WEST ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE 
THEREOF FOR 80.00' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF SAID TRACT OF 
LAND; THENCE NORTH 89° 42'48" WEST PARALLEL WITH AND 80.00' 
NORTH OF AS MEASURED PERPENDICULAR TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE 
OF SAID E/2, SW/4 FOR 430.00'; THENCE SOUTH 00°05'16" EAST FOR 5.00', 
THENCE NORTH 89°42''48"" WEST PARALLEL WITH AND 75.00' NORTH OF 
AS MEASURED PERPENDICULAR TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF THE E/2 
OF THE SW/4 FOR 387.71' TO A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY 
LINE OF U.S. HIGHWAY NO. 75; THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT
OF-WAY LINE AS FOLLOWS; THENCE NORTH 11 °56'23" WEST FOR 
730.84'; THENCE NORTH 00°03'50" WEST FOR 550.00'; THENCE NORTH 
11°14'46" EAST FOR 254.95'; THENCE NORTH 00°03'50" WEST FOR 
200.00'; THENCE NORTH 23°15''45" WEST FOR 190.39'; THENCE NORTH 
00°03'50" WEST FOR 674.81' TO A POINT ON THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 
THE E/2 OF THE SW/4; THENCE LEAVING SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY 
LINE SOUTH 89°42'43" EAST ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE FOR 992.05' 
TO NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE E/2 OF THE SW/4; THENCE SOUTH 
00°05'16"EAST ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF THE E/2 OF THE SW/4 FOR 
2,558.92' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF SAID TRACT OF LAND. From 
CO (Corridor District) To CO/PUD (Corridor District/Planned Unit 
Development). 
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APPLICATION NO.: PUD-649 RS-1 TO RS-2/PUD 
Applicant: John Arnold, Jr. (PD-6) (CD-9) 
Location: South of southwest corner of East 31 51 Street and South Birmingham 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Westervelt indicated that he has had some ex parte communication; 
however, it was not of any significance and will not affect his vote today. 

Staff Recommendation: 
The PUD proposes four single-family dwellings on 2.46 gross acres located on 
the east side of Atlanta Place at East 33rd Street South. The subject tract is 
zoned RS-1. The tract is abutted on the north and the east 101 feet of the south 
boundary by single-family dwellings zoned RS-1. To the east of the tract, across 
Birmingham Avenue are single-family dwellings zoned RS-1. The tract is abutted 
on the remainder of the south boundary and on the west by single-family 
dwellings zoned RE. The proposed access to the PUD would be from a private 
gated street that accesses South Birmingham Avenue. 

Staff finds the uses and intensities of development proposed and as modified by 
staff to be in harmony with the spirit and intent of the Code. Based on the 
following conditions, staff finds PUD-649, as modified by staff, 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 possibilities of the site; and (4) consistent with the stated purposes 
and standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. 

Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD-649 subject to the following 
conditions: 

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

2. Development Standards: 

Land Area (Gross) 2.46 Acres 107,383 SF 

Permitted Uses: Those uses included within Use Unit 6, Single
Family Dwellings and customary accessory uses. 

Maximum Number of Dwelling Units: Four 

Minimum Lot Area: 

Minimum Livability Space per Dwelling Unit Per Lot: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Minimum Depth of Required Yards:* 

20,500 SF 

12,000 SF 

35FT 
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From the NBAA, South and West Boundaries of the PUD**: 25FT 

From the North Boundary of the PUD 15 

From the South Birmingham Avenue Right-of-Way ~15FT 

From the Private Street Right-of-Way 25 FT 

From Internal Side Lot Lines 10 FT 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Private Streets: 

Two enclosed off-street parking spaces 
per dwelling unit and at least four 
additional off-street parking spaces per 
dwelling unit. 

Minimum Width of Private Street Right-of-Way 

Minimum Width of Paved Travel Surface 

30FT 

26FT 

Minimum Size of Cul-De-Sac Turnaround Paving and Right-of-Way: 

To be determined during platting process by TMAPC. 

Other Bulk and Area Requirements: As established within the RS-1 
District. 

*Detached Accessory buildings are permitted in rear yards only. A detached 
accessory building may be located in a required rear yard if at least five feet from 
any lot line, provided, however, there shall be no detached accessory buildings 
permitted in the east 30 feet of the north half of the PUD or in the east 70 feet of 
the south half of the PUD. 

**The PUD is assumed to not include any of the Birmingham Avenue right-of-way 
or roadway easement. 

3. A six-foot in height predominant wall on the north, west and south side of 
the PUD with an eight-foot high section on the south to screen the Siegfried 
property; four-foot high wall on the east boundary with a review of the entire 
wall and gate at detail site plan review 

4. The Department Public Works or a Professional Engineer registered in the 
State of Oklahoma shall certify to the appropriate City official that all 
required stormwater drainage structures and detention areas serving a lot 
have been installed in accordance with the approved plans prior to issuance 
of an Occupancy Permit on that lot. 
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5. A homeowners association shall be created and vested with sufficient 
authority and financial resources to properly maintain all private streets and 
common areas, including any stormwater detention areas, security gates, 
guard houses or other commonly owned structures within the PUD. 

6. All private roadways shall be a minimum of 26' in width for two-way roads 
and 18' for one-way loop roads, measured face-to-face of curb. All curbs, 
gutters, base and paving materials used shall be of a quality and thickness 
which meets the City of Tulsa standards for a minor residential public street. 
The maximum vertical grade of private streets shall be 1 0 percent. 

7. The City shall inspect all private streets and certify that they meet City 
standards prior to any building permits being issued on lots accessed by 
those streets or if the City will not inspect, then a registered professional 
engineer shall certify that the streets have been built to City standards. 

8. No building permit shall be issued until the requirements of Section 11 07F 
of the Zoning Code have 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 and making the City beneficiary 
to said covenants that relate to PUD conditions. 

9. Subject to conditions recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee 
during the subdivision platting process which are approved by TMAPC. 

10. Entry gates or guardhouses, if proposed, must receive Detail Site Plan 
approval from TMAPC, Traffic Engineering and Tulsa Fire Department, prior 
to issuance of a building permit. 

11. Approval of the PUD is not an endorsement of the conceptual layout. This 
will be done during Detail Site Plan review or the subdivision platting 
process. 

Mr. Dunlap described the properties that would be facing and abutting the 
proposed development and the impact this development may have on those 
properties. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Jack Arnold, 731 0 South Yale, Tulsa, OK 7 4136, stated that he would like to 
make some changes to the staff recommendation. He indicated that he 
submitted a proposal for an eight-foot wall on the east side and the staff is 
recommending a four-foot fence. He explained that four feet would not help 
block the view from the garage across the street. He stated that he is trying to 
create four single-family houses that enter on their own private cul-de-sac. He 
commented that the proposed development would have restrictive covenants and 
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he currently owns the subject property, which means he has a vested interest in 
this proposal. 

Mr. Arnold indicated that he discussed this proposal with the neighbors adjacent 
to the subject tract to the north. He explained that the owner to the north is in 
agreement with the proposal; however, he cannot be present today. The owner 
of the west tract on the north side of the subject property also supports the 
proposal. The southwest tract owner on the west side of the proposal (33rd 
Street) supports the plan as well. He indicated that he has been in conference 
with the property owners to the south, who own the house whose front door 
would look directly into the subject property. He stated that he has come to a 
mutual agreement with the property owner to the south to have a landscaped 
wall. He explained that he is still striving for his eight-foot walls around the 
northwest and south side; on the east side, in lieu of an eight-foot wall, he agreed 
to a six-foot wall, which might vary in height. Mr. Arnold submitted photographs 
of the proposed wall (Exhibit C-1 ). 

Mr. Arnold stated that on the north side of the subject tract there is a vacated 
right-of-way of 35 feet, which he would like to request to move the rear property 
line (Lots 1 and 2) to allow 15 feet in lieu of 25 feet. On Lot 1 the structure would 
face the house to the south and he would like to have the advantage of a 15-foot 
setback off the east side of Lots 1 and 4. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Stump asked Mr. Arnold if he discussed putting a solid eight-foot wall up 
against the existing fence with the property owner who faces into the southeast 
corner of the proposal. In response, Mr. Arnold stated that he came to an 
agreement on a solution for that side, which would be an eight-foot wall to ensure 
privacy. Mr. Stump stated that Mr. Arnold's proposal would have an eight-foot 
wall touching the existing fence. Mr. Arnold stated that he is discussing 
conceptual things, and he may have a wall with a fountain in it or replace the 
existing fence. Mr. Arnold stated that he has reached an agreement with the 
property owner, but just has had time to develop drawings to satisfy this 
agreement. Mr. Stump offered as a compromise that the standards for the walls 
along the portion that staff recommended as four feet be allowed to be higher if 
approved at a detail site plan review by the Planning Commission. 

Mr. Arnold stated that he agrees with the staff recommendation except for the 
setbacks on the lots and the fence heights. 

Mr. Westervelt asked Mr. Arnold if he has given any thought to doing something 
with columns and wrought iron fencing versus solid wall fences. Mr. Westervelt 
stated that this would still give the same sense of security and privacy, but a 
different effect that staff would be more comfortable with. In response, Mr. 
Arnold stated that he has thought about it, but it wouldn't be appropriate for the 
proposal. Mr. Arnold explained that there is no sense of a neighborhood 
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because the proposal would be looking into two garages across the street. Mr. 
Arnold commented that his clients would need their privacy and he has 
compromised from an eight-foot fence to a six-foot fence. 

Mr. Stump informed the Planning Commission that there is a house facing into 
the proposal; it is not just a garage facing the proposal. 

Interested Parties Comments: 
Benny and Rita Wood, 2457 East 34th, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74105, stated that he 
has lived in the subject area for over 30 years. He indicated that he has 300 feet 
of space on the south side of the proposal and he has not spoken with Mr. 
Arnold. He stated that he was never given the opportunity to see Mr. Arnold's 
plans. 

Mr. Wood stated that he is familiar with the proposed site and his home on the 
south side has been in existence for 50 years. He explained that when the home 
on the subject property was torn down, the erosion and drainage became a real 
problem and would like to know how the applicant is going to take care of it. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Ledford explained to Mr. and Mrs. Wood that today's hearing is for the PUD 
application and zoning. The process after the PUD and zoning will be platting, 
and through the platting process, the applicant will have to prepare engineering 
drawings regarding the drainage, streets, and sewer, etc. This would all have to 
be approved by Public Works Department and the Planning Commission does 
not have the ability to review these types of drawings. Mr. Ledford stated that the 
Public Works Department would do a very good job at the review process, which 
is later in the development process. 

Interested Parties Comments: 
Anne Bevilacqua, 3233 South Birmingham Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 7 4105, 
stated that she is representing the families of 33rd Street, which faces east. Ms. 
Bevilacqua submitted photographs (Exhibit C-1 ). Ms. Bevilacqua commented 
that after speaking with Mr. Arnold she would have a six-foot stone fence on 
Birmingham and the neighborhood is not in favor of this plan. Erecting such a 
wall would greatly diminish the character of the neighborhood. It would take 
away the harmony of the community and detract from the friendly, open 
neighborhood atmosphere, which the neighbors bought into first. A wall is totally 
inappropriate and unnecessary because this is not Peoria Avenue or Lewis 
Avenue where a wall would be for security and noise reasons. 

Ms. Bevilacqua stated that her neighborhood is quiet, open and friendly. She 
commented that she had hoped that the subject property would be developed as 
a continuation of the existing neighborhood. The existing neighborhood has July 
4th parades, neighborhood block parties, and get-togethers. She commented 
that the proposal would be a compound in the middle of an open neighborhood 
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and it would not be in keeping with the nature of the subject area. Ms. 
Bevilacqua concluded by stating that the neighbors oppose the proposed walls. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Harmon asked Ms. Bevilacqua if a wall of any kind would be acceptable. In 
response, Ms. Bevilacqua stated that it would depend on what the fence is made 
of and how high it would be. She commented that pillars and wrought iron would 
be acceptable. 

Mr. Jackson asked Ms. Bevilacqua if the applicant had a wall that is softened by 
heavy landscaping would that be acceptable. Ms. Bevilacqua stated that the 
neighbors are looking for a continuation of the neighborhood, which is people in 
front yards, kids playing in the street and the opportunity to talk with your 
neighbors when you see them. Ms. Bevilacqua explained that having a softened 
landscaped solid wall does not achieve these characteristics. 

Mr. Westervelt asked Ms. Bevilacqua if she is against the staff recommendation 
for four feet and certainly against Mr. Arnold's suggestion of six or eight feet. Ms. 
Bevilacqua stated that neighborhood doesn't want a wall, but a four-foot wall 
would be acceptable if it were columns with wrought iron fencing or something 
that would lend itself to the openness of what exists today. Ms. Bevilacqua 
commented that the applicant mentioned that there really is no neighborhood 
existing, but there is and it is a wonderful neighborhood. 

Ms. Hill asked Ms. Bevilacqua if she is against the four houses or opposed to the 
proposed fence. In response, Ms. Bevilacqua stated that she is opposed to a 
compound being built in the neighborhood. Ms. Bevilacqua explained that she is 
not against the four houses, just against the compound effect by having walls all 
around he proposal. Ms. Bevilacqua pointed out her property on the case map 
and indicated that it is the home that Mr. Arnold referred to as being a garage. 
Actually it is her front yard with her family room, kitchen and garage facing into 
the proposal. 

Ms. Pace asked staff if in a neighborhood a property owner could have, by right, 
a four-foot high front yard fence. In response, Mr. Stump answered affirmatively. 
Mr. Stump explained that this right could be taken away in a PUD. Ms. Pace 
asked staff if the applicant constructed this proposal under standard zoning he 
would be able to get four houses on the subject lot. In response, Mr. Stump 
stated he could if he built a public street and he could have the four-foot fence. 

Interested Parties Comments: 
Paul Bevilacqua, 3233 South Birmingham Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 7 4105, 
stated that the column and wrought iron fences are consistent with the subject 
area. He commented that it is not just his garage that would be facing into the 
development, it also his basketball court and patio area. He stated that if a 15-
foot setback is allowed, then it is necessary to have a large wall because the 
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house right upon the street, which he opposes. Mr. Bevilacqua concluded that 
he is only opposed to the eastern wall. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Westervelt asked Mr. Bevilacqua if he has a problem with the setback that 
has been requested. In response, Mr. Bevilacqua stated that the neighbors have 
not discussed the setback and he doesn't personally have a problem with it, but 
he pointed it out that this is one of the reasons there is a need for a large wall. 

Interested Parties Comments: 
Barbara Jenkins, 2620 East 33rd Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma 7 4105, stated that 
she is in the middle of the dead-end street. She indicated that she opposes the 
fencing on the east side of the proposal. She commented that a high, solid wall 
would not be consistent with the existing neighborhood. 

Jo Buford-Siegfried, 3310 South Birmingham Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74105, 
stated that her house is located south of the subject property. Ms. Siegfried 
explained that she is only speaking with regard to the fence on the subject 
property's south property line. She stated that she has been working with Mr. 
Arnold on a solution regarding the privacy and fencing. The development will 
have a direct impact on the pleasure she enjoys in her house and as well as the 
economic value of her home. There is a four-foot fence currently existing, which 
would not be acceptable because there would be a house built directly in front of 
her home. She indicated that she concurs with Mr. Arnold's proposal to build 
something attractive and reasonable to ensure their privacy. She commented 
that she never imagined that a home would be built with its back yard looking into 
her front yard. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Westervelt asked Ms. Siegfried which fence she is concurring with. In 
response, Ms. Siegfried stated that she is only speaking to the south property 
line, which is her north property line and she agrees with Mr. Arnold's proposal 
regarding a fence. 

Mr. Stump stated that Ms. Siegfried's front yard would be facing the back yard of 
one of the proposed homes, which is not desirable. 

Ms. Pace suggested allowing the fence along Ms. Siegfried's property line to be 
eight feet high and the rest four feet, which would be in keeping with the subject 
neighborhood. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. Arnold stated that he agrees that East 33rd is a great neighborhood street. 
North of the lot is a rental house and that is why the shrubs are up so high. Cars 
traveling north on Birmingham will shine their headlights directly into the 
proposed lots or the one house on the southeast corner. This is the reasoning 

04:18:01:2271 (62) 



for putting up an opaque wall rather than a wrought iron wall. He indicated that 
he doesn't want to be unfriendly, but part of the concept is to make the proposal 
a gated community for security reasons. He commented that the wall would be 
landscaped and done in the best of design. Mr. Arnold concluded by stating that 
he would do the nicest subdivision possible and it would enhance the 
neighborhood. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Carnes stated that the neighbors have expressed their desires and Mr. 
Arnold has expressed his desires. Under landscape review the Planning 
Commission could look at the proposed fencing or send Mr. Arnold back to meet 
with the neighbors to work these issues out. In response, Mr. Westervelt stated 
that he has already offered the continuance to Mr. Arnold. 

Mr. Jackson stated that a combination fence would be appropriate. He explained 
that an eight-foot screening wall on the north side, west side and south side and 
then four-foot, six-foot and eight-foot tall combination wall on the east side could 
be done. This would make a transition and it would be open towards the middle, 
and when it gets toward the eight-foot wall, it would have a smooth transition up. 
In response, Mr. Carnes stated that he would vote against the eight-foot wall 
because the neighborhood doesn't need a prison look. Mr. Carnes commented 
that six feet is the highest he would ever vote for. Mr. Jackson stated that the 
proper landscaping would soften the wall and an eight-foot wall wouldn't be that 
intrusive. 

Mr. Ledford stated that Mr. Carnes's comments are appropriate. Mr. Ledford 
further stated that this application needs to be continued to give Mr. Arnold and 
the neighbors an opportunity to meet and work out an agreement that the 
Planning Commission can understand. He commented that he doesn't feel 
comfortable, personally, trying to design a PUD in a public hearing. If the 
neighbors and the applicant are not able to come to an agreement, then the 
Planning Commission could settle it. 

Mr. Arnold asked if the Planning Commission could approve the concept and he 
could come back for the screening and fencing after it is discussed. In response, 
Mr. Westervelt answered negatively. Mr. Westervelt stated that the Planning 
Commission is not uncomfortable with the four homes and it doesn't appear to 
have any problems on the south side with an eight-foot fence, nor the north 
except that some of the Planning Commissioners feel that eight feet is too high. 
Mr. Westervelt suggested Mr. Arnold spend some time with the neighborhood 
and come back with a solution or come back and state that you cannot work out 
a solution and the Planning Commission would design the PUD. 

04:18:01:2271 (63) 



Mr. Carnes recognized Mr. Bevilacqua. Mr. Bevilacqua stated that he did not 
want the Planning Commission to have the impression that the neighborhood is 
against the other three walls. Mr. Bevilacqua explained that the only concern is 
the east wall. 

On MOTION of JACKSON, to recommend APPROVAL of PUD-649, subject to 
the conditions recommended by staff and modified as follows: an eight-foot 
fence be allowed on the north, south and west sides, which shall transition to a 
four-foot fence on the east. 

Mr. Harmon stated that he wants to be more creative if the Planning Commission 
is going to design this PUD. Mr. Harmon suggested that there be an eight-foot 
wall on the south boundary and transition it down to six feet by the time it 
reaches the west boundary and leave it six feet until it transitions to four feet on 
the east side and let the eight-foot wall transition down to the four-foot be on the 
south boundary, not the east boundary. 

Mr. Westervelt recognized Ms. Siegfried. Mr. Westervelt stated that there is a 
concern with the eight-foot wall among the Planning Commissioners. Mr. 
Westervelt asked Ms. Siegfried if she has a strong feeling on the eight-foot 
versus six-foot height of a solid masonry-type fence. In response, Ms. Siegfried 
stated that she appreciates the Planning Commission's concern and there has 
been a great deal of discussion with Mr. Arnold. Ms. Siegfried stated that her 
front yard will be facing the back yard of the proposed home and her house is 
elevated higher than the proposal. Ms. Siegfried stated that a six-foot fence 
would not be sufficient to block the view from her house, nor from the proposed 
home. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On modified MOTION of JACKSON, the TMAPC voted 5-2-0 (Carnes, Harmon, 
Jackson, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; Hill, Ledford "nays"; none "abstaining"; Boyle, 
Horner, Midget, Selph "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of PUD-649 to allow 
a six-foot in height predominant wall on the north, west and south side of the 
PUD with an eight-foot high section on the south to screen the Siegfried property; 
four-foot high wall on the east boundary with a review of the entire wall and gate 
at detail site plan review, 15-foot required yard for dwellings on the north and 
east boundaries of the PUD. (Language in the staff recommendation that was 
deleted by TMAPC is shown as strikeout; language added or substituted by 
TMAPC is underlined.) 

Legal Description for PUD-649: 
E/2, E/2, S/2, S/2, NW/4, NW/4 Section 20, T-19-N, R-13-E, Tulsa County, State 
of Oklahoma, subject to an easement for public street and located at 3302 South 
Birmingham Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma, From RS-1 (Residential Single-family 
Low Density District) To RS-1/PUD (Residential Single-family Low Density 
District/Planned Unit Development}. 
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APPLICATION NO.: PUD-431-B MAJOR AMENDMENT 
Applicant: William LaFortune (PD-26) (CD-8) 
Location: West of the southwest corner of East 101 st Street and South Sheridan 
Road 

Staff Recommendation: 
PUD-431-A was approved by the Tulsa City Council in October of 1993. The 
PU D is located at the southwest corner of East 1 01 st Street and South Sheridan 
Road. The PUD is divided into four development areas. Development Area A is 
located at the southwest corner of the intersection and has been developed as a 
May's Drug Store. Development Area B is located south of Development Area A 
and has been developed as an Arby's restaurant. Development Area C is 
located on the west side of Development Area A and remains undeveloped, 
although uses included within Use Units 1 0, 11, 12 and 14 have been approved 
for Development Area C. Development Area D wraps around the western and 
southern boundaries of Development Areas A, Band C. Development Area D is 
undeveloped but has been approved for uses permitted by right within a CS 
district, excluding uses included within Use Unit 12-A, dance hall and liquor store, 
within the South 190 feet. One of the conditions of approval for PUD-431-A was 
that direct access to 1 01 st Street from Development Areas A and C shall only be 
from one common drive located between Development Areas A and C. 

This Major Amendment applies only to Development Area C and proposes the 
following: 

1. Add as an additional permitted use for Development Area C, a 
convenience store as included within Use Unit 13. 

2. Allow direct access to East 101 st Street South from Development 
Area C. 

Staff finds the uses and intensities of development proposed and as modified by 
staff to be in harmony with the spirit and intent of the Code. Based on the 
following conditions, staff finds PUD-431-B, as modified by staff, 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 possibilities of the site; and (4) consistent with the stated purposes 
and standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. 

Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD-431-B subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. The applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a condition of 
approval, unless modified herein. 
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2. Requirements of PUD-431-A apply unless modified below. 

3. Development Standards: 

Land Area (Net): 

Permitted Uses: 

.8936 Acres 

Those uses included within Use Units 10, 11, 12, 
14 and a convenience store as included within Use 
Unit 13. 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 7,200 SF 

1,500 SF 

35FT 

Minimum Building Floor Area: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Maximum Number of Stories: 1Y2 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 

From the Centerline of 101 st Street 108 FT 

From other Development Area Boundaries 10FT 

Off-Street Parking: 

Signs: 

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

One ground sign shall be permitted which shall not 
exceed 180 SF of display surface area and 16 FT 
in height. 

Wall Signs shall not exceed an aggregate display 
surface area of one square foot for each lineal foot 
of building wall to which attached. Wall signs shall 
not exceed the height of the building. No flashing 
or intermittently lighted signs are permitted and 
there shall be no wall signs on the west-facing 
walls. 

Minimum Landscaped Area: 1 0% of net lot area. 

Access: There shall be a maximum of two access points to 
101 st Street. One of these two access points shall be 
a common access located between Development 
Areas A and C. 
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Other Bulk and Area Requirements: As established within a CS 
district. 

4. No Zoning Clearance Permit shall be issued for a lot within the PUD until a 
Detail Site Plan for the lot, which includes all buildings, parking and 
landscaping areas, has been submitted to the TMAPC and approved as 
being in compliance with the approved PUD Development Standards. 

5. A Detail Landscape Plan for each lot shall be approved by the TMAPC prior 
to issuance of a building permit. A landscape architect registered in the 
State of Oklahoma shall certify to the zoning officer that all required 
landscaping and screening fences have been installed in accordance with 
the approved Landscape Plan for the lot, prior to issuance of an Occupancy 
Permit. The landscaping materials required under the approved Plan shall 
be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continuing condition of the 
granting of an Occupancy Permit. A landscaped area of not less than 20 
feet in width (exclusive of right-of-way) shall be provided along the 101 st 

Street frontage excepting points of access and shall include a landscaped 
berm with a minimum height of four feet above the grade of abutting parking 
areas. 

6. No sign permits shall be issued for erection of a sign on a lot within the PUD 
until a Detail Sign Plan for that lot has been submitted to the TMAPC and 
approved as being in compliance with the approved PUD Development 
Standards. 

7. All trash, mechanical and equipment areas, including building-mounted, 
shall be screened from public view in such a manner that the areas cannot 
be seen by persons standing at ground level. 

8. Lighting used to illuminate an off-street parking area shall be so arranged 
as to shield and direct the light away from properties within an R district. 
Shielding of such light shall be designed so as to prevent the light
producing element of the light fixture from being visible to a person standing 
in an R district. No light standard nor building-mounted light shall exceed 
15 feet in height. 

9. The Department Public Works or a Professional Engineer registered in the 
State of Oklahoma· shall certify to the appropriate City official that all 
required stormwater drainage structures and detention areas serving a lot 
have been installed in accordance with the approved plans prior to issuance 
of an Occupancy Permit on that lot. 

04:18:01 :2271 (67) 



1 0. The City shall inspect all private streets and certify that they meet City 
standards prior to any building permits being issued on lots accessed by 
those streets or if the City will not inspect, then a registered professional 
engineer shall certify that the streets have been built to City standards. 

11. No building permit shall be issued until the requirements of Section 11 07F 
of the Zoning Code have 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 and making the City beneficiary 
to said covenants that relate to PUD conditions. 

12. Subject to conditions recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee 
during the subdivision platting process, which are approved by TMAPC. 

13. Approval of the PUD is not an endorsement of the conceptual layout. This 
will be done during Detail Site Plan review or the subdivision platting 
process. 

14. There shall be no outside storage of recyclable material, trash or similar 
material outside a screened receptacle, nor shall trucks or truck trailers be 
parked in the PUD except while they are actively being loaded or unloaded. 
Truck trailers shall not be used for storage. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Bill LaFortune, 2900 Mid-Continent Tower, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103, stated that 
he is prepared to go forward with today's application; however, there is one 
concern that there has not been sufficient dialogue with the neighborhood. He 
explained that there have been attempts to meet, but it has not been possible. 

Mr. LaFortune requested a continuance in order to meet with the neighborhood. 
He indicated that there are interested parties present who may not be in favor of 
a continuance. He commented that by meeting with the neighbors to analyze the 
staff recommendation and the protections that are in place, he feels there can be 
some progress made. He requested a one-week continuance in order to meet 
with neighbors who would like to meet. 

Mr. LaFortune stated that he wanted it known for the record that he has tried to 
meet with the neighborhood on numerous occasions and it never seemed to 
work out. 

Mr. Westervelt asked the interested parties if there were any objections to a 
continuance. He informed the interested parties that the Planning Commission 
encourages applicants and interested parties meeting and working out issues if 
possible. 
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Interested Parties Objecting to a Continuance: 
Brad Sims, 10028 South Norwood, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74137, stated that he is 
most affected by the proposal and he objects to a continuance because he is firm 
that he will not agree to any change in the subject area. There is no need for the 
proposed building in the subject area. 

Cheryl Smith, 10016 South Maplewood Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74137, stated 
that her only objection to a continuance is the fact that she missed work today in 
order to be present for this hearing. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Westervelt informed the interested parties that if this application should be 
continued one week, they would not need to miss another day of work if they 
sent their comments in letter form to the Planning Commission or sent a 
representative. 

Interested Parties Comments: 
Rex Smith, 10016 South Norwood, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74137, stated that all of the 
interested parties have sat through a meeting for four hours waiting their turn and 
now the Planning Commission is saying that they would have the same impact if 
the application was set aside one meeting. In response, Mr. Westervelt 
answered affirmatively. Mr. Smith questioned about testimonies against the 
application. In response, Mr. Westervelt stated that if the group would like to 
send a speaker to state the concerns and objections, it would have the same 
merit with the Planning Commission as having everyone present. Mr. Smith 
stated that many interested parties did not receive a notice because they were 
out of the 300-foot radius of the subject property and they were unable to get a 
meeting together to discuss this proposal. He commented that he cannot speak 
for all of the neighbors, but some do not want a convenience store at all. In 
response, Mr. Westervelt stated that he understands their reasoning for not 
meeting with Mr. LaFortune on short notice and now the Planning Commission is 
giving everyone that opportunity to meet before hearing this case. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Ledford stated that in accordance with the PUD, one of the things that Mr. 
LaFortune is requesting is a change of permitted use in this particular 
Development Area. He stated that this is a very old PUD and in the CS zoning 
there could be clubs and bars, which have no restrictions. Mr. Ledford 
suggested that if the Planning Commission were going to hear a permitted use in 
one of the Development Areas, then he would like to make sure that the Planning 
Commission looks at what is happening in Development Area D. Based on 
planning, there are some serious concerns regarding what happens in 
Development Area D. 
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Mr. LaFortune stated that Development Area D does allow the use requested 
and it is closer to the neighborhood and west of the subject parcel. The 
interested parties are objecting to something that is already allowed on the parcel 
that is adjacent to the neighborhood. Mr. LaFortune informed the Planning 
Commission that he faxed a letter to the neighborhood representative, Mark 
Hays, a week ago, but has never heard from him. 

Mr. Westervelt apologized to the interested parties and the applicant for having to 
wait a long time; however, this has been a long meeting for everyone. He stated 
that the public process would be much better served if there were an attempt to 
have a neighborhood meeting with the applicant. 

Patty Hays, 1009 South Norwood Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74137, stated that 
her husband did submit a petition and he does work for the City of Tulsa. She 
indicated that her husband has been out of town for the City of Tulsa and was 
unable to meet with Mr. LaFortune. She stated that one-week continuance would 
give her husband the opportunity to meet with Mr. LaFortune. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of HARMON, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Harmon, Hill, 
Jackson, Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Boyle, 
Horner, Midget, Selph "absent") to CONTINUE the major amendment for PUD-
431-B to April 25, 2001 at 1:30 p.m. 

* * * * * * * * * 

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-198-C-4 MINOR AMENDMENT 
Applicant: Wallace Wozencraft (PD-18) (CD-7) 
Location: Southeast corner of East 61st Street and South Lakewood 

Staff Recommendation: 
The applicant is requesting an amendment to a Planned Unit Development to 
allow a 40-foot maximum height requirement. The existing height requirement for 
the light office use permitted is 35 feet. 

Staff has reviewed the requested amendment and can recommend APPROVAL 
of the 40-foot, two story height maximum per the elevations submitted. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 
There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of PACE, TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Boyle, Horner, 
Midget, Selph "absent") to APPROVE the minor amendment for PUD-198-C-4 as 
recommended by staff. 
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OTHER BUSINESS: 

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-617 
Applicant: Mike Dwyer 
Location: 2117 South Atlanta Place 

Staff Recommendation: 

DETAIL SITE PLAN 
(PD-4) (CD-9) 

The applicant is requesting detail site plan approval for a new 3,650 square foot, 
34-foot high dentist office. The use proposed is in conformance with the 
approved Planned Unit Development. 

The site plan meets the development standards for PUD 617. Staff recommends 
APPROVAL of the detail site plan per the building elevations submitted. 

Note: Detail site plan approval does not constitute sign or landscape plan 
approval. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of HARMON, TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Boyle, Horner, 
Midget, Selph "absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan for PUD-617 as 
recommended by staff. 

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-617 
Applicant: Mike Dwyer 

* * * * * * * * * 

Location: 2128 South Atlanta Place 

Staff Recommendation: 

DETAIL SITE PLAN 
(PD-4) (CD-9) 

The applicant is requesting detail site plan approval for a new 6,200 square foot, 
34-foot high doctor's office. The use proposed is in conformance with the 
approved Planned Unit Development. 

The site plan meets the development standards for PUD 617. Staff recommends 
APPROVAL of the detail site plan per the building elevations submitted. 

Note: Detail site plan approval does not constitute sign or landscape plan 
approval. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staffs recommendation. 
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There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of HARMON, TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Boyle, Horner, 
Midget, Selph "absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan for PUD-617 as 
recommended by staff. 

* * * * * * * * * 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 5:25p.m. 

Date Approved: 
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