




























































Landscaped Area: 

Signs: 

A minimum of 15% of the net lot area 
shall be improved as landscaped open 
space in accordance with the 
provisions of the Landscape Chapter of 
the City of Tulsa Zoning Code, and in 
accordance with the approved detailed 
landscape plan. 

Signage shall be permitted in 
accordance with the City of Tulsa 
Zoning Code, for OL-zoned property 
and subject to the PUD detail sign plan 
review. 

*The maximum building floor area for Area 8 may be combined with the maximum 
building floor area for Area 9 such that aggregate of the allowable maximum building 
floor area of such lots may be combined in order to construct a single building on 
such areas. 

**The maximum building setback from the north boundary of Area 8 will not apply if 
Area 8 and Area 9 are developed as a single tract (i.e., that such areas are 
combined in order to construct a single building thereon) and, in such event, 
construction will be permitted across the boundary of such lots. 

DEVELOPMENTAREA9 
(Lot 9, Block 1) 

Land Area: 

Net: 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 

Maximum Building Height: 

0.442 Acres 19,265 SF 

Those uses permitted by right in the OL 
zoning district. 

8,000 SF* 

50 FT; architectural elements may 
exceed the minimum building height 
with detail site plan approval. 

*The maximum building floor area for Area 9 may be combined with the maximum 
building floor area for Area 8 such that aggregate of the allowable maximum building 
floor area of such lots may be combined in order to construct a single building on 
such areas. 
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Maximum Building Setbacks: 

From north boundary of development area 

From south boundary of development area 

From east boundary of development area 

From west boundary of development area 

40FT 

40FT 

40FT 

5 FT** 

**The maximum building setback from the north boundary of Area 9 will not apply if 
Area 9 and Area 8 are developed as a single tract (i.e., that such areas are 
combined in order to construct a single building thereon) and, in such event, 
construction will be permitted across the boundary of such lots. 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: As required by the applicable Use Unit 
of the City of Tulsa Zoning Code. 

Landscaped Area: 

Signs: 

Permitted Uses: 

RESERVE 

A minimum of 15% of the net lot area 
shall be improved as landscaped open 
space in accordance with the 
provisions of the Landscape Chapter of 
the City of Tulsa Zoning Code, and in 
accordance with the approved detailed 
landscape plan. 

Signage shall be permitted in 
accordance with the City of Tulsa 
Zoning Code, for OL-zoned property 
and subject to the PUD detail sign plan 
review. 

Landscaped Open Space and stormwater detention 
area. 

DEVELOPMENT AREA C 
(Lot 1, Block 1 "Southern Woods Park II") 

(Proposed Plat) 

Land Area: 

Net: 0.530 Acres 23,086 SF 
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Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Maximum Building Setbacks: 

Those uses permitted by right in the 
OL zoning district. 

8,800 SF 

50 FT; architectural elements may 
exceed the maximum building height 
with detail site plan approval. 

From centerline of East 89th Street South 

From south boundary of development area 

From east boundary of development area 

100FT 

0 FT 

0 FT 

From west boundary of development area 75FT 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: As required by the applicable use unit 
of the City of Tulsa Zoning Code. · 

Landscape Area: A minimum of 15% of the net land area 
shall be improved by landscaped open 
space in accordance with the 
provisions of the Landscape Chapter of 
the City of Tulsa Zoning Code, and in 
accordance with the detailed 
landscaped plan. 

Signage: Signage shall be permitted in 
accordance with the City of Tulsa 
Zoning Code, for OL-zoned property 
and subject to the PUD detailed sign 
plan review. 

4. Access to PUD-355-C shall be provided by a maximum of one access point 
onto East 91 51 Street South. This access point shall serve the entire PUD. 
No direct access to 891

h Street South is permitted within PUD-355-C. All 
access points shall be approved by Traffic Engineering. The PUD shall 
establish an internal mutual access system in which all lots are 
interconnected with each other, PUD-355-C and a public street. 

5. A six-foot-high or higher screening wall or fence shall be provided along the 
west boundary of the PUD and an eight-foot-high screening wall or fence 
shall be provided along the north boundary of the PUD and shall be an 
architectural type with a minimum of 24" x 24" brick columns on 40' centers. 
A landscaped area of not less than ten feet in width shall be located along 
the west and north boundaries of the PUD, and the height of trees along this 
west boundary will range from eight to twelve feet and will provide visual 
barriers above the height of the screening wall or fence from the residential 
lots to the west and north. 

05:16:01:227 4(33) 



6. 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. 

7. 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. 

8. 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. 

9. All trash, mechanical and equipment (including building-mounted) areas 
shall be screened from public view by persons standing at ground level. 

10. Lighting used to illuminate the subject tract shall be so arranged as to shield 
and direct the light away from properties within 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 20 feet in height and all 
such light standards shall be set back at least 50 feet from the west 
boundary of the PUD. 

11. 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. 

12. An association shall be created and vested with sufficient authority and 
financial resources to properly operate and maintain all common areas, 
including any stormwater detention areas, required mutual access 
agreements, parking or other commonly-owned structures within the PUD. 

13. No building permit shall be issued until the requirements of Section 11 O?F 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. 

14. Subject to conditions recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee 
during the subdivision platting process, which are approved by TMAPC. 
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15. 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. 

16. 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. No bulk trash container shall be 
within 75' of the west or north boundaries of the PUD. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

TMAPC Action; 9 members present: 
On MOTION of BOYLE, the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon, Hill, 
Jackson, Ledford, Midget, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; 
Horner, Selph "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of the major amendment for 
PUD-355-C, subject to conditions as recommended by staff. 

Legal Description for PUD-355-C: 
The North 165' of the East 165' of the SW/4, SE/4, SE/4, Section 16, T-18-N, R-
13-E of the IBM, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the U. S. 
Government survey thereof, less the North 25' for street and Lots 2 through 9 of 
Southern Woods Park Addition, an addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
State of Oklahoma, and located in the northwest corner of East 91 51 Street South 
and South Yale Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma, From RS-3/CS/PUD-355-B and RS-3 
To RS-3/CS/PUD-355-C. 

* * * * * * * * * 

APPLICATION NO.: Z-6821/PUD-651 AG TO RS-2/0L/CS/PUD 
Applicant: Randall Pickard (PD-18) (CD-2) 
Location: West of the northwest corner of East 91 51 Street and South Yale 
Avenue 

Staff Recommendation for Z-6821: 

RELEVANT ZONING HISTORY: 
Z-6786/PUD-299-B October 2000: A request for a zoning change and a major 
amendment on a 4.5-acre tract located on the northeast corner of East 81 st 

Street and South Harvard Avenue, to allow office and townhouse uses on the 
property and changing the underlying zoning from RS-4/PUD to RD/RM-1/PUD. 
All concurred in approval of the rezoning and the major amendment. 

05:16:01 :2274(35) 



Z-6742/PUD-299-A January 2000: All concurred in approval of a request to 
rezone the 4.5-acre tract located on the northeast corner of East 81 st Street and 
South HaNard Avenue, from RD/RM-1/PUD-200 to RS-4/PUD. 

PUD-320-A January 1990: A request for a major amendment for PUD-320 to 
reduce the density of dwelling units from 119 duplex dwelling units to 78 
detached dwelling units, and amend the development standards from RD to RS-2 
standards was approved. The property is a sixteen-acre tract located south of 
the southeast corner of East 81 51 Street and South Delaware Avenue. 

Z-5759/PUD-299 October 1982: A request to rezone the 4.5-acre tract located 
on the northeast corner of East 81 st Street and South HaNard from RS-1 to 
RMO/OLIPUD. The requested RMO and OL were denied and approval was 
granted for RD/RM-1/PUD on the tract. 

AREA DESCRIPTION: 
SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is approximately 2.18 acres in size and 
is located west of the southwest corner of East 81 st Street and South HaNard 
Avenue. The property is gently sloping from northeast to southwest, partially 
wooded, contains a single-family dwelling and is zoned AG. 

STREETS: 
Exist Access 
East 81 st Street South 
South HaNard Avenue 

MSHP Planned RfW 
100' 
100' 

Exist. No. Lanes 
41anes 
41anes 

The Major Street Plan designates East 81 51 Street and South HaNard Avenue as 
secondary arterial streets. The City of Tulsa Traffic Counts 1998 - 1999 
indicates 19,700 trips per day on East 81 51 Street at the South HaNard Avenue 
intersection. 

UTILITIES: Water and sewer are available to the site. 

SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is abutted on the north, south, and 
west by single-family dwellings, zoned RS-2 and to the east by a shopping/office 
center, zoned CS. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan 
Area, designates the subject tract as Low Intensity- Residential. 

According to the Zoning Matrix the requested RS-2 is in accord with the Plan 
Map, but the requested OLand CS zoning are not found in accordance with the 
Plan Map. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Due to the fact the subject property is abutting a CS-zoned tract on the east, staff 
could support CS zoning in Development Area C, OL zoning in Development 
Area B and RS-2 zoning in Development Area A. Staff therefore recommends 
APPROVAL of the requested CS, OLand RS-2 zoning, if configured as set forth 
above and if the Planning Commission recommends approval of the 
accompanying PUD. 

If the Planned Commission is inclined to approve this application and the 
accompanying PUD or some version thereof, staff should be directed to prepare 
appropriate amendments to the District 18 Plan, or in the alternative to amend 
the Zoning Matrix to include OL zoning as a "may be found" for areas designated 
Low Intensity-Residential. 

Related Item: 

Staff Recommendation For PUD-651: 
The PUD proposes commercial and office uses on 3.49 acres located on the 
south side of East 81st Street approximately 374 feet west of South Harvard 
Avenue. 

The subject tract is zoned AG. Concurrently, an application (Z-6821) has been 
filed to rezone the tract to RS-2, OLand CS. There are single-family homes to 
the north of the tract, across 81 5t Street, that are zoned RS-2. Single-family 
homes zoned RS-2 abut the tract on the west and the South. Commercial uses 
zoned CS abut the tract on the east. 

The Comprehensive Plan proposes low intensity residential uses for the subject 
tract. The proposed PUD and plan category are not in accordance but with the 
modifications recommended by staff, staff feels the PUD as modified by staff 
would be compatible with the surrounding development. Staff does not support 
the requested commercial uses but the recommended standards would support 
single-story, low intensity office uses. 

If Z-6821 is approved as recommended by staff, 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-651, as modified by staff, to be: (1) consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan if amended as recommended by staff; (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-651 subject to the following 
conditions: 
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1. The applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a condition 
of approval, unless modified herein. 

2. Development Standards: 

Land Area (Net): 

Permitted Uses: 

2.78 Acres 121,219.48 SF 

Use Unit 11 uses excluding drive-in 
bank facilities whether principal or 
accessory use. 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 35,000 SF 

Maximum Building Height: One story, not to exceed 20 feet. 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 

From the centerline of East 81 51 Street 100FT 

10FT 

10Ft 

20FT 

20FT 

From the east boundary of the PUD 

From the south boundary of the PUD abutting commercial uses 

From the south boundary of the PUD abutting residential uses 

From the west boundary of the PUD 

Signs: There shall be a maximum of one business sign per lot, 
which shall comply with the provisions of the OL district. 
Ground signs shall not exceed six feet in height. There 
shall be no south- or west-facing wall signs and all ground 
signs shall be located along the 81 st Street frontage and 
shall not be within 100 feet of the west boundary of the 
PUD. 

Minimum Landscaped Area: 15% of net lot area. 

Access: There shall be a maximum of two access points to East 
81 51 Street. Each lot in the PUD shall have vehicular 
accesses to all other lots in the PUD through the use of 
mutual access easements. All access shall be approved 
by Traffic Engineering. 

Other Bulk and Area Requirements: As established within an OL 
district. 

3. All buildings shall be of a single-family residential style architecture. 
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4. There shall be a six-foot high screening wall or fence along the west 
and south boundaries of the PUD abutting residential uses and there 
shall be a landscaped strip a minimum of five feet in width along the 
inside of the wall or fence. There shall be a landscaped strip adjacent 
to the 81 st Street right-of-way except for approved access points, a 
minimum of 20 feet in width. Parking areas within the PUD shall be 
screened from 81 st Street by berms and landscaping to a height of at 
least three and one-half feet. 

5. 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. 

6. A Detail Landscape Plan for each lot, including all berms, 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. There shall 
be no outside mechanical equipment within 30 feet of a residential 
district outside the PUD. 

9. Lighting used to illuminate the subject tract 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 eight feet in height and no lights shall be within 50 feet of 
the south or west boundaries of the PUD. 
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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 O?F 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: 
Randall Pickard, no address given, stated that he is in agreement with the staff 
recommendation in part. He explained that his client has applied for a mixed-use 
development. He requested 35,000 SF maximum floor area and staff is 
recommending 35,000 SF of floor area. The CS line that was requested is the 
same as shown on the case map. He proposed that the CS west boundary be 
extended to 81 st Street, which would be Development Area A. The farthest 
northeast corner of the subject property be zoned CS, and under the PUD, it 
would allow his client to obtain intensities from that CS zoning. In addition, he is 
requesting approval of a site plan that would include Development Areas A and 
B. Development Area A is the only area for which his client has requested any 
commercial use and it adjoins the Shops at Harvard Park (81 51 Street and 
Harvard). He explained that his client has requested 35,000 SF maximum floor 
area in the whole development and in Development Area B he has requested 
29,000 SF of office use be approved. The issue is whether the Planning 
Commission would approve 6,000 SF maximum (out of the total 35,000 SF) in 
Development Area A. He commented that this would be compatible because the 
Comprehensive Plan for District 18 shows that the west boundary of the medium 
intensity area at the southwest corner of 81 st Street and Harvard is in fact his 
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client's east boundary. His client is requesting that the medium intensity area be 
extended due north to 81 st Street. He reiterated that his client is requesting that 
Development Area A be allowed. 

Mr. Pickard stated that the developer and the buyer have met with residents in 
the subject area. He indicated that there are six abutting residential lots on the 
south and west boundaries of the subject property. He stated that his client 
would amend his request to include the items of agreement that was reached 
through the meetings with the residents. He commented that his client does 
agree with the staff recommendation with the exception of the proposed 
Development Area A and the maximum height for the lighting. He stated that his 
client requested 24 feet in height for his lighting. Mr. Pickard submitted a 
photograph of the proposed lighting (Exhibit B-1 ). He commented that the 
proposed lighting is diffused and would not be a problem with neighboring 
owners. 

Mr. Pickard reiterated that the proposal is compatible with the adjoining 
residential neighborhood that abuts. Approval of the mixed use with the 6,000 
SF maximum building area for commercial at the northeast corner, which abuts 
the existing medium intensity commercial, would be in accordance with good 
planning practices and spirit of the Code. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Boyle stated that he is having trouble determining what the disagreement is 
and asked staff to clarify. In response, Mr. Stump stated that staff did not 
propose any commercial uses. Mr. Stump further stated that staff recommended 
35,000 SF for one story office uses and the applicant is requesting two stories. 
Mr. Boyle asked why the applicant couldn't have CS in the CS strip of property. 
Mr. Stump stated that the strip of CS is approximately twice as large as the CS 
zoning. Mr. Stump commented that the zoning pattern makes sense, because it 
is a cutout of an existing CS zoning, but the Comprehensive Plan calls for it to be 
low-intensity residential, including the strip of CS property. Mr. Stump stated that 
staff felt it was a logical zoning pattern, but could not support the use being of 
commercial uses extended. Mr. Stump explained that the CS-involved property 
is only 66 feet wide and practically it could not be developed in the small strip of 
CS. Mr. Stump stated that staff felt that the whole area is a good transition use 
and protection for the neighborhood (the subject property is surrounded on three 
sides by single-family residential). 

Mr. Boyle asked staff what the differences are between the applicant's proposal 
for lighting and what staff is recommending. In response, Mr. Stump stated that 
staff proposes twelve feet maximum height because it abuts residential and none 
within 50' of the south or west boundaries, which are single-family residential and 
not exceeding eight feet in height. 
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Mr. Pickard stated that he is requesting for additional 49 feet in Development 
Area A and that is consistent with the PUD chapter to allow it. Mr. Westervelt 
asked staff if they are suggesting that as long as the applicant keeps the 
commercial use to the right side of the line it is satisfactory. In response, Mr. 
Stump stated that the subject area is planned to be low-intensity residential, but it 
could be considered logical to extend some of the uses that are to the east of the 
tract into that area. Mr. Stump explained that the uses proposed are heavier 
commercial activities in the CS-zoned area and it is quite different from what is at 
the shopping center shown as an example at 101st and Yale. Mr. Stump stated 
that the subject tract has the feature that it is somewhat isolated and staff is 
biased by the fact that the Comprehensive Plan calls for it to be low-intensity 
residential. Mr. Stump commented that the subject tract could be isolated with 
surrounding office if the permitted uses were significantly lower than the 
proposed uses. Mr. Westervelt asked staff the proposed uses that are the 
problem, not the 49 feet requested. 

Mr. Carnes asked what is between the Development Area A and the 
convenience store/service station that is located to the east. In response, Mr. 
Stump stated that it is all commercially zoned to the corner. Mr. Carnes asked 
staff if the zoning line kept commercial to the east side of the line, why it would 
be considered low-intensity residential, with the convenience store and 
commercial being located there. In response, Mr. Stump stated that currently the 
Comprehensive Plan states that it is low-intensity residential. Mr. Pickard stated 
that any approval by the Planning Commission would require some amendment 
to the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Pickard explained that he is requesting that the 
approval be subject to the deletion of the residential part of the low-intensity, no 
specific land use and to amend the Comprehensive Plan to show the medium­
intensity line due north. 

Interested Parties Comments: 
David Graves, 8121 South Florence Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74136, stated that 
the subject property has a 25-foot drop and then his house is right below the City 
Plex Towers. He explained that all of the stormwater runs into his yard and he is 
concerned about the proposal adding more problems to the drainage. He stated 
that he realizes that someday someone would want to develop the subject 
property, but his concern is more with how it is developed. He commented that 
one of the concerns was commercial zoning and he would definitely not want a 
used car lot or convenience store. He indicated that the homeowners listed 
specific uses that they would not like to see developed on the subject property. 
One of the concerns of the homeowners is that four different owners may own 
the lots and there would be a possibility that the lots would be developed at 
different times and different styles of maintenance. He requested that there be 
some type of mutual maintenance agreement among the owners of the four lots 
so there would be consistency. 
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Mr. Graves stated that there is some concern regarding the sanitary sewer 
capabilities of the subject area. If the commercial zoning is approved for 
Development Area A it could not be moved to anywhere else within the PUD. 
The other concern is that it is difficult to turn out of South Florence Place, and to 
have two additional curb cuts would make four curb cuts between Florence Place 
and HaNard. There are small children and physically challenged citizens in the 
subject area who walk along 81 51 Street to go to the convenience store. 

Mr. Graves stated that he agrees with the staff recommendation regarding the 
light poles because he does not want lights shining into his back yard. Other 
concerns are the elevations and the parking lots that would be within five feet of 
the residents' properties. These elevations would have to be raised to meet the 
drainage requirements, then there would have to be retaining walls or a slope on 
the remaining five feet. He requested that all of the fences be a least six feet 
above the parking curbs. 

Mr. Graves stated that he would prefer that there be a single office building 
centrally located with a larger greenbelt area between the residential areas and 
the subject proposal. He stated that he would be in agreement with the building 
line being 50 feet from the south side and 20 feet from the west side. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Westervelt stated that it appears that the residents are concerned with 
stormwater drainage, light standards, the uses that would be allowed in the CS­
zoned area, if the CS were allowed to cross the additional 49 feet; they prefer a 
single-story building and additional green space between the parking lots and the 
residential area. 

Mr. WesteNelt stated that the stormwater drainage concerns would be dealt with 
during the platting process. Mr. WesteNelt asked Mr. Graves if he had a list of 
uses that he is comfortable with that could be in the CS-zoned area. Mr. Graves 
stated that there area some definite uses the residents would want excluded: 
liquor store, pawnshops, billiards/pool hall, arcades and sexually oriented 
businesses. Mr. Graves indicated that no one thought that a used car lot would 
be on the subject property because of its location. Mr. Graves stated that the 
types of businesses that were mentioned by the applicant were like frozen yogurt 
shops, dry cleaners, or something with quick turnarounds. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Harmon asked staff if they are recommending RS-2 for the south 80 feet of 
the subject lot. Mr. Harmon asked Mr. Graves if the RS-2 is important to him. In 
response, Mr. Graves stated that it was explained to him that by putting the RS-2 
in place it would restrict the applicant to how much OL could put placed on the 
subject property. 
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Mr. Boyle stated that the setbacks on the south and west side concern him. In 
response, Mr. Graves stated that staff is recommending 20 feet from the west 
and 50 feet from the south. Mr. Stump explained that the applicant has provided 
in his amended conditions that of the south 125 feet of development area, there 
would be a 50-foot setback. Mr. Stump further explained that in the south 125 
feet of the subject tract (Development Area A and a portion of Development Area 
B), there would be a 50-foot setback from the south property line and a 50-foot 
building setback from the west property line. Staff agrees with this modification 
because it is more demanding than staff had proposed. Mr. Boyle asked if the 
setback is before the parking starts or the building starts. In response, Mr. 
Stump stated that the setback would be before the building starts. Mr. Boyle 
asked what the separation for parking would be. In response, Mr. Stump 
indicated that staff would propose five feet of separation. Mr. Boyle expressed 
concerns that the parking would be allowed five feet from the residences. Mr. 
Stump explained that the Landscape Chapter of the Tulsa Zoning Code requires 
at least five feet of landscaping adjacent to residential areas. Mr. Stump further 
explained that there would be a six-foot high screening fence on the property line 
and a five-foot landscaping strip. Mr. Stump stated that OL parking does not 
generate a lot of noise and the five feet is sufficient because the screening fence 
hides the parking activity. 

Mr. Graves expressed concerns with the topography and the possibility of a 
retaining wall. Mr. Stump stated that the applicant would not be allowed to have 
a 45-degree slope because it could not be stabilized without a retaining wall and 
then the screening fence would be required to be on top of the retaining wall. 

Mr. Ledford stated that the Planning Commission is not going to know what the 
drainage plans look like until the applicant gets further into the project. The 
Planning Commission could require that a grading plan and detail site plan be 
submitted for review by the Planning Commission. 

Mr. Westervelt explained to Mr. Graves that he has left the Planning Commission 
with a quandary, because he wants a screening fence tall enough to keep the 
light out, but not too tall to appear too big. He also wants the stormwater issues 
resolved, but is concerned about the grading. Mr. Graves stated that he did not 
want the screening fence to be at six feet and the parking lot at five feet, which 
would allow the headlights to shoot over the fence into the residences home. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. Pickard stated that he is in agreement with the homeowners and he has 
submitted to staff the list of additional conditions. He commented that staff has 
recommended a single-story building with a residential type of construction and 
he does not agree with this requirement. He stated that if he were allowed the 
28,000 SF of office there would be a lot of roof if it were required to be a one­
story construction; however, it is allowed to be two stories there would be less 
impervious surface. 
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Mr. Carnes asked about the mutual access points running all the way across the 
subject property. In response, Mr. Pickard stated that there is mutual access on 
the four lots, but not on the fifth lot. Mr. Dunlap stated that staff recommends that 
each lot in the PUD shall have vehicular access to all other lots within the PUD 
through the use of mutual access easements. 

Ray Biery, 10051South Yale, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74137, stated that he met with 
the homeowners, as well as the Stormwater Management. It is difficult for the 
last piece of 2. 78 acres to solve all of the problems and the mistakes that may be 
made in the future. He indicated that he does not want traffic from a retail 
commercial going through a professional office building and that is why he does 
not show access from Development Area A to Development Area B. 

Mr. Biery stated that Development Area A is substantially higher than the rest of 
the subject property. He explained that he has met with the neighbors and 
agreed to move the buildings north and the residents requested that the 
mechanical equipment be screened. He stated that he cannot screen the 
equipment sitting on pitched roofs, but he can if the roof is flat. He commented 
that he is building professional office buildings and he is not going to build a 
professional office building to make it look like a residence. 

Mr. Biery stated that it would be crazy to bring five to six feet of fill in the 
southwest corner and build it up. He indicated that he would be working with the 
topography that is present. He stated that the building pad may be built up, but 
the parking would remain basically where it is shown. He commented that the 
subject property is a tight site and cannot provide a lot of parkland. He stated 
that five feet between the parking lot and the residents with a six-foot screening 
fence is sufficient. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Carnes stated that on these types of sites two stories would eliminate one­
half of the problems, as opposed to one story building. In response, Mr. Biery 
agreed with Mr. Carnes statement. Mr. Biery stated that it would be easier to 
address the stormwater issues if he is allowed to have a two-story building. Mr. 
Biery indicated that he reached an agreement with the neighbors that if he builds 
a two-story building, it would have to be 65 feet north of the south property line. 

Mr. Carnes stated that with the topography he would withdraw his concerns 
regarding mutual access points between Development Areas A and B. 

Ms. Pace stated that she has a problem with the CS portion of the subject 
application. She asked Mr. Biery if he would consider disregarding the CS 
portion if he were allowed two-story buildings. In response, Mr. Biery answered 
negatively. 
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After lengthy discussion it was determined to continue the subject 
application to allow staff and applicant to work out issues raised by the 
Planning Commission and residents. 

TMAPC Action; 9 members present: 
On MOTION of BOYLE, the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon, Hill, 
Jackson, Ledford, Midget, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; 
Horner, Selph "absent") to CONTINUE Z-6821 and PUD-651 to May 23, 2001 at 
1:30 p.m. 

Mr. Carnes out at 3:10p.m. 
Mr. Midget out at 3:10p.m. 

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-587-3 
Applicant: Darrel Kent 

* * * * * * * * * 

Location: 8222 South Yale Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: 

MINOR AMENDMENT 
(PD-18) (CD-8) 

The applicant is requesting an amendment to allow a row of carports to be built 
within 80 feet from the centerline of Yale Avenue. The carports will cover 
approved parking areas per a previous site plan for a senior retirement center. 

Staff has reviewed the location of the proposed carports and can support the 
approval of the minor amendment as submitted. Staff recommends APPROVAL 
of the carports per the submitted elevations and site pian. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of BOYLE, TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Boyle, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Horner, 
Midget, Selph "absent") to APPROVE the minor amendment for PUD-587-3 as 
recommended by staff. 

* * * * * * * * * 

Mr. Midget in at 3:12p.m. 

05:16:01 :2274(46) 



APPLICATION NO.: PUD-216-6 
Applicant: Robert Price 
Location: 4229 East 961

h Place South 

Staff Recommendation: 

MINOR AMENDMENT 
(PD-26) (CD-8) 

The applicant is requesting a minor amendment to allow a front yard setback to 
be 24.9 feet, rather than the required 35 feet, because of an existing dwelling on 
the site. The street turnaround in front of the site was built after the dwelling on 
the site was constructed. 

Staff has reviewed the request for a minor amendment and can recommend 
APPROVAL of the change in the front yard setback, per the submitted site plan, 
due to the unusual circumstances for the existing home near the street 
turnaround. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION of BOYLE, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Ledford, Midget, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, 
Horner, Selph "absent") to APPROVE the minor amendment for PUD-216-6 as 
recommended by staff. 

* * * * * * * * * 

Mr. Ledford stated that he would be abstaining from the following item. 

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-631-1 MINOR AMENDMENT 
Applicant: Mike Hughes (PD-18) (CD-8) 
Location: .East of southeast corner of East 91 51 Street and South Harvard 

Staff Recommendation: 
The applicant is requesting an amendment of the maximum square footage for 
building from 25,000 square feet to 27,187 square feet, and a reduction to the 
rear and side yard (south, east and west) building setbacks from 25 feet to 17.5 
feet. 

The height of the structure will remain two stories, as the additional square 
footage for the office building will be included in a basement for incidental 
storage uses. 

Staff can support the minor amendment as submitted and recommends 
APPROVAL of the request. 
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There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION of BOYLE, TMAPC voted 7-0-1 (Boyle, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Midget, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; Ledford "abstaining"; Carnes, Horner, 
Selph "absent") to APPROVE the minor amendment for PUD-631-1 as 
recommended by staff. 

* * * * * * * * * 

Mr. Ledford stated that he would be abstaining from the following two 
items: 

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-613 DETAIL SITE PLAN 
Applicant: Ronald Spencer (PD-18) (CD-9) 
Location: Southeast corner of East 53rd Street and South Lewis 

Staff Recommendation: 
The applicant is requesting detail site plan approval for a 4,200 square foot 
dentist office building. The use proposed is in conformance with the approved 
PUD standards. 

An Alternative Compliance for landscape plans was approved for this site in June 
of 2000. There is another request for Alternative Compliance for landscape plans 
on this agenda to facilitate a parking area for the dentist. 

The building elevation shows a two-story structure, which will need to adhere to 
the 50-foot setback requirement from the east side of the PUD. The applicant 
proposes a 26.5' tall structure, which will have the useful two-story portion of the 
building behind the 50-foot setback line. 

Staff has reviewed the site plan submitted and can recommend APPROVAL of 
the submitted site plan with the conditions that the second story shell be used 
only for non-habitable floor space behind the required 50-foot setback, and that 
the proposed Alternative Compliance for landscaping is approved per plan. 

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

RELATED ITEM: 
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APPLICATION NO.: AC-057 ALTERNATIVE LANDSCAPING COMPLIANCE 
Applicant: Ronald Spencer (PD-18) (CD-9) 
Location: Southeast corner of East 53rd Street and South Lewis 

Staff Recommendation: 
The applicant is requesting alternative compliance to Zoning Code landscaping 
requirements for a new dentist office. The subject site received alternative 
compliance approval in June of 2000 for the 53rd Street frontage 5-foot landscape 
strip. 

The applicant wants to facilitate a concrete drive and parking space along the 
east side of the site for the dentist to use. This will displace some of the green 
space originally approved, but a sidewalk and curbing have been added near the 
parking space. Although a red maple tree has been moved twelve feet to the 
northeast, and sixteen boxwood plants have been rearranged, the number of 
plants are the same as previously approved and the number of trees still exceed 
requirements. 

Alternative Compliance allows the Planning Commission to review a proposed 
plan and determine that, although not meeting the technical requirements of the 
landscape chapter in the Zoning Code, that the plan is equivalent to or better 
than the requirements. 

Staff can agree that this particular site provides a good landscape plan and 
recommends APPROVAL of the alternative compliance per plan. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION of BOYLE, TMAPC voted 7-0-1 (Boyle, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Midget, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; Ledford "abstaining"; Carnes, Horner, 
Selph "absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan for PUD-613 and to APPROVE 
the alternative landscaping compliance for AC-057 as recommended by staff. 

* * * * * * * * * 

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-601 DETAIL SITE PLAN 
Applicant: Eric Sack/Ted Sack (PD-18) (CD-8) 
Location: Northeast corner of East ?1st Street and South Highway 169 
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Staff Recommendation: 
The applicant is requesting detail site plan approval for a 173,484 square foot 
Target Super Center. The use proposed is in conformance with the approved 
Planned Unit Development standards. 

Staff has reviewed the proposed site plan and finds conformance to the Final 
Draft Eastside Market II plat and to the PUD standards for Development Area A 
in which it is located. Staff recommends APPROVAL of the detail site plan as 
submitted. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION of BOYLE, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Ledford, Midget, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, 
Horner, Selph "absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan for PUD-601 as 
recommended by staff. 

* * * * * * * * * 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 3:15p.m. 

Secretary 
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