








































































oranges comparison. He would hesitate to compare the facts presented today to 
facts that are unknown that were presented to the BOA. 

Ms. Wright stated that perhaps it should be looked at better because the BOA is 
a quasi judicial body. 

Ms. Matthews stated that part of the BOA's concern was traffic because the 
proposal was for a used car lot, and generally people test used cars by driving 
through neighborhoods around the lots where they purchasing the car. She 
believes the BOA was concerned that people would take the car off the lot and 
drive through the neighborhood to test it. 

Ms. Wright stated that from what is in front of the Planning Commission today 
that is not known and would need to go back to that BOA ruling. 

Ms. Wright moved to continue PUD-757 in order to review the BOA ruling. 

No second. 

Motion failed. 

Mr. Carnes stated that he understands that the neighborhood doesn't want this 
proposaL We have seen this over and over and a good example is 71 st and 
Harvard, where the bank went in with the landscaping and masonry walls. The 
subject property is already zoned CS and anything could be moved in there for 
commercial use, without coming before any authority other than the permitting. 
Today there is an opportunity to have the landscaped building that is of less 
zoning and intensity than commercial. Most of the savings and loans in Tulsa 
have done an excellent job of landscaping and probably, other than the 5:00 p.m. 
activity, there is very little traffic. He really believes that the neighbors have an 
opportunity today to have something under a PUD that is better than shooting 
dice on what somebody might bring for CS uses. 

Mr. Midget stated that he is familiar with the subject area and Ms. Barnes has a 
beautiful home in the subject area. Without the median cut on Lewis, it would 
cause concern to him because traffic would have to go down 13th and around 
Terrace Drive to get back on Lewis. However, this development is a less intense 
use than what could go there by right and there is no guarantee that there would 
be a median cut for a CS use off of Lewis. Any business going onto the subject 
property would end up with traffic going through the neighborhood. This project 
may alleviate that issue with the median cut on Lewis. Mr. Midget stated that 
drainage will have to be handled during the platting process and will be 
addressed at that time. He believes that median offers an opportunity to give the 
subject proposal a way to get back to Lewis without cutting through the 
neighborhood. Mr. Midget reminded the Planning Commission that if the 
property were sold to someone else it is currently zoned CS and there are many 
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CS uses that could go there by right and would be more intense and may not 
have a median cut onto Lewis. 

Mr. McArtor asked why people wouldn't take 131
h and go down to Utica to get 

back to St. John's Hospital. He questioned why employees of St. John's would 
go back south on Lewis to get to St. John's. 

Ms. Cantrell stated that they would go south on Lewis to avoid left-hand turns. 

Mr. McArtor stated that he can't imagine anyone using Lewis to get back to St. 
John's, which is located on Utica. 

Mr. Marshall stated that he believes that this is a good project for the subject 
area. It will clean up some of the houses that are really run down. St. John's will 
be a good neighbor and he doesn't believe it will adversely affect the 
neighborhood at all. He will support this application. 

Mr. Walker stated that he would be voting in support of this project as well. It is 
one of the cleaner uses for the subject property and there are other uses that 
vvould be detrimental for that tract of land. The facility could be there by right, 
and with the landscaping and access onto Lewis, he will support this. 

Ms. Cantrell stated that when she first started on the Planning Commission, she 
was against PUDs and changed her mind as she went along. However, this is 
one of the examples of why she still doesn't like PUDs. When one starts taking 
in property that is zoned residential to use for commercial, it undermines the 
expectations of the neighborhood. She believes thai particularly in this case, 
regardless of what the Comprehensive Plan says, this neighborhood was very 
proactive in trying to protect them and tried to stop the intrusion into their 
neighborhood. They rezoned the whole property to RS-3 and now to allow a 
PUD on it and make it commercial is wrong. This goes against the expectations 
of people who pay good money for their houses near there. She sees that traffic 
could be an issue and there are things that could be done there. Ms. Cantrell 
explained that she understands that the subject property is zoned CS, but the 
other lot isn't and she doesn't see allowing it just because something worse can 
come in and if that is how this is going to be judged, then, there is something 
wrong with the City of Tulsa's Zoning Code. She indicated that she will be voting 
against this proposal and if they can put the bank in the CS property, then they 
shouid do so. 

Mr. Carnes stated that the reason he is supporting this application is because 
they have a wall, landscaping, and it will beautify the subject corner. When this 
has happened in the past it has helped people's value of homes. This being a 
credit union will not be a commercial building. Mr. Carnes moved to recommend 
approval of PUD-762. 

09:17:08:2526(38) 



Mr. Walker seconded the motion. 

Ms. Wright stated that this is not replacing buildings that are deteriorating, but are 
viable little businesses that are happening right now as we speak. Ms. Wright 
suggested that the subject property should be down-zoned from CS. She 
expressed concerns with going against the BOA denial from 1995 for an 
automobile sales use, which she believes the denial was based on traffic. Ms. 
Wright stated that a used car lot doesn't create as much traffic as a credit union 
or any small banking facility. 

Mr. Sparks stated that he will be voting against this for the same reasons that 
Ms. Cantrell gave. He supports her position and will be voting no. 

Mr. McArtor stated that he doesn't believe that the BOA ruling should influence 
the Planning Commission. An automobile sales lot is going to generate a lot 
more traffic than a credit union. If this were rejected and left with the CS zoning, 
then what does the Planning Commission expect the neighbors to do or what 
would be their next step? In response, Ms. Cantrell stated that apparently they 
know that risk and are stiii opposed to the proposal. She further stated that what 
she is hearing the most from the neighbors is that they don't vvant further 
intrusion into their neighborhood. One goes to the trouble to figure out what their 
zoning is and make sure that it is down-zoned. They understand the CS is on 
the corner and are still opposed to it and the Planning Commission should honor 
those expectations. There are some restrictions with CS and it will have to meet 
the Zoning Code requirements. Ms. Cantrell commented that she is not 
convinced that they could make this bank smaller and make it work on the CS 
portion. When one starts going into neighborhoods then the next thing is the 
property to the north of it will be able to go commercial and that sets up a domino 
effect. This is a small pocket and there aren't a lot of houses there. If it is left 
with only two or three houses left on a commercial area, then the viability of the 
houses no longer exists. If the CS is held to the one lot, then the houses have a 
much better chance of maintaining their property values. 

Mr. Ard stated that he will be supporting the motion and staff's recommendation. 
He believes that this is a really good example of what an infill PUD should be. 
There is a buffer in the parking area on the west side and this is a small office 
building with restrictive time of use. The building is located on the CS tract of 
land and on an arterial street that is surrounded by industrial and office medium 
uses. Next to the highway and % mile away they are going to put a ten-story 
highrise. This is a very low intense use in an area that has been defined by 
Comprehensive Plan as medium intensity. \Ne have had a lot of conversations 
about the Comprehensive Plan lately and how we need to try and follow it. Mr. 
Ard concluded that the subject property fits the land use designation and within 
the bounds of what a PUD is supposed to do. 

Mr. Shivel called for the vote. 
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TMAPC Action; 10 members present: 
On MOTION of CARNES, TMAPC voted 7-3-0 (Ard, Carnes, Marshall, McArtor, 
Midget, Shivel, Walker "aye"; Cantrell, Sparks, Wright "nays"; none "abstaining"; 
Smaligo, "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of PUD-762 per staff 
recommendation and additional language presented by Mr. Reynolds. 
(Language with a strike-through has been deleted and language with an 
underline has been added.) 

legal Description for PUD-762: 
A TRACT OF LAND THAT IS ALL OF LOTS ELEVEN (11 ), TWELVE (12), 
THiRTEEN (13) AND PART OF LOT FOURTEEN (14) iN BLOCK TEN (10) OF 
THE RESUBDIVISION OF BLOCK SIX (6) AND LOTS ONE (1 ), TWO (2) 
THREE (3) OF BLOCK FOUR (4), TERRACE DRIVE ADDITION TO TULSA, 
TULSA COUNTY, STATE OF OKLAHOMA ACCORDING TO THE RECORDED 
PLAT THEREOF, SAID TRACT BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED 
AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 
SAID LOT 14, SAME BEING 30.00 FEET WESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEAST 
CORNER OF THEREOF; THENCE NORTH 89°51 '45" WEST, ALONG THE 
SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID LOTS 11, 12, 13 AND 14, A DISTANCE OF 170.00 
FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 11; THENCE NORTH 
00°08'15" EAST, ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 11, A 
DISTANCE OF 130.00 FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER THEREOF; 
THENCE SOUTH 89°51'45" EAST, ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID 
LOTS 11, 12, 13 AND 14, A DISTANCE OF 195.00 FEET TO THE NORTHEAST 
CORNER OF A TRACT OF LAND DESCRiBED AS "PARCEL THREE" IN QUiT 
CLAIM DEED RECORDED IN BOOK 7040, PAGE 489 OF THE DEED 
RECORDS OF SAID TULSA COUNTY, SAME BEING 5.00 FEET WESTERLY 
OF THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 14; THENCE SOUTH 11°01 '23" 
WEST, ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID "PARCEL THREE" TRACT, A 
DISTANCE OF 132.38 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. From: RS-3/CS 
(Residential Single-family District/Commercial Shopping Center District) 
To: RS-3/CS /PUD (Residential Single-family District/Commercial Shopping 
Center District /Planned Unit Development [PUD-762]). 

************ 
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19. Z-7111 -Abel Rubio 

10877 East Admiral Place 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

RS-3 to CS 

(PD-5) (CD-6) 

ZONING ORDINANCE: Ordinance Number 11817, dated June 26, 1970, 
established zoning for the subject property. 

PROPOSED ZONING: CS PROPOSED USE: Office & storage 

RELEVANT ZONING HISTORY: 
BOA-20504 June 12, 2007: The Board of Adjustment denied a Special 
Exception to permit automobile sales in a CS district and a Variance to permit 
open air storage and display of merchandise offered for sale within 300 feet of an 
adjoining R district, finding the hardship is self-imposed, on property located at 
10875 East Admiral Place and abutting the subject property to the west. 

BOA-20308 July 11, 2006: The Board of Adjustment approved a Special 
Exception to permit Use Unit 15 (Other Trades and Services) for a Custom 
Canvas business in a CS district; subject to conditions, on property located at the 
southwest corner of South 1 ogth East Place and East Admiral Place and 
southwest of subject property. 

BOA-20235 April 11, 2006: The Board of Adjustment approved a Special 
Exception to allow Use Unit 15 for a dry-wall contractor ser.tice in a CS district, 
per plan with no outside storage, on property located south of the southwest 
corner of South 11th East Avenue and East Admiral Place and southwest of 
subject property. 

Z-6968 December 2004: Staff recommended approval of a request to rezone a 
2.27± acres tract of land from RS-3 to IL for office/storage construction 
equipment on property located at 1 0877 East Admiral Place and the subject 
property. TMAPC recommended denial of zoning. 

BOA-19727 January 27. 2004: The Board of Adjustment approved a Special 
Exception to allow Use Unit 15 for portable buildings/storage sheds in a CS 
district, with conditions suggested by the neighborhood association, on property 
located at the southwest corner of East Admiral Place and South Garnett Road 
and southeast of subject property. 

BOA-18876 October 10, 2000: The Board of Adjustment approved a Special 
Exception to permit Use Unit 17 for used car sales in a CS district with multiple 
conditions, on property located at the northwest corner of East Admiral Place 
North and North Garnett Road and just east of subject property. 

09:17:08:2526(41) 



Z-6648 August 1998: A request to rezone a 26-acre tract located on the 
northwest corner of East Admiral Place and Mingo Valley Expressway from CS to 
CG or CH to allow retail, office and warehouse uses on the existing retail center. 
Staff recommended denial of CH and recommended the applicant amend the 
request to CO or to submit a PUD with CG zoning. TMAPC recommended 
approval of CG zoning without a PUD after strong objection from the applicant. 
CG zoning was approved by City Council. 

BOA-17740 June 10, 1997: The Board of Adjustment approved a Special 
Exception to permit Use Unit 17in a CS district for new mobile home sales; per 
plan and subject to multiple conditions, on property located at the southeast 
corner of East Admiral Place and South Garnett and southeast of subject 
property. 

Z-6544 July 1996: All concurred in denial of a request to rezone a 1.5-acre tract 
from RMH to CG and approval of CS zoning for auto sales and office, on 
property located on the northeast corner of North 1 ogth Place and East Admiral 
Place and west of the subject property. 

Z-6437 April 1994: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a nine-acre 
tract located on the northeast corner of East Admiral Place and South Mingo 
Road from CS to CG to allow a truck sales business. 

Z-6386 February 1993: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a 2.4-
acre tract from CS/RS-3 to CS to expand a mobile home sales business located 
west of the subject tract and on the northeast corner of East Admiral Place and 
North 1 061

h East Avenue. 

Z-6385 February 1993: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a 2.4-
acre tract from CS/RS-3 to CS for a mobile home sales business, located north 
of the northeast corner of East Admiral Place and North Garnett Road and east 
of subject property. 

BOA-16171 January 26, 1993: The Board of Adjustment approved a Special 
Exception to permit mobile home sales in a CS district; per plan submitted; 
finding that the property has been used for mobile home sales for many years, 
and has proved to be compatible with the surrounding uses, on property located 
on the northeast corner of East Admiral Street North and North Garnett Road and 
east of subject property. 

AREA DESCRIPTION: 
SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is approximately 2.4 acres in size. It is 
located west of the northwest corner East Admiral Place and North Garnett 
Road. The property is sloping, partially wooded, contains a vacant residential 
dwelling and accessory buildings and is zoned RS-3. 
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STREETS: 

Exist. Access MSHP Design. 

East Admiral Place Secondary arterial 

MSHP RIW 

100' 

UTILITIES: Municipal water and sewer are available. 

SURROUNDING AREA: 

Exist. # Lanes 

41anes 

The subject property is abutted on the north by vacant land (a former mobile 
home park/floodplain buyout area), zoned CS; to the east by commercial uses on 
the southern half, zoned CS and a large-lot single-family residential use, RS-3 on 
the northern half; to the west by commercial uses, zoned CS; and to the south by 
commercial uses (largely mobile home sales), zoned CS. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
The District 5 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan 
Area, designates the property as Medium Intensity-No Specific land use and 
Corridor. According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested CS may be found in 
accord with the Plan. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on the District 5 Plan, surrounding land uses and trends in the area, staff 
can support the requested rezoning and recommends APPROVAL of CS zoning 
for Z-7111. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
In response to Ms. Cantrell, Ms. Matthews stated that this application is in accord 
with the East Tulsa Plan. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

Interested Parties Comments: 
Wayne Bohannan, 10617 East 1st Street, 74128, representing Wagon Wheel 
Association, stated that he is support of this application and the CS will be 
compatible with other businesses along the subject street. Mr. Bohannan 
described other businesses in the surrounding area. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Ms. Cantrell thanked Mr. Bohannan for coming to speak in favor of an 
application, since it is rarely done. 

TMAPC Action; 10 members present: 
On MOTION of CARNES, TMAPC voted 10-0-0 (Ard, Carnes, Cantrell, Marshall, 
McArtor, Midget, Shivel, Sparks, Walker, Wright "aye"; no "nays"; none 
"abstaining"; Smaligo "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of CS zoning for Z-
7111 per staff recommendation. 
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Legal Description for Z-7111: 
The East Half of the West Half, of the East Half of Government Lot 1, (E/2, W/2, 
E/2), Section 6, T-19-N, R-14-E, of the IBM, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of 
Oklahoma, according to the U.S. Government Survey thereof; From RS-3 
(Residential Single-family District) To CS (Commercial Shopping Center 
District). 

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

20. CZ-395- Donald L. Jernigan 

Northeast corner of West 9th Street and 1741h West Avenue 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

AG to CG 

(County) 

ZONING ORDINANCE/RESOLUTION: Resolution number 98254 dated June 
15, 1980, established zoning for the subject property. 

PROPOSED ZONING: CG PROPOSED USE: Commercial 

RELEVANT ZONING HISTORY: 
CBOA-2231 September 16, 2006: The County Board of Adjustment approved a 
Special Exception to permit Use Unit 17 in a CS district, with condition of a 
maximum of eight vehicles parked overnight and no outside storage on property 
located at 17628 West 81

h Street and west of subject property. 

CZ-300 April 2002: All concurred in denial of the request to rezone property 
from AG to CG zoning and approval of CS zoning on a 5± acre tract of iand for 
commercial use and outdoor advertising on property iocated on the southeast 
corner of West Highway 412 and South 17th VVest Avenue and southwest of 
subject property. 

CBOA-1934 January 15, 2002: The County Board of Adjustment approved a 
Special Exception to permit Use Unit 17 in a CS district, with conditions of horse 
trailers only, no auto or truck sales on property located on the north side of West 
9th Street and East of North 1751h West Avenue and abutting west of subject 
property. 

AREA DESCRIPTION: 
SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is a~proximately 13.6± acres in size and 
is located the corner West 91 Street South and South 1741

h West 
Avenue. The property appears to be vacant and is zoned AG. 
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STREETS: 

Exist. Access MSHP Design MSHP RIW Exist. # Lanes 

West 9th Street South 

South 174th West Avenue 

N/A N/A 2 

N/A N/A 2 

UTILITIES: The subject tract has no municipal water and sewer available. 

SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is abutted on the east by vacant land, 
zoned AG; on the north by large-lot single-family residential use, zoned RE; on 
the south by S.H. 51, zoned AG; and on the west by vacant land and a 
commercial use, zoned CS. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
The Sand Springs Comprehensive Plan designates this area as being Low 
Intensity-Residential land use. According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested CG 
zoning is not in accord with the Plan. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on the Sand Springs Plan, staff cannot support the requested CG zoning 
and therefore recommends DENIAL of CG zoning for CZ-395. 

Mr. Midget out at 3:20 p.m. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Marshall asked when Sand Springs updated their Comprehensive Plan. In 
response, Ms. Matthews stated that she believes it was updated last year. 

Appiicant's Comments: .. 
William Grimm, 110 West 7m, Suite 900, 74103, representing the applicant, 
cited the surrounding properties and uses. He explained that there is no exact 
plan at this time, but in the interim, his client might possibly have one or two 
outdoor advertising signs. Mr. Grimm submitted photographs (Exhibit B-1 ). 

Mr. Grimm stated that the subject tract is an undeveloped tract that abuts the 
interstate right-of-way. The subject site is heavily treed and with this type of 
screening he doesn't believe any board could ask for a more natural requirement 
of screening between commercial and a residential area. He indicated that the 
existing tree line will remain. Mr. Grimm doesn't believe the subject tract will lend 
itself to residential development due to its topography and being adjacent to the 
interstate. Mr. Grimm indicated that his client has no problem with rezoning only 
a portion of the subject tract to CG and leaving the remainder as 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. McArtor asked Mr. Grimm what his client would like to do with the subject 
property. In response, Mr. Grimm stated that currently the thought has been to 
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have some type of commercial warehouse structures for storage, but right now 
the only thing that the owner wants to do is to install outdoor advertising signs, 
which would not be visible from the residential area. He commented that this 
would bring some income for his client before he could finalize what he wants to 
do with the subject property. He explained that the County has been discussing 
with his client about installing a drainage ditch and his client doesn't have any 
idea of what the timing will be for this, which impedes what type of development 
he will do. 

Mr. McArtor asked if the development would be only in the meadow area. In 
response, Mr. Grimm stated that more than likely it would be. 

Mr. McArtor asked Mr. Grimm how he would access the subject site. In 
response, Mr. Grimm stated that gth Street would be extended by the County in 
order to develop their drainage ditch. He explained that he hasn't talked with the 
County Engineer, but he believes that they would like to tie all of the drainage 
ditches in the subject area together. 

Mr. McArtor asked Mr. Grimm what types of uses are directly west of the subject 
site. In response, Mr. Grimm stated that it is zoned CS and there is a mobile 
home office building. Mock Brothers' store is west of the subject site as welL 

Mr. Walker asked Mr. Grimm if he saw the memo from the City of Sand Springs. 
In response, Mr. Grimm answered affirmatively. He indicated that he met with 
the Sand Springs Planner and she indicated he could request a change to the 
map. He doesn't believe this piece of property will deveiop as residential due to 
the interstate. Mr. Grimm stated that until the County determines where the 
drainage ditch and road will be located, his client cannot develop the subject 
property. 

Ms. Cantrell asked Mr. Grimm if he would be interested in having this case 
continued to allow him to investigate amending the Comprehensive Plan map. 
Unfortunately, the Planning Commission has a letter from the Sand Springs 
Planner recommending denial. In response, Mr. Grimm stated that he believes 
that Sand Springs is looking to the Planning Commission today to make the 
decision whether this should be commercial or residential. In response, Ms. 
Cantrell stated that the Comprehensive Plan change would go before Sand 
Springs and not the TMAPC. The Planning Commission looks at the 
Comprehensive Plan for different types of zoning. Ms. Cantrell commented that 
she is very uncomfortable going against the City of Sand Springs' 
Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Grimm didn't indicate whether he wanted to continue 
the case and seek a change in the Comprehensive Plan map. 

Mr. Carnes out at 3:35 p.m. 
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Interested Parties Comments: 
Robert Franklin, 17305 West 2nd, Sand Springs, 74063, stated that in the spring 
the green foliage is present, but in the winter it will be gone and any development 
on the subject property will be seen by the houses above it. The subject area is 
fragile due to other activities, such as the landfill and the expressway. The 
mobile home office that was referred to earlier is incorrect because it is actually 
houses that have been removed from the 1-44 corridor that are being stored 
there. Mr. Franklin expressed his disappointment that the houses are allowed to 
be stored and have been there too long. He expressed concerns with outdoor 
advertising signs and storage units that Mr. Grimm is proposing. Mr. Franklin 
stated that he is concerned about property values and he doesn't intend to sell 
his home anytime soon, but it is a concern. 

Father George Eber, 214 South 1741
h West Avenue, Sand Springs, 74063, 

stated that he is presently building a house on top of the hill above the subject 
property. The homes can have views down into the valley, especially in the 
winter. He commented that everyone assumed the subject property was zoned 
CS and there is a difference in types of activity between CS and CG. Father 
Eber stated that he has heard conflicting proposals for the subject property. He 
believes that CG would be incompatible with the existing properties and 
development. 

Daniel Visnick, 602 South 173rd West Avenue, Sand Springs, 74063, stated that 
the subject property does not face an interstate, it is U.S. Highway 412. The 
home that appears to be an office is actually a "stick-built home" that is a model 
home that can be built on one's property. There are three homes parked in the 
subject area that were moved from the highway construction in Tulsa. He 
indicated that there are 23 homes on the hill above the subject property and his 
home is a $300,000.00 home. Mr. Visnick described the homes in his 
neighborhood and their worth. There appears to be an ancient forest in the 
subject area, which it is beautiful and shouldn't be disturbed. Mr. Vlsnick stated 
that there are enough problems for the current residents with regard to the landfill 
and its smells. He commented that he was aware of the commercial zoning and 
uses when he moved there and he doesn't believe that CG is compatible with the 
subject area. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. Grimm stated that he would cut off the pie portion of the subject property 
where the forest is located. He further stated that he would also cut off the tree­
line portion and square up the property under application. The tree-line would be 
untouched and that should take care of some of the concerns. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
In response to Ms. Wright, Ms. Matthews read the list of CG uses from the 
Zoning Code. 
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Mr. Grimm reiterated that his client only plans to have two outdoor advertising 
signs at this time. The warehouse structures are something that are off in the 
future. 

Ms. Wright explained to Mr. Grimm that once the property is zoned CG, it 
remains with the land and any uses from CG could be developed. Ms. Wright 
further explained that she wouldn't be comfortable going against the City of Sand 
Springs Comprehensive Plan. She suggested that applicant continue this case 
to see what steps he would need to take to change the Comprehensive Plan 
map. 

Mr. McArtor asked Mr. Grimm if he is willing to continue this case and go back to 
the City of Sand Springs to discuss the possibility of amending the 
Comprehensive Plan map, then come back before the Planning Commission. In 
response, Mr. Grimm stated that he believes that is the wishes of the Planning 
Commission. Mr. McArtor stated that there would be no guarantee of the 
rezoning, but it may alleviate some of the concerns. Mr. Grimm stated that he 
would agree to continue the rezoning application. 

Mr. Ard stated that he is not sure what a continuance would do for the applicant 
or the Planning Commission. Mr. Ard expressed concerns with access to the 
subject property and he doesn't see this as a commercial parcel. Perhaps it 
could be used as office light. Mr. Ard recommended that the zoning case be 
denied and if the applicant would like to go back to Sand Springs, then he can 
come back with a new application. He doesn't want to give the applicant any 
false hope that he would receive the CG zoning. 

Mr. Shivel stated that he would agree with Mr. Ard that there has to be 
clarification with the City of Sand Springs before the Planning Commission can 
make any determination. Mr. Shive! moved to deny CZ-395 for CG zoning. 

Ms. \Nright asked staff about a letter received from the Oklahoma Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) regarding easements for future expansions and should it 
be looked at each time there is an application along a highway. In response, Ms. 
Matthews stated that she believes that it is the applicant's responsibility to do 
that. She further stated that in the past ODOT has looked unkindly at outdoor 
advertising signs in the corridors when the zoning was changed expressly for an 
outdoor advertising sign. 

Mr. Sparks stated that he is familiar with the subject property and he believes 
that this should be denied until there is better clarity from the City of Sand 
Springs on whether they want change the zoning. 

Ms. Cantrell stated that she doesn't see herself supporting CG at all and perhaps 
some CS uses and she could see OL. 

09:17:08:2526(48) 



Mr. Marshall asked staff if the applicant can use this application to apply for OL. 
In response, Ms. Matthews stated that the fees for this application have been 
spent and if he came with a new proposal, it would have to be a new application. 

Ms. Matthews stated that it would be cleaner to come in with a new application. 

Mr. Marshall stated that in his opinion the subject parcel has no value for 
residential development, unless perhaps apartments. He believes that the 
applicant should go back to the City of Sand Springs and have this changed. Mr. 
Marshall concluded that he will have to go with the recommendation of denial. 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION of CANTELL, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Ard, Cantrell, Marshall, McArtor, 
Shivel, Sparks, Walker, Wright "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, 
Midget, Smaligo, "absent") to recommend DENIAL of CG zoning for CZ-395 per 
staff recommendation. 

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

OTHER BUSINESS: 

21. Review and approve TMAPC 2009 Meeting Schedule 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

2009 SCHEDULE 

Tuisa Metropoiitan Area Pianning 
Commission (TMAPC) 

JANUARY 

7th 

21st 

28th meeting and 
worksession 

FEBRUARY 

4th 

18th 

25th meeting and 
worksession 

MARCH 

4th 

18th 

25th meeting and 
worksession 
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APRIL MAY JUNE 

1st 6th 3rd 

15th 20th 17th 

22nd meeting and 27th meeting and 24th meeting and 
worksession worksession worksession 

JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER 

1st 5th 2nd 

15th 19th 16th 

22nd meeting and 26th meeting and 23rd meeting and 
worksession worksession worksession 

OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER 

7th 4th 2nd 

21st 18th meeting and 16th meeting and 
worksession worksession 

28th meeting and 
worksession 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

Ms. Huntsinger stated that she is not asking for approval of location of meeting, 
but simple the dates for 2009 and so that the meeting room can be reserved for 
next year. 

Planning Commission agreed with the recommended 2009 TMAPC meeting 
dates. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting adjourned at 
4:10p.m. 

Date Approved: 

Chairman 
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