






















































































STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
PUD-218-A is a fully developed 7.05 acre tract located at the southeast corner of 
East 21st Street South and South Yorktown Avenue. The tract is flat and is the 
site of an existing 16-story apartment building (see attached Exhibit C-3). 

The purpose of major amendment PUD-218-A is to add Antenna and Supporting 
Structure only within Use Unit 4 - Protection and Utilities as a permitted use 
within Development Area A of the PUD. This would allow for cellular antenna to 
be mounted on the top of the building (see attached Exhibits). The proposal 
does not include plans to construct a free-standing cellular tower on which the 
antenna would be mounted. 

Triggering the need for the major amendment is the application for building 
permits to place the antenna on top of the building. Upon application for the 
permits it was discovered that the cellular use is not a permitted use in the PUD. 

Since the proposal does not include any significant construction and should not 
affect any surrounding properties staff views the addition of the use as not 
significantly altering the character of the PUD. As a note, should a free-standing 
cellular tower be proposed in the future staff will recommend that the applicant 
return to the TMAPC and City Council with a PUD major amendment application. 

Staff finds the additional use and intensity of development proposed to be in 
harmony with the spirit and intent of the Code. Staff finds PUD-218-A 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-218-A subject to the following 
conditions: 

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

2. Development Standards: 

All conditions of PUD-218 shall remain effective with the addition of the 
following: 

DEVELOPMENT AREA A: 

Permitted Uses*: 

Uses are limited to Use Unit 8 - Multi-Family and Similar Uses for a multi-story 
residential building and customary accessory uses including off-street parking, 
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recreational facilities including clubhouses and swimming pools and services 
facilities customarily accessory to a multi-story residential building and Antenna 
and Supporting Structure only as permitted within Use Unit 4 - Protection and 
Utilities .. 

* Should an applicant seek to construct a free-standing cellular tower for location of 
antenna that proposal will be brought to the TMAPC in the form of a major amendment 
application. 

Subject to conditions recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee which 
are approved by TMAPC. 

TAC Comments: 

General: No comments. 
Water: No comments. 
Fire: No comments. 
Stormwater: No comments. 
Wastewater: No comments. 
Transportation: No comments. 
INCOG Transportation: 

• MSHP: No comments 
• LRTP: No comments. 
• TMP: No comments. 
• Transit: No comments. 

Traffic: No comments. 
GIS: No comments. 
Street Addressing: No Comments. 
Inspection Services: No comments. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Walker asked if they are replacing the antenna or adding a new one. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Belinda Bodie, 1811 Auburn Avenue, Monroe, LA 71201, representing Verizon, 
stated that she applied for a permit to replace the existing antennas with the new 
4G antennas and it was discovered that the PUD had never been amended to 
allow the antennas on the roof. She explained that she had her original building 
permit for the existing antennas, but somehow it was missed in 2008 that the 
PUD wasn't amended. 
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TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION of CANTRELL, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Cantrell, Dix, Edwards, 
Leighty, Liotta, Perkins, Stirling, Walker "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; 
Carnes, Midget, Shivel "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of the major 
amendment for PUD-218-A per staff recommendation. 

Legal Description for PUD-218-A 
Lot 1, Block1, The Yorktown, an addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of 
Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof. 

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

Mr. Carnes in at 3:08p.m. 

22.AC-106- Sack & Associates/Mark B. Capron/Life Park Christian Church , 
Location: 5900 South Union Avenue, Alternative Compliance Landscape 
Plan Life Park Christian Church, OUCS/PUD, (CD-2) 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The applicant is requesting TMAPC approval of an alternative compliance 
landscape plan for the Life Park Christian Church. 

The proposed plan does not meet the technical requirements of Chapter 10 of 
the Zoning Code because 15 trees required in the street yard landscaped area 
are not being provided. In the alternative, the applicant proposes to preserve 77 
existing trees in the interior of the lot as the landscaping for the entire lot. 

To encourage the preservation of mature trees, section 1002, C-4 of the code 
allows existing trees with a 6-inch or greater caliper to be counted as two trees 
toward the over-all site tree count. Staff contends that the intent of this provision 
was to encourage the preservation of mature trees and not to be used as an 
alternative to street yard landscaping which contributes to the aesthetic quality of 
Tulsa's streets. The code also states that alternative compliance landscape 
plans must be "equivalent to or better than" the requirements of chapter 10 of the 
code. 

There is a 16-inch high pressure gas line located within the street yard along 
South Union Avenue. The gas line is located in a 17.5 utility easement 
immediately adjacent to the South Union Avenue right-of-way (ROW). The street 
yard for the tract is 50-feet wide measured from the property line. This leaves an 
area 32.5-feet wide remaining for the street yard trees to be planted. Per the 
attached plan, there is a single light-pole located in the median within the entry to 
the lot. This light pole is located within the 17.5-foot utility easement and is 
placed directly over or very near the gas line. 
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When reviewing alternative compliance landscape plans staff looks for factors 
unusual to the land or the use of the buildings and land in combination that 
create circumstances requiring an alternative to the technical requirements of 
Chapter 10. Generally, requests for alternative compliance involve a few parking 
spaces not being within the required distance of landscaped areas or the 
relocation of a few parking area or street yard trees. In this particular instance 
staff does not see any such factors that substantiate the need for alternative 
compliance landscaping. 

Therefore, staff recommends DENIAL of alternative compliance landscape plan 
AC-106. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Ms. Cantrell asked staff how many trees the applicant is required to plant along 
the street. In response, Mr. Sansone that the applicant would need to plant 15 
trees along Union Avenue. Ms. Cantrell asked if they were able to use some of 
the existing trees to reduce their parking. Mr. Sansone stated that the site is 
currently over-parked. 

In response to Mr. Dix, Mr. Sansone stated that the high pressure gas line has a 
15-foot wide easement and the street yard is 50 feet in width. The trees could be 
planted within the 50-foot area and it doesn't have to be up against the right-of­
way. There is enough room in the 50-foot area to allow for the 15-foot wide high­
pressure gas line easement and plant the trees. Mr. Sansone stated that the 
trees can be planted in a group in one location. The applicant chose to put the 
driveway where it is currently located and they knew that there were landscaping 
requirements for the street yard, that there was a high-pressure gas line there 
and that there was a 50-foot wide street yard. The fact that there is paving on 
the southern portion of the site where there should or could be street yard and 
the fact that the site is over-parked; staff can't take that into consideration. The 
trees can be place anywhere within the street yard and they could avoid the 
entire southern portion. Mr. Dix asked if the location of the drive was ever 
discussed with the applicant. Mr. Sansone stated that when the site plan came 
through there was indication that street yard landscaping was going to be an 
issue and the location of the drive wasn't discussed. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Mark Capron, Sack & Associates, 3530 East 31st Street, 7 4135, stated that the 
City of Tulsa has an excellent landscape code and it is very effective. This is a 
unique property and his client was able to save trees onsite. This is a low­
intensity use and they appreciate the trees onsite. Typically a builder will clear 
the land and put the building and parking lot as close to the street as possible, 
but this didn't happen on the subject property. Unfortunately the existing trees 
are not located where they are needed to count as being in the street yard. He 
believes that there are trees that were cleared when the gas line was installed. 
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Mr. Capron submitted photographs of the subject property (Exhibit B-1) and 
indicated that one can't see the building from the street due to the existing trees. 
He commented that he maintains that the street yard is wider than the 50 feet. If 
his client is forced to put in trees it wouldn't be the mature trees that were 
preserved during construction. Mr. Capron stated that the existing trees on the 
subject property today are equal to or better than the Code. The pipeline can't 
restrict his client from planting trees within the street yard, but they prefer that he 
didn't. The gas line companies prefer to not have the trees there because they 
fly by to check for leaks. Mr. Capron stated that the driveway is positioned where 
it is because they wanted to save the existing trees. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Leighty asked Mr. Capron what he is proposing to do other than leave the 
existing trees. Mr. Capron stated that is what he is proposing and he is 
committing to preserve the trees. Mr. Capron explained that the 15 trees that he 
is required to plant would be small in size and the existing trees are many years 
old and larger than anything he could plant. 

Mr. Dix questioned the list of trees that were preserved and the type of trees. Mr. 
Dix suggested that some of the trees be removed that and move the drive to the 
west and free up some space. Mr. Capron stated that the drive and parking is 
already built and can't be moved. Mr. Capron further stated that he is not 
maintaining that his client can't conform to the compliance. 

Mr. Carnes out at 3:30 p.m. 

Mr. Leighty asked Mr. Capron if this is really due to the expense. Mr. Capron 
stated that he would defer to his client. It does cost to plant and irrigate the 
trees. The building is significantly away from the irrigation area. Mr. Leighty 
asked Mr. Capron if he had any idea what the cost would be to be in full 
compliance. Mr. Capron stated that he doesn't know the cost. 

Ms. Cantrell suggested that relief for the south side be granted and plant the 
trees on the north portion. Mr. Capron stated that he is not asking to waive the 
required trees and if the gas line weren't there, there would be existing trees 
there. He is asking to widen the street yard from 50 feet to 260 feet and call it 
landscaped. This is not a commercial site and the building is farther from the 
street. Ms. Cantrell stated that she appreciates the trees being preserved, but 
the street yard tree requirement is different from the requirement for trees. It 
creates a different feel, provides more shade where the asphalt is located, there 
is different reason for street trees as opposed to trees in general. 

Mr. Capron introduced Cecil Henninger, representing the owner. 
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Cecil Henninger, 5900 South Union, 74107, Associate Pastor, stated that the 
trees are what attracted him to the subject property. There are trees that are 
estimated to be over 200 years old. A lot of effort went into preserving the trees 
during designing and development of the subject property. Mr. Henninger cited 
the surrounding properties and their lack of trees. Mr. Henninger explained that 
he is working on trimming the existing trees where one can see through them to 
keep the subject property like a park. There is a natural greenbelt to the north 
that he is preserving to keep as much of the natural resources around another 
old tree. 

Mr. Henninger stated he believes having the trees in the 50-foot street yard 
would take away from the look of the subject property. Having the new 1 % inch 
trees planted across the front would be a detriment to what he is trying to do with 
the look and feel of the subject property. 

Mr. Leighty asked Mr. Henninger what kind of investment he would have in the 
subject property after it is fully developed. In response, Mr. Henninger stated 
that it will be over three million for the entire 28 acres plus the subject project. 
Mr. Leighty stated that the reason he is having problems with this is that this is a 
three million dollar development and the Planning Commission is asking for a 
couple of thousand dollars in trees. The Planning Commission tries to be 
consistent, and to make an exception on the subject property there has to be 
some compelling reasons. Mr. Leighty explained that he would have less of 
problem with this request if the applicant offered something in return for not 
planting the trees. Mr. Henninger stated that it will cost to run a sprinkler system 
through the entire 400 feet of frontage at approximately $25,000.00. To run a 
line from the rear of the subject building to the front is $6,000.00 and he thought 
he had enough trees to off-set the parking lot trees. This wasn't requested 
simply for the money reason. There could be a lot more done for landscaping 
with the $25,000.00 than putting in 15 trees that 1 % inches in diameter. There 
could be water fountains, etc. to enhance the look of the subject property. He 
was informed that today's application was a tree issue and not landscaping or 
anything else. The $25,000.00 will be spent and the tap has been installed for 
the sprinkler system. There are plans for landscaping, but he would rather not 
plant trees in the frontage due to security and to use the money to enhance other 
areas of the landscaping. 

Mr. Leighty stated that this is tough call, but he can't support this application and 
will have to support staff's recommendation to deny this. Looking at the overall 
investment of the subject property, the TMAPC would like to get something in 
return for the alternative compliance. 

Mr. Dix stated that he is still trying to figure out how come this is just now coming 
to the forefront after construction is done. He indicated that when he worked for 
QuikTrip they always had their landscape compliance before the building permits 
were issued. This should have been addressed earlier by the applicant. Staff is 
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going by the ordinance and if this had been done during the permitting process, 
the driveway could have been easily taken a different direction and this wouldn't 
be an issue. The applicant has brought this on themselves and they have to deal 
with it. 

Ms. Cantrell stated that she believes that in the past the Planning Commission 
has granted relief from the street yard frontage and she would be willing to give 
some relief. The applicant may not be interested because they seem to want all 
or nothing. Ms. Cantrell indicated that she could support eight to ten trees rather 
than the 15 required. 

Mr. Liotta stated that he would be supportive of some relief because of the high­
pressure gas line. It could be somewhat grounded with 15 trees. 

Mr. Leighty asked Mr. Capron how he would feel about a compromise. Mr. 
Capron stated that it would help. He explained what he is trying to communicate 
is that the front yard is bigger and he is not trying to get something for nothing; 
there was a great investment in saving the existing trees and building around 
them. Mr. Leighty stated that the applicant didn't save the trees for the purpose 
of meeting the landscaping chapter, but rather saved the trees because they 
have value and add value to the subject property. Mr. Capron stated that they 
could plant trees in the north end and be compliant with the Code. 

In response to Mr. Boulden, Mr. Leighty stated that he wasn't looking for a 
continuance. 

Ms. Cantrell stated that she understands that the requirement is the total number 
and he can plant them anywhere along the street yard frontage. 

In response to Mr. Leighty, Mr. Sansone stated that he would rather see eight 
trees in the street yard than no trees in the street yard. Mr. Sansone stated that 
he agrees with Mr. Henninger that coming from the north it is difficult to see the 
church, but coming from the south you can see the church through the parking 
area. Mr. Sansone stated that the requirement is that properties abutting arterial 
streets have to maintain the public ground and abide by the Code. 

Mr. Perkins stated that the street yard trees are for the beautification of Tulsa and 
not the beautification of the land owners. Mr. Perkins indicated that he can't 
support this application or a compromise. 

Mr. Stirling stated that 15 trees is the minimum and no one is stating that they 
can only be 1 % inches in diameter; they could be larger. This should have come 
up earlier before the driveway and he will have to support the staff 
recommendation. 

06:01:11 :2603(50) 



Mr. Edwards stated that the landscape requirements are there for a reason and 
reducing the trees really does not serve a purpose. Mr. Edwards indicated that 
he is opposed to this application. 

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 LEIGHTY, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Cantrell, Dix, Edwards, Leighty, 
Liotta, Perkins Stirling, Walker "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, 
Shivel, Midget "absent") to DENY the alternative compliance landscape plan per 
staff recommendation. 

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

OTHER BUSINESS: 
23. Discussion of City Council Consensus 2011-11 

Council consensus directing the Tulsa Metropolitan Area Planning Commission 
to hold public hearings, analyze and recommend to the City Council ordinance 
amendments to the Zoning Code of the City of Tulsa to amend Title 42, Section 
11 03 of the Tulsa Revised Ordinances by deleting subsection (A) (3). 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Mr. Alberty informed the Planning Commission that the City Council has 
requested the Planning Commission to hold public hearings and analyze and 
recommend to the City Council amendments to the Zoning Code regarding 
Section 1103, (A) (3). 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Leighty stated that he has the highest respect for the City Councilors and the 
work that they do. They are elected officials and the Planning Commission is a 
recommending body, but he is surprised to see this come forward like this. Mr. 
Leighty questioned if the City Council fully understands what they are requesting, 
especially now that we are trying to move forward and implement a new 
comprehensive plan with limited tools to do so until the Zoning Code is revised. 
The PUD is the only tool the Planning Commission really has in order to 
implement the new plan. This would basically take one tool out of the tool box 
and hamstring things. Mr. Leighty concluded that this doesn't make any sense 
whatsoever and he personally does not see the need to hold a public hearing to 
discuss this. 
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Mr. Boulden stated that the Planning Commission is obligated to hold the public 
hearings as requested by the City Council. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION of LEIGHTY, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Cantrell, Dix, Edwards, Leighty, 
Liotta, Perkins, Stirling, Walker "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, 
Midget, Shivel "absent") to APPROVE to direct staff to advertise and set a public 
hearing for July 6, 2011 to analyze and provide a report to the City Council 
regarding the consideration of amending the Zoning Code, Section 1103, 
Subsection (A) (3). 

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

24. *Approval of Consent to Vacation of Methodist Manor Plat, Plat No. 3941 
and Amended Plat of Methodist Manor, Plat No. 4406. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Mr. Boulden stated that this is to clean up land records. The subject property has 
been replatted and there are covenants in place and this would remove the old 
underlying plats. 

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 CANTRELL, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Cantrell, Dix, Edwards, 
Leighty, Liotta, Perkins, Stirling, Walker "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; 
Carnes, Midget, Shivel "absent") to APPROVE the consent to vacation of 
Methodist Manor Plat, Plat No. 3941 and Amended Plat of Methodist Manor, Plat 
No. 4406 per staff recommendation. 

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

Commissioners' Comments 
None. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting adjourned at 
4:05p.m. 

ATTEST :~-=~~c~~\~?>:;=~~~~2~ .... _ 

Q Secretary 

Chairman 
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