










































the land use. Ms. Cantrell further stated that she was surprised that this is an 
area of growth and wonders if staff has more insight. Mr. Alberty stated that staff 
did look at this closely. The area of growth would extend to Quincy, but that area 
of growth was also found appropriate for residential growth even though it shows 
currently being an existing neighborhood . On the fringe areas adjacent to 
commercial areas, transitional areas would include small apartments and 
townhouse development. If it would be considered no growth, then the existing 
single-family development would be considered not changed unless it was 
changed into a single-family residential category. The distinction is that outside 
the boundaries for non-residential growth. This was not expanded and the line 
was held constant to the Brookside Plan, even though there were suggestions of 
expanding the lines. Growth is anticipated, but it is residential growth according 
to the Comprehensive Plan and basically according to the Brookside Plan as 
well. Ms. Cantrell stated that as she recalls the very definition of an existing 
neighborhood was that there would not be substantial growth and it would be 
more about rehabilitation, reuse, etc. Mr. Alberty stated that the difference is that 
we wanted to accept the Brookside lnfill Development Plan, which already had 
anticipated and had several recent applications where land has gone from RS-3 
to townhouses and some light low density multifamily. 

Mr. Carnes stated that parking is needed in the subject area and he doesn't think 
the Planning Commission didn't specifically eliminate parking . Mr. Alberty stated 
that he believes Mr. Carnes is talking about south one block of the subject 
property there is some PK parking extended into the area to the east. Mr. 
Carnes pointed out that PK has been extended to the north and across the street 
as well. 

Mr. Leighty reminded the Planning Commission to please ask to be recognized 
before speaking. 

Mr. Shivel pointed out another application that had come before the Planning 
Commission for PK zoning. In response, Mr. Alberty stated that most of the 
cases the Planning Commission is recalling came before the Planning 
Commission prior to 2010 when the new Comprehensive Plan was adopted. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Ricky Jones, Tanner Consulting, 5323 South Lewis Avenue, 74105, stated that 
KJRH has been at their present location since 1954. KJRH is an active member 
in the Brookside Association. Mr. Jones explained that KJRH was approached 
by the owner of the subject tract to purchase the subject property. There is a 
parking problem along the Brookside area, especially along 3ih Street. KJRH 
would like to add to their existing parking lot utilizing the subject property. 

Mr. Jones explained that he tried to use the Brookside Design Criteria to design 
the parking lot plan. There is no access onto 3ih Street being proposed for the 
new parking lot. The proposed parking lot will tie into the existing parking lot and 
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all egress/ingress will be through the existing access onto 3ih Street. The 
landscaping proposed is heavily landscaping with a wrought-iron fence as 
suggested in the plan. After developing the plan he met with the representatives 
of the Brookside Neighborhood Association and found them in support of the 
application. Mr. Jones indicated that he met with the Brookside Business 
Association and made a presentation and they were supportive of this 
application. One week later he made a formal presentation before the Brookside 
Neighborhood Association. County Commissioner Keith was present and 
indicated that she is in favor of the subject proposal. At the neighborhood 
association meeting it was discussed about amending the Brookside Plan and he 
tried to match the new Comprehensive Plan because there are areas where 
parking extends farther and it is hard to determine where that line stops and 
where it starts. Both the Brookside Business Association and the Brookside 
Neighborhood Association submitted letters of support and are in the agenda 
packets. Mr. Jones indicated that he personally sent letters to all of the abutting 
property owners and met with the abutting property owners. Mr. Simon indicated 
that he is in favor of the subject proposal. Mr. Jones stated that he also met with 
Mr. Thiessen and came to an agreement to install solid screening along the east 
side, which abuts his property. Mr. Jones further stated that he is recommending 
a concrete fence that looks like stone and is earth-tone in color. Mr. Jones 
indicated that he is willing to work with Mr. Thiessen on the height, the length and 
the material of the fence . Mr. Jones stated that he talked with the Administrative 
Assistant of the property owner to the north who owns the duplex and hasn't 
heard back from him. Mr. Jones further stated that he contacted Ms. Neeb and 
met with her Friday evening and explained the proposal to her. He expressed his 
surprise that Ms. Neeb circulated a petition without seeing the proposal and the 
people that signed the petition hadn't seen the proposal. Mr. Jones stated that 
Ms. Neeb authorized him to say that her first position is that she would rather not 
have the parking lot, but if the Planning Commission is inclined to approve the 
request she would recommend a solid fence on the east property line. 

Mr. Jones stated that the parking that occurs on the street at this time is primarily 
KJRH employees. They have approximately 50 spaces and they have 
approximately 115 employees. There are two times during the day where shifts 
overlap and then there is a real parking problem. KJRH is zoned CHand prior to 
1984, there was no parking requirement in a CH-zoned district. This proposal 
will not solve the parking problem, but it will help the problem. The proposal will 
get the KJRH employees off of the street and into their own parking lot. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Midget asked Mr. Jones if he was sure the Brookside Neighborhood 
Association President communicated this proposal to the association and may it 
not have been encumbered upon the developer or applicant to try and notify the 
residents that are abutting this before going forth with the development plan 
rather than say that they didn't have a copy and don't know why they were 
opposed to it. Mr. Jones stated that the President of the Neighborhood 
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Association was present at the meeting and saw the plan and wrote the letter in 
favor of it. Mr. Jones further stated that he thought by giving the Brookside 
Business Association approval that he had cleared the hurdle and then went one 
step further and contacted the abutting property owners, but he didn't think he 
needed to go a step further and send it out to more people around the subject 
property. Mr. Jones explained that he thought the Brookside Neighborhood 
Association meeting would have covered that. Mr. Jones further explained that 
once he saw the petition, he did meet with Ms. Neeb and explained to her the 
proposal. Mr. Jones concluded that he thought he had his bases covered. 

Ms. Cantrell stated that it seems to her that the lot to the south would have been 
better since it is directly across the street from some parking. Ms. Cantrell asked 
if it was a consideration or did this property fell into KJRH's lap. In response, Mr. 
Jones stated that it is just what fell into their lap. KJRH by no means want to be 
perceived as some "big box" that goes out and gobbles up property. They would 
have continued business as usual and minding their own business, but this 
property owner came to them asking if they would like to purchase the property. 
If the property to the south is ever available, then KJRH would entertain 
purchasing the property. Ms. Cantrell stated that this application has two strikes, 
it is surrounded on three sides by residential and it is against the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

Mr. Jones stated that the existing parking lot is fenced and is not available to the 
public. KJRH parks their vans and employee parking on the existing parking lot 
and it is fenced and gated for security reasons. KJRH has a problem with 
stalkers and that is another reason for wanting to secure their parking lot. They 
have recentiy hired a fuii-time security guard to watch the areas. The empioyees' 
vehicles have been vandalized in the past and the additional secured parking will 
help with that issue. KJRH does share parking with a church nearby when it isn't 
in use for church services. The cost of developing the parking lot will be 
astronomical for adding 24 parking spaces. 

In response to Mr. Edwards, Mr. Jones stated that the proposed parking lot will 
be secured parking and not available for public access. Mr. Jones stated that 
KJRH currently has approximately 50 parking spaces and the extra 24 spaces 
will help. 

INTERESTED PARTIES COMMENTS: 

Guy Thiessen, 1332 East 3th Street, 74105, stated that he has met with KJRH 
representatives and Mr. Jones and they explained the site plan. He has not seen 
the details for the solid wall/fence, but he has been assured that they are looking 
at a solid fence to be erected along the lot-line. Pending his review of that and 
satisfaction of the privacy issues that he has, along with an assurance that the 
wall will be maintained by KJRH in perpetuity and that is a part of the approval 
process, then he doesn't anticipate having an objection to the proposed plan. 
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Mr. Liotta stated that he does feel the need to disclose that he knows Mr. 
Thiessen and his wife and he has not discussed this issue with them and was 
surprised to see him today. 

Leroy Welborn, 3647 South Peoria, 74105, stated that he is the owner of the 
property that Best Electric and Hardware is located. He indicated that he is very 
encouraged to see KJRH coming forward with a parking lot. There are problems 
on 3ih Street with cars parking along the street and blocking traffic and 
deliveries. Mr. Welborn believes that the proposal will help alleviate the parking 
on 371

h Street. Mr. Welborn stated that he would prefer to see some of the trees 
taken out of the proposal and put in twelve more parking spaces. He further 
stated that he would encourage the Planning Commission to look into 
straightening out the boundary lines. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. Jones stated that maybe he wasn't clear when he said he met with the 
Brookside Neighborhood Association and made a presentation. There were 
approximately 35 residents present at the meeting. The presentation wasn't 
before just the board. 

Mr. Jones thanked Mr. Thiessen for coming today and speaking. His father lives 
on the property abutting the subject property. Mr. Jones indicated that he tried to 
talk with Mr. Thiessen's father and he never answered his door. Mr. Thiessen's 
father is one of the Protestants who signed the petition that Ms. Neeb circulated. 
It is ironic that one of the people signing the petition is now somewhat in favor of 
it. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Leighty asked Mr. Jones if KJRH would consider a continuance and try to 
meet with the people that signed the petition and get more support. Mr. Jones 
stated that it is an option, but he can't make everybody happy and he does have 
the Neighborhood Association's support and the abutting neighbor's support. Mr. 
Leighty stated that there are 27 signatures on the petition, which represents 
about 20 households and that is something that has to be considered. 

Mr. Carnes stated that he would like to make a motion to vote on this item today. 

Mr. Leighty stated that he would like to finish the discussion and then consider a 
motion. 

Mr. Perkins stated that he has had ex parte communication with Mr. Jones for 
more information and the ability to understand the proposal fully and he doesn't 
believe it has swayed him in anyway. Mr. Jones explained that Mr. Thiessen's 
father didn't know that he had been talking with his son to work out the details. 
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Ms. Cantrell stated that she is struggling with this and it is not necessarily that 
she has a problem with it except that it is an isolated spot. The whole point of the 
Brookside Plan was not to stop change, but to make that change a little bit more 
predictable and give some reassurances to the neighbors. This proposal creates 
a lot of uncertainty. She is not necessarily opposed to it, but she would feel 
better if there was a plan and if it is time to change the Brookside borders then it 
should be done but not reactionary. Ms. Cantrell stated that she is inclined not to 
support it simply because she thinks it needs to follow a change in the plan. The 
neighbors need some assurance that this won't be a domino effect and that they 
will start losing more and more residential lots. She doesn't see this as a bad 
plan and she understands the need for expanding parking. 

Mr. Leighty stated that during the new Comprehensive Plan meetings it was 
agreed that all of the small area plans would be revisited and with the new 
Planning Director and the update of the Zoning Code, this would certainly be 
something on the agenda. He doesn't know how fast something like that will 
happen. 

Mr. Liotta stated that he is struggling with this as well. A lot of effort over time 
has been made to develop a plan for the Brookside area that makes sense and 
takes all concerns into the plan. A plan is a guide and is used to attempt to stay 
consistent, but it also gives the Planning Commission the ability to make 
exceptions where there is a demonstrated continuing need. He believes that this 
threshold is met in this application because the Planning Commission would 
never have approved a commercial business to ever go in with such limited 
parking. This plan is an attempt to address that problem and the applicant has 
gone to significant effort to get buy-in from the neighborhood and the affected 
parties. Mr. Liotta indicated that he is inclined to support the applicant's 
proposal. 

Mr. Dix stated that he whole-heartedly agrees with Mr. Welborn's comments 
about straightening up the lines in the Brookside Plan. To allow these 
businesses to have no parking and having cars parked in front of the neighbors' 
houses is far worse than any encroachment in area of growth or stability in his 
opinion. He doesn't remember any discussion during the adoption of the new 
Comprehensive Plan that an area of growth had to be only single-family. He 
wouldn't have voted for that. If it can't change, then why is it an area of growth? 
Mr. Dix stated that he will support this application and if there is anybody else 
along that area who needs more parking, he would support them as well if they 
are able to obtain the property. 

Mr. Walker stated that he feels that the approval and support of the 
Neighborhood Association and the Business Association are too compelling to 
deny this application. He was surprised that there was a petition against this. 
The parking is needed and he would like to make a motion to approve the PK 
zoning and the PUD. 
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Mr. Leighty stated that he would like to have more discussion first. 

Mr. Edwards stated that he is in support of Mr. Dix's and Mr. Walker's comments. 
The Comprehensive Plan is a guide and is not set in stone. When a situation 
arises and it makes sense to deviate from the plan a little bit and he believes that 
this is one of those situations. He fully understands staff's position, but looking 
on the practical standpoint it will take 20+ cars off of the street and taking 20 cars 
off of the street in the subject area is needed. Mr. Edwards stated that he will be 
supporting this application. 

Mr. Midget stated that he will be supporting this application. The reason he is 
supporting it is because had the subject property had been available during the 
Brookside Plan study, it would have been designated as PK. The one thing 
everyone recognized during the study was the need for parking. It has been 
difficult to find a solution to the parking issue. The properties that will be most 
immediately affected by this proposal don't have a problem with this application. 
The petition does have a lot of signatures, but some of the addresses are one 
block away and not on the same block as the proposal. 

Mr. Shivel stated that this is the second time the Planning Commission has had 
to make a decision based on the nuisances of the edge of some of the areas of 
growth versus areas of stability. Frankly, we can't wait to have a precise 
determination across the board in order to do that. He shares other persons' 
concerns about encroaching into neighborhoods too. Mr. Shive! stated that he 
lives four blocks east of 3ih and he is very much aware of Mr. Welborn's 
comments about the parking at the corner and blocking deliveries. If people will 
park in a parking lot and off of the street, he would be in support of this. 

Mr. Perkins stated that he will be in support of this application. He requested that 
the wall and maintenance be made a part of the PUD standards. 

Mr. Sansone made a suggestion of wording to be placed within the PUD 
standards to address the solid wall fence and maintenance of the fence. Mr. 
Perkins stated that he would like to extend the solid wall to all residential sides. 

Mr. Jones stated that he didn't talk with the property owner to the south about a 
solid wall and he did see the site plan showing the wrought iron fence. Mr. Jones 
further stated that he doesn't want to swap out something that the property owner 
to the south didn't see. Mr. Jones explained that he would do whatever the 
Planning Commission wants. 

Mr. Leighty suggested that Mr. Carnes make a motion and then see if he will 
accept a friendly amendment. 
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TMAPC Action; 11 members present: 
On MOTION of CARNES, TMAPC voted 10-1-0 (Carnes, Dix, Edwards, Leighty, 
Liotta, Midget, Perkins, Shivel, Stirling, Walker "aye"; Cantrell "nay"; none 
"abstaining"; none "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of the PK zoning for Z-
7185. 

Mr. Carnes stated that the Planning Commission, Dane Matthews, Mr. Beattie, 
and Nancy Apgar spent hours in Brookside to solve their problems. This is a 
perfect example of a landscaped lot, which will beautify the neighborhood and 
work toward what everyone has been working for. Mr. Carnes thanked the 
Planning Commission for letting him make the motion. 

TMAPC Action; 11 members present: 
On MOTION of CARNES, TMAPC voted 11-0-0 (Cantrell, Carnes, Dix, Edwards, 
Leighty, Liotta, Midget, Perkins, Shivel, Stirling, Walker "aye"; no "nay"; none 
"abstaining"; none "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of PUD-789, subject to 
the east boundary having a six-foot solid masonry screening wall, earth tone in 
color as proposed by the applicant, and suggest that this area be reviewed for an 
update. (Language underlined has been added and language with a strike­
through has been deleted.) 

Legal Description for Z-7185/PUD-789: 
Lot 4, Block 2, Lee Dell Addition, an addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof. 

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

OTHER BUSINESS: 
28. Discussion and consideration of the proposed schedule for remaining 

area of the Pearl District 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

1. Meetings with Pearl District business property owners- November 2011 

2. Central Park Proposed Regulating Plan presentation - December 2011 

3. TMAPC public hearing to consider Proposed Regulating Plan - January 
2012 

4. City Council consideration of recommended Regulating Plan - February 
2012 

5. TMAPC public hearing to consider Form-Based Code zoning for balance 
of the Pearl District- March 2012 
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6. City Council consideration of the recommended Form-Based Code zoning 
for the balance of the Pearl District -April 2012 

7. Publication of the Form-Based Code zoning ordinance for the balance of 
the Pearl District- April 2012 

Mr. Alberty stated that this is a tentative schedule. Mr. Alberty explained the 
intentions of the meeting and noticing. The noticing will be done in a number 
of ways: newspapers, INCOG and City websites, word-of-mouth, and 
notifying homeowners associations that are registered. All of this is prior to 
the advertised public hearing, which would be hopefully in January 2012. 
Staff will keep the Planning Commission apprised of specific dates and when 
it goes to the public hearing it will have notification to all of the property 
owners in the subject area and within 300 feet radius of the subject property, 
which are over one thousand property owners that will be notified. There will 
also be at least 50 signs posted in the subject area. Mr. Alberty stated that he 
wouldn't expect this to be concluded with one public hearing and he isn't sure 
how many will be needed. 

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

29. Z-6001-SP-3a Sisemore Weisz & Associates/Olympia Land 
Development, LLC, Refund Request for minor amendment, staff 
determined that the minor amendment is unnecessary. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Mr. Sansone stated that the applicant has requested a refund. 
determined that the minor amendment was unnecessary and 
recommending a refund of $400.00. 

It was 
staff is 

Applicant indicated his agreement with the staff recommendation. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 11 members present: 
On MOTION of MIDGET, TMAPC voted 11-0-0 (Cantrell, Carnes, Dix, 
Edwards, Leighty, Liotta, Midget, Perkins, Shivel, Stirling, Walker "aye"; no 
"nays"; none "abstaining"; none "absent") to APPROVE the refund for minor 
amendment Z-6001-SP-3a in the amount of $400.00 per staff 
recommendation. 

* * * * * * * *· * * * * 
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Commissioners' Comments 

TMAPC Action; 11 members present: 
On MOTION of CARNES, TMAPC voted 11-0-0 (Cantrell, Carnes, Dix, Edwards, 
Leighty, Liotta, Midget, Perkins, Shivel, Stirling, Walker "aye"; no "nays"; none 
"abstaining"; none "absent") to ADJOURN TMAPC meeting No. 2613. 

There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting adjourned at 
2:47p.m. 

Chairman 

ATTEST: ~ $b;fS;G, 
Secretary 
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