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The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted in the office of the City 
Auditor, Room 919, City Hall, at 9:50 a.m., as well as in the Reception Area 
of the INCOG Offices. 

Chairman Parmele called the meeting to order at 2:10 p.m. 

REPORTS: 

Director's Report: 
Mr. Jerry Lasker advised the Commission that the City Commission has refer­
red the matter concerning automatic expiration of PUD's back to the Plan­
ning Commission, requesting more information. This will be studied further 
by the Staff and will be presented to the Planning Commission at a future 
meeting. 

The Staff is looking at next year's program and Mr. Lasker requested the 
Commission inform the Staff if they have any suggestions. 



CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING: 

Application Z-5765 
Applicant: Moody (Pennington) 
Location: 4200 South 33rd West Avenue 

Date of Application: October 8, 1982 
Date of Hearing: January 12, 1983 
Size of Tract: 250' x 140 1 

Presentation to TMAPC by: John Moody 
Address: Bank of Oklahoma Tower 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

Present Zoning: CS, RS-3 
Proposed Zoning: CG 

Phone: 588-2651 

The District 9 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -­
Residential. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the CG District is not in accor­
dance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 
The subject tract is located east of the intersection of 42nd Street South 
and 33rd West Avenue. It is 250 1 x 140 1 in size, contains one vacant 
single-family structure, is zoned a combination of CS and RS-3, and the 
applicant is requesting CG. The tract is abutted on the northwest, north 
and east by single-family dwellings zoned RS-3; on the south by a single­
family structure zoned RS-3; and west by single-family dwellings zoned 
RM-2. 

Based on the Comprehensive Plan designation, the surrounding land uses, 
and the zoning patterns in the area, the Staff cannot support the re­
quested zoning. 

Therefore, the Staff recommends DENIAL of the requested CG or CS zoning. 

For the record, the Board of Adjustment is the proper Board to address 
any change in the land use, since a change in zoning is unwarranted given 
the existing physical facts in the area. 

Mr. Gardner stated that, in talking with Mr. Moody, the Staff could sup­
port OL zoning, which could be found on that portion of the tract north of 
the existing CS, which would give him an opportunity to apply to the Board 
of Adjustment. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Mr. John Moody represented J & G Construction Company, who propose to con­
struct an office/wholesale warehouse complex, which would not be a retail 
center. A CG zoning classification would be required to allow a project 
OT 1:nlS type by f'ight" This property touches CG zoning at the southeast 
corner, there is an isolated island of RS-3 that is surrounded by CS and 
CG and there is RM-2 zoning across the street. Corridor zoning might have 
been considered; or, in recognition of the industrial development in the 
area, CG zoning would seem appropriate. However, after discussion with 
Mr. Gardner, Mr. Moody is willing to accept the recommendation of OL with 
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Application No. Z-5765 (continued) 

a Board of Adjustment special 
north 100 feet of the tract. 
Mr. Garnder explained this is 
ing with offices in front and 
north or east. 

Protestants: None. 

TMAPC Action: 7 members present. 

exception. The OL would apply only to the 
The south 150 feet ;s presently zoned CS. 
an unusual request that proposes one bui1d­
storage in the back and no access to the 

On MOTION of HIGGINS, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, T. Young, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Hennage, Mi 11 er, C. Young, Inhofe, "absent") to recommend to the Board of 
City Commissioners that the following described property be rezoned OL on 
the north 100 feet and to remain CS on the south 150 feet: 

Legal per Notice: 
The North 100 feet of the West 150 feet of the Southwest Quarter of 
the Northwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section 27, Town­
ship 19 North, Range 12 East of the Indian Base and Meridian, Tulsa 
County, State of Oklahoma, according to the U. S. Government Survey 
thereof, AND A tract of land in the Southwest Quarter of the North­
west Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section 27, Township 19 
North, Range 12 East of the Indian Base and Meridian, Tulsa County, 
State of Oklahoma, more particularly described as follows, to-wit: 
Beginning at the Northwest corner of the Northwest Quarter of the 
Northwest Quarter of Section 27; thence South 761.7 feet; thence 
East 30 feet for the point of beginning; thence East 150 feet; thence 
South 150 feet; thence West 150 feet; thence North 150 feet, to the 
point of beginning. 

Legal per Planning Commission Action: 

OL - ine North 100 feet of the West 150 feet of the Southwest Quarter 
of the Northwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section 27, Town­
ship 19 North, Range 12 East of the Indian Base and Meridian, Tulsa 
County, State of Oklahoma, according to the U. S. Government Survey 
thereof. 
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Z-5770 Nichols (Hardesty Development Co.) 71st Street South and South 
Sheridan Road in PUD #190 

Mr. Bob Nichols was present and advised the Commission that this appli­
cation is to be withdrawn. 

The Chair, without objection, withdrew this item. 
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ZONING PUBLIC HEARING: 

Application No. Z-5787 & PUD #306 Present Zoning: 

Applicant: William B. Jones Proposed Zoning: 

Location: Between 91st Street and 101 st Street South, 

Date of Application: 
Date of Hearing: 
Size of Tract: 

November 18, 1982 
January 12, 1983 
273.4 acres 

Presentation to TMAPC by: William B. Jones 
Address: 201 West 5th Street 

Request for Continuance: 

RM-2, RM-l, RS-3, AG 
and FD 
CS, RM-O, RM-l, RS-3 
and FD 

both sides of Delaware 

Phone: 581-8200 

Mr. Gene Buzzard was present for several homeowners in the Sycamore Hills 
Addition and requested a continuance of this zoning and PUD. However, 
Mr. Bill Jones, attorney for the applicants, would be opposed to the con­
tinuance due to the fact that several representatives of the development 
company were present from California. The application has been processed 
accordingly and he has met with the homeowners on two occasions. This is 
the first he has heard of a request for continuance and ample opportunity 
has been given them to request a timely continuance before this hearing. 
Mr. Jones is aware of the problem with the right-of-way for a future ex­
pressway and will meet with public officials before the case is heard by 
the City Commission. 

Mr. Buzzard advised that the continuance is requested to study questions 
about traffic studies and the creek existing on the subject tract. Defi­
nite plans have not been presented to the homeowners. Mr. Eric Westerman 
represented homeowners in the Cedarcrest Addition, and also, requested a 
continuance because they did not receive notice of this proposed change. 
Mr. Jones explained Cedarcrest Addition is within 300 feet of this tract, 
but all of the developed lots are not within 300 feet. 

Chairman Parmele commented it is the policy of the TMAPC to grant a con­
tinuance if it is timely, so that everyone can be notified of such a re­
quest. Since the applicant and representatives from California are pres­
ent, Chairman Parmele thought the cases should be heard. 

On MOTION of PETTY, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-1 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Parmele, Petty, T. Young, "aye"; no "nays"; Kempe, "abstaining, 
Hennage, Miller, C. Young, Inhofe, "absent") to deny the request to con­
tinue Z-5787 and PUD #306. 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: (Z-5787) 
The District 26 and 18 Plans, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the 
Tulsa Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Medium Intensity-­
No Specific Land Use and Low Intensity -- No Specific Land Use. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories Rela­
tionship to Zoning Districts", the CS and RS-3 Districts are in accordance 
with the Plan Map and the RM-O and RM-l Districts may be found in accor­
dance with the Plan Map. 
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Z-5787 and PUD #306 (continued) 

Staff Recommendation: (Z-5787) 
The subject tract is located north and east of the intersection of South 
Delaware Avenue and 101st Street. It extends north to 9lst Street and 
west to the Arkansas River. It is 273.4 acres in size, primarily vacant, 
except for a few single-family structures, is zoned a combination of 
RM-l, RS-3, AG, and FD, and the applicant is requesting a combination of 
CS, RM-O, RM-l, and RS-3 zoning. The tract is abutted on the north by 
vacant land and several commercial uses zoned RM-2, RD, OL, and CS, on 
the east by single-family neighborhoods zoned RS-2, on the south by 
mostly vacant land zoned RM-l, OM, and AG. 

That portion of the tract west of Delaware Avenue is existing RM-l and 
the applicant is requesting RM-l, so the Staff sees no reason to review 
a change. That portion in the Arkansas River is appropriate for FD Flood­
way, but is not advertised for same. It is not appropriate for RM-l zon­
ing. The 300' strip of RM-l along the east side of Delaware is a "may-be­
found ll

, and since it fronts existing RM-l and OM zoning, the Staff can 
also support that part of the request. The RM-l and CS requested at the 
northeast corner of 101st Street and Delaware Avenue is consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan and would be a standard node zoning pattern, which 
the Staff can support. The RM-l tract on the north side of the project is 
abutted on the west by RM-2 and on the east by RM-O. Given the existing 
zoning pattern, the Staff can support this RM-l request. The remainder of 
the tract is requested to be rezoned to RS-3, which is consistent with the 
Plan and can be supported by the Staff. 

A major concern the Staff has, however, is the Creek Freeway which remains 
on the adopted Major Street and Highway Plan, but is not shown on the pro­
posed PUD #306 Site Plan. The Staff believes the Creek Freeway is not only 
needed, but will be needed much sooner than earlier studies indicated. In 
discussions with the applicants, they are willing to preserve the right-of­
way at substantially higher intensities than those proposed today, if in 
fact the area is to become an expressway corridor sometime in the near 
future. However, without City commitment to build the Creek Freeway, the 
increased corridor densities cannot be justified. 

To complicate matters there are no functional plans available for the 
amended location of the Creek Freeway and its interchange with Delaware 
Avenue and 101st Street, as depicted on the District 26 Comprehensive 
Plan Map. Taking the time to develop functional plans at this time serves 
no useful purpose if the City is not committed at this time to protecting 
the Creek Freeway right-of-way and developing a plan to serve the future 
traffic needs of the area. 

The Staff could support a reasonable delay at the request of the City 
Engineer if it would lead to the preservation of the Freeway right-of-way. 
We would also be supportive of CO Corridor zoning and amendment to the PUD 
if the Freeway is to be reserved. However, without such commitment and 
agreement, the Staff would recommend APPROVAL of the zoning patterns (CS, 
RM-l, RS-3 and RM-O) as requested. 
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PUD #306 and Z-5787 (continued) 

Staff Recommendation: (PUD #306) 
Planned Unit Development No. 306 is located south and east of the inter­
section of South Delaware Avenue and 9lst Street. It is 273.4 acres in 
size, mostly vacant, except for a few large lot single-family residences, 
is zoned a combination of CS, RM-l, RM-O, RM-2, and FD, and the applicant 
is requesting PUD approval for a combination of commercial, office, multi­
family and single-family uses. 

As pointed out in the Staff Recommendation on the application for the 
underlying zoning (Z-5787), the Staff has a major concern that the PUD 
at present, does not take into consideration the Creek and Riverside 
Expressway intersections as shown on the adopted Major Street and High-
way Plan, or the diagonal leg of the Creek Expressway that meets up with 
the Jenks Comprehensive Plan and is a part of the adopted District 26 
Comprehensive Plan. However, given all other factors the proposal is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, expected development of the sur­
rounding area, and with the stated purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter 
of the Tulsa Zoning Code. 

Therefore, the Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD #306, subject to the fol­
lowing conditions: 

1) That the applicant's Outline Development Plan be made a condition 
of approval unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 

Area Use Acres Units Bulk and Area 

A Mu ltifami 1y 11.5 195 RM-O 

B Single-Family Detached 14.8 88 (sF) RS-3 

c Si ngl e- Family 16.6 95 RS-3 

D Multifami 1y 30.0 635 Rt·1- 1 

E* Multifamily/Office 25.3 390 (MF) RM-2 
(Off.) OL 

F Mu lt ifam; ly 17.7 340 RM-l 

G Single-Family, Cluster, (SF) RS-3 
or low density Multi- (Cluster or MF), 
fami ly 33.0 322 RM-T 

H Multifamily 43.0 570 RM-O 

I Multifamily 22.1 552 RM-l 

J** Commercial 10.0 CS 

K Multifamily 8.7 222 RM-l 
232.7 3,409 

Channel 26.0 
n..: ........ ~ ... 111 7 
r\ I ver I -r • I 

Total Acres 273.4 

*Area E: North of the collector street wi 11 be 13 acres and 390 units. 
South of the collector street will be 12.3 acres to be de-
veloped as offices not to exceed 175,000 sq. ft. of floor 
space. 
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PUD #306 and Z-5787 (continued) 

**Area J: To be developed to typical CS uses, with floor area not to ex­
ceed 150,000 sq. ft. (permitted by zoning, 217,800 sq. ft.). 

Any units located within 100 feet of the north boundary of Sycamore 
Hill may not exceed one (1) story. 

For commercial development of Area "J", building height shall be limited 
to two (2) stories and comply in all other respects with applicable 
ordinances. 

Development of offices in Area IIEII shall comply with requirements appli­
cable to OL Districts, except that office development shall be permit­
ted to a floor area maximum of 175,000 sq. ft. and a hight of two (2) 
stories. 

3) SIGN STANDARDS: 

Commercial and Office Uses: Signs accessory to office and commer­
cial uses shall comply with the restrictions of the Planned Unit 
Development Ordinance of the City of Tulsa. 

Residential Uses: Signs accessory to residential uses snal I comply 
with the restrictions of the Planned Unit Development Ordinance of 
the City of Tulsa, except that ground signs identifying each pro­
ject may be located at each public street entrance to a project. 
Ground signs so located shall be constructed of masonry, brick, or 
heavy wood materials. Maximum height of such signs shall be eight 
(8) feet and shall not exceed two hundred (200) square feet of dis­
play area. 

Major Entry Features: Monument signs constructed of masonry, brick, 
or heavy wood materials identifying the overall area may be placed 
at each entrance to be a maximum height of eight (8) feet and shall 
not exceed three hundred (300) square feet of display area. 

4) That a Detail Landscape Plan be submitted by development area to and 
approved by the TMAPC prior to occupancy, including berms, fencing, and 
open space as outlined in the Development Text. 

5) That a Detail Site Plan be submitted to, and approved by the TMAPC, by 
development area, prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

6) That Homeownerls Associations be established to maintain any common 
areas. 

7) That no building permit shall be issued until the property has been in­
cluded within a subdivision plat, submitted to, and approved by the 
TMAPC, and filed of record in the County Clerkls Office, incorporating 
within the restrictive covenants of the PUD conditions of approval, 
making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said covenants. 

8) That the subdivision plat shall provide for the construction of the 
Vensel Creek Improvement Project (PFPI #91) and that no building per­
mits shall be issued until the improvements are either completed or 
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PUD #306 and Z-5787 (continued) 

such improvements are guaranteed by bonding with the City of Tulsa 
to their satisfaction and approved by the City Engineer. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Mr. Bill Jones submitted copies of the Development Text (Exhibit "A-l") 
and two photographs showing airplane views of the site (Exhibit IA_2"). 

Mr. Jones informed the Commission that the applicant is The Grupe Company 
from Stockton, California, who have developments in various cities around 
the country. The property is in the area proposed for the Creek Express­
way. The real estate broker retained in Tulsa advised the applicants to 
consult with an engineer concerning the floodplain and the plans for the 
expressway. The engineer advised them there are existing housing addi­
tions that are within the proposed right-of-way of the expressway, making 
the construction of the expressway in that location doubtful. Various 
City officials also conveyed the impression it is too late to develop the 
expressway because of existing development. However, there is the pos­
sibility that the expressway will be relocated. If it is relocated, all 
developers along the proposed relocation will be requesting Corridor zon­
ing. The plan presented to the Commission assumes that the expressway will 
not be built and presents a low to medium density residential development. 

This will be a large PUD (over 270 acres) because it is The Grupe Company's 
objective to engage in total community development. The subject tract has 
never been improved, but surrounding tracts have been developed. About 
95% of this tract is in the floodplain which has caused the land to be flat 
with very few trees. Water from approximately 2,000 acres of land flows 
across this property to the Arkansas River. Mr. Jones' applicants propose 
to build a huge drainage ditch, which the City has already designed to 
accommodate the water from the entire 2,000 acres. The projected cost is 
3-million dollars. The Grupe Company has agreed to construct this project 
under PFPI #91 and build it to City specifications. He showed the Commis­
sion where the drainage channel would be built and explained this will be 
a concrete-lined channel varying in width from 60 feet to 250 feet and 
will empty into the Arkansas River. A bridge will also be needed across 
Delaware which will accommodate the width of the projected primary arterial 
street. 

The physical facts of the tract dictated how the zoning and development 
would occur. There is also a natural gas line across the tract, as well 
as transmission lines from Public Service and a pipeline from Continental 
Pipeline. The highest elevation on this tract is 650 feet, whereas the 
land in Sycamore Hills slopes from 670 feet to about 620 feet. The only 
portion of the tract that is above 640 feet is in the northeast and will 
be on the east side of the new channel. The soil is mostly sandy and has 
been used for agricultural purposes. The northern portion of the tract is 
presently zoned RM-2 and RM-l and a substantial portion is zoned FD, RS-3 
and the balance of AG. The zoning pattern is a standard 10 acres of a 
type 2 node (permitted at the intersection of a primary and secondary) 
with an RM-O wrap-around. The RM-l is justified by the existence of the 
development and zoning patterns between Delaware and the River. The 
tracts on the west side of Delaware and east of the tennis club are in­
cluded in the PUD, but they are already zoned RM-l and RM-2. The proposed 
zoning complies with the Comprehensive Plan and also complies strictly 
with the Guidelines for the City of Tulsa as they now exist. The pro-
posal is for 3,409 units, but the underlying zoning would permit 3,809 units. 
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Z-5?8? and PUD #306 (continued) 

Streets surrounding the property were taken into consideration. To the 
south is a mixed primary and secondary arterial (lOlst Street) and to 
the west is Delaware which is a primary arterial, with 91st Street on 
the north being a secondary arterial. All access to the tract is from 
either secondary or primary arterials. 

Mr. Jones discussed the development concept of the PUD. Development of 
the channel will take over a year. Due to changes in the economy and 
living styles of Tulsa residents over this period of time, Mr. Jones can­
not say that the tract will be developed in a particular manner. There 
are two basic geographical areas - north and south of the channel. The 
channel will separate the proposed development from both Sycamore Hills 
and Silver Chase Additions. The development plan contemplates the exis­
tence of a major collector street that provides access to each of the 
Deve 1 opment t'\reas "A" through 11K". Pl ans through the City Engi neer for 
drainage do not provide improvement for the creek that runs through 
the cemetery on the east side. Development Area "8" will have to exit 
onto Harvard, which has been vacated south of this property by Ordinance. 
If this is developed according to the proposed plan, Harvard will have to 
be improved with consent of other property owners in the area. The Grupe 
Company recognizes the existence of single-family homes in the area and 
consequently has designated low-intensity in Development Area "8". 

Area "Gil is projected for single-family cluster homes or low-density 
multifamily, recognizing that the buffer between this tract and the 
property to the east would be the channel and elevation difference. 

Higher intensity would be concentrated at Delaware Avenue and would de­
crease in intensity as the tract goes east. There will be internal cir­
culation streets within each development area. Each project will be 
divided by landscaping, physical separation or fencing. There is only 
one exit onto lOlst Street from the entire tract and is approximately 
2,000 feet from the corner. Also, there are only 3 exits onto Delaware, 
which has almost 3,500 feet of frontage. Traffic will be stacked in 
the project instead of on a major street. Only one exit will be on 91st 
Street and two on Harvard. 

This development will take about five to ten years to complete. Construc­
tion will begin on the north portion of the tract and move south with the 
utilities. There is adequate sewer and water around the entire tract. 
Each of the areas will require a subdivision plat, a detail site plan and 
a landscape plan. 

Mr. 8i 11 
projects 
country. 
(Exhibit 

Jirsa, Vice President of The Grupe Company, presented slides of 
that the company has completed in various cities around the 

He also presented a company brochure that explains the company 
"A-3") . 

~-1r. Jones agrees with the Staff recommendation, except on Area "8", The 
Staff has recommended detached, single-family under RS-3 standards and 
the application calls for single-family clustered homes. The PUD Text 
provides that any homes within 100 feet of the north line of Sycamore 
Hills would be single-story, rather than two-story. 
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Z-5787 and PUD #306 (continued) 

Based on conversations with the City Engineer, the applicant will be re­
quired to contract only contractors approved by the City to construct 
the channel. Payment, performance, completion and maintenance would all 
have to bonded. Mr. Jones requested that, once the City Engineer is sat­
isfied that the contract has been let to a bonded contractor approved by 
that Department, construction could begin but no units be occupied until 
completion of the channel. Mr. Gardner advised that the Staff had no 
problems with such a request, as long as the project is bonded for com­
pletion. 

Mr. Gardner continued that the Staff would prefer conventional single­
family homes south of the creek, and is next to the existing Sycamore 
Hills Addition because it would be more compatible and consistent. 

Mr. Jones then explained that Development Area "E" v,lQuld be multifamily 
on the north side of the collector street with office or multifamily on 
the south with no commercial in this area. 

Interested Parties: John Puroff 
Stewar~t Gi bbs 

Interested Parties Comments: 

Addresses: Box 146; Jenks, Okla. 
9343 South Gary 1\,,­nyc. 

Mr. John Puroff owns 40 acres across 101st Street from the subject prop­
erty and has truck farmed his property. He believes the drainage chan­
nel improvements are a good idea because it will help the area if it helps 
the flooding problems. 

Mr. Stewart Gibbs lives in Sycamore Hills and was concerned about the small 
bridge over Harvard. He felt this tributary should be considered because 
of the severe flooding problem. 

Protestants: Gene Buzzard 
i~i ke r~urray 
Tom Wend ck 
Roy Hogarden 

Protestants' Comments: 

Addresses: Philtower Building 
9411 South Gary Avenue 
2930 East 51st Street 
9414 South Gary Avenue 

Mr. Gene Buzzard represents a few homeowners in the Sycamore Hills. The 
smallest lot in Sycamore Hills is approximately .98 acre and the homes 
are in the $500,OOO-and-up range. These residents moved into this set­
ting for a semi-rural setting. The addition sets on top of a hill and is 
surrounded by natural creeks and woods. They realize that the area will 
be developed, but have particular concerns about development in Area "B". 
Although the developer has stated there are 14.4 acres, only about 3.4 
acres south of the creek and 4.3 acres north of the creek could be de­
veloped. Therefore, the requested 88 units of cluster housing would be 
placed on approximately 7 acres instead of 14. 

Also, Harvard is not a major arterial, is very narrow and ends just south 
of the entrance to Sycamore Hills. The City Engineering Department ad­
vised Mr. Buzzard that it is impossible to continue Harvard south because 
of the topography. There is a ridge that is impractical to consider 
traversing. 

Mr. Buzzard did not feel a proper buffer zone has been applied. Multi­
family development next to RS-l is incomapatible. Traffic in this area 
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Z-5787 and PUD #306 (continued) 

is extremely intense, especially across the Jenks bridge. The residents 
are not concerned with the number of collector streets, but how much 
traffic is going to be "dumped" onto the main streets which are already 
overburdened. 

After studying the slides presented by Mr. Jirsa of existing Grupe 
Company developments, Mr. Buzzard concluded these are intensely de­
veloped areas. He does not understand the term " ... an entire spectrum of 
Tifestyl es ". The protestants request that, if expensi ve homes are to be 
built, they be developed next to the existing homes, which would place 
them in Area "B". 

Mr. Mike Murray also lives in Sycamore Hills Addition. He has been ad­
vised by the City Engineering Department that the proposed Creek Express­
way will not be built and finds it inconceivable at best because of the 
numerous developments on the expressway route, some of which are extremely 
expensive. The developers of Sycamore Hills own a considerable portion of 
the subject tract. He has been told that the developers are neutral on 
this consideration, but he did not see how they could be. The area around 
the proposed project consists of very substantial homes. Also, the traf­
fic is extremely intense in this area. Mr. Murray is sure that The Grupe 
Company constructs quality projects, but the slides shown by Mr. Jirsa 
illustrated the fact that the developments were constructed next to four 
or six lane highways. 

Mr. Tom Wenrick, developer of Silver Chase Addition representing the 
Homeowner's Association, explained that the residences in Silver Chase 
average .81 acre per unit. About 92 of the lots have been sold and the 
houses are valued from $350,000 to $600,000. Mr. Wenrick is concerned 
about the density in Development Area "G". He is concerned about a de­
velopment being rooftop to rooftop. A more gradual change of density is 
desired. The streets need to be widened in order to accommodate such an 
influx of traffic. Other developers in Tulsa have taken care of such a 
problem. 

Another consideration would be the water pressure. Decreased water 
pressure is common in this area. Mr. Wenrick recommended a lower den­
sity in Area !!G!! as well as in Area "B". 

Applicant's Comments: 
Mr. Jones did not feel that one developer can solve the traffic problems 
in Tulsa. It is not concentrated in this area alone. This is a residen­
tial PUD and is in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The land has 
to be developed based on the street patterns planned by the City. None 
of the traffic from the proposed development would be routed through 
another addition. 

The creek winding through Development Area "B" is a substantial one, but 
the City has not (to date) required any improvement on this segment. In 
order to get a portion of the 14.4 acres out of the floodplain, something 
would have to be done with the creek. This causes a dilemma because a 
50-foot channel would be needed, as well as a new bridge over Harvard, 
to take care of the creek water, which would destroy many of the big 
trees along the creek. 

1.12.83:1438(12) 



Z-5787 and PUD #306 (continued) 

Regardless of the development in Area "8", Harvard will have to be de­
veloped to the south because there is a shopping center and RM-O arleady 
in place. Harvard is a public street and Mr. Jones was not sure how 
improvement could be made. 

In conclusion, this PUD and zoning are in compliance with the Comprehen­
sive Plan and Development Guidelines; the developer is spending private 
dollars to benefit 2,000 acres with a public improvement; and, this pro­
ject will create more jobs for Tulsa residents. 

Commissioner T. Young wondered if the Vensel Creek Plan called for a 
concrete channel from Harvard to the joining of a channel moving north 
and south. Mr. Henry Daubert, engineer, was present. The floodplain 
does not come close to the north boundary of Sycamore Hills Addition. 
The channel, if left in its natural state, would suffice under the Master 
Plan. If any improvement is made, the full length will have to be im­
proved and meet the City's standard designs. With the steep slope, the 
most practical way to develop is with a lined channel. The proposed plan 
is to leave the branch of the creek that goes from the boundary of 
Sycamore over to Harvard in its natural state. His company has done an 
inventory of the trees and a preliminary alignment of the channel and 
improvement would destroy a lot of good trees. Mr. Jones explained that 
the total 14 acres cannot be developed if the creek is left in its natural 
state. 

Commissioner T. Young asked if improvement to the bridge on Harvard and 
improvement to the creek would be a detriment to the development. Mr. 8ill 
Jirsa answered that if the Commission restricts Area "8" to single-family 
on either side of the creek, the creek would not be improved. The cost 
benefit would not permit it. Mr. Daubert had been consulted as to the 
probability of expanding the existing creek to the capacity to handle flood 
waters to expand the buildable property without constructing a concrete­
lined channel. City standards would not permit anything less than a con­
crete channel. It is his understanding that they would be responsible for 
picking up water west of Harvard. He is not being asked to resolve the 
problem of flooding over the bridge. 

Commissioner T. Young asked if Mr. Jirsa would be willing to transfer 
multifamily from Area "Gil into Area ;;8;; in return for some additi ona 1 
drainaae imorovements. Mr. Jirsa explained that the overall concept is 
to~h~~~ lower density to the east and increase density to the west. 
There is approximately 50 feet of grade and heavy tree coverage between 
this property and Silver Chase Addition. It is separated by a lot more 
landscaping than would be from Sycamore Hills Addition. He feels multi­
family should be put more to the west. 

Mr. T. Young then questioned Mr. Stewart Gibbs to determine if the resi­
dents would consider improvement on the drainage problem to be more sig­
nificant than a higher density. Mr. Gibbs explained that they are not 
asking for improvement of the channel or bridge, merely stating the 
status of the area. He is more concerned with the heavy density than 
the fact that the people in this development might have water in their 
yard. 

1 . 12.83: 1438 ( 13 ) 



Z-5787 and PUD #306 (continued) 

Commissioner T. Young asked about easements for future widening of 91st, 
10lst and Delaware to City standards. Mr. Jirsa advised they have com­
plied with the Major Street and Highway Plan. 

Mr. Roy Hogarden is also concerned about the 88 units being so close to 
Sycamore Hi 11 s. 

Special Discussion for the Record: 
Commissioner T. Young requested the maximum number of units that could 
be built under RS-2 in Area "B" on 14 acres and Mr. Compton advised 
approximately 52 units on 14 acres. Chairman Parmele suggested dividing 
Area "B" into two sections on either side of the creek, restricting the 
area south of the creek to detached single-family and clustered housing 
on the north side. Mr. Compton could agree to such a compromise because 
the Staff's concern is with the transition. From the discussion today, 
the Staff would have no problem with restricting just the south side. 
Chairman Parmele would like to see the south side of the creek restricted 
to RS-2 single-family detached housing. He is not so concerned about the 
north side because it also adjoins apartments to the north. 

Commissioner T. Young thought such a restriction could be placed on Area 
"G" as well, because the Continental Pipeline runs through that area. 
He suggested restricting the area south of the pipeline to single-family, 
clustered housing and no multifamily. Then multifamily could be placed 
north of the pipeline. 

Mr. Jirsa suggested a development standard in the PUD that would limit 
development in the south part of Area "B" to RS-2 development standards. 
In Area "Gil, there is a different situation. He has reviewed the northern 
part and the southern part in different contexts. It seems more appro­
priate to progress from lOlst to a lower density in the corner, since the 
collector feeds into 101st Street. Therefore, he has planned approximately 
12.8 units per acre in the southern area of ilG Ii

• On the northern portion, 
it is his plan for approximately 6 units per acre with patio, clustered 
homes. Chairman Parmele advised that the Commission sees it just the 
opposite. The density would be the same, but the Commission would like 
to provide some separation from Silver Chase Addition. Mr. Jirsa still 
feels that the higher intensity should be along 101st Street, the major 
street. North of pipeline is approximately 14.8 acres and south is approx­
imately 18.2 acres. Commissionei~ 1. Young suggested the same acr~eage be 
used, simply reverse the uses and Mr. Jirsa agreed this could be done. 

TMAPC Action: 7 members present (Z-5787): 
On MOTION of T. YOUNG, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, T. Young, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Hennage, Miller, C. Young, Inhofe, "absent") to recommend to the Board of 
City Commissioners that the following described property be rezoned CS, 
RM-l, RS-3 and RM-O as requested with the exception of the portion of the 
PUD Development Area "BII south of the creek (referred to as Area IB-1") 
be rezoned RS-2 and the area north of the creek in Development Area "B" 
(referred to as Area "B-2") be zoned RS-3: 
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Z-5787 and PUD #306 (continued) 

Z-5787 -- Legal Per Notice 

CS 
SW/4 SW/4 SE/4 of Section 20, Township 18 North, Range 13 East 
in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, containing 10 
acres more or less. 

RM-O 
East 300 feet of the ~Jest 960 feet of the South 960 feet, and 
the East 360 feet of the West 660 feet of the North 300 feet 
of the South 960 feet of the SW/4 SE/4 of Section 20, T18N, 
R13E, in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, containing 
9.091 acres more or less. 

RM-l 
The West 300 feet of the SW/4 of the NE/4 and the West 300 feet 
of the SE/4, less the South 660 feet thereof, all in Section 20, 
T18N, R13E in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, contain­
ing 22.7353 acres more or less. 

RM-l 
The W/2 of the NE/4 of the NE/4 of Section 20, T18N, R13E in the 
City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, containing 20.098 acres 
more or less. 

RM-l 
All of Lot 5 and the area of the Arkansas River adjoining Lot 5 
bounded by the prolongation of the north and south boundaries of 
Lot 5 and the centerline of the Arkansas River, less the North 
430.27 feet and less the South 100 feet thereof, all in Section 
20, T18N, R13E, in Tulsa County, Oklahoma, containing 25.856 
acres more or less. 

RS~3 

The 5E/4 of the NE/4 of the NE/4 of Section 20, T18N, R13E, in 
the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, containing 10.057 
acres more or less. 

RS-3 
A tract of land in the E/2 of Section 20, T18N, R13E in the City 
of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, more particularly described as 
follows: 

BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of said E/2; thence South 880 

44'04" West along the South bsundary of said E/2 a distance of 
1,688.63 feet; thence North 1 06'03" West a distance of 960.0 
feet; thence Ssuth 880 44'04 1

' West a distance of 660.0 feet; 
thence Nsrth 1 06'03" West a distance of 3,001.36 feet; thence 
North 88 40'02" East a distance of 1 ,484.66 feetoto the Northwest 
corner of Sycamore Hill Addition; thence South 1 07'29" East 
along the West boundary of Sycamore Hill Addition a distance of 
1,324.25 feet; thence continuing a~ong the Southwesterly boundary 
~.(: C-,,~~~~~~ U';ll ,1,,.1,.1';+';,,,,, t\1"lI'+h QQ 1111 ''';!QII 1="::><::+::> rli<::trlnrp nf 
UI J..YlvQIIIUIC I1III nUU6L.'V" nUl vII 0u '-'" VV 1- ................................................... -.. ..... . 

73.86 feet; §outh 34 57'09" East a distance of 1,181.54 feet; 
and North 88 44'48" a distance of 130.0 foet to a point in the 
East boundary of said E/2; thence South 1 08'55" East along the 
East boundary of said E/2 a distance of 1,655.66 feet to the 
point of beginning, containing 162.427 acres more or less. 
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Z-5787 and PUD #306 (continued) 

Z-5787 -- Legal Per Planning Commission Action 

CS 
SW/4 SW/4 SE/4 of Section 20, T18N, R13E, in the City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma, containing 10 acres more or less. 

RM-O 
East 300 feet of the West 960 feet of the South 960 feet, and 
the East 360 feet of the West 660 feet of the North 300 feet 
of the South 960 feet of the SW/4 SE/4 of Section 20, T18N, 
R13E, in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, containing 
9.091 acres more or less. 

RM-l 
The West 300 feet of the SW/4 of the NE/4 and the West 300 feet 
of the SE/4, less the South 660 feet thereof, all in Section 20, 
Tl8N, Rl3E in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, contain­
ing 22.7353 acres more or less. 

RM-l 
The W/2 of the NE/4 of-rhe NE/4 of Section 20, T18N, R13E in the 
City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, containing 20.098 acres 
more or less. 

FINAL LEGAL FURNISHED BY APPLICANT: 

RS-2 
The S/4 of the NE/4 of the NE/4 of Section 20, T18N, Rl3E, in the 
City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, LESS and EXCEPT that por­
tion North of the Creek. 

FINAL LEGAL FURNISHED BY APPLICANT: 

RS-3 
The SE/4 of the NE/4 of the NE/4 of Section 20, T18N. R13E, in 
the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, LESS and EXCEPT that 
portion South of the Creek. 

RS-3 
A tract of land in the E/2 of Section 20, T18N, R13E in the City 
of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, more particularly described as 
follows: 
BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of said E/2; thence South 880 

44 104" ~~est along the South b8undary of said E/2 a distance of 
1,688.63 feet; thence North 1 06 103" West a distance of 960.0 
feet; thence S8uth 88044 104" West a distance of 660.0 feet; 
thence Ngrth 1 06 103" West a distance of 3,001.36 feet; thence 
North 88 40 102" East a distance of 1,484.66 feetoto the Northwest 
corner of Sycamore Hill Addition; thence South 1 07'29" East 
along the West boundary of Sycamore Hill Addition a distance of 
1,324.25 feet; thence continuing a60ng the Southwesterly boundary 
of Sycamore Hill Addition North 88 44 1 481; East a distance of 
...,,., ()r: .c: __ .... C'_ ...... L.. ,)1I 0 C711"\()1I C~,.+ '"' ,-1;"+:: .. ,,,..,., ,,+ 110.1 !:;Lt -foot· rinrl 
I..) .. OU leEL, JUULfl Jt.t:.J/ U:J LQ.:)l, a UI,,:>L.UII\...-C; VI 1,IUI.vl 1 __ ..... ' .......... """ 

North 88 44148" a distance of 130.0 feet to a point in the East 
boundary of said E/2; thence South 1008155" East along the East 
boundary of said E/2 a distance of 1,655.66 feet to the point of 
beginning, containing 162.427 acres more or less. 
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PUD #306 and Z-5787 (continued) 

TMAPC Action: 7 members present (PUD #306): 
On MOTION of T. Young, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Gardner, 
Higgins, Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, T. Young, "aye"; no Iinays"; 
no "abstentions ll ; Hennage, Miller, C. Young, Inhofe, Ilabsent") to 
recommend to the 80ard of City Commissioners that the following de-­
scribed property be approved for Planned Unit Development, subject to 
the conditions set out in the Staff Recommendation and the following 
exceptions: 

That Development Area 118" be divided into two portions - Area 118-1: 
south of the channel and Area "8-211 north of the channel. 

That Area "8-1 be restricted to single-family detached homes under 
RS-2 standards. 

That Area 118-211 be restt~i cted to s i ngl e-family or s i ngl e-family 
cluster under RS-3 standards. 

That Area IIG II be divided into two portions - Area IIG-l"comprising 
l4.8 acres beginning at lOlst Street extending north, and the area 
north of Ai~ea IIG_l" be Area IIG_211 comprisong approximately 18.2 
acres. 

That Area IIG_llI be single-family and single-family cluster only; and, 
that Area "G-211 be single-family cluster or multifamily. 

PUD #306 Legal Description: 
The SW/4 SW/4 SE/4 of Section 20, Township 18 North, Range 13 
East, in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, containing 
10 acres more or less. 

East 300 feet of the West 960 feet of the South 960 feet, and 
the East 360 feet of the West 660 feet of the North 300 feet 
of the South 960 feet of the SW/4 SE/4 of Section 20, Township 
18 North, Range 13 East, in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma, containing 9.091 acres more or less. 

The West 300 feet of the SW/4 of the NE/4 of the West 300 feet 
of the SE/4. less the South 660 feet thereof, all in Section 20, 
Township 18 North, Range 13 East in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma, containing 22.7353 acres more or less. 

The W/2 of the NE/4 of the NE/4 of Section 20, Township 18 North, 
Range 13 East in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, con­
taining 20.098 acres more or less. 

All of Lot 5 and the area of the Arkansas River adjoining Lot 5 
bounded by the prolongation of the north and south boundaries of 
Lot 5 and the centerline of the Arkansas River, less the North 
430.27 feet and less the South 100 feet thereof, all in Section 
20, Township 18 North, Range 13 East, in Tulsa County, Oklahoma, 
containing 25.856 acres more or less. 
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PUD #306 and 5787 (continued) 

The SE/4 of the NE/4 of the NE/4 of Section 20, Township 18 
North, Range 13 East, in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma, containing 10.057 acres more or less. 

A tract of land in the E/2 of Section 20, Township 18 North, 
Range 13 East in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, 
more particularly described as follows: 

Beginning at the Southeast corner of said E/2; thence South 
88 44 10411 West along the South boundar~ of said E/2 a dis­
tance of 1,688.63 feet; thence North 1 06 103 11 West a dis-
t~n~~"o! ~60:0 :~et; t~en~~ ~8~!~,,~~0~41~411 ~~s~ a dis!ance 
OT oou.u Tee~; ~nence Nor~n I ~o·Uj·· wes~ a als~ance OT 
3,001.36 feet; thence North 88 40 10211 East a distance of 
1,484.66 feet to the Northwest corner of Sycamore Hill Addi­
tion; thence South 10071-29" East along the West boundary of 
Sycamore Hill Addition a distance of 1,324.25 feetl thence 
continuing along 6he Southwesterly boundary of Sycamore Hill 
Adgition North 88 44148 11 East a distance of 73.86 feet; §outh 
34 57 109 11 East a distance of 1,181.54 feet; and North 88 441 
48 11 East a distance of 130.0 feet tooa point in the East 
boundary of said E/2; thence South 1 08 155" East along the 
East boundary of said E/2 a distance of 1,655.66 feet to the 
point of beginning. containing 162.427 acres more or less. 

A tract of land in the E/2 NW/4 NE/4 of Section 20, Township 
18 North, Range 13 East in the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma, more particularly described as follows: 

Bbginning at the Northeast corner of said E/2; thence South 
1 07 129" East alonq the East boundary of said E/2 a distance 
of 1,323661 feet to the Southeast corner of said E/2; thence 
South 88 40 10111 ~~est along the South bow,dary of said E/2 a 
distance of 66l.31 feet; thence Northol 06 149 11 West a dis­
tance of 602.69 feet; thence North 88 35 114" East a distance 
of 480.0 feet; thence North 100614911 West a distance of 
720.0 feet to a point in the North boundary of said E/2; 
thence North 88035 11411 East a distance of 181.06 feet to the 
Point of Beginning, containing 12.150 acres more or less. 
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Application No. CZ-69 
Applicant: Floyd Simpson 
Location: 7101 North Peoria Avenue 

Date of Application: 
Date of Hearing: 
Size of Tract: 

November 22, 1982 
January 12, 1983 
210' x 300' 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Floyd Simpson 
Address: 7101 North Peoria Avenue - 74126 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

Present Zoning: RS-2 
Proposed Zoning: CG 

Phone: 425-6409 

The District 24 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Peoria Special 
District -- Commercial Development. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the CG District may be found in 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 
The subject tract is 1.45 acres, more or less, in size and is located on 
the northeast corner of Peoria Avenue and 7lst Street North. The tract 
contains two structures and is abutted to the east bv a church. North. 
south and west of the subject tract are residential single-family dweli­
ings. The structure to the south appears to be converted for commercial 
business. Southwest of the subject tract is industrial zoned property 
containing an auto repair and small salvage without zoning approval. 

The Staff recommends DENIAL of the requested CG zoninq and APPROVAL of 
CS zoning due to the Comprehensive Plan and the surrounding conditions. 

For the record, atuo repair would require Board of Adjustment approval 
if the property were zoned CS. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Mr. Floyd Simpson owns the subject property and would like to rezone the 
tract to open a garage. Chairman Parmele explained that the Staff is 
recommending approval of CS and a Board of Adjustment special exception 
could be granted to operate a garage. 

Protestants: Raymond Gorley 
Jerry Harris 
Glenna Cooley 

Protestant's Comments: 

Addresses: 1634 East 75th Street 
7234 North Trenton Avenue 
7128 North Peoria Avenue 

Mr. Raymond Gorley lives in the Golden Hills Addition and is a member of 
the Golden Hills Baptist Church, which is next to the subject property. 
He is protesting the rezoning request as a church member due to the prob­
lem of disturbance on Sunday morning. There have been problems with the 
salvage which is across the street from the Church and adjacent to addi­
tional property owned by the Church. As a representative of the Church, 
he requests the tract remain residential. 

Mr. Jerry Harris is also a member of the Church and stated that the garage 
is already operating. There are car chassis setting around the tract. He 
also mentioned the salvage which is a nonconforming use and ;s afraid the 
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Application No. CZ-69 (continued) 

subject tract will end up as a salvage yard. The residents were not aware 
until now that these tracts were nonconforming. 

Mr. Gardner explained that the Staff conducted a study of North Peoria a 
few years ago and there were no junk or salvage yards at that time. There­
fore, these uses are illegal, not merely nonconforming. An auto-repair 
would be permitted in an IL zone, but not a salvage. He informed the resi­
dents to get in touch with the County Building Inspector concerning the 
illegal uses. 

Chairman Parmele explained that the CS zoning recommended by the Staff 
would force the applicant to apply to the Board of Adjustment, who could 
put restrictions on business hours, screening fence, etc. 

Mrs. Glenna Cooley felt the Commission had answered all of her questions; 
however, between 66th Street North and 76th Street North there are 20 
pieces of property that have repair or body shops, used cars or salvage. 
She realizes that North Peoria is good for business, but there are also 
homes in this area. 

Applicant's Comments: 
The applicant had no further comments. 

TMAPC Action: 6 members present. 
On MOTION of HINKLE, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Gardner, Higgins. 
Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, "aye"; no "nays", "abstentions"; Hennage, 
Miller, C. Young, T. Young, Inhofe, "absent") to recommend to the Boa)~d of 
County Commissioners that the following described property be rezoned CS, 
per Staff Recommendation: 

Lot 7, Block 7, Golden Hills Addition, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

CZ-70 Russell R. Rumsey North side of 98th Street North, West of what would 
be Peori a Avenue AG to m~H 

A letter was presented from Mr. Dwight L. Smith with Eller and Detrich 
requesting this item be continued for two weeks (Exhibit "B-1"). J\lso 
presented was a letter of protest from Dr. Jack C. Fenimore, Superinten­
dent of Sperry Public Schools (Exhibit "B-2") and a protest petition con­
taining 68 signatures (Exhibit "B_3"). 

On MOTION of HINKLE, the Planning Commission voted 5-0-1 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Parmele, Petty, "aye"; no "nays"; T. Young, "abstaining"; Hennage, 
Kempe, Miller, C. Young, Inhofe, "absent") to continue consideration of 
CZ-70 until January 26, 1983, at 1 :30 p.m., in Langenheim Auditorium, City 
Hall, Tulsa Civic Center. 
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Application No. CZ-7l Present Zoning: AG 
Applicant: Jack E. Avant Proposed Zoning: RMH 
Location: 4/10 of a mile West of Highway #11 on 136th Street North 

Date of Application: November 30, 1982 
Date of Hearing: January 12, 1983 
Size of Tract: 60 acres 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Jack E. Avant 
Address: 542 E. Chestnut; Skiatook - 74070 

Request for Continuance: 

Phone: 288-6512 

Mr. Charles Seger represented property owners to the west of the proposed 
tract. Notice was not received except from the sign on the property and 
they have not had time to study the situation. The applicant objected to 
the request. 

On MOTION of HIGGINS, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, 1. Young "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Hennage, Miller, C. Young, Inhofe "absentll) to deny the request for 
continuance. 

Dr.l ~+;I"'\V'\r"'h";t'""\ .J.._ .J..L-.. ...... ("" ...................... L... ........... -..: ....... n' _._-
l\e:.Ql-.UII.::>IIIt' l-U L.llt:: l"Ulliprellerl::'lve ,Idn; 

The District 13 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metro­
politan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity Development -
Maximum 5 dwelling units per acre. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories Relation­
ship to Zoning Districts", the RMH District ~ay be found in accordance with 
the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation (Amended): 
The subject tract is 60 acres (more or less) in size and is vacant. It is 
surrounded on all sides by single-family dwellings on large lots. The 
subject tract is located south of 136th Street North and west of Highway 
#11. According to the "Tulsa Metropolitan Area, A General Guide to F']ood­
plain Areas of Local Streams ll the eastern portion of the tract is located 
in the laO-year floodplain. 

Due to the fact that a portion of the tract is located in the lOO-year flood­
plain and based on the existing surrounding land use and densities, the 
Staff recommends DENIAL of the RMH request and APPROVAL of RS on that 
portion identified by the applicant and County Engineer as being out of the 
100-year floodplain. 

A letter was also presented from the Community Planning Division advising 
that the Skiatook Board of Trustees has given full support to the proposed 
RMH development (Exhibit IIC-l"). 

~pplicant's Comments: 
Mr. Jack Avant advised that the map is inaccurate. To the west of the stream, 
the ground rises sharply to an elevation of 100 feet. Only about 10 acres on 
the east side would flood. Mr. Gardner agreed that the map is in error. The 
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CZ-71 (continued) 

portion in the floodplain is across the handle of land to the east and 
northeast. With this information, the Staff would amend its recommendation 
to approve RS zoning and the County Board of Adjustment could approve 
mobile homes on RS-size lots. The Skiatook Board of Trustees based their 
decision on Mr. Avant's proposal and the only zoning pattern that would be 
required to allow the project to be built as proposed would be the RS 
category with Board of Adjustment approval. Mr. Avant advised that the 
density would be low due to the outcome of the percolation tests. These 
will be on separate septic systems, so each lot has to be at least l! acre. 
Commissioner Petty would agree with the amended Staff Recommendation if 
this is the case. 

MOTION was made by PETTY, second by GARDNER, to approve the amended Staff 
Recommendation for RS zoning. 

Special Discussion for the Record: 
Chairman Parmele did not want to require Mr. Avant to go to the Board of 
Adjustment. The septic system would require large lots. Evidently, the 
mobile home use is appropriate. 

Instruments Submitted: 
Memo from Community Planning Division advising of Skiatook decision 

(Exhibit "C-1") 
Letter of protest due to sewage system (no name on letter) 

(Ex hi b it II C - 211 ) 

TMAPC Action: 6 members present. 
On MOTIOr~ of PETTY, the Planning Commission voted 5-1-0 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Kempe, Petty "aye"; Parmele "nay"; no "abstentions ll

; Hennage, f,1iller, 
C. Young, T. Young, Inhofe lIabsentll) to recommend to the Board of County 
Commissioners that the following described property be rezoned RS, less 
and except that portion designated as floodplain, per the amended Staff 
Recommendation: 

Legal per Notice 

The N/2 of SW/4 of NE/4 and S/2 of NW/4 of NE/4 and SW/4 of NE/4 
of NE/4 and a parcel described as follows: Beginning at the NW 
corner of the NE/4 of Section 35 T-22-N R-12-E. Thence S 89°59'54" 
along the North line of the NE/4 a distance of 383.3 ft.; thence S 
0°00 1 06" W a distance of 466.7 feet; thence S 89°59 1 54" a distance 
of 933.4 feet; thence S 0°17 1 54" W a distance of 194.0 feet; thence 
N 89°51 '58 11 ItJ a di stance of 1 ,319.97 feet to a poi nt on the West 
line of said NE/4. Thence N 0°22 1 25" E along said West line a 
distance of 657.67 feet to the point of beginning, containing 60 
acres more or less. 

Legal per Planning Commission Action: 

(To be determined by applicant and County Engineer.) 
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Application No. Z-5788 and PUD 307 
Applicant: Nyander (Jewish Federation of Tulsa) 
Location: 2021 E. 71st Street South 

Date of Application: December 2, 1982 
Date of Hearing: January 12, 1983 
Size of Tract: 20 acres 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Jewish Federation of Tulsa 
Address: 2021 E. 71st Street South - 74136 Phone: 495-1100 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

RS-3 
OM 

The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -­
No Specific Land Use. 

According to the IIMatrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
RelationshiptoZoning Districts ll

, the OM District is not in accordance 
with the Plan Map_ 

Staff Recommendation (Z-5788): 
The subject tract presently contains Camp Shalom, which is a Community 
Recreational and Culture Center and related facilities. North and south 
of the Center is an apartment complex. West of the subject tract is an 
office park and to the east an office complex under construction. 

The Staff recommends APPROVAL of the requested OM zoning due to the existing 
OM zoning on three sides of the subject tract. It would be impractical for 
the tract to develop as single-family at this time due to the surrounding 
conditions. The Staff also recommends that the Comprehensive Plan for 
District 18 be amended to reflect this change. 

Staff Recommendation (PUD #307): 
. Pl.anned Unit Development No. 307 is l.ocated west of the northwest corner of 

South Lewis Avenue and 7ist Street. It is 20 acres in size, contains an 
ex; sting community recrea ti ona 1. and cui ture facil Hy and the appl i cant is 
requesting a PUD to allow an elderly housing and extended care facility to 
be added to the existing recreational. facil Hy. If the accompanying 0~1 zoning 
application is approved as recommended, the underlying zoning would then be 
OM. The tract is abutted on the north by apartments zoned RM-l, on the east 
by a two-story office complex zoned OiY!, on the south by Kensington Shopping 
Center and an apartment complex zoned CS and OM and on the west by an office 
complex zoned OM and PUD. 

The existing facil ity conta.ins sl ightly less than 44,000 square feet of floor 
area, which in turn requires 88,000 square feet of the lot area to be used 
to support th is fac il Hy under the OM zon i ng. Th is in return would allow the 
remainder of the tract, 783,200 square feet, to be used to support the resi­
dential and extended care dwelling units. The OM zoning equates to RM-2 
standards and the above cited square-footage would support in excess of 600 
units on the subject tract. 

Based upon this review and a review of the submitted Outline Development Plan, 
the Staff finds PUD #307 to be: 
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Z-5788 and PUD #307 (continued) 

1) Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; 
2) in harmony with the expected development of the area; and 
3) consistent with the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. 

Therefore, the Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD #307, subject to the 
following conditions: 

1) That the applicant1s Outline Development Plan be a condition of 
approval. 

2) Development Standards: 

Gross Area: 
Permitted Uses: 

Existing Fa~ility 
-rsouth Portion) 

Maximum Floor Area: 
Maximum Building Height: 
Minimum Setbacks: 

From East, West and South Property 
From North Development Line: 

Minimum Parking: 

12.,1 acres 
Existing 
Existing 
Existing 

Line: Existing 
o feet 

Existing 

Elderly Housing and Extended Care Facility 
(North Portiori'") 

Gross Area: 
Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Number of Units: 
Mul ti-Story Housing -

Phase I: 
Phase II: 
<---Tota ,---

Health CaY'e Facility­
Phase I: 
Phase II: 

Total 

Maximum Building Height: 
Minimum Setbacks: 

7,9 acres 
Elderly Housing Apartments, Extended 
Care Facility, Administration Office, 
Dining Facilities and Accessory Uses. 

171 units 

60 units 
60 units 

T20 unn$' 

34 units 
17 units 
-;:'Tf-~T"L'=--

::ll urn 1::5 

6 stories 

From South Development Line: 40 feet 
From East Property Line: 
From North Property Line: 
From West Property Li ne: 

Minimum Parking: 
Phase I:. 
Phase II: 

Minimum Livability Space: 

140 feet 
80 feet 
20 feet 

117 spaces 
106 spaces 

4.25 acres 
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Z-5788 and PUD #307 (continued) 

3) That a Detail Site Plan be submitted to and approved by the 
TMAPC, prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

4) That one sign be permitted at the entrance off of 71st Street 
and that it shall not exceed 32 square feet of surface area, 
20 feet in height and illumination (if any) shall be by constant 
light. 

5) That a Detail Landscape Plan be submitted to and approved by the 
TMAPC prior to occupancy, including sign location and design. 

6) That no building permit shall be issued until the property has 
been included within a subdivision plat submitted to and approved 
by the TMAPC and filed of record in the County Clerk1s Office, 
incorporating within the restrictive covenants the PUD conditions 
of approval, making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said 
covenants. 

Applicant1s Comments: 
The applicant had no objections to the Staff Recommendation and conditions. 

Protestants: None. 

Z-5788 - TMAPC Action: 6 members present. 
On MOTION of PETTY. the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Gardner, 
Higgins, Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Hennage, Miller, C. Young, T. Young, Inhofe "absentll) to recommend to the 
Board of City Commissioners that the following described property be 
rezoned OM: 

The East one-half of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast 
Quarter of Section 6, Township 18 North, Range 13 East, Tulsa 
County, State of Oklahoma. 

PUD 307 - TMAPC Action: 6 membe~~sent. 
On MOTION of PETTY, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Gardner, 
Higgins, Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions!!; 
Hennage, Mi 11 er, C. Young, T. Young, Inhofe "absentH) to recommend to 
the Board of City Commissioners that the following described property be 
approved for Planned Unit Development, subject to the conditions SRt out 
in the Staff Recommendation: 
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Z-5788 and PUD #307 (continued) 

The East Half of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast 
Quarter of Section 6, Township 18 North, Range 13 East, 
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma. 
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Application No. Z-4900-SP-l Present Zoning: (CO) 
Applicant: Johnsen (Grant) Site Plan Review 
Location: South of the SE corner of 71st Street and Mingo Road 

Date of Application: 
Date of Hearing: 
Size of Tract: 

December 2, 1982 
January 12, 1983 
16.6 acres 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Roy Johnsen 
Address: 324 Main Mall - Suite 900 - 74103 

Staff Recommendation - Site Plan Review: 

Phone: 585-5641 

The subject tract is located approximately 1,000 feet south of the south­
east corner of 71st Street and South Mingo Road. It is 16.58 acres in 
size, vacant, zoned CO, and the applicant is requesting Site Plan approval. 

The applicant is proposing a suburban residential community of multi­
family dwellings, which is intended to be built in two phases. Phase I 
will consist of 297 dwellings developed on 11.5 acres, and Phase II will 
be not more than 175 dwellings developed on a tract of 5.04 acres. 

The applicant has submitted a text which covers in detail the manner in 
which both Phases are to be developed. In addition, he has submitted a 
Site Plan which is intended to be the final and Detail Site Plan for 
Phase I and an Illustrative Site Plan of Phase II. 

The Staff has reviewed the submitted Site Plan and Text and find the pro­
posal to be; a) consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; b) in harmony with 
the existing and expected development of the area; c) a unified treatment 
of the development possibilities of the site; d) designed in a manner that 
provides proper accessibility, circulation and function relationships of 
uses; and e) consistent with stated purposes and standards of the Corridor 
Chapter of the Zoning Code. 

Therefore, the Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Detail Site Plan and Text 
for Phase I and the Illustrative Site Plan and Text for Phase II, subject 
to the following conditions: 

1) That the applicant1s Plans and Texts be made conditions of 
approval. 

2) Development Standards: 

PHASE I 
Phase I Gross Area: 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum No. of Dwelling Units: 

Minimum Livability Space per 
Dwelling Unit: 
Maximum Land Coverage of Buildings 

11.54 acres 
Multifamily dwellings and 
customary accessory uses, 
including clubhouse, pool, 
tennis courts and other 
recreational facilities. 

297 units 

300 square feet 

28% 

1.12.83:1438(27) 



Z-4900-SP-1 (Conti nued) 

Maximum Building Height: 43 feet 

Maximum Number of Stories: 3 stories 

Minimum Setback Between Buildings: 10 feet 
Minimum Building Setback From Centerline 
of Abutting Arterial Public Street: 100 feet 
Minimum Building Setback From Centerline 
of Abutting Nonarterial Public Street: 50 feet 
Minimum Building Setback From Other 
Boundaries of Phase I: 10 feet 

Off-Street Parking: 1-1/2 spaces per 1 bedroom 
unit and 2 spaces per 2, or 
more bedroom units. 

Signs: Signs shall be limited to 3 monument signs not exceeding six 
(6) feet in height and eighteen (18) feet in width. 

PHASE II 
Phase II Gross Area: 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum No. of Dwelling Units: 

5.04 acres 

Multifamily dwellings and 
customary accessory uses, 
including clubhouse, pool, 
tennis courts and other 
recreational facilities. 

175 units 
Minimum Livability Space Per Dwelling Unit: 300 square feet 

Maximum Land Coverage of Buildings: 28% 
Maximum Building Height: 43 feet 

Maximum Number of Stories 3 stories 

Minimum Setback Between Buildings 10 feet 

Minimum Building Setback From Centerline 
of Abutting Nonarterial Public Street: 50 feet 

Minimum Building Setback From Other 
Boundaries of Phase II: 

Off-Street Parking 

10 feet 

1-1/2 spaces per 1 bedroom unit 
and 2 spaces per 2, or more bed­
room units. 

Signs: Signs shall be limited to 1 monument sign not exceeding six 
(6) feet in height and eighteen (18) feet in width. 

3) That a Detail Site Plan for Phase II be submitted to, and approved by, 
the TMAPC prior to the issuance of any building permits in that area. 

4) That a Detail Landscape Plan by phase be submitted to, and approved 
by. the TMAPC prior to occupancy, including the design, lighting and 
landscaping of all signs. 

5) That no building permit shall be issued until the property has been 
included within a subdivision plat, submitted to, and approved by 
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Z-4900-SP-l (continued) 

the TMAPC, and filed of record in the County Clerk's Office, incor­
porating within the restrictive covenants and CO conditions of 
approval, making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said covenants. 

Applicantls Comments: 
Mr. Roy Johnsen was present and had no objections to the Staff Recommenda­
tion. There will be a subsequent Detail Site Plan on Phase II. This Site 
Plan today is on the irregularly shaped tract in Phase I. 

Protestants: None. 

TMAPC Action: 6 members present. 
On MOTION of HIGGINS, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, l!aye!l; no IInaysll; no lI abstentions"; Hennage, 
~1iller, C. Young, T. Young, Inhofe, lIabsent") to recommend to the Board of 
City Commissioners that the Site Plan on the following described property 
be approved, per conditions set out in the Staff Recommendation: 

A tract of land located in a part of Lots 1 and 2 of Section 7, 
T_,.'V'\l"'h';n 10 I\I_VOl""'''''' D,,"\V'\rft"'\ 1/1 C'~t"'+ T,,'C"',::\ rAlln+\I n~'"::lhf'\rrl:::l h~;nfl 
IUVVII:)III~ IU l"1UIl"II, f'\QII':jC , ..... LO.::>l,.., IUI.:>U vVUIIl,..,J, V('\.tUIIVIIIU, UC::III'j 

more particularly described as follows: 

Commencing at the Northwest corner of Section 7, Township 18 North, 
Range 14 East, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, said point also being the 
Northwest corner of Lot 1 of said Section 7; thence South ° 00'00" 
West along the West line of said Section 7

0
a distance of 952.80 feet 

to the point of beginning; thence South 90 00'00 11 East a distance of 
360.00 feet to a point of curve to the 13ft; thence along said curve 
to the left having a central angle of 45 OO'gOIl, a radius of 335.00 
feet, an initial tangent bearing of South go 00 100" East a distance 
of 263.11 feet to a point; thence North 45 00'00" East a distance of 
244.31 feet to a point; thence South 45~001001l East a distance of 
315.49 feet to a point; thence South 90 00'00" East a distance of 
243.22 feet to a point on the east line of Lot 1 of said Section 7; 
thence South 0°09'58" West a distance of 427.90 feet to aopoint on 
the East line of Lot 2 of said Section 7; thence North 90 00'00" West 
a distance of 524.36 feet to a point of curve to the righb; thence 
along said curve to the right having a central angle of 8 59'Q7", a 
radius of 195.00 feet, an initial tangent bearing of Norte llv00153 11 

East a distance of 30.58 feet to a point; thence Norbh 20 00'00 11 East 
a distance of 21.45 feet to a point; thence North 60 00 1 00 11 West a 
distance of 60.00 feet to a point; thence North 90 00'00 11 West a dis­
tance of 660.47 feet to a point on the West line of said Section 7; 
thence North 0000'00 11 East along the West line of Section 7 a dis­
tance of 310.00 feet to the point of beginning, containing 502,690.79 
square feet or 11.540 acres more or less. 

AND 

A tract of land located in a part of Lot 2 of Section 7, Township 
18 North, Range 14 East, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, being more particu­
larly described as follows: 

Commencing at the Northwest corner of Section 7, Township 18 North, 
Range 14 East, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, said point also being the 
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Z-4900-SP-l (conti nued) 

Northwest corner of Lot 1 of said Section 7; thence South 0000'00" 
West along the West line of saidoSection 7 a distance of 1262.80 
feet to a point; thence South 90 00'00 11 East a distance of 660.47 
feet to a point; thence South 70~0010011 East a distance of 60.00 
feet to a point; thence South 20 00 100" West a distance of 21.45 
feet to a point of curve to the left6 thence along said curve to 
the left having a central angle of 8 59'07"" a radius of 195.00 
feet, an initial tangent bearing of South 20° 00 100" West a di 6-
tance of 30.58 feet to the point of beginning; thence South 90 00' 
00" East a distance of 524.36 feet to aopoint on the East line of 
Lot 2 of said Section 7; thence South 0 09'58" West along the East 
line of 6aid Lot 2 a distance of 507.47 feet to a point; thence 
North 89 50 102" West a distance of 55.52 feet to a point of curve 
to the righ~; thence along said curve to the right having a central 
angle of 23 50'02"'oa radius of 250.00 feet, an initial tangent 
bearing of North 89 50 1 02" West a distance of 104.00 feet to a point; 
thence North 66 000 1 00" West a distance of 120.00 feet to a point of 
curve to the left; ~hence along said curve to the left having a 
cen~r~l a~gle of 2490IQR:~.~_~a~ius of.~OO.OO fe~t!_an initial tan­
gent beanng of North gb-UU'UU" West a dlstance ot ~j.78 feet to a 
point; thence North 90 00 1 00" West a distance of 101.96 feet to a 
point of curve to the left; thence along said curve to the left 
having a central angle of 7003 1 13 11

6 a radius of 285.00 feet, an 
initial tangent bearing of Norte 7 03 1 13" East a distance of 35.09 
feet to a point; thence North 0 00.00" East a distance of 40.00 feet 
to a point of curve to the 'bft; thence along said curve to the left 
having a central angle of 25 00'00", a radius of 425.00 feet, and 
initial tangent bearing of North 0000 1 00" East a distance of 185.44 
feet to a point; thence North 25000 1 00" West a distance of 50.00 
feet to a point of curve to the right;othence along said curve to 
the right having a central angle of 36 00'53~, a radius of 195.00 
feet, an initial tangent bearing of North 25 00 1 00 11 West a distance 
of 122.57 feet to the point of beginning. Containing 219,670.66 
square feet or 5.043 acres more or less. 
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Application No. PUD 190-0 
Applicant: Nichols 
Location: 71st Street and South Sheridan Road 

Date of Application: 
Date of Hearing: 
Size of Tract: 

December 2, 1982 
January 12, 1983 
69.9253 acres 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Robert J. Nichols 
Address: 115 West 5th Street, Suite 800 - 74103 

Request for Continuance: 

Present Zoning: (RS-3) 

Phone: 582-3222 

Ms. Ann Winkler, 5508 East 76th Street, stated that the neighborhood only 
heard about this application last Sunday. From comments made in the 
October meeting, the residents believed it would take 6 months to re­
apply. 

Mr. Bob Nichols advised that changes have been made in the application 
and two meetings have been held with the Homeowner's Association and 
groups in the area. Notice has been given and posted on the property. 

TMAPC Action: 7 members present. 
On MOTION of PETTY, the Planning Commission voted 7":0-0 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, T. Young, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions ll

; 

Hennage, Miller, C. Young, Inhofe, "absent") to deny the request for con­
tinuance. 

Staff Recommendation: 
Planned Unit Development No. 190-0 is a subarea of PUD #190, Minshall Park. 
It is approximately 70 acres in size, vacant, approved for single-family 
use, and the applicant is now requesting an amendment to allow a combination 
of duplex, small lot single-family, and large lot single-family. 

The applicant is proposing to develop a total of 287 dwelling units by 
using the 190 units allocated to this subarea, plus 47 units from the 
original PUD allocation that have not been allocated to a specific sub­
area, plus 50 additional units supported by using RS-3 Duplex density on 
14.18 acres along the west side of the tract. The Plan as presented, is 
the result of several meetings with the Staff, neighborhood representa­
tives and the applicant. 

The Staff has reviewed this request and feels that the RS-3 Duplex den­
sity along the west side of the tract is appropriate because of the exist­
ing multifamily to the west and the mixture of duplexes and single-family 
to the north. In addition, the Staff has reviewed the Outline Development 
Plan and find PUD #190-0 to be; a) consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, 
b) in harmony with the existing and expected development of the area, and 
c) consistent with the PUD Chapter. 

Therefore, the Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD #190-0, subject to the 
following conditions: 

1) That the applicant's Outline Development Plan be a condition of 
approval. 

2) Development Standards: 
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Application No. 190-0 (continued) 

1. Duplex Development Area: 

Gross Area: 
Permitted Uses: 

Maximum No. of Units: 

Minimum Livability space: 

Minimum Lot Area: 

Minimum Lot Frontage 

Cul-De-Sac Lot Frontage ! 

(measured from building line): 

Maximum Building Height: 

Minimum Front Yard (abutting 
public street): 

Minimum Side Yard: 

Minimum Rear Yard: 

2. Single-Family Development Area: 
Area "All 

Gross Area: 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum No. of Units: 

Minimum Livability Space 
Minimum Lot Area: 

Minimum Lot Frontage: 

Cul-De-Sac Lot Frontage 
(measured from building line): 

Maximum Building Height: 

Minimum Front Yard (abutting 
public street): 

Minimum Side Yard: 

Minimum Rear Yard: 

Area "B" 

Gross Area: 

11.02 acres 

Single-family attached 
dwellings (no more than 
two dwellings), two-family 
dwellings (duplexes), 
single-family dwellings, 
open space area, public 
streets. 

68 units 

2,500 square feet per D.U. 

8,000 square feet 

80 feet 

50 feet 

35 feet 

18 feet 

5 feet 
20 feet 

+ 4.28 acres 
Single-family detached 
dwellings, open space 
area, public streets. 

11 units 
4,000 square feet per D.U. 

9,200 square feet 

80 feet 

50 feet 

35 feet 

18 feet 

5 feet 
')() +,,,,,+ 
c...v I\..\-t.. 

+ 55.90 acres 
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PUD No. 190-D (continued) 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum No. of Units: 
Minimum Livability Space: 
Minimum Lot Area: 

Minimum Lot Frontage: 
Maximum Building Height: 
Minimum Front Yard (abutting 

public street): 
Minimum Side Yard: 
Minimum Rear Yard: 

Minimum Setback between Buildings: 

Single-family detached 
dwellings, open space 
area, public streets. 

208 units 
2,500 square feet per D.U. 
5,000 square feet 

50 feet 
35 feet 

18 feet 
o feet 

20 feet 
5 feet 

3) That a Homeowner's Association be established to maintain all com­
mon areas. 

4) That the approval of the final plat will serve as the Detail Site 
Plan approval. 

5) That no building permit shall be issued until the property has 
been included within a subdivision plat, submitted to, 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, making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said cove­
nants. 

Applicant's Comments: 
.. Mr. Bob Nichols had no objection to the Staff Recommendation and conditions. 

The livability space included in the Staff Recommendation includes both on­
lot and common green space provided in the green belt. He could not pro­
vide the livability space on-lot. 

Protestants: None. 

TMAPC Action: 6 members present. 
On MOTION of PETTY, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, "ayel!; no "nays "; no "abstentions!!; Hennage) 
Miner, C. YOtmg, T. Young, Inhofe,"absent") to recommend to the Board of 
City Commissioners that the major amendment PUD #190 be /\PPROVEDonthe fol-
1m'll n9 described property:" 

A part of the N/2 of the S/2 and a part of the SW/4 of the NW/4 of 
Section 10, Township 18 North, Range 13 East, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, 
h",'; V'l1"'I rnru,"'" n+.:uf'\+'; ,....tll ::a V'1 \I rlcC",... V"; horl ;::); C' f'('\ 11 nhl<:: ... uc:: III~ IIIUI'C: PUI t.,... I \.".U lUI I:J U\......J'-I J U\....U U."J I V I I VIV..J. 

Commencing at the Northwest corner of the N/2 of the S/2 of Section 10, 
To~nshi p 18 North, Range 13 East, Tul sa County, Okl ahoma; thence South 
89 57'10" East along the North line thereof a distance of 644.57 feet 
to the point of beginning. Said point also being the Northeast corner 
of Lot 1, Block 1 of "Ridge Park", an Addition to the City of Tulsa, 
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PUD-190~Q(continued) 

Tulsa County, Oklahoma, according to the official recorded plat 
thereof and also being the Southeast corner of Lot la, Block 6 
of "Woodcrest Estates", an Addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma, according to the official recorded plat thereof, 
thence continuing South 89 57 110" East along the South Boundary 
of said Woodcrest Estates a distance of 180.86 feet to the South-
east cobner of Lot 8, Block 5, of said IIWoodcrest Estates ll ; thence 
North a 00'27'1 East along the East Boundary of said Block 5 a distance 
of 440.00 feet to the Norbheast corner of Lot 5, Block 5 "Woodcrest 
Estates"; thence South 89 57'10" East along the South Boundary of 
"Woodcrest Estates'l, a distance of 495.19 feet to the Southeast cor­
ner of Lot 7, Block 4, of Illvoodcrest Estates ll • said point al so being 
on the West Boundary of Block 2, of "Minshall Park III", an Addition 
to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County. Oklaho~a, according to the offi-
ci a 1 recorded p 1 at thereof; thence South 0 00 I 04 11 East along the 
West Boundary of Block 2 of "Minshall Park IIP a distance of 100.00 
feet to the Norbhwest corner of Lot 11, Block 2 of "Minshall Park IIIII; 
thence South 26 57 146 11 West along the West Boundary of Block 2 of 
"Minshall Park III" a distance of 399.26 feet to the South~est corner 
of Lot 13, Block 2 of llMinshaii Park IIlII; thence South 89 57'10" East 
along the South Boundary of IIMinshall Park III" a distance of 1486.76 
feet to the 50ubheast corner of Lot 6, Block 9 of IIMinshall Park III"; 
thence South 75 34'10" East along the South Boundary of "Minshall Park 
III" a distance of 348.23 feet to the Southwest corner of Lot 1, Block 
10 of "Minshall Park IIIII; thence South 30057 149" East along the West 
Boundary of B10ck 10 of 11M; nsha 11 Park II I" a di stance of 69.97 feet 
to the Northwes b corner of Lot22 Block 10 of ", "lin shall Park III"; 
thence South 13 53 '1111 West along the West Boundary of Block 10 of 
IIMinshall Park III" a distance of 741.68 feet to the Southwbst corner 
of Lot 28, Block 10 of "Minshall Park III"; thence South 76 23'58" 
West along the West Boundary of IIMinshall Park IIIII a distance of 63.79 
feet to the Norbhwest corner of Lot 29, Block 10 of IIMinshall Park IIII!; 
thence South 22 46'55" East along the West Boundary of I!M~nshall Pay'k 
IIIII a distance of 283.27 feet to a point; thence South 0 04115" West 
along the West Boundary of "Minshall Park III" a distance of 160.00 
feet to the Southwest corner of Lot l, Block 12 of IIMinsha11 Park III" 
said point also being a point on thb South line of the N/2 of the 5/2 
of said Section 10; thence North 89 55 145 11 West along the South line 
of said N/2 of the S/2 a distance of 1989.64 feet to a point; thence 
Nobth 3000'00" West a distance of 115.00 feet to a point; thence Norbh 
28 00 100" West a distance of 135.00 feet to a point; thence Northo10 
00 I 00 11 West a distance of 331.41 feet to a poi nt; thence North 55 00 I 

00" West a distance of 367.61 feet to a point on tbe Southerly Boundary 
of Lot 1, Block 1 of IIRidge Park I, ; thence North 35000 100 11 East along 
the Southerly Boundary of "Ridge Park" a distance of 210.7~ feet to 
a point of curve to the right having a central angle of 18 01~15", a 
radius of 455.00 feet, an initial tangent bearing of North 35 00 100 11 

East a distance of 143.11 feet to a point of curve to the left having 
a central angle of 84001~151i, a radius of 25.00 feet. an initial tan­
gent bearing of North 53 01 'l5" East a distance of 36.660feet to a 
point of curve to the right having a central angle of 31 01 Il§lI, a 
radius of 232.25 feet, an initial tangent bearing of NortB 31 00 100 11 

West a distance of 125.75 feet to a point; thence North 001 118" East 
along the East Boundary of Block 1 of IIRidge Park" a distance of 
119.22 feet to the point of beginning and containing 3,045.947.87 
square feet or 69.9253 acres more or less. 

1 . 12 .83: 1438 (34 ) 



Application No. Z-5789 Present Zoning: IL 
Applicant: Wilkinson Proposed Zoning: RMH 
Location: South and East of Pine and Mingo Road 

Date of Application: December 2, 1982 
Date of Hearing: January 12, 1983 
Size of Tract: 25 acres 

Presentation to TMAPC by: C. W. Wilkinson 
Address: 3500 West El Paso - Broken Arrow - 74012 Phone: 252-9385 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 
The District 16 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District Two. 
Industrial development is encouraged. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories Re­
lationship to Zoning Districts", the RMH District may be found in 
accordance with the Plan Map. ~ 

Staff Recommendation: 
The subject tract is vacant, except for a mobile home on the front por­
tion. There is mostly vacant property to the north, south and east. 
West of the subject tract are various commercial establishments along 
with single-family residential. The majority of the subject tract is 
located within the 100-year Floodplain. 

RMH zoning and use would make a good interim use of the subject tract 
until such time that the tract can be utilized as industrial. The Staff 
recommends APPROVAL of RMH zoning on that portion of the tract that does 
not lie within the 100-year Floodway as determined by the applicant's 
engineer and City Hydrology Department. The Staff recommends that ,the 
portion within the lOO-year Floodway remain AG zoning. 

For the record, that portion outside of the lOO-year Floodway may require 
several feet of fill before it will qualify for development. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Mr. C. W. Wilkinson was present and advised the Commission that the pro­
posed project would establish 130 lots. Engineers have determined the 
floodplain area and he will comply with the City's standards. Two area 
residents were present earlier in the meeting who approve of the proposal 
because it would bring the sewer into the area. 

Protestant: Don Pool, attorney Address: 1515 South Denver Avenue 

Protestant's Comments: 
Mr. Pool advised the Commission he represents Diamond Electric Company 
who holds first mortgage on 2-1/2 acres in the northeast corner of this 
tract and a second mortgage on the balance. In addition, his client was 
granted 1/3 interest in the property as security. Mr. Wilkinson has an 
option to re-purchase the interest, secured by the mortgages. Both mort­
gages are in default and subject to litigation. A lawsuit was filed in 
November 1982. As an owner of an interest in this property, his client 
objects to any zoning change during litigation. If Mr. Wilkinson can 
provide a signed real estate contract contingent on the zoning change, 
Mr. Pool will withdraw the protest. Mr. Wilkinson advised that he will 
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Z-5789 (continued) 

be the owner and developer of the property. 

Mr. Linker advised that, under the Zoning Code, all owners have to consent 
to the change. Chairman Parmele suggested a continuance in order for these 
parties to reach an agreement. 

TMAPC Action: 6 members present. 
On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, "aye"; no "naysll; no "abstentions"; Hennage, 
Miller, C. Young, T. Young, lIabsent") to continue consideration of Z-5789 
until January 26, 1983, at 1 :30 p.m., in Langenheim Auditorium, City Hall, 
Tulsa, Oklahoma. 
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CZ-72 Wilkinson South of the SE corner of 131st Street and 129th East Avenue 
RS to RM-l 

Mr. C. W. Wilkinson was present and requested this item be withdrawn. A 
letter to that effect had previously been submitted (Exhibit "D-1") , as 
well as a letter from the Broken Arrow Planning Commission recommending 
denial (Exhibit ID-2"). 

The Chair, without objection, withdrew this item. 
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Application No. PUD 308 Present Zoning: (RM-O, RD) 
Applicant: Oakley (Wilkinson, Coleman) 
Location: South of East 19th Street South and 525 feet East of South Memorial 

Date of Application: 
Date of Hearing: 
Size of Tract: 

December 2, 1982 
January 12, 1983 
2.35 acres 

Presentation to TMAPC by: C. W. Wilkinson 
Address: 3500 West El Paso - Broken Arrow - 74012 

Staff Recommendation: 

Phone: 252-9385 

Planned Unit Development No. 308 is located approximately 600 1 east of 
the southeast corner of 19th Street and Memorial Drive. It is 2.35 acres 
in size, contains one single-family dwelling, is zoned a combination of 
RM-O and RD, and the applicant is proposing a PUD for 27 single-family 
townhouses on zero lot-line type lots. Each lot will have access to a 
private roadway, which will provide a loop through the development and 
two access points onto 19th Street. The tract is abutted on the north 
by single-family dwellings (one used as a day care facility) zoned RS-l 
and RS-2, on the east by single-family zoned RS-l, on the south by vacant 
land zoned OL, and on the west by Skaggs Shopping center zoned CS and OL. 

The Staff has reviewed the submitted Outline Development Plan and find 
that PUD #308 is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, harmonizes with 
the existing and expected development possibilities, and is consistent 
with the PUD Chapter of the Tulsa Zoning Code. 

Therefore, the Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD #308, subject to the 
following conditions: 

1) That the applicant's Outline Development Plan be made a condi­
tion of approval. 

2) Development Standards: 

Area (Gross): 
(Net) : 

Permitted Use: 

Maximum No. of Units: 
Maximum Building Height: 
Minimum Livability Space: 
Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
From North Property Li ne: 
From East Property Line: 
From South & West Property Lines: 

a) From covered patio and 
storage building: 

b) From main structure: 

102,558.22 square feet 
94,495.72 square feet 

Single-Family Zero Lot­
line Townhouses 

27 units 
35 feet 
41,000 square feet 
67 spaces 

25 feet 
25 feet 

18 feet 

25 feet 
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PUD #308 (continued) 

3) Signs shall conform to the requirements of Section 420.2 (d) (2) 
of the Tulsa Zoning Code. 

4) That a Detail Site Plan, meeting the graphical intent of the 
Development Plan, be submitted to, and approved by the TMAPC, 
prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

5) That a Detail Landscape Plan be approved by the TMAPC and in 
place prior to occupancy, including a 6-foot screening fence 
along the south and east boundaries. 

6) That a Homeowner's Association be created to maintain all com­
mon areas, including private drives and landscaped areas. 

7) That no building permit shall be issued until the property has 
been included within a subdivision plat, submitted to, 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, making the City of Tulsa beneficiary 
to said covenants. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Mr. C. W. Wilkinson had submitted the Development Text (Exhibit IIE-11I). 
He has discussed this with the Staff and is in agreement with the recom­
mendation. 

Protestants: E. A. Waterfield 
Gilbert Fellin; 

Protestant's Comments: 

Addresses: 8820 East 16th Street 
8416 East 19th Street 

Mr. E. A. Waterfield commented that this tract is within the OIConnor 
Park restrictive covenants, which states no structure can be built on 
less than an acre. He believes Mr. Wilkinson is in violation of these 
covenants. Another zoning was appealed in court and the judge ruled in 
the protestant's favor. This was appealed to the Supreme Court, which 
upheld the previous Court's decision. Chairman Parmele explained this 
is a legal matter. The Commission could approve the PUD, but construc­
tion would be contingent on the legal questions. Mr. Waterfield was 
concerned about the drainage, which will be compounded by such an in­
crease in density. Also, the streets are narrow. Chairman Parmele 
read the report from the City Hydrologist concerning drainage. 

Mr. Gilbert Fellini wanted to know if the zoning was going to be changed. 
Chairman Parmele explained the requested PUD. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Mr. Wilkinson advised that the restrictive covenants expired in 1974. 
Other developments have been built on less than an acre. 

TMAPC Action: 6 members present. 
On MOTION of PETTY, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, lIaye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Hennage, 
Miller, C. Young, T. Young, Inhofe, "absent") to recommend to the Board of 
City Commissioners that the following described property be approved for 
PUD, subject to the conditions set out in the Staff's Recommendation: 
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PUD #308 (continued) 

The North Half of the West 322.5 feet of the East Half of Block 9, 
O'Conner Park, an addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof. 
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OTHER BUSINESS: 

PUD #139-2 Jones (Oklahoma Ltd. Partnership) North and West of East 59th 
Street and South Peoria Avenue 

Staff Recommendation, Minor Amendment: 

Planned Unit Development #139 is located north and west of 59th Street 
South and Peoria Avenue. It contains 18.6 acres of land of which 17.1 
is zoned RM-l and the remaining 1.5 acres on Peoria is zoned CS. 

The PUD was allocated a total of 280 units with 152 of those units 
allocated to Block 1 and the N/2 of Block 2 and the remaining 128 units 
allocated to Block 3. All 152 units in Blocks 1 & 2 have been built, 
while only 121 units were built in Block 3. 

A reallocation of the remaining 7 units from Block 3 to Block 1 would 
not increase the overall density of the PUD. Therefore, the Staff can 
support this request as minor in nature. The Staff has reviewed the 
applicant's site plan and feels that the proposed development is in 
keeping with the intent and purpose of the PUD, and therefore, recommends 
APPROVAL of the minor amendment for reallocation of 7 units, per the site 
plan submitted. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Mr. Bill Jones was present and had no comments. 

TMAPC Action: 6 members present. 
On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Gardner, Higgins, 
Hinkle, Kempe, Parmele, Petty, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Hennage, 
Miller, C. Young, T. Young, "absent") to approve this minor amendment to 
PUD #139, per the site plan submitted. 

There being no further business, the Chair adjourned the meeting at 5:40 p.m. 

Date 

ATTEST: 
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