TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES of Meeting No. 1528
Wednesday, October 31, 1984, 1:30 p.m.
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center
(Moved from Langenhelm)
..:

MEMBERS PRESENT

MEMBERS ABSENT

STAFF PRESENT

OTHERS PRESENT

Connery
Draughon
Kempe, Ist VI ceChairman
Paddock
VanFossen
Wilson
Woodard

Higgins
Rice
Young

Compton
Frank
Gardner
Wiles

Jackere, Legal
Department

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City
Auditor on Monday, October 29, 1984, at 10:50 a.m., as well as In the
Reception Area of the INCOG offices.
After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Cherry Kempe cal led the meeting to
order at 1:33 p.m.
MINUTES:
On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 5-0-2 (Connery,
Draughon, Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Paddock, WI Ison,
"abstaining"; Higgins, Rice, Young, "absent") to approve the Minutes of
October 17, 1984 (No. 1526).
REPORTS:
Chairman's Report:
Cha I rman Kempe I nformed there Is a vacancy on the Comprehens I ve P Ian
Steering Committee. She appointed Gary VanFossen to fill that vacancy
and to Chair that Committee.
Committee Reports:
Comprehensive Plan Committee:
Chairman Kempe Informed there wll I be a Comprehensive Plan Committee
meet Ing at 12: 00 p.m. on Wednesday, November 7, 1984, I n Room I 131
of City Hall. The purpose of that meeting will be to go over the
Turkey Mountain Special District Study.
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PUBLI C HEAR ING:
Cont I nued Pub II c Hear I ng for the purpose of cons Ider I ng amendments to the
Major Street and Highway Plan by the following:
(a)

deletion of the
southeast corner
the east bank of
near 96th Street

expressway classification for Riverside from the
of the Inner Dispersal Loop extending south along
the Arkansas River to the Proposed Creek Expressway
and South Delaware Avenue;

(b)

adopt Ion of a new street and highway des Ignat Ion, tit Ied Parkway,
and Trafficway Right-of-Way Standards for said Parkway designation
and;

(c)

designation of Riverside to a Parkway from approximately Denver
Avenue and Riverside Drive south along the east bank of the Arkansas
River to 131st Street, then east along 131st Street to South
Memorial Drive.

Comments and Questions:
Mr. Compton I nformed that, since the Pub II c Hear I ng on th Is matter was
opened up at the last meeting, the Transportation Technical Advisory
Committee and the Transportation Pol Icy Committee have met concerning the
amendments of the Rivers Ide Corr Idor to the Major Street and Highway
Plan. He Is bringing before the Commission today the recommendations of
the Transportlon Policy Committee. As It exists, the Major Street and
Highway Plan designates an expressway starting at the southeast corner of
the Inner Dispersal going south along the abandoned right-of-way of the
Mid Iand Va I ley Ra II road to the east bank of the Arkansas River, then
further south along the east bank of the Arkansas River to the proposed
Iocat Ion of the Creek Expressway near 96th Street and South De Iaware
An expressway-type fac I I Ity wou Id requ I re a 300-foot
Avenue.
right-of-way and would have limited access.
That portion of the
expressway north of Skelly Drive came before the Planning Commission at a
Public Hearing In December, 1981. The Planning Commission, at that time,
recommended that the expressway from the Inner Dispersal Loop south to
Skelly Drive be deleted, that a Parkway designation be placed from Denver
Avenue to Skelly Drive, and that a Parkway classification and standards
be adopted. This recommendation was taken to the City Commission where
It was dec Ided that act Ion at that t Ime . wou Id not be taken.
The
expressway des Ignat Ion south of Ske I IY Dr Ive was not a part of th Is
previous Public Hearing or the recommendations; however, at the request
of Street Comm Iss loner J.D. Metca I fe and the Transportat Ion Po II cy
Committee, the INCOG Staff evaluated the Impact of deleting the
expressway des Ignat Ion for the ent I re Iength and rep Iac I ng It with a
Parkway that extends farther south to the Intersection of 131st Street
and South Memorial Drive. The Staff's studies to date Indicate that this
change can accommodate future traffic loads without adversely Impacting
the overa I I transportat Ion system. Mr. Compton subm Itted a packet of
Information which Included a letter to the Commission from Commissioner

10.31.84:1528(2)

Public Hearing:

Major Street and HIBhway Plan (continued)

Metcalfe, who serves as Chairman to the Transportation Policy Committee
(Exhibit "A-lit). The body of the letter reads as follows:
"The Tulsa Metropolitan Area Transportation. Study CTMATS)
Transportation Policy Committee met on Thursday, October 24, 1984,
to discuss an amendment of the Tu Isa City-County Major Street and
Highway Plan regarding the Riverside Corridor.
The Transportation Policy Committee voted unamlously to recommend
that the Riverside Corridor be redesignated a Parkway from
approx Imate Iy Denver Avenue south to East 131 st Street and South
Memor Ia I Dr Ive with a requ I rement of 150 feet of right-of-way and
limited access, as practicable.
The Transportation Policy Committee also recommended that the
Parkway standards should require a minimum of 150 feet of
right-of-way; a 30 foot medIan; a 38 foot cross sectIon on either
side of the median, specIfIcally for roadway purposes; and a
variable planning area on eIther sIde of the roadway.
ItIs my understand Ing that the Tu Isa Metropo I Itan Area P Iann I ng
Commission opened the public hearIng process on the Riverside
Corridor Issue on Wednesday, October 24, 1984, and the public
hearing has been continued to Wednesday, October 31, 1984. Please
consider the committee's recommendations In your actions on the
amendment of the Tulsa City-County Major Street and Highway Plan for
the Rivers Ide Corr Idor and for the deve lopment of the Park way
standards. It
Mr. Compton noted that the exact alignment of the parkway has not been
determ I ned at th Is po I nt, and It can on Iy be determ I ned a fter the
Engineering Department has completed functional design for the facility.
What Is being recommended Is a Parkway facility which requIres 150 feet
of right-of-way as opposed to an expressway facIlIty which requIres 300
feet of right-of-way, thereby, In their opinion, reducing the Impact to
the abutting properties and neighborhoods.
Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Compton If, In the consideratIon that was given to
this proposal, reference was made to the District 6 Plan and Text and the
recommendat Ions that were conta I ned I n that document.
Mr. Compton
Informed that consideration was gIven to all the districts that this runs
There may need to be some rehearings to change the
through.
Comprehensive Plan If the Major Street and Highway Plan Is amended.
Mr. Connery asked whose def I nit Ion of "Park way" requ I res 150 feet of
right-of-way, and Mr. Compton I nformed that Is the def I nit Ion that Is
being recommended. There Is a variety of standards for a parkway. This
definition Is what was recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee
and the Policy Committee after going through a review process.
Mr. VanFossen asked If Mr. Compton could show on the map what existing
rights-of-way the City holds In this area and what widths they are. Mr.
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Compton Informed they do have that Information sketched out on a plan and
the widths vary a I I the way down the ent Ire Iength of the proposed
expressway.
Ms. WI Ison asked Mr. Compton about the var Iab Ie p Iann (ng area on eIther
sIde of the proposed roadway, and Mr. Compton Informed that area exIsts
on any roadway.
I n a right-of-way, an area Is des Ignated for the
pavement to actua II y go through. It does not a Iways go down the center
of the right-of-way. The var Iab Ie p Iann I ng area Is an area on either
side of the roadway to allow utIlities to go In and to allow other
facilities like acceleratIon and deceleration lanes.
Mr. Woodard asked Mr. Compton how many residents would be affected as a
result of this parkway, and Mr. Compton Informed they will not know
exactly where the street wll I be until detail plans are drawn. At this
t Ime, they are Just look I ng at the Major Street and Highway P Ian. On
that Plan Is shown a 300-foot wIde corridor going through this area where
an expressway would be located.
They are recommending that that
designation be changed to a parkway which would reduce that 300 foot wide
area down to 150 feet. When the plans are deve loped, they wou Id know
exact Iy where the street wII I be located and what propert Ies wou Id be
necessary to acquire.
Mr. Draughon asked Mr. Compton how many lanes of traffic wll I be on the
parkway, and Mr. Compton I nformed that, under th Is proposa I, when the
parkway Is completed, there will be six lanes--three lanes on each sIde
of the median.
Interested Parties:

Herb Beattie

Addresses:

Tom Manhart
Hal T. Gibson
Jill Tarbel
Steve Schu I Ier
Susan Douze
Marcia Manhart
Reah Duhl-Stamnes
John H. Ewert
Haro IdB. Ward
Robert R. Rosander
Herb Fritz
Jim Owens
James L. Means
John McCoy
Gary Madison
Commissioner J. D. Metcalfe
BI I I 0' Br Ien
AI Frampton

c/o The WII Iiams Companies
Box 2400
2703 Riverside Drive
124 East 24th
31 I I South Madison
202 Hazel Boulevard
19 East 26th Place
2703 Riverside Drive
5658 S. Boston Avenue
16 East 26th Place
7 East 26th Street
2114 South Norfolk
1217 S. Indian
2301 South Boston
23 East 26th Place
2442 East 25th
4 East 24th Street
200 Civic Center
914 North First, Jenks
5 East 25th Street
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Interested Parties' Comments:
Ms. Kempe requested that the Interested parties confine their comments to
the practicability and the desirability of having a 150~foot wide parkway
rather than a 300-foot expressway.
Mr. Beattie Informed that he would speak In favor of down-grading from
the current expressway classification. He Is a member of the River Parks
Author Ity and Is the Cha Irman of Park Fr Iends wh Ich has put a lot of
money Into the River Parks. He feels that there Is a third optlon--to
leave Riverside as It Is today.
He feels that It Is unnecessary to
destroy this area with a Parkway.
Mr. Manhart Informed he Is the owner of a piece of property that would
have to be taken because there Is not much right-of-way In front of his
house. He Is not as concerned about that as he Is about what this will
do to the River Parks system.
He does not think the Impact that six
Ianes of traff Ic wII I have on the park system has been taken I rito
It wI I I cut the park In ha I f--the north be I ng one
cons Iderat Ion.
section, and the south being another section. He thinks this would be an
enormous mistake. He feels that this park system Is the most successful
element that has been placed In this community In the last 20 years. He
does not think that six lanes of traffic going through this area Is a
so I ut Ion to the prob Iems I n the area. He suggested hav I ng revers I b Ie
lanes to handle the rush hour traffic, and he Informed he Is concerned
because no one has mentioned a solution like this.
Mr. Gibson Informed he realizes that the Planning Commission has a
problem they are trying to solve. He feels that this Involves a question
of getting people to and from Downtown Tulsa. He endorses the co~cept of
a "Parkway" as opposed to an expressway because of the advantages that
Mr. Compton mentioned concerning the amount of right-of-way that wll I be
required. He has no objection to a parkway, but he does not want the
streets closed that exit onto Riverside Drive (specifically, 26th Place
and 31st Street). He would like the Commission to consider having at
least one street from 21st to 31st have access to Riverside.
Ms. Kempe I nformed Mr. Gibson that his concern about hav I ng access to
Rivers Ide Is one of the deta II s that the P Iann I ng Comm Iss Ion does not
even know about at this time.
Ms. Tarbe I I nformed she fee Is there must be a th Ird a Iternat I ve. She
feels that the River Parks system Is one of the best things that has
happened to Tu Isa I n severa I years, and she does not want the streets
widened because she Is afraid doing so would ruin that park system.
Mr. Schuller Informed he does not feel that an expressway Is needed along
Riverside Drive. They would like to leave the street as It Is. He Is
concerned that, If both a parkway and an expressway are abandoned at this
t Ime, some day peop lew III once aga I n press for an expressway down
Riverside. He would rather have a parkway at this time than to leave It
as Itis and have someone come I n Iater and bu II d an expressway. A
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parkway would at least provide for less loss of private property along
the street than would an expressway. An expressway would restrict access
to the River Parks, whereas a parkway would probably not do that. He
described how a median would be helpful along Riverside Drive. He would
also prefer at grade Intersections which a parkway 'would provide as
opposed to entrance ramps and br Idges wh Ich wou Id be prov Ided on an
expressway.
He would like Riverside Drive to be left alone, but If
anything Is done, he would prefer a parkway over an expressway.
Ms. Douze Informed she would like to have Riverside Drive left as It Is.
She Is concerned that an expressway or a parkway would eliminate easy
access to the Riverside Parks.
She wanted to know If the Planning
Commission has looked at more creative solutions to the traffic
situation. She Is concerned that building a parkway along Riverside wll I
kill the Park system. She Informed she does not see how the Planning
Commission can vote yes or no on this proposal until they know how many
residences wll I be destroyed as a result.
Ms. Manhart Is concerned because the proposed parkway does encroach upon
a hi stor Ic d Istr Ict.
She Is worr Ied about the des Ignat Ion of the
historic district. She Is also concerned about the parkland In the area.
She does not think that a parkway wi I I enhance the parks. She Is against
an expressway and a parkway because she thinks that Tulsa has too much at
stake to destroy one of Its finest assets--the River Parks.
Ms. Duhl-Stamnes Informed she realizes that there will have to be some
Improvement to Riverside out where she lives. She would like to get rid
of the expressway designation. She feels that the parkway designation Is
fine, but not where there are already buildings. She thinks the parkway
wou Id be great for new construct Ion and she fee Is that It wI I I so Ive
problems farther out In Tulsa. She does not want to see the park system
destroyed.
Mr. Ewert
day.
He
because of
going down

Informed that the River Park system Is In ful I use 24 hours a
Is concerned because they cannot get across Rivers Ide Dr I ve
the traffic. He does not think they need six lanes of traffic
Riverside.

Mr. Ward Informed he does not favor changing Riverside Drive at al I.
feels that It should go down the old Midland Val ley railroad tracks.

He

Mr. Rosander Informed he does not think there Is a major traffic problem
on Riverside Drive. He thinks that four lanes Is adequate. He does not
see any need to build six lanes to accommodate approximately a half hour
traffic problem each morning and each evening. He feels a parkway would
destroy the River Parks and the close-In neighborhoods.
Mr. Fritz Informed he Is a Tulsa architect. He feels that a third option
would be better than the expressway or a parkway. He Is concerned about
the hea Ith hazards wh Ich wII I be created by s Ix Ianes of tra ff Ic on
Riverside Drive. He read some excerpts from a book entitled "The Granite
Garden" which suggests that a heavy-usage highway Is Incompatible with
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the current uses of the RIver Parks. He suggested that the landscaping
proposed In the parkway desIgnatIon be added, but that the road remain
four lanes.
Mr. Owens Informed he endorses dropping the expressway desIgnatIon, but
he feels thIs Is Just a game of words. He feels the hIghway planners,
espec Ia I Iy those who work for the CIty and State, are part of a very
large and tragIcally InflexIble bureaucracy.
He thInks that the
guIdelInes the PlannIng CommissIon gIves the planners should have wrItten
I nto them the charge to be f Iex Ib Ie and use common sense. Mr. Owens
Informed that someone who had been retaIned by the City to look at
a Iternat I ves to the Rivers Ide Expressway prob Iem had been to Id that
revers Ib Ie Ianes were an opt Ion that were not to be cons Idered In hIs
approach to a solutIon. Mr. Owens wants the planners to be flexIble In
plannIng the proposed parkway. He does not want the parkway designatIon
to requIre 150 feet of rlght-of-way--he wants that number to be flexible.
Mr. Means wanted to make three po I nts that have not been addressed.
First, he I nformed there Is a Black Letter Law that app I Ies to any
government agency that says that property In publIc use cannot be used
for any other purpose wIthout showIng an over-riding necessity for that
use. Riverside DrIve cannot be extended Into the park, because he has
yet to see an over-rIding necessIty to do so. Secondly, he descrIbed the
hIstory of RiversIde Drive and how It came about, and he Informed that
Rivers Ide Dr Ive was I ntended to be an access road to the River Parks
system. It Is his understanding that If this road Is used for any other
purpose, title first must go back to the origInal titled land owners and
their heirs and must be passed with their permission. Thirdly, he feels
that there are other a Iternat I ves. He II kes the Idea of c Ios I ng the
streets from Riverside Drive to the residential neighborhoods.
Mr. McCoy Informed he does not think the alternative of a parkway Is a
good Idea because of the higher speeds and the safety Involved because
this area Is so crowded. He suggested putting a parkway on the west side
of the river to connect with the southern parts of the City.
Mr. Mad Ison I nformed he does not understand what opt Ions the P Iann I ng
Commission has today. Ms. Kempe Informed this hearing Is to consider an
amendment to the Major Street and Highway Plan which currently designates
RiversIde Drive as an expressway corridor.
CommissIoner Metcalfe, the current CommIssioner of Streets and Public
Property, I nformed he has advocated th Is as Cha I rman of the Po Ilcy
Planning CommIssIon. He presIded at the meetIng In which the members of
that body unanimously approved the recommendation of the TechnIcal
meetIng. He Informed that, at the present time, they have as part of the
Major Street and Highway system a 300 foot expressway prov IdIng for
Interchanges at very selected locations, and, otherwise, no access. He
descr Ibed how th Is wou Id Impact the peop Ie I n the area. The parkway
would have 150 feet of right-of-way and at grade Intersections. There
would be access at suitable locations. There would be no Impact, as long
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as he Is the Commissioner of Streets and Public Property, upon the River
Parks. They would have, at suitable locations, provisions for pedestrian
overpasses to the River Parks. There would be no Increase In the present
posted speeds on Rivers Ide Dr Ive. He po I nted out that, regard Iess of
what action the Planning Commission takes today, before the process Is
comp Ieted, the City Comm I ss Ion wou Id have to act.
I f there Is any
activity at all, proper funding would have to come at some stage In the
future from City government--It wou Id be either I n the form of a bond
Issue or other means by wh Ich to ra Ise money.
I f the fund I ng was
approved, funct Iona I plans wou Id have to be drawn up by a qua II fled
consu It I ng eng I neer.
Once the funct Iona I plans were approved, deta II
plans and specifications would fol low, and then the purchase of
right-of-way would take place. Utilities would have to be relocated if
needed, and then actual construction would proceed. He pointed out that,
at every step of the way, the review process would be open as far as the
public Is concerned.
No property would be purchased without proper
He asked that the Commission give consideration to
compensation.
resolving this problem that has gone on for some time. In his opinion,
leaving It In Its current status only contributes to uncertainty, and It
does not al low developers to the south of 61st Street to know what might
be expected In the future.
In his opinion, the expressway designation
should be deleted, and a parkway designation should be substituted In Its
place.
Mr. 0' Br Ien I nformed he Is for the park way from 51 st Street to 121 st
Street. He does not want It to go to 131st Street.
Mr. Frampton Informed he would I Ike Riverside Drive left alone from 51st
Street Into downtown and would like the parkway left as It Is from the
standpoint of adding any more traffic to It. He would like there to be
better access to the Red Fork Expressway so that people would not have to
use Riverside Drive to come Into downtown.
Comments and questions:
Ms. Wilson asked the Staff If reversible lanes had been taken Into
cons Iderat Ion when the study was made. Mr. Compton I nformed that for
years there have been discussions with the Major Street and Highway Plan
I n cons Iderat Ion to revers Ib Ie lanes.
Itis a means of mov I ng traff Ic
without Increasing the amount of lanes necessary. The parkway would not
be built right now. There would have to be further studies, etc., and In
those studies the Staff would be looking at al I the alternatives of how
traffic can flow on Riverside.
The Planning Commission can make a
recommendation to the Staff to address other alternatives. At this point
they have been looking at traffic flows on segments of the Major Street
and Highway Plan. They Identified that, by reducing from an Expressway
to a Parkway, there would not be an adverse Impact on the remainder of
the traffic system. He Informed that there Is no parkway designation on
the Major Street and Highway Plan right now. He told why they would I Ike
to have this designation.
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Mr. VanFossen asked what procedures would take place between now and the
time a road would be built. He wanted to know If the Planning Commission
would have an opportunity to review plans before the road Is built. BII I
Thomas.. of the City Tra f f Ic Eng I neer I ng Department I nformed that If th Is
roadway Is redesignated as a parkway, the decision of what to build In
the parkway right-of-way would come from the Street Commissioners' Office
and would be publicized. The plans would be made public and would have
to be approved by the City Commission.
Mr. Connery asked Mr. Owens to clarify what he had In mind concerning the
150 feet right-of-way for a parkway. Mr. Owens Informed he does not want
the right-of-way to have to be 150 feet If the parkway designation Is
made.
He th I nks that what peop Ie are upt Ight about Is not the word
definition. The parkway concept was explained to him by the consultant
h I red by the City as be I ng restr Icted access.
His prob Iem Is a
definition stating that the right-of-way has to be 150 feet or It Is not
a parkway.
He th I nks that I n areas where there Is restr Icted rea I
estate, access could be restricted without knocking down everything
within eyesight. He thinks the definition of Parkway should be flexible
enough to where they are not held or constrained to the 150 foot minimum.
Mr. Lasker Informed the reason they need a specification for a parkway Is
that they are redo I ng the Transportat Ion P Ian.
There may be other
park ways that are proposed I n other areas of Tu Isa, and they need a
spec I f Icat Ion In wh Ich to make that des Ign. Mr. Lasker I nformed that
everyone I Ikes the River Parks and nobody Is out to destroy that park
system. Any roadway done by the City Is going to be put In In such a way
that It will accommodate all the uses In the area. They need something
to accommodate the forecasted traffic loads, and the studies they have
done have suggested that they need more than four lanes down Riverside
Drive.
He thinks the question of reversible lanes Is something that
needs further study. Mr. Lasker Informed that INCOG wll I do a study of
reversible lanes as part of the update of the transportation study and
this wi I I be accomplished by the end of this fiscal year. They do need
the classification In the Plan, and the engineers have said that 150 feet
Is someth I ng that they shou Id be look I ng at. I n the undeve loped areas
they can accommodate that, but I n the deve loped areas, they may want
someth I ng different.
He fee Is that there Is the f Iex Ib II Ity to do
something different.
Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Lasker If he thinks there should be a definition of
parkway Inserted In the Zoning Code should the parkway designation be
adopted, and Mr. Lasker Informed he doesn't mind putting In a definition,
but he does not know what purpose It would serve. The definition wll I
have to be In the Comprehensive Plan and the Functional Transportation
Plan.
Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Lasker If the 150 feet of right-of-way Is
predicated upon the six lanes with a 30 foot median, and Mr. Lasker
Informed that It Is. Mr. Lasker Informed that the Planning Commission
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needs to recognize that this does not Just deal with one parkway along
Riverside, It deals with a classification that will be used In the
Transportat Ion P Ian that cou Id be used to accommodate other des Ignated
parkways when revisions are made to the Plan. The plan~ers need a number
to go by, and six lanes is what is needed.
~
Mr. Manhart asked if there Is any format in place where people within a
neighborhood can discuss their questions with the planners, and Ms. Kempe
informed that changes In the Major Street and Highway Plan could affect
the District Plans. At the District Plan level there is an opportunity
to sit down and discuss with the planners. Mr. Compton informed that the
Greater District Council has Input into the District Plans and Is also a
vehicle for discussion for any sort of planning activity. The INCOG
Staff can be available at those meetings. GTC is an organization that
was established In order to have citizen input Into the planning process.
Mr. VanFossen Informed he likes the definition of parkway as related to
parks. One of the reasons for the 150 feet of right-of-way Is to create
a park atmosphere with a median In the middle. He informed that most of
the major arterial streets in the City are designated 120 feet although,
In most cases, the City does not own anywhere near that amount of land.
Having the right-of-way means that the City has the right to use that
property If It really becomes necessary. Mr. VanFossen Informed he would
be opposed to using the 150 feet down from 51st Street to Denver Avenue,
but he feels It Is appropriate at this point to designate that property
so that If there Is the need In the future to use It, they wll I be able
to.
Mr. Paddock Informed that Commissioner Metcalfe has assured the
Commission that If the designation Is changed, It wil I In no way
adversely Impact the River Parks.
Ms. Wilson informed she likes the concept of having pedestrian overpasses
because she feels they are an absolute necessity. She informed she has
no objections to the parkway concept.
Mr. Woodard informed that not only will the six-lane parkway affect the
res Idences in the area, it wI I I a Iso affect the park atmosphere. He
Informed he cannot support the application.
Mr. Connery informed he has no objection to deleting the expressway
classification, and he has no objection to adopting the parkway
classification. He cannot, at this time, accept defining a parkway as
having a minimum of 150 feet of right-of-way unless It Is In a new
development situation. He thinks that 150 feet down Riverside Drive Is a
luxury that cannot be afforded. He thinks a third alternative should be
considered. He would support a definition of parkway which would state
that a parkway could contain up to a maximum of 150 feet.
Mr. VanFossen Informed that the people along a right-of-way designation
must know what could be taken from them. He feels there has to be a
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designation of some degree so that there can be a definitIon for people
to go by. He Informed he would support desIgnatIng this as parkway wIth
the hope that the right-of-way wll I be used only If necessary.
Ms. Kempe Informed she supports deletIng the expressway classifIcation
from the Major Street and Highway Plan, and she can support the parkway
des Ignat Ion with the hope that, In the deta II p Iann Ing stages, the
appropriate amount of right-of-way Is al I that wll I be used.
Mr. Paddock asked I f the P Iann I ng Comm Iss Ion can be I nvo Ived I n the
desIgn process of this roadway before It goes to the CIty CommissIon for
consIderatIon. Mr. Compton Informed that, at this point, the Planning
Commission being Involved In the design process would be a unique
sItuation. In previous times, those sorts of publIc hearings have been
before the City Commission.
He assumed that, wIth the support of
Commissioner Metcalfe and the CIty TraffIc EngIneer, there could be some
means where th Is cou Id come back to the P Iann Ing Comm Iss Ion for the Ir
review when the design of those areas become available.
Mr. Paddock suggested that there could be a working session of the City
Commission In which citizens could have their Input.
TMAPC Action:

7 members present.

On MOTION of of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 5-2-0 (Draughon,
Kempe, Paddock, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; Connery, Woodard, "nay"; no
"abstentions"; Higgins, Rice, Young, "absent") to approve* the amendments
to the Major Street and Highway Plan as proposed by the Staff.
*Thls motion failed for the lack of sIx affirmative votes.
Comments and QuestIons:
Mr. Draughon asked If thIs would be sent on to the City CommIssIon
showing the spilt vote, and Mr. Gardner Informed that this CommIssIon Is
charged wIth amendIng the Major Street and HIghway Plan as a part of the
ComprehensIve Plan--that takes sIx affIrmative votes.
Without six
affIrmatIve votes the PlannIng CommIssion has done nothlng--Rlverslde Is
stll I designated as an expressway on the Plan. Mr. Gardner Informed that
from a plannIng standpoInt the CommIssIon Is charged with movIng the
traffIc and the traffIc demands wIthIn the CIty. The parkway designatIon
was a compromIse.
If there Is not a standard gIven for rIght-of-way
desIgnatIon, then a developer does not know how much right-of-way must be
dedIcated south of 61st Street as he develops those areas.
TMAPC ActIon:

7 members present.

On MOTION of of WILSON, the PlannIng CommIssIon voted 5-0-2 (Kempe,
Paddock, VanFossen, WIlson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Connery, Draughon
"abstaIning"; HIggIns, Rice, Young, "absent") to reconsIder the
amendments to the Major Street and Highway Plan as proposed by the Staff.
10.31.84: 1528(11)
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Major Street and HIghway Plan (contInued)

Comments and questions:
Mr. VanFossen Informed that If the PlannIng CommIssIon does not amend the
P Ian as proposed, RIvers Ide wI I I st I II be des Ignated as .an expressway--he
does not want to leave It that way.
Mr. Jackere Informed that under the present designatIon of expressway,
not only could an expressway be buIlt, but a parkway could be built as
shown on the presented p Ian. The parkway des Ignat Ion, I f adopted, Is
Intended to place I Imitations and nothing more on what Is conceivable and
possible at this time.
Ms. Wilson asked Mr. Connery If his maJor obJection to this proposal
dea Is with the descr Ipt Ion of 150 feet as be Ing I n the def I nIt Ion, and
Mr. Connery Informed that Is one of hIs obJections. He Informed that It
has been his experience that once anything Is defIned, anyone who comes
along wI II go to the maximum that Is allowed to use the defInition to
theIr advantage.
Ms. WIlson Informed she thinks the PlannIng CommIssIon could state that
they wou Id I Ike common sense to be used I n the construct Ion of the
parkway. She Informed she defInitely thinks the expressway desIgnation
needs to be taken off of the Plan and needs to be replaced wIth somethIng
that Is a more viable alternatIve.
There was discussIon about the flexlbl Ilty concernIng the rIght-of-way
that would be provIded If the CommIssIon approves these standards for a
parkway. Mr. Jackere poInted out that the State Law requIres that after
the adoption of a MaJor Street and HIghway Comprehensive Plan, no
Improvement embraced within that Plan can be approved until those plans
are brought to this CommissIon and approved by this CommIssion. They
will have an opportunity to look at specIfic proposals by the City
Engineer for the constructIon of a Parkway or whatever he may have In
mind.
Ms. WIlson Informed that Lasker agreed to do the reversible lane study
prior to the end of thIs fiscal year.
TMAPC ActIon:

7 members present.

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning CommIssIon voted 7-0-0 (Connery,
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, VanFossen, WIlson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays";
no "abstentIons"; HIggIns, RIce, Young, "absent") to approve the
fol lowIng amendments to the MaJor Street and HIghway Plan as fol lows:
(a)

de Iet Ion of the expressway c Iass I f Icat Ion for RIvers Ide from
the southeast corner of the Inner DIspersa I Loop extend I ng
south along the east bank of the Arkansas River to the Proposed
Creek Expressway near 96th Street and South Delaware Avenue;
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(b)

Major Street and Highway Plan (continued)
adoption of a new street and highway designation, titled
Parkway, and Trafficway Right-of-Way Standards for said Parkway
designation and;
.:

(c)

designation of Riverside to a Parkway from approximately Denver
Avenue and Rivers Ide Dr i ve south a long the east bank of the
Arkansas River to 131st Street, then east along 131st Street to
South Memorial Drive.

10.31.84:1528(13)

Continuation of a public hearing on proposed amendments to Title 42, Tulsa
Zoning Code, Section 1730.3 Notice Required, to comply with Oklahoma Statutes.
Law requires publication of a map Identifying the area of request.
Mr. Gardner Informed last week the Legal Department brought before the
Comm Iss Ion a proposed amendment hav I ng to do with not Ice so that the
Zon I ng Code wou Id be cons Istent with the State Statutes. He Informed
that this amendment wll I change only Section 1730.3(a). Since the last
meeting the Legal Department has Inserted the wording In the last
provision "by publication as above provided" so that there Is no question
that a map has to be published and that the property has to be posted,
but the notice does not have to be sent out to the property owners within
300 feet. The Staff recommends approval of the revised language per the
Legal Department to amend Title 42, Chapter 17, Section 1730.3 a. of the
Tulsa Revised Ordinances as fol lows:
"a. The Planning Commission shal I give notice of public
hearing on any proposed zoning change as fol lows:
I. At least twenty (20) days' notice of the date,
time, and place of the hearing by publication In a newspaper of
general circulation In the City of Tulsa. Said notice shal I Include
a map of the area to be affected wh Ich I nd Icates street names or
numbers, streams, or other significant landmarks In said area.
2. By posting of the affected property at least
twenty (20) days before the date of the hearing. The notice shal I
state:
a.

The date, time, and place of the public
hearing; and

b.

Who wll I conduct the public hearing; and

c.

The
present
and
classifications; and

d.

The proposed use of the property; and

e.

Other I nformat Ion as may be necessary to
provide adequate and timely public notice.

desired

zoning

3. Twenty (20) days notice by mailing written notice
to all owners of real property Included In the proposed change and
al I owners of real property within a three hundred (300) foot radius
of the exterior boundary of the property Included In the proposed
change. The notice shal I contain:
a.

The Iega I descr I pt Ion of the property and
the street address or approximate location
In the City of Tulsa; and
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Title 42 (continued)
b.

The present zon I ng of the property and the
zoning sought by the applicant; and

c.

The date,
hear I ng.

time and

place of the public

Provided that, If the City of Tulsa proposes zoning
reclassifications In order to revise Its comprehensive plan or
official map or to Identify areas which require specific land use
deve Iopment due to topography, geography or other d Ist I ngu I sh I ng
features, Including but not limited to floodplain, drainage,
historic preservation and blighted areas, mailing of notice as above
provided shall not be required and notice shall be given at least
twenty (20) days before the date of the hearing by publication as
above prov I ded and by post I ng on des Ignated propert Ies with I n the
area affected by the proposed zoning reclassification. The sign and
the Ietter I ng thereon sha II be of suff Ic lent size so as to be
clearly visible and legible from the public street or streets toward
which It faces and shal I state:
(I).

The date, time and
public hearing; and

(2).

Who will conduct the public hearing;
and

(3).

The
and

(4).

The proposed use of the property; and

(5).

Other Information as may be necessary
to provide adequate and timely public
notice."

desired

zoning

place of

the

classification;

The Staff submitted a sample map (Exhibit "B-1") and Informed that they
recommend that the published map be two columns wlde--It wll I cost $80 or
less. This size of map can be tried for a period of time to see If It
will be sufficient. It will be the Staff's responsibility to provide to
the Legal News the map that they wll I publ Ish. Legal News has said that
a one-column wide map cannot be read. He Informed that this amendment
wll I change only Section 1730.3(a).
There was discussion about whether or not street names would be legible
on the published map. Mr. Gardner Informed the Staff wi I I Identify those
streets that are most readily Identifiable, such as major streets,
co I lectors, etc.
They wI I I a Iso Ident I fy two Ioca I streets I f the
subject tract Is located Interior to a neighborhood.
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Title 42 (continued)

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Connery,
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays";
no "abstentions"; Higgins, Rice, Young, "absent") to approve the
amendment to Section 1730.3 of Title 42, Tulsa Zonlhg Code, per the
language submitted by the Legal Department, and to approve publication of
a two-column wide map of the area of request for each advertised case for
a trial period.

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned
at 3:38 p.m.

I f /Cha I rman c1;1
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