














amtington Place (1483) (cont ' d) 

1. Staff has no objection to the 15' building lines as shown, 
since they will not conflict with adjacent lots. Board of 
Adjusonent approval will be required and final plat shall 
not be released until such approval is granted. 

2. COvenants: COrrect miscellanous typographical erros , plus: 

Section I I B-4 

Section I, C 

line left out 

It should be made clear that the 3' 
area for "fence easement" is also a 
utility easement. 

Section III, 1st paragraph: •• 

This is not a POD so the City may 
not need to be included in 
amendments to the private 
restrictions. This paragraph 
should be modified as needed. 

3. Utili ty easements shall meet the approval of the 
utilities. Coordinate with Subsurface COmmittee if 
underground plant is planned. Show additional easements 
as required as required. Existing easements should be 
tied to or related to property andlor lot lines. 

4. Water plans shall be approved by the Water and Sewer 
Department prior to release of final plat. 

5. This property is located wi thin the area served by the 
Haikey Creek Sewage Treatment Plant and will require a 
statement concerning sewer availability within the 
covenants. 

6. A request for creation of a Sewer Improvement Distr ict 
shall be submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior 
to release of final plat. 

7. A request for a Privately Financed Public Improvement 
(PFPI) shall be submitted to the City Engineer. Onsite 
detention for drainage in Fry Ditch II Basin; fees-in-lieu 
of for Vensel Creek Basin. 

8. Paving andlor drainage plans shall be approved by the City 
Engineer, including storm drainage and detention design 
(and Earth Change Permit where applicable), subject to 
criteria approved by City COmmission. 

9. Street names shall be approved by City Engineer. Show on 
plat as required. 
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Ilmtington Place (1483) (cont I d) 

10. All curve data shall be shown on final plat where 
applicable (including corner radii). 

11. Limits of Access shall be shown on the plat as approved by 
City and/or Traffic Fngineer. 

12. It is reconmended that the developer coordinate with 
Traffic Engineering during the early stages of street 
construction concerning the order ing, purchase and 
installation of street marker signs. (Advisory, not a 
condition for release of plat.) 

13. It is reconmended that the applicant and/or his engineer 
or developer coordinate with the Tulsa City/County Health 
Department for solid waste disposal, particularly during 
the construction phase and/ or clear ing of the proj ect. 
Burning of solid waste is prohibited. 

14. All lots, streets, building lines, easements, etc., shall 
be completely dimensioned. 

15. A Corporation Conmission letter (or Certificate of 
Non-Developnent) shall be submitted concerning any oil 
and/or gas wells before plat is released. (A building 
line shall be shown on plat on any wells not officially 
plugged.) 

16. A "letter of assurance" regarding installation of 
improvements shall be submitted prior to release of final 
plat. (Including documents required under Section 3.6 (5) 
of Subdivision Regulations.) 

17. All (other) Subdivision Regulations shall be met prior to 
release of final plat. 

West Highlands Center (382) SW/ c 6lst & S. Union Ave. (CS) 

Staff informed that all release letters have been received and 
recorranended final approval and release of plat on West Highlands 
Center (382). 

en ICrIOO of ~, the Planning Conmission voted 7-0-0 (carnes, 
Connery, Higgins, Draughon, Kempe, Wilson, WOOdard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Harris, Paddock, VanFossen, Young, 
"absent") to APP10JE the final plat of West Highlands CEnter (382) 
and release same as having met all conditions of approval. 
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Riverbend (1883) S"rV/c 81st and South Lewis (CS) 

Staff informed that new shopping center construction does not 
require the number of platted access points. This application is to 
reduce and relocate access from seven points to four points, a net 
reduction of three points. Staff and Traffic Engineer recommended 
approval of change of access on Riverbend (1883). 

On MJI'ICE of ~, the Planning Corrmission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Higgins, Draughon, Kerrpe, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Harris, Paddock, Vanfossen, Young, 
"absent") to APPROVE the change of access on Riverbend (1883), as 
recomrnended by Staff. 

WAI\1m. CF PlAT: 

B(J\ 13583 (unplatted> (1894) S"rV/c E. 27th & S. 107th E. Avenue (RS-3) 

This is a request to waive plat on a Board of Adjustrnent application 
approved for a day care center in Colunt>us Elementary School. Since 
existing school facilities will be used and nothing will change, 
Staff recommends waiver of plat requirement. 

On MJI'ICE of CARNFS, the Planning Corrmission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Higgins, Draughon, Kerrpe, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Harris, Paddock, Vanfossen, Young, 
"absent") to APP.ROVE the waiver of plat on B(]\ (13583) (unplatted> 
(1894), as recommended by Staff. 

LOr SPLI'l.'S: 

Lot Split for Discussion: 

Lr16237-A Tampa (3104) N. of NW/c of 1-244 & Garnett Rd. (CS) 

In the opinion of the Staff the lot split listed meets the 
subdivision and zoning regulations, but since the lot(s) may be 
irregular in shape, notice has been given to the abutting 
owner(s) so that property owners in the area may be aware of 
the application. (Auth: PC Meeting #1505, page 1; 5/9/84) 
Approval is recommended. Staff advised that the only change 
from the previous split is that the motel access had been 
switched from the south side to the north side of the tract. 

On MJI'ICE of HIQ3IliS, the Planning Cornnission voted 7-0-0 
(Carnes, Connery, Higgins, Draughon, Kempe, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Harris, Paddock, Vanfossen, 
Young, "absent") to APPROVE lot split lr16237-A Tanpa (3104), 
as recommended by Staff. 
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IDr SPLIT FeR WAIVER: 

Ir 16447-48 Scbleller (1993) West of NW/ c 41st and S. Lewis (RS-l) 

The applicant was represented at the TAC by Terry Roller and Jack 
Arnold. 

This is a request to split Lots 6 and 7, Royal oak Heights, creating 
a total of seven lots. The existing house sits across the platted 
lot line and will remain. The split would possibly be better 
situated to a plat, but since there is no need for public streets to 
serve just this develop:nent, there was no objection to the concept. 
It was reconmended that the "access handles" be eliminated and a 
private street provided, including a "mutual access and utility" 
easanent. This will eliminate a battery of water meters at 41st 
Street under driveway paving. Water and sewer extensions, as well 
as other utilities, will be required. 

The proposed lots far exceed the minimum of 13,500 sq. ft., the 
smallest being 18,300 sq. ft. and the lasrgest being 28,320 sq. ft. 
These lots will have access to 41st Street by the private driveway. 
Applicant was advised of the minimum width of right-of-way required 
on 41st Street in accordance with the Street Plan. Waiver of this 
minimum has not been requested. 

Since the interior lots do not have a minimum of 30' of frontage on 
41st Street, Board of Adjustment approval will be required. Staff 
and TAC recommended approval subject to conditions. 

Conments and Discussion: 

Ms. Wilson noted that this case was previously heard by the TMAPC, 
with 10-12 people present to protest the drainage. Mr. Linker 
advised that the note from the Engineering Dept. advises that it 
does not have the jurisdiction to require onsite detention, but the 
Planning Cornmdssion may require it, if it feels it is necessary. 
Mr. WilIroth asked what would happen if the Engineer ing Dept. would 
not require onsite detention and Mr. Linker advised that Engineering 
states that onsite detention is advisable, but could not make it a 
condition for approval, but that the TMAPC could word its condition 
so as as to request that it be reviewed by Engineering at the 
building permit stage. Mr. Gardner informed that the regulations 
require that if an area is five acres or rrore, onsite detention 
could be required, but it is conditional on the building permit 
stage of develop:nent. 

Ms. Higgins suggested that a corrrnent be entered in the record that 
there are presently ongoing plans in regard to drainage to make 
certain there is an expansion of existing sewer and any problems in 
regard to drainage would be worked out in the building permit stage. 
Mr. Draughon informed he would accept this amendment to the rrotion. 
Mr. Connery advised that this application appears to present 
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L-16447-48 Schueller (1993) 

problems in regard to distribution of water in the watershed and 
objected to the statement that only two lots would be affected. 

On ~ON of HIGGINS, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (carnes, 
Connery, Higgins, Draughon, Kempe, Wilson, Woodard, "aye" i no 
"nays" ; no "abstentions" ; Har ris, Paddock, VanFossen, Young , 
"absent") to APPROVE lot split L-16447-48 Schueller (1993) as 
recommended by Staff, subject to the following conditions, including 
an added condition, (d) "Subject to detention provided it is 
required by City Enginnering at tirne of issuance of building 
permit" • 

(a) Board of Adjustment approval of lot frontages on a private 
street. 

(b) utility extensions and/or easements required for service, 
including mutual access and utility easement, sewer and 
water main extension; perimeter easrnents (II' or 17-1/2'). 

(c) Drainage Plan subject to approval of City Engineer. 

NOTE: City Engineer made the following comment for the record, 
but was not a condition of approval. "cnsite detention 
should b~provided; however, current criteria would 
exempt this development from onsite detention since 
zoning is not changing. However, it is the feeling of 
the Engineerins Dept. that this development may cause 
increased runoff on the adjacent properties which may 
increase this developer's liability." 

ror SPLITS Fm RATIFICATION CF PRIm APPRC'NAL: 

Ir-16443 (102) Craddock Ir-16456 (2783) Cousins 
Ir-16445 (192) Wall Ir-16458 (794) Guaranty 
Ir-16449 (503) Barnes Ir-16459 (283) Dodson 
Ir-1645l (404) Zumwalt Ir-16460 (1683) Dodson 
Ir-16453 (2093) Mann L-16461 (1292) Pierce/Hyland 
Ir-16454 (1492) McGraw Ir-16462 (2993) Fulton 
Ir-16455 (2393) Landmark Ir-16463 (2293) Warren 

On KJrION of HIGGINS, the Planning Corrmission voted 7-0-0 (carnes, 
Connery, Higgins, Draughon, Kempe, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Harris, Paddock, VanFossen, Young, 
"absent") to RATIFY the approved lots splits listed above. 
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Application No. POD #396 
Applicant: EWing 
Location: NE corner of 211 th and Sheridan 

Date of Application: April 10, 1985 

Present Zoning: 

Date of Hearing: June 5, 1985 (cont'd from May 29, 1985) 

staff Recommendation: (Related case CZ-130) 

(RE) 

'!he subject tract is located at the northeast corner of south Sheridan 
Road and East 211th Street South and has a gross area of 34 acres with 
2,640 feet of frontage on 211th Street and 900 feet of frontage on 
Sher idan Road. The applicant is proposing to construct a cluster-type 
mobile home park environment with two (2) clusters on both Sheridan and 
211 th Street. Each sub-cluster will have one point of access on the 
arterial street and a coII'lOOn parking area of 30 spaces for off-street 
parking. The developnent will consist of 40 IOObile home lots and one 
existing single-family detached unit. The mobile horne spaces will range 
in size from 45 feet wide x 145 feet long (6,525 sq. ft.) to 55 feet 
wide x 165 feet long (8,675 sq. ft.) with approximately 20 acres of 
coII'lOOn open space plus coII'lOOn parking areas. The site is gently rolling 
and drains from south to north. Existing vegetation will be preserved 
during develo~t according to the POD Text. A private sewer system 
will be installed utilizing a new wastewater treatment facility located 
partially on the site. The project will be developed in two phases: 
Phase I--west clusters on Sheridan; and Phase II--east clusters on 211th 
street. Other public utilities are available at the site and water will 
be supplied by the Okmulgee County water District Hector Conrl1unity 
service area. 

The site is located on the Tulsa County/Omulgee County Line which is 
also the centerline of 211th Street. Underlying zoning for the tract is 
RE Residential Estates which would perrni t the requested 40 horne sites 
providing they can be served by sewer facilities. 

The Staff has reviewed the proposed RID and finds it to be (1) consistent 
with the Corrprehensive Plan; (2) in hanoony with the existing and 
expected developnent of the area; (3) a unified treatment of the 
developnent possibilities of the site and (4) consistent with the stated 
purposes and standards of the RID Chapter of the Zoning Code. 

Therefore, the Staff reconrnends APPROVAL of RID #396, subject to the 
following conditions: 

(1) '!hat the applicant's Oltline Developnent Plan and Text be made 
a condition of approval, unless modified herein. 

(2) Development Standards: 

Land Area (Gross): 
Land Area (Net): 

Existing Zoning: 

34.022 acres 
30.016 acres 

RE Residential Estates 
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PUD 4396 (cont' d) 

Permitted Uses: Q1e single-family residence and rrobile hOITle 
units and appropriate accessory uses as 
permitted by right in an RE District. 

standards for Single-Family Residence 

N::>. of Units: 

Minimum Land Area per Unit: 

Minimum wt Size: 

Minimum Livability Space: 

¥!aximuITI Height: 

Minimum Front Yard: 

Minimum Side Yard: 
Q1e Side Yard 
Other Side Yard 

1 

6,000 sq. ft. 

4,000 sq. ft. 

1,000 sq. ft. 

Existing/I-story 

Existing/75 feet 

Existing/IO feet 
Existing/5 feet 

standards for ¥nbile Home Park 

Submitted 
N::>. of Units: 40-uDlts 

Einimum Land Area Per 
Unit: 26,250 sq. ft. 

Minimum Space Width: 45 ft. 

Minimum Space Area: 6,500 sq. ft. 

Max imun 1 structure Height: I-story 

Minimum Livability Space 
Per Unit: 5,300 sq. ft. 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
From Centerline of Sheridan 
From Centerline of 211th 
From Parking Area 

Side Yard: 
Q1e Side Yard 
Other Side Yard 

Rear Yard: 

85 ft. 
85 ft. 
10 ft. 

15 ft. 
5 ft. 

15 ft. 

Recorrmended 
40 unitf; 

26,250 sq. ft. 

45 ft. 

6,500 sq. ft. 

I-story 

5,300 sq. ft. 

85 ft. 
85 ft. 
10 ft. 

15 ft. 
S ft. 

15 ft. 
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RJ) 1396 (cont'd) 

Minimum Parking spaces 
Per Unit: 3 spaces 3 spaces 

(3) '!bat internal streets shall be 24 feet in width and parking 
areas and streets shall be paved with an all-weather, dust-free 
surface of asphalt or concrete. 

(4) That all rrobile horne units shall be conpletely skirted with 
materials that are architecturally compatible with the unit 
being skirted and installed in a manner that the unit appears 
to be placed on-grade. 

(5) That tie-down facilities shall be incorporated into concrete 
anchors so that guy lines can be installed under each roobile 
horne at sufficient intervals to prevent upheaval of the unit 
during strong winds and storms. 

(6) That comron park/recreational facilities (which may include 
trails, playgrounds, community buildings and tot-lots) shall be 
provided. 

(7) '!bat a six-foot wood screening fence shall be erected and 
maintained on the west (Sheridan Road) and south (211th) 
cluster perimeters. Any non-decorative bracing shall be on the 
interior and the fence along the perimeters shall be set back 
10 feet from the property line to allow for a 10-foot 
landscaping area. 

(8) That the rrobile horne space shall have a minimum of 100 square 
feet of paved patio outdoor living area. 

(9) That each roobile horne space shall have an enclosed storage 
accessory building not less than 36 square feet, but no greater 
than 100 square feet. 

(10) That one sign, not to exceed four feet in height, eight feet in 
length and 24 square feet in display surface area may be 
located along the west and south per irneter at the main 
entrances to the park. 

(11) Subject to recorrrnendations of the TAC, including, but not 
limited to, the apportioning of open space with the rrobile horne 
clusters at the tirne of platting. 

(12) That a Detail Site Plan, including space and unit configuration 
and street alignments, shall be subrni tted to and approved by 
the TMAPC prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. 
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POD 1396 (cont'd) 

(13) That a Detail Landsca[€ Plan, including location of recreation 
area(s), location and design of fence, location and design of 
sign and landscaping along the west and south perimeters shaJ.l 
be submi tted to and approved by the TW\PC prior to the 
occupancy of any additional units. 

(14) That no Building PerrrQt shall be issued until the requirements 
of Section 260 of the Zoning Code have been satisfied, 
including the incorporation within the Restrictive Covenants 
the PUD conditions of approval, making the County of 'I\1lsa 
beneficiary to said Covenants. 

Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Gardner informed that the condi tions recorrrnended by Staff are 
conditions researched over a period of several months of prevous study 
for a mobile home park as opposed to a trailer park. 

lv'.s. Wilson suggested that she would prefer concrete streets and parking 
areas rather than asphalt. Mr. Gardner informed that this is not a 
public street, but that Staff is opposed to gravel because of the dust 
problems. 

Applicant Presentation and Other Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Ewing informed he was representing the owners of the property, Mr. 
and Mrs. Jack Spradling. He advised that the first phase of development 
would be the two clUsters which face Sheridan. He asked what the 
principal concern was with the streets and parking areas since they would 
be private (item 3 of Staff's recommendation). He advised that he could 
understand Staff's concern about dust, etc. and suggested that there ooght 
be some other reasonable material which could be used other than asphalt 
or concrete and he would like to work witb the County Engineer in regard 
to what he would recommend. 

Ms. Wilson asked what type mater ials Mr. Ewing was consider ing and he 
advised there are some cheOOcal applications and oil that could be used 
to stabilize the dust. Since there would not be high vehicle usage, he 
felt there would be a satisfactory material which could be used which 
would be less expensive than asphalt or concrete and would be congruent 
with that of neighboring facilities. 

Mr. carnes noted that Staff had worked to recommend a single standard as 
should be required for a first-class facility. Ms. Wilson noted that she 
was surprised by Mr. Ewing's request since he had previously informed the 
Commission that this would be a high-quality facility. 

Mr. Ewing asked if the City would maintain the surface if it was built as 
recornmended. Ms. Kempe advised that she didn't think the City could 
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RI> 1396 (cont'd) 

maintain the surface and Mr. Linker advised that it would be the County's 
responsibili ty • 

In regard to item 7 of Staff's recomnendation, he presented photos of the 
area and informed that there are few dwellings nearby, with the closest 
permanent structure located about 230' from the proposed site and the 
nearest mobile home located about 160' from the nearest proposed 
structure. He, therefore, requested that fencing not be required. 

Ms. Kerrpe asked why a screening fence was reconmended and Mr. Gardner 
advised that Mr. Ewing was proposing to locate six mobile homes per acre 
on the property, which would be increasing the intensity. He also 
advised that if a lot of landscaping, etc. was added to fence the area, 
it could take the place of the fence. If the landscaping is not present, 
the fence would be used to screen the area from other uses. 

Ms. Wilson asked Mr. Ewing what he was considering in this regard and he 
advised that he didn't know, but advised that he would have to return for 
landscaping approval. Ms. Higgins asked if he would object to leaving 
the reconmendation as currently stated, but if considerable landscaping 
was installed, the Comnission could review it as a minor amendment to the 
:ruD. Mr. Ewing informed that would be alright and advised that he would 
like to place the fence on the property line if it is required and Mr. 
Gardner informed that decision would have to wait until the Detail Site 
Plan/Detail Landscape Plan Review. 

Mr. Ewing advised that he would like to insert a provision in the 
covenants that no outdoor storage would be permitted (Staff 
reconmendation 19) and if a tenant needs outdoor storage, he could 
specifically request a storage building instead of requiring that each 
mobile home space have a storage accessory building. He advised that he 
would like to rephrase this condition to state that no outside storage of 
materials or vehicles would permitted, but if an occupant needs 
additional storage, a building of no less than 36 square feet and no 
larger than 100 square feet would be located on the site. He also 
advised that the propery owner may mow the area, thus there would be no 
need for individual mowers, etc. Mr. Gardner informed that the proposed 
lots are two to three times greater than the usual mobile home lots and 
anyone who rents the site could provide his own storage building. 

Ms. Higgins asked if there was anything in the regulations pertaining to 
a standard requirement for the storage buildings and Mr. Gardner informed 
that Staff is considering making it a requirement of mobile home parks as 
a criteria for a planned mobile home community. 

Mr. carnes advised Mr. Ewing that the proposed conditions would make the 
development something the neighborhood would be proud of, but suggested 
that changing the conditions would make it a lesser development. 

Interested Party: 

Clem Cotturn Address: Box 968, Bixby, (I{ 
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POD 1396 (cont'd) 

Mr. Cottum cited petitions he had previously presented to the Commission 
which opposed the increased density, the floodplain area nearby, 
inadequate roads available to the site and schools and sewage facilities 
being already over capacity. In regard to the photos presented by Mr. 
Ewing, Mr. Cottum advised that there are few mobile homes in the area, 
with only one on the east. He advised he was unaware of any mobile homes 
to the south and nothing to the west for at least one mile. He disagreed 
with density and advised that the prospect tor a new bridge on Sheridan 
is three to five years down the road. He noted that this is not a Tulsa 
County road since it is on the south side of the OkmulgeiTulsa County 
line; it is a one-lane road to the west and there are only two bridges on 
the Beeline which are flooding during rainstorms, with the road being 
impassable to Memorial from 201st and 2llth Streets. He asked if the 
property was going to be fenced and the dogs controlled and Ms. Kempe 
advised that condition #7 requires that a 6' screening fence be installed 
and asked Mr. Cottum if he had reviewed the suggested conditions. He 
advised that he had and would like to see a taller fence. 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 
Mr. Gardner informed that the proposed site is not where it tloods; the 
area in between it floods. He noted that of the 34 acres available for 
development, Mr. Ewing was only proposing to develop 10 acres and he 
couldn't have any more than 40 units on the site since it is zoned RE and 
only 40 units would be permitted. 

Ms. Higgins asked if the fencing is only to be located on the front sides 
and was advised that is correct, with the fencing to be located on the 
section lot line road. 

Applicant Rebuttal: 
Mr. Ewing informed that he had no intention of returning to request more 
density and advised that there would be no discharge from the sewer system 
which would be approved by the County Health Department. It would include 
8" sewer lines and manholes like the conventional system and that the 
County requirements for storm water control would be met. 

'D1APC Action: 7 neIbers present 
On K7.l'IOO of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 5-2-0 (Carnes, 
Higgins, Kempe, Wllson, Woodard, "aye"; Connery, Draughon, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; Harris, Paddock, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROVE 
POD '396, as recommended by Staff, but revising condition (7) to include 
a condition that if appropriate landscaping is provided, landscaping may 
be utilized in lieu of fencing. 

Legal Description: 

All of the South 660' of the East 1500'; and all of the South 300' of the 
West 1150'; and all of the North 600' of the South 900' of the West 400' 
all located on the Southwest Quarter of Section 14, ~16-N, R-13-E in 
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma. 
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Application No. z-6049 and POD 1397 Present Zoning: 
Applicant: l-body (61MM Ltd.) Proposed Zoning: 
Location: S. side of E. 61st Street; 1/2 mile E. of Memorial 

Date of Application: April 11, 1985 
Date of Hearing: June 5, 1985 (cont'd to June 12, 1985) 

~ 

RS-3, RD, ~l 
RD, ~l 

Chairman Kempe informed that a timely request had been received to continue 
this case to June 12, 1985. 

'l'Ml\PC Action: 7 meoi:>ers present 

On K7!'I(fi of HI(J;IR), the Planning Cornnission voted 7-0-0 (carnes, 
Connery, Draughon, Higgins, Kempe, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Harris, Paddock, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to CONTiNDE 
consideration of z-6049 and POD 1397 until Wednesday, June 12, 1985, at 
1:30 p.m., in the City Cornnission Room, City Hall, Tulsa Civic Center. 

aBSIDm APPRO\T.IRi A P.lUlOOID AMFXlMml' ro SEC!'I(fi 1221.7 <F THE 
zanx; CXDE PERrAINIR.; ro THE USE <F aJ'lD(XR ADVERrISIRi SI(2). 

Mr. Gardner informed that the City Corrunission recently approved an amendment 
to the Zoning Code pertaining to the use of outdoor advertiSing signs. In 
administer ing the new amendment, it was noted that some items needed to be 
clarified in regard to intent and some of the original language had been 
inadvertently omitted. Mr. Gardner noted some of the changes which were 
proposed. Ray Green, of the City's Protective InspectiOns Dept., clarified 
the intent in regard to "cut-out", "extension" and "embellishment" and noted 
that the sign industry suggested that the word "embellishment" be deleted from 
items "h" and "i" and noted that the Ad Hoc Corrunittee's intent was to limit 
the increased size of the sign. As long as an item is considered to be a 
"cut-out", it is permissible as long as it doesn't exceed 15% of the sign 
surface; whereas, an "embellishment" could increase the size of the sign by 
15%. 

'l'Ml\PC Action: 7 meui>ers present 

On K7!'I(fi of HI(J;IR), the Planning Cornnission voted 7-0-0 (carnes, 
Connery, Draughon, Higgins, Kempe, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Draughon, Harris, Paddock, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to 
APPROv.E the proposed amendment to Section 1221.7 of the Zoning Code, as 
recommended by Staff, but adding new language in items "h" and "i" and 
eliminating the word "embellishments". 
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a:R>IDmATIOO' <F APPRCNAL <F THE axLEY CREEK MAS'l'ER DRAINAGE PLAN: 
AMEH)JH; THE <X:MPREBEmIVE PLAN TO REFLECl' THE MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN 
AN) FtJRl1"lER TO a:R>IDER AMF.NJMENI' TO THE ZOOIKi OODJNl.\OCES <F THE CITY 
<F 'lU.LS1\., <J«AFKM\. 

Applicant Presentation: 

Stan Williams, Acting Director of the Stormwater Management Dept., 
informed that this was the second Master Drainage Plan (MDP) to be 
initiated by the City in the late 1970's. When completed in 1981, it was 
reviewed and approved as a report by the Planning Corrmission and was 
adopted by the City Corrmission in October 1981. It is now being 
considered for adoption as part of the Comprehensive Plan to make any 
revisions necessary since the plan was adopted in 1981 and to consider 
implementation of part of the plan that was not implemented in 1981--the 
floodway zoning. He advised that he would do a br ief overview of the 
plan and Ruben Haye would cover the adopted plan. He advised that the 
area in question is about 4,000 acres, approximately the same size as the 
Red Fork/Cherry Creek watershed. This is a largely undeveloped 
watershed, as it was in 1979 when the plan was started. This area was 
about 40% developed in 1980 and has had a bit more development since 
then. The constraint is how it relates to Mingo Creek; what happens on 
the rnainstem of Mingo Creek is one factor, with the framework of 
regulations and ordinances and requirements being the other factor which 
each drainage plan must relate to. Floodplain requirements (water 
courses that have 40 acres or greater tributary to them) are identified 
in the Plan. This floodplain is based on the regulatory flood (IOO-year 
flood) • The way this is calculated is the surface conditions for the 
flood are based on the full potential urbanization for the watershed 
which results in regulations for what development should occur within the 
watershed and insures that the hydraulic capacity is not diminished. He 
defined floodway as the channel of the water course in those portions of 
the adjoining floodplains which is required to carry and discharge the 
regulatory flood. According to the policies and procedures, this 
floodway is zoned after it is determined by the plan and land uses are 
regulated; that step was not implemented in 1981. Drainage facility 
requirements are effected; developments, whether by public or government 
entities, are subject to the City of Tulsa's drainage reqUirements, 
including detention requirements (control of runoff to prevent increase 
of runoff rates due to urbanization). The owner may contribute to the 
cost of a regional or subregional detention site in lieu of constructing 
onsite detention. Erosion Control Ordinances attempt to prevent 
sedimentation and filling of storm sewers and streets during development. 

The plan recognizes that most flood problems are related and in this 
particular basin, the floodplain and the floodway are almost identical in 
rrost cases. It has been recognized that detention facilities could be 
used for park and recreational facilities and, in one area, there are 
approximately 18 ways to do regional detention which would provide a 
number of different combinations to review in regard to costs and 
benefits. Two components have been identified for curbing the flood 
problem: use of floodplain regulations to prevent improper uses in 
floodplain areas and improvements of bridges and culverts. 
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Ruben Haye intormed that when the final MOP was received, he reviewed it 
and some things appeared which made some alternative developnents IOOre 
teasible. Atter considerable study, it became awarent that the main 
problem in this area was the Mingo Valley Expressway and the apartment 
complexes east of Garnett Road. The MOP proposed five detention sites 
and proposed that some land be acquired in the heaviest developed areas 
to reduce the water flow. There is current tunding tor construction ot 
the northwest detention site which would reduce water flow by 21%, with 

construction to be underway within tive years. Other proposals will be 
initiated as part ot the plan. Mingo Valley Expressway causes water to 
baCk up into the system; the plan calls tor water to tlow over the 
expressway into the industrial complex on the west side ot the 
expressway. The urbanized portion ot the area is based on zoning maps 
Which might change to reSidential, commercial or industrial. 

Other Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Draughon asked it the State Engineers could be requested to enlarge 
the culverts near the Mingo Valley Expressway since they underestimated 
the need for a larger water capacity and was intormed that he would have 
to contact senators, representatives, etc. tor that information. 

Ms. Wilson asked how large the Mingo Creek Basin is and was intormed that 
it's 68 square miles. 

Mr. Williams recommended that TMAPC approve the Master Drainage Plan tor 
COOley Creek. He advised that he would request that the TMAPC continue 
the tlooctway zoning question on COOley Creek until July 31, but requested 
that interested parties be allowed to make comments on the MOP or the 
tlooctway zoning issue. 

Interested Parties: 

Warren loDrris 
Robert Jones 
Mar ianne WOOd 
CUrtis Halstead 
WeSley Worsham 
Ken Cox 
Doug Dixon 
Mark Foltz 
Ruth Gibbons 
V1rginia Hamilton 
June satreed 
Guy Williams 
Livia Wiles 

Address: 2532 E. 46th Pl. 
3140 S. Winston 
11th & 138th E. Avenue 
212221 E. Admiral Pl. 
15th & 145th E. Ave. 
4100 Ba< Tower 
NlA 
607 S. 132 E. Ave. 
13128 E. 4th Pl 
756 E. 138th 
748 S. 138th 
Rt. 5, Clarerrore 
13506 E. 4th Pl. 

Mr. loDrris questioned how the plan could be approved when it was only 
presented to the Comndssion 30 minutes betore. He asked how you get from 
the COOley Lake Plan to tlood zoning and Mr. Haye informed that tlooctway 
zoning is based on the regulatory tlood and will cover the tloooway ot 
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IUBLIC lIEARllG - OXLEY amEX MA.S'.l':m. 00AnW;E PLAN (cont· d) 
the regulatory floodplain tor Cooley Basin. Mr. Morris advised that the 
MOP doesn' t show the expanse ot the tloodWay area as shown on the map and 
noted that there appears to be more useable area in the MOP than on the 
map. Mr. Haye intormed that when the issue comes betore the Conmission 
tor FD zoning, the area would be as shown on the map. Ms. Wilson asked 
Mr. Morris it his property is located in this area and he advised it is 
and informed that he had given land to Cooley Lake. 

Mr. Jones intormed he is an attorney representing the Carl Sampson tamily 
interests trom P1ne to 1-44 and trom l29th to l45th and asked why there 
are no retention ponds in Rogers county. Mr. Haye intormed that area is 
outside the Tulsa County line. Mr. Jones advised that catoosa wants the 
right-ot-way dedicated and wants to put 50' ot sewer lines across the 
property. Mr. Williams intormed that this is a case in which the MOP 
does what it· s supposed to do. The propoSed sewer line, which would 
travel through an identified detention Site on the MOP was caught in the 
planning stage. The consulting engineer identitied that the sewer line 
\#,Quld go through the detention Site and the City of Tulsa recorrmended 
that it be realigned to go outside the embankment. In order to make it 
consistent with the COrps' plan, the City must maintain the structural 
integrity of the embankment. He intormed that it creates design 
problems, but it is a tradeoft between the sanitary sewer line and storm 
water requirements. 

Ms. WOOd intormed that her property tlooded tor the tirst time last May 
and asked what is being done to protect the people to the south. Mr. 
Haye intormed that the proposed detention site (not yet funded) on the 
north would reduce water flow to the south, thus there would be less 
flood potential. 

Mr. Halstead intormed that he lives on Cooley Creek and had donated five 
acres of land tor the retention pond on Cooley Creek. According to the 
map, his horne is located in the floodWay, but when he donated the land, 
his property was supposed to have been taken out ot the floodplain. He 
asKed if he would have to move it the City takes his land, would he be 
corrpensated for his property or what would be done. Mr. Haye intormed 
that Mr. Halstead had donated land for construction ot a detention s1te 
and there were a number ot things that tooK place adjacent to his 
property which has lowered the floodplain away from his house. When the 
FD zoning map is returned to the Corrmission, those corrections will be 
made and his house will be removed from the floodWay. Ms. Kempe intormed 
Mr. Halstead that FD zoning would not change the use and he asked why it 
was necessary to rezone it it the use wouldn' t be changed. Mr. Williams 
intormed that zoning is the governmental regulation ot permiSSible uses 
ot land and al though it is a noncontorming use, the cur rent use may 
continue. It the use is Changed, however, it would not be permitted 
since it would be nonconforming. Mr. Halstead asked 1t the Zoning 
Ordinance is available and Mr. Williams intormed it is and intormed that 
the other ordinance in question is the Floodplain Ordinance. Mr. 
Halstead intormed that he has had no flooding in or near his house and 
advised that since the tloodplain has been widened in his area, it would 
locate his property on an island and the cost of building a bridge to get 
to the area would be doubled. 
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RJBLIC IIEARI.Ki - OXIJ« amEX Ml\S'l'm JEAINl'.lGE PIAN (cont' d) 

Mr. WOrsham informed that his property is not located in the floodplain, 
but was flooded last year. He suggested that if 15th Street had proper 
culverts and the creek was cleaned out around 145th Street, there would 
not have been water on his land. He adVised that there are dead trees 
and many other miscellaneous items in the creek which are inhibiting the 
flow of the creek. 

Mr. Cox informed he was representing the Williams COrporation in regard 
to 150 acres of property located at 129th E. Ave. and asked if it was 
known when the revised map would be completed and was informed that the 
map would be presented to the TMAPC on JUly 31. 

Mr. Dixon informed that he is general manager of Republic Financial 
Corporation, adVised that the corrpany owns land on either side of the 
proposed detention facilities and expressed concern about not being 
notified of the propoSed rezoning prior to this meeting. He informed 
that rezoning the property would virtually eliminate the marketability of 
the property and expressed concern about damaging the value of the land. 
Ms. Kerrpe informed that yellOW signs had been placed in the area about 22 
days in advance of the hearing to notify the people. 

Mr. Foltz informed he built his home last year and it was flooded in May. 
He noted that developnent has been occurring and presented photos to 
illustrate some of the problems. Mrs. Foltz informed that the area did 
not have flooding in the past, but concrete and other materials have been 
durrped into the creek, inhibiting the flow. She requested that the creek 
be cleaned and straightened to correct flooding problems. Mr. Williams 
informed that the MOP addresses specific problems, but maintenance on 
uniIrproved creek areas was not reconmended in the Plan. He adVised that 
his department would review and develop a routine maintenance system 
within the City. Mr. Foltz suggested that it would be practical to clean 
out the area of the creek to the detention lake. Mr. Williams informed 
that it'S the City's policy not to go on private property to do 
maintenance on creeks. Mr. Foltz informed that if the MOP didn't include 
Cleaning out the creeks, it would cause flooding in the area to continue. 
Ms. Higgins asked whose responsibility it is to clean out creeks where 
debns has resulted from flooding and asked if the City would be 
permitted to come onto private property to clean out the creek. Mr. 
Linker informed that the City hasn't had the funds, statf or ability to 
clean out the creeks throughout the City. Ms. Higgins asked if the City 
has the right, but doesn't have the funds and Mr. Ll.nker advised that if 
it's on private property the City doesn't have the right to go in unless 
it's a public nuisance and if the City doesn't have an easement, there is 
a problem in getting to the creek. It would have to be Judicially 
declared a public nuisance or have the City Conmission pass on it and 
determine it's a public nuisance. Some owners don't want to go to the 
trOUble and expense and sometimes they don't have the ability to clean up 
an area themselves. Anyone who causes another to flood by Obstructing a 
drainageway or permitting an obstruction to remain may be sued. There 
are ordinances in regard to illegally dumping in a flooctway area, but the 
prOblem is catching someone dumping. 
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PUBLIC BmRI:R; - a::x:LEY rnEEX MAS'l'ER IlRA.INN:iE PI.AN (cont' d) 

Ms. Gibbons intormed that her property tlooded last year due to debris in 
the creek. She intormed that the individual property owners have to 
clean out the creeks and advised that she was told to contact the COde 
Enforcement Department to make any complaints. She advised that the 
water is currently running doWn 13200 Street, not the creek. She asked 
it her house would be purchased it it is located in a tloodWay and Mr. 

W1.1liams intormed that it would not be since retention Sites are the 
protection which is prov1.ded. He advised that the City's COde 
Entorcement Dept. has been in the area and is aware ot the complaints in 
regard to the debr is in the creek. Ms. Gibbons advised that she had 
contacted the City on several occaSions in regard to mowing its easement, 
but it had still not been mowed. 

Ms. Hamilton reiterated the problem with debriS in the creek and intormed 
that trees have tallen across the creek. She intormedthat she resents 
having her home in the area that would be rezoned because it Sits on 
higher ground and asked it the zoning would be reversed. Mr. Williams 
informed that the zoning could be reversed. Ms. Hamilton intormed She 
was concerned abOut resale value ot her home and Mr. W1.111.ams intormed 
that in cases where a home is located higher than its neighbors, it would 
be reviewed and omitted from the map prior to the hearing on the floodWay 
zoning in JUly. Ms. Hamilton asked how citizens could get the creeks 
cleaned out and was advised to contact COde Entorcernent to get the 
property owners to clean out their area, to contact the StorrrMater 
Management Dept. W1.th a complaint in regard to a public or City prOblem, 
or in regard to a general question it would be presented to the City 
COrrnussion and a determination made as to the cost. Mr. W1.lliams 
intormed that there is a need to greatly increase maintenance ot the 
drainageways. 

Ms. satreed 1.ntormed that her house Sits up higher than the creek and the 
creek backs up on the back ot her lot. She noted that there 1.S no 
tunding tor the proposed detention areas. 

Mr. Williams informed he owns tive blocks ot property in the area and 
noted that the creek makes an abrupt turn on what would be 5th Street. 
He adv1.sed that there is debris in the creek and suggested that the creek 
be straightened and suggested that some ot his land could be utilized tor 
straightening the creek. 

Ms. Foltz advised that when the storm sewers were installed through the 
creek in 1977, they caused the creek to narrow. She also advised that 
water doesn't come from the creek, it comes trom upstream. 

Ms. Wiles asked what would happen to people's property (undeveloped land) 
that would be located in the tloodWay since they would not be able to 
build on it or sell it. Mr. Williams advised that the uses would be 
limi ted to open space or other light uses which would not present an 
obstruction to water Since the land is being used to carry the water. 
Ms. Wiles asked what the people would do with the lots and Mr. W1.11iams 
intormed that the regulations are to protect the people trom turther 
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IUBLIC IJmR11Ii - CXXI·EY' CREEl( Ml\STm. OOAINAGE PIAN (cont· d) 
development. She suggested that the flooding problem is due to the creek 
being crooked and asked if anything could be done about this. Mr • 
Williams advised that a request needed to be submitted to StorllMater 
Management. Ms. Wiles asked if property owners would still have to pay 
property taxes on the property in this area and was informed that she 
would have to contact the County Assessor's office in this regard. 

Other COmments and Discussion: 
Mr. Carnes asked why the Master Drainage Plan was just now coming for 
approval and was adviced that it was approved as a report and was sent on 
for adoption as part of the Comprehensive Plan several years ago. 

Ms. Kempe asked if the MOP could be adopted since the floodway zoning 
case had not been advertised correctly. Mr. Gardner informed that the 
the advertisement was to adopt this as an element of the Comprehensive 
Plan, but this would be adopted as an element of the Plan and would not 
be the same as amending the Comprehensive Plan. 

Chairman Kempe informed that she wished to express the concern of the 
'D1APC to the City Corrmission about cleaning and maintaining the creeks 
throughout the City. 

'lMPC Action: 7 IDeDbers present: 
On JDrI<E of CARNES, the Planning Corrmission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Higgins, Draughon, Kempe, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Harris, Paddock, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to ADOPT the 
Cooley Creek Master Drainage Plan, as recorrmended. 

Application No. z-6060 Present Zoning: Multiple Zonings 
Applicant: Williams (City of Tulsa) 
Location: Cooley Creek-Mingo Between SOuth 161th E. 

Proposed Zoning: FD 
Ave. & Pine Street to 

East 21st Street south 

Date of Application: May 10, 1985 
Date of Hearing: June 5, 1985 (cont'd to July 31, 1985) 

Presentation to 'D1APC by: Stan Williams/Ruben Haye (StorllMater Mgmt. Dept./ 
Hydrology Dept.) 

Address: 707 S. Houston Phone: 592-7815 

Mr. Williams requested that this item be continued to July 31, 1985, 
along with the amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, to allow additional 
public input and provide additional time for updating the floodway zoning 
maps. 

'lMPC Action: 7 IDeDbers present: 
On JDrI<E of BIOOINS, the Planning Corrmission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Higgins, Draughon, Kempe, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; HarriS, Paddock, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to <XI«'INUE 
consideration of z-6060 until Wednesday, July 31, 1985, at 1:30 p.m., in 
the City Conmission Room, City Hall, Tulsa Civic Center. 
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POD 1288-3 Eight Acres SUbdivision, Lot 13, Block 1 (cont'd to June 12, 1985) 

Sta:tt Reconmendation - Minor Amendment to Rear Yard setback 

The subject tract is a single-tamily residential lot located at the 
southeast corner ot East 26th Place and South Birmingham Place. The 
applicant is requesting approval of a minor amendment to change the 
rear building line on one side ot the lot trom 35 teet to 28.5 teet 
to accommodate a 6.5 foot encroachment ot a corner of the proposed 
hOuse. The encroachment would occur tor a distance ot less than 20 
teet. According to the POD requirements, the 35-toot building line 
is applicable on the two rear sides ot the subject tract. All other 
setbacks are being complied with according to the Submitted sketch 
and construction has not comnenced at this time. Notice ot this 
request has been given to abutting owners. 

The Statf has reviewed this request and tinds that to IIDdity the 
35-foot building line to 28.5 teet to accommodate the propoSed 6.5 
feet encroachment is minor in nature. 

Therefore, the Sta:tt recomnends APPROVAL ot the 6.5 toot 
encroachment ot the 35-toot rear bUilding line per the submitted 
sketches. 

'DtMlC Action: 7 JDeIIDerS present 

On IC.rICE ot mQ;lR), the Planning COrrunission voted 7-0-0 (carnes, 
COnnery, Draughon, Higgins, Kempe, Wilson, WOOdard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; HarriS, Paddock, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to CCIU'IRJE 
consideration ot POD 1288-3, minor amendment to rear yard setback until 
Wednesday, June 12, 1985, at 1 :30 p.m., in the City COnmission Room, City 
Hall, Tulsa Civic center. 

There being no turther bUSiness, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 6:20 p.m. 

ATI'EST: 

secretary ~ 
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