
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PlANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1587 

Wednesday, January 15, 1986, 1:30 p~m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa CIvic Center 

MEMBERS PRESENT MEMBERS ABSEhT STAFF PRESEh'T 
Frank 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Northcutt, Lega I 

Counsel 
Carnes Young 
Connery 
Doherty 
Draughon 

Gardner 
Setters 

Kempe, Chairman 
Paddock, Secretary 
Selph 
VanFossen 
Wilson, 1st Vlce­
Chairman 

Woodard 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, January 14, 1986 at 12:35 a.m., as well as In the 
Reception Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Kempe called the meeting to order 
at 1:40 p.m. 

REPORTS: 

Report of Receipts and DeposIts: 

On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Young, "absentlf) to 
APPROVE the Report of Receipts and Deposits for the month ended 
Oecember 31, 1985, as recommended by Staff. 

ChaIrman's Report: 

Chairman Kempe Introduced County Commissioner John Selph as the newly 
designated Chairman for the County Commission. As such, he will be 
attending the TMAPC meetings during 1986. 

Chairman Kempe announced of a Joint committee meeting of the Rules 
and Regulations Committee and the Comprehensive Plan Committee to be 
held on Wednesday, January 22nd at 11:00 In the City Commission Room. 
The topic for discussion will be the Special Housing Needs 
Recommendations, with emphasis on definitions. 
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REPORTS - Cont'd 

Committee Reports: 

Mr. Paddock advised the Rules and Regulation Committee had met this 
date to formuiate a definition of the six month ruiing on rehearing 

zoning applicatIons. Their findings will be presented at the TMAPC 
meeting on January 22nd. As to the definitIon of a major amendment 
to a PUD, no conclusion was reached and this Item wll I be continued. 

CONI I NUED ZON I NG PUBLIC HEAR I NG: 

Appl icatlon No.: Z-6096 
Applicant: Barnes 
Location: 4100 North Harvard 
Size of Tract: 40 + acres 

Present ZonIng: RS-3 
Proposed ZonIng: RMH 

Date of Hearing: January 15, 1986 (Continuance requested for 1/22/86) 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Charles Norman, 909 Kennedy Building (583-7571) 

Re!atlonshlp to the Comorehensive Plan: 

The D I str I ct 16 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -
Residential. 

According to the "Matrix IllustratIng District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested RMH as a may be found In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

SIte Analysts: The subject tract is approximately 40 acres in size and is 
located at the southeast corner of Harvard Avenue and Mohawk Park Road. 
It is partially wooded, roll lng, contains several storage buildings and Is 
zoned RS-3. 

SurroundIng Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by the City 
of Tulsa Water Treatment Plant and vacant property zoned RS-3; on the east 
by a PSO substation and vacant property zoned RS-3 and AG; on the south by 
the Tulsa County District #1 Garage Facilities and large lot single-famIly 
dwellings zoned CG, CS and RS-3; on the west by scattered single-family 
dwel I ings and vacant property zoned RS-3; and to the southeast are quality 
single-family dwel lings. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: None. 
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Z-6096 Barnes - Cont'd 

ConclusIon: The subject tract Is situated among uses ranging from 
Industrial to large lot single-family residential. The zoning pattern and 
existing land use would not support a transition to an Intense resIdential 
or Industrial use at this time. Mobile home usage could be acceptable In 
this area, but not for the entire tract, and not at RMH Intensities. 
Adjacent single-family areas located to the southeast of the subject tract 
are developed at approximately 1.17 dwelling unIts per acre. 
Consideration should be given for developing the southeast portion of the 
subject tract at RS standards and for conventional single-family uses. On 
the western portions of the subject tract and the northern most portion 
(as far south as the south boundary of the Water Treatment Plant), mobile 
home park use at reduced densities would be acceptable due to the Harvard 
frontage commerc I a I zon I ng, under the control of a PUD with no access 
permitted between the RS-3 and RMH areas. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of RMH zoning on the west 350' and 
den I a I on the ba I ance of the subject tract (approx fmatel y ten acres), 
restricting mobile home development to the Harvard frontage, next to the 
County Garage. This would al Iowa maximum of 80 mobile homes In the RMH 
area. NOTE: I f the Comm I ss I on I s I nc II ned to I ncrease that number, 15 
acres (west 495'> of RMH or 120 mobile homes with a PUD could be spread 
over the west 600' of the north 650'. The southeast (approximately 11 
acres) wouid remain RS-3 singie-family. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Chairman Kempe asked If there were any Interested parties In attendance. 
Mr. Vernon Hobbs, 3631 East 36th Street North, requested the case be heard 
th f s date. Mr. Char I es Norman adv I sed there had not been a chance to 
properly analyze the appl {cation, due to the advertising deadl fne, and 
neither the applicant nor the interested parties have had time to review 
the Staff recommendation. 

Mr. VanFossen made a motion to continue this case and Chairman Kempe asked 
Mr. Hobbs wh f ch date (January 22nd or January 29th) wou I d be the most 
convenient. Mr. Hobbs stated a preference for January 29th. 

On M>TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Young, "absent") to 
CONTINUE Consideration of Z-6096 Barnes until Wednesday, January 29, 1986 
at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 
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ZONING PUBLIC HEARING: 

Appl icatlon No.: Z-6095 
(Compan I·on Items PUD #411, Z-5842-SP & SP-l) 

Applicant: Norman (101st & Memorial land Co.> 
Location: North of the NE/c of 101st & Memorfal 
Size of Tract: 27 ± acres 

Date of Hearing: January 15, 1986 

Present ZonIng: RS-3 

Proposed Zoning: RM-2 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Charles Norman, 909 Kennedy Building (583-7571) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: Z-6095 

(Companion Items PUD #411, Z-5842-SP & SP-l) 

The subject property Is located between DIstrict 18 and DistrIct 26. The 
Comprehensive Plan designates the land as planned freeway right-of-way. 
The proposed RM-2 zoning is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Staff Recommendation: 

SIte Analysts: The subject tract Is approximately 27 acres In size and 
located along the east side of Memorial extendTng east for 2;640 feet at 
approximately 96th Street. It Is partially wooded, gently sloping, vacant 
and zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area Analysts: The tract Is abutted on the north by vacant 
property zoned CO, on the east by both vacant property zoned AG and 
residential single-family areas zoned RS-3; on the south by mostly vacant 
property with one sing I e-fam II y dwe I I t ng zoned CO and on the west by 
vacant property zoned AG. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Suumary: Portions of the Corridor Zoning 
abutting the subject tract to the north have been approved for and 
developed at medium residential intensities. 

COnclusion: The subject tract, for which RM-2 zoning has been requested, 
corresponds to the 96th Street alignment of the Creek Freeway as 
des r gnated on the Major Street and H' ghway P I an. The TMAPC voted to 
delete this alignment from the Plan on November 20, 1985; however, this 
deletion has not received final approval from the City Commission and 
Board of County Commissioners. Unti I there is final action by the 
governing bodIes, Staff believes that this alignment should be protected 
to the extent possible under the law (no hIgher zoning than RS-3). 

If the Commission, however, is supportive of rezoning this tract from 
RS-3, a basis for this decision should be the exIsting zoning patterns and 
the Development Guidelines, a part of the Comprehensive Plan. The tract 
Is sItuated between CO zoning on the north and south. The Plan designates 
property to the north for Low I ntens t ty - No Spec t fTc Land Use and 
Corr i dor , and to the south for Low I ntens I ty - No Spec I f I c Land Use, a 
Consideration Area and Development Sensitive. Although CO zoning extends 
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Z-6095, PUD 1411, Z-5842-SP & SP-l - Cont'd 

to a depth greater than 1,320' on the north and south, east of MemorIal, 
Staff would suggest that the absence of the expressway and recommendations 
pending to delete same, the physical facts and the Comprehensive Plan 
would support an RM-l Intensity to a depth no greater than 1,320'. 
Further, Staff would suggest that the present RS-3 classification remain 
on the balance. 

I n summary, Staff recommends DEN IAL of RM-2 on th Is ent I re tract, and 
suggests an alternative pattern of RM-l on the west 1,320' and RS-3 on the 
balance If the zoning Is to be changed. 

Staff Recommendation - Z-5842-SP & PUD 1411 
(Companion Item Z-5842-SP-l> 

The subject tract has an area of 185.55 acres and I s located at the 
northeast corner of East 101 st Street and South Memor t a I Dr I ve -- the 
tota I area I nc I udes approx I mate I y 27 acres that is des T gnated for the 
Creek Freeway along the 96th Street al ignment. On November 20, 1985, the 
TMAPC unan I mous I y expressed nonsupport of th I s a II gnment and removed It 
from the Major Street and Highway Plan designating East 91st as a six-lane 
Parkway, subject to approval of the City Commission and Board of County 
CommissIoners. 

East 101st and South Memorial are classifIed as Primary ArterIals; thus, 
creating a Type I I I 15-acre Node at the Intersection of 101st and 
Memorial. The land use pattern proposed under the PUD and SP would spread 
the commercial uses (including a Special ExceptIon use for auto sales In a 
CS District) for one-half mile along Memorial Drive which Is significantly 
different than an ear I I er proposa I at the southwest corner of 91 st and 
Memor i a i • I n the ear I I er proposa I, the auto sa I es area was bas I ca! ! y 
restricted to nodal-type development. The Staff cannot support the CO 
Site Plan and PUD in its present form with the knowledge that the Planning 
Comm I ss i on has taken act i on to de i ete the Creek Freeway at 96ththereby 
modifying the Corridor Concept as outlined in the Development GuIdelines. 
Speclflca! Iy, the plan proposes to spread the more Intensive auto sales 
uses one-ha If mil e beyond the Type I II Node and the p I an shou I d be 
redesigned to overcome this feature. !t Is also noted that the 
res t dent I a I f ntens It I es for those deve I opment areas a long the east and 
northeast boundaries of the plan are excessive. 

The proposed intensities are summarrzed as "Appendix Aft to this Staff 
Recommendation with "Appendix Bft being "Suggested" guidelines if the 
proposal Is supported by the Commission. Exhibit "A" attached rs a map of 
the 21 Development Areas and Exhibit "B" shows how the suggested reduced 
Intensities have been determined. The reduced intensities are suggested 
to make the downward transition tn residential intensities more uniform as 
they begin decreasing moving east of Memorial toward the existing 
single-family development. The internal street system proposed under the 
Plan provides a strong network of col lector streets and logical boundaries 
for the deve lopment areas. The Sta ff Is, however, concerned about the 
east/west street proposed along the freeway alignment In that It could, rf 
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Z-6095, PUD 1411, Z-5842-SP & SP-1 - Cont'd 
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extended from Memor I a I to Mingo prov I de a stra I ght shot through th t s 
square mile which would not be desirable. It Is possible that this could 
be readdressed under PUD #369 (land to the east) which the Staff 
understands is now Inactive. The Technical Advisory Committee will not 
review this application until after It is presented to the TMAPC due to 
Holiday conflicts. 

In summary, the Staff Is not supportive of the proposed layout of 
Z-5842-SP and PUD #411 based on TMAPC act Ion of November 20, 1985 to 
remove the 96th Street a I t gnment of the Creek Expressway from the Major 
Street and Highway Plan. Therefore, the Staff recommends DENIAL of 
Z-5842-SP and PUD #411 as proposed and approva I of these app I i cat ions 
subject to the fol lowing modifications: 

1. 

2. 

That the auto and truck sales areas be redesigned, located al I south 
of the col lector street (99th Street) and wrapping around and 
contiguous with the proposed shopping center at 101st and Memorial. ~ 

~n""" 'ZtlI 
That residential densities for Development Areas;e;- 16, 18, ~ 19, 
be reduced by 155 dwelling units per Appendix B -- total dwelling 
units reduced from 1,605 to 1,450. 

3. That the app I ! cant's Out line Dave! opment P I an and Text be made a 
condition of approval, unless modified herein. 

4. Development Standards: See attached Development Standards (Exhibit 
C), Appendix B, and recommended conditions from Staff. (NOTE: The 
Staff suggests the adopted standards as recommended by Staff~ or If 
adopted and revised by the Commission, be made an official "Exhibit" 
to be of record for the purposes of off i c I a I m f nutes and future 
reference.) 

5. That portions zoned CO be approved for SP Site Plan as submitted, or 
as modified herein and that all remaIning portions under conventional 
zoning and supplementai PUD be approved as submitted in the Outilne 
Development Plan, or as modified herein. 

6. That all sign standards be as outlined In the Development Standards 
and subject to Deta II S r gn P I an rev i ew and approva I by the TMAPC 
prior to Installation. 

7. That a Deta I i Landscape P I an sha II be subm Itted to the TMAPC for 
review and approval and Installed prior to issuance of an Occupancy 
Permit. 

8. Subject to review and approval of conditions, as recommended by the 
Technical Advisory Committee. 

9. That a II trash, utility and equ I pment areas sha II be screened from 
pub I J c v I ew. 

10. That a I I CO and PUD su pp I ementa I I Y zoned deve lopment areas requ Ire 
Detail Site Plan approval by TMAPC, consistent with the approved SP 
Corr i dor Site Pi ans and PUD Out i i ne Deve lopment Plans, pr f or to 
Issuance of Building Permlts~ 
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Z-6095, PUD 1411, Z-5842-SP & SP-1 - Cont'd 

11 • That no Bu II ding Perm I t sha I I be Issued unt I I the requ I rements of 
SectIon 260 and Section 850.5 of the ZonIng Code have been satIsfied 
and approved by the TMAPC and fIled of record In the County Clerk's 
office, incorporating within the RestrictIve Covenants the PUD and CO 
condItIons of approval, making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said 
Covenants. 

12. That the Staff's calculations of maximum Intensity and density be 
recognized as Exhibit "A" and "B" and Appendix A and B. 

With these modifications the PUD and CO Site Plan will meet the purposes 
and findings sections of the Zoning Code. The recommended IntensIties and 
proposed land uses can be accommodated by 15 acres of CS zoning at the 
node and a combination of RM-l, RD and RS-3 (all low Intensity zoning 
categories) on the balance of the proposal (Exhibit B). No change in 
underlying zoning would occur under this action, except for RM-l zoning on 
the west 1320 feet of the freeway right of way port i on per Z-6095. 
However, these proposed Intensities as modified would meet the Development 
Guldel ines for NODE and Subdistrict development given the existIng zoning 
and development patterns In the area. 

Staff Recommendation - Z-5842-SP-1 
(Companion Items Z-5842-SP and PUD #411) 

The subject tract has a net area of 3.78 acres and underlying zoning of 
CO. It f s I nc I uded In Deve I opment Area 3 of Z-5842-SP wh r ch I s pend I ng 
Commission approval for auto and lIght truck sales. The southwest corner 
of this Development Area and first phase construction is 1660' north of 
the Intersect r on of 101 st and Memor f a I • Land use west of Memor i a Its 
mostly vacant and acreage-type single-family residential. 

The Deve I opment Standards proposed for the planned automobile des I ersh I p, 
together with a location map, are attached to this Staff Recommendation. 
The proposed auto dIsplay standards are not as restrictive as those 
adopted under a simIlar plan at 91st and Memorial, however, are reasonable 
and serve to restrict the display of autos and restricts the location of a 
body shop to the pr I nc I pa! bu rId I ng. The SIte P I an does not appear to 
segregate lie sales areas (new or used) and does designate the 
areas on the Plan where these areas are to be located as did the plan at 
91 st and Memor f a I • The proposed standards do I nc I ude str i ct s r gnage 
contro Is, the bu i I d r ng exter lors are restr i cted to concrete or masonry, 
and landscaped areas are to be provided on the perimeter. A portion of 
the tract to the north of the automobile dea I ersh t p r s proposed for a 
common area of .95 acres to be developed as a boulevard-type main entrance 
from Memorial to be shared with similar development to the north. The 
proposed bull ding is 21,477 square feet with 258 park T ng spaces. One 
parking space would be required for each 600 square feet of building floor 
area (36 spaces), plus one space for each 1,000 square feet of open air 
dIsplay area. A lO-foot landscaped area is provIded along the south and 
southeast perimeter. 
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Z-6095, PUD 1411, Z-5842-SP & SP-l - Cont'd 

The site plan has merit; however, the Staff Is not supportive of 
Z-5842-SP-1 because of location and because we are not supportive of the 
submitted SP and PUD as expressed In a companion recommendation. 
EI iminatlon of the Creek Freeway at this location Is a significant factor 
when considering location of commercial uses. 

Therefore, the Staff recommends DENIAL of Z-5842-SP-l as it would permit 
the most Intensive uses under the proposed plan to be developed outside 
and away from the Intersection node. 

Appl lcant's Comments: 

Mr. Charles Norman, representing owners Mike Dorn and Doug Fox, first 
rev I ewed Z-6095 request I ng the zon I ng change, since the proposed Creek 
Expressway des I gnat Ion has been removed. I n response to Mr. VanFossen 
regarding the Creek Expressway, Staff advised that the Planning Commission 
action has been transmitted to the City Commission In the form of a 
resolution, but as yet City has not placed the resolution on their agenda 
for approval. 

Mr. Norman gave a I engthy rev I ew of a I I three app I I cat Ions a nd the 
surround I n9 areas. Mr. Norman adv f sed the app II cant was prepared to 
accept Staff's recommendations with the exception as to type of unit in 
Area 18, and asked that it be modified back to 8.7 units per acre and 
al low multi-family. In Area 20, Mr. Norman hoped to plat patio lots for 
single-family homes. Mr. Norman stated the development standards 
presented have been based on the standards approved for the 91 st and 
Memorial area, and added that he differed with Staff on the redesign of 
the Memorial frontage In regard to the auto park. He next reviewed the 
landscaping plan and the concept plan for the entire area. 

I n rep I y to Mr. Paddock, Mr.. Norman c I ar If red that the owners were the 
lOlst and Memorial Land Company. Mr. Paddock Inquired as to the auto park 
floor area rat 10 (FAR) and asked I f that I nc I uded Areas 2 and 3. Mr. 
Norman informed that the FAR Included Areas 2 through 5. Mr. VanFossen 
stated concerns as to the concept for Area 4 and 5, and felt the 
landscaping area was jow. He also inquired as to the land use in the area 
across from the proposed auto park on Memoria! and Staff advised that this 
land was developed for very large lot residential and was mostly vacant. 

Ms. Wilson questioned if the Commission should proceed with a decision on 
the zoning application since the City has not yet put the Creek Expressway 
on their agenda, and asked Mr. Norman if It was necessary to take action 
this date on the RM-2 tract tn order to proceed with the auto park area. 
Mr. Norman rep I led if the City Comml ss I on shou I d not go with the TMAPC 
recommendation on the Creek Resolution, he would ask them to approve the 
p I an south of th is sect Ion and cont I nue the zon I ng app I i cat Ion for a 
specific perIod of time. 
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Z-6095, PUD 141" Z-5842-SP & SP-1 - Cont'd 

Mr. Doherty, referring to Appendix B for Area 18 with the restriction to 
duplex and single-family on the east 150', asked Mr. Norman if he would be 
agreeable to this. Mr. Norman stated he had recently discussed this with 
Sta ff and accepts th Is recommendat I on. He was a I so ab I e to accept the 
note as to Area 20, which al lows conventional or patio lots. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock asked Staff If the TMAPC could approve and attach a condition 
In regard to the 96th Corridor pending City/County action on the property 
hav I ng the Creek Expressway de I et Ion. Mr. Gardner adv I sed that, as a 
recommending body, the Commission could make any recommendation they felt 
appropriate. Mr. Gardner continued by stating the applicant has accepted 
RM-l on the zoning application (Z-6095), as recommended by Staff, and RM-2 
I s not even needed. The I ssue appears to be the I ocat i on of the auto 
dealerships. 

Mr. Carnes agreed with Mr. VanFossen as to concerns about spacIng for the 
display of autos on Memorial and additional landscaping, but stated he 
would not have that much trouble with the car agencies on Memorial If the 
"park-I t ke atmosphere" was created. Mr. Draughon stated he fe I t the car 
dea I ersh t ps wou I d want to be on Memor I a I for max Imum exposure. Mr. 
VanFossen proposed a motion to approve the zoning appiication (Z-6095>, 
modified as recommended by Staff, subject to approval of the City 
Comm I ss I on as to the de I et Ion of the Creek Expressway. Mr. Gardner 
c I ar If i ed for Mr. Draughon that th i s mot Ion was for zon r ng i and had 
nothing to do with the placement of the auto dealerships. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On t«>TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Young~ "absent") to APPROVE 
Z-6095 Norman (101st & tal land Company) for RM-l on the west 1,320' 
and RS-3 on balance of the tract, as suggested by Staff. 

legal D!§crfptJon: 
: THE 1, A tract of land containing 27.5149 acres that 

Is part of the NW Quarter of Section 24, T-18-N, R-13-E, City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma, said tract of land being described as follows, 
to-wit: Starting at the SW corner of the NW Quarter of saId Section 24; 
thence N 89°37'22" E, for 50.00' to the Point of Beginning of said tract 
of land; thence sue North and paral lei to the Westerly line of Section 24 
for 660.00'; thence S 79°03'11" E, along an extension of and and along the 
souther I y I I ne of "Sunchase"" an add It f on to the City of Tu I sa, Tu I sa 
County, Oklahoma, for 1,069.43'; thence S 86°39'33" East, along the 
southerly line and along an extension of the southerly line of "Sunchase", 
for 1,542.04' to a point on the Easterly I ine of the NW Quarter of Section 
24; thence S 0°01'40" E for 350.01' to the SE corner of the NW Quarter of 
Section 24; thence S 89°37'22" W along the southerly line of the NW 
Quarter for 2,589.63' to the Point of Beginning of saId tract of land. 
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Z-6095, PUD 1411, Z-5842-SP & SP-l - Cont'd 

RS-3: AI I of the fol lowing tract, LESS THE WEST 1,320': A tract of land 
containing 27.5149 acres that Is part of the NW Quarter of Section 24, 
T-18-N, R-13-E, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, said tract of land 
being described as follows, to-wit: Starting at the SW corner of the NW 
Quarter of said Section 24; thence N 89°37'22" E, for 50.00' to the Point 
of Beginning of said tract of land; thence due North and parallel to the 
Westerly line of Section 24 for 660.00'; thence S 79°03'11" E, along an 
extens Ion of and and a long the souther I y II ne of "Sunchase", an add I t I on 
to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, for 1,069.43'; thence S 
86 °39 f 33" East, a long the souther I y II ne and a long an extens I on of the 
souther I y II ne of "Sunchase", for 1,542.04' to a po I nt on the Easter I y 
line of the NW Quarter of Section 24; thence S 0°01'40" E for 350.01' to 
the SE corner of the NW Quarter of Section 24; thence S 89°37'22" W along 
the souther I y I l ne of the NW Quarter for 2,589.63' to the Po I nt of 
BegInning of said tract of land. 

Additional Comments & DIscussion: 

Mr. VanFossen then moved to approve the concept plans of the zoning and 
PUD, subject to the Staff recommendation under Appendix B (attached), and 
the deletion of condition #1, thereby leaving the auto sales area as Is. 

TMAPC ACTiON: 10 members present 

On MlTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 8-1-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; 
Connery, "nay"; Draughon, "abs:taining"; (Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Concept Plans for Z-5842-SP, PW 1411 and Z-5842-SP-l Norman (101st & 
Memorial Land Company), subject to the Staff recommendation under Appendix 
B (attached), and delete conditIon #1 requiring the auto and truck sales 
areas be redesigned. 

For further mod I f r cat Ion of Z-5842-SP, PUD #411 and Z-5842-SP-l, Mr. 
VanFossen asked questions to clarify sign standards and the vehicle 
dlsplay area. Mr. VanFossen also stated that building height should be 
I J m I ted to two stor I es on the east 120' of Areas 14 and 15 and the 
landscaping should be increased to 15% minimum. Mr. Norman explained that 
the 7% landscaping Is on the net land area, not the gross. Mr. VanFossen 
stated he would go with 15% of the gross land area, but It sttl I seemed 
low. Mr. Gardner explained It did seem low, but that It should be 
considered a mlnlmum. In actuality, the Commission would be approving the 
fInal landscaping plan and it would more than Ilkely be Increased. 

Based on the above discussion, Mr. VanFossen made a motion for approval of 
add t ng cond It I ona I Items re I at J ng to an t ncreased I andscape area of 15% 
minImum of the gross area In al I nonresidential areas, and restrIct the 
bu I I d t ng he I ght to two stor I es on the east 120' of deve lopment Areas 14 
and 15. 
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Z-6095, PUO 1411, Z-5842-SP & SP-l - Cont'd 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On t«>TION of VANfOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-1 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Selph, Vanfossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; Paddock, "abstaIning"; (Young, "absent") to APPROVE 
adding conditIonal Items for Z-5842-SP, PUO 1411 and Z-5842-SP-1 Norman 
(101st & Memorial land Company), increasing the landscaping to 15$ 
minimum of the gross area of al I nonresidential areas, and restrict the 
buIlding heIght to two stories on the east 120' of development Areas 14 
and 15. 

legal Description: 

Z-5842-SP, PUO 1411: A tract of land, containing 181.1999 acres, that Is 
part of the W 1/2 of Section 24, T-18-N, R-13-E, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
county, Oklahoma, said tract of land being descrIbed as follows, to-wit: 
Starting at the SW corner of saId Section 24; thence N 89°37'01" E along 
the Southerly line of Section 24 for 515.80' to the Point of Beginning of 
said tract of land; thence due north and paral lei to the Westerly line of 
Section 24 for 24.75'; thence N 84°38'13" West for 402.02'; thence N 
49°13'17" W for 86.54'; thence due North, paral leI to and 50.00' Easterly 
of the Westerly line of Section 24 for 3,182.46'; thence S 79°03'11" E, 
a long an extens ron of and a long the souther I y I I ne of "Sunchase, an 
addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, for 1,069.43'; 
thence S 86°38'33" E, along the southerly I ine and along an extension of 
the Southerly line of "Sunchase: for 1,542.04' to a point on the Easterly 
It ne of the West 1/2 of Sect! on 24; thence S 0°01' 40" E a long sa I d 
Easterly line for 2,554.15'; thence S 89°37'01" W for 297.00'; thence S 
0°01 '40" E for 440.00' to a point on the southerly line of Section 24; 
thence S 89°37'01" W along said southerly line for 1,828.12' to the Point 
of BegInning of said tract of land. 

Z-5842-SP-l: A tract of land containing 3.7820 acres that Is part of the 
SW Quarter of Section 24, T~18-N, R-13-E, City of Tulsa, Tuisa County, 
Oklahoma, said tract of land being described as follows, to-wit: Starting 
the NW corner of the SW Quarter of said Ion 24; thence N 89°27'22" E 
along the northerly line of the SW Quarter for 50.00'; thence due South 
and paral lei to the Westerly line of Section 24 for 655.33' to the Point 
of Beginning of said tract of land; thence due East for 420.00'; thence S 
45°00'00" E for 251.02'; thence S 45°00'00" W for 135.25' to a point of 
curve; thence Southwesterly and Westerly along a curve to the right, wIth 
a central angle of 45°00'00", and a radius of 160.00', for 125.66' to a 
poInt of tangency; thence due West along said tangency for 388.73'; thence 
due North and parallel to the Westerly line of Section 24 for 320.00' to 
the PoInt of BeginnIng of said tract of land. 
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APPENDIX B 

Summary of 
Suggested Develoement Standards 

AREA SIZE/ACRES 
, 19.4692 I 

2,3,4, & 5 39.3068 
6,7,8,9,10, 52~6024 
11, and 12 

13 6.8739 

14 6.4143 

15 9.6491 

16 14.7620 

17 9.2542 

18 14.2589 

19 3.3919 

20 7.4518 

21 2.1169 

Total AGres: 185.5514 
Total Floor 

DWELLING UNITS OR 
FLOOR AREA/FAR PROPOSED USE 

150,600 sq. ft./.18 Retail 
176,100 sq. ft./.12 Auto & Light Truck 

1,002,100 sq. ft./.50 Office 

36/Acre Apartments and 
Duplexes 

30/Acre Apartments and 
Duplexes 

2s/Acre Apartments and 
Duplexes 

30lAcre Apartments and 
Duplexes 

15/Acre Apartments and 
Duplexes 

8.7 Acre Duplex & Single-
family * 

5.2 Acre Apartments and 
Duplexes 

5.2 Acre Si n'gl e-fami ly* '* 

9 Units Single-family 

Area: 1,328,700 sq. ft. Commercial & Office 
Total Area--

Commercial: 58.776 326,700 sq. ft. 
Total Area--

Office: 52.6024 1,002,100 sq. ft. 
Total Units: 74.173 Ac. 19.5 Units/Acre Average 

COMMENTS 

35' Max. Height 
-

35' Max. Height 

52 1 Max. Height 

248 Units 
3 .. Story 

192 Units 
3-Story 
242 Units 
3-Story 
441 Units 
3-Story 
i 38 Units 
3-Story 
123 Units 

2-Story 
18 Units 
2-Story 
39 Units 
2-Story 
9 Units 

2-Story 

.1276 F .A.R. 

.4373 F.A.R. 

1450 Units 

*Restricted to duplex and single-family on the east 150'. Apartment uses permitted 
on the balance. 

**Duplex north of collector street only. Conventional or patio home lots permitted 
subject to Detail Site Plan review. 
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Appl icatlon No.: Z-6093 
Applicant: INOOG (MItchell) 

* * * * * * * 

Location: West & South of the SW/c of Peoria & 1-44 
Size of Tract: 1.9 acres 

Date of Hearing: January 15, 1986 
Presentat!on to TMAPC by: !NCOG Staff (Map CorrectIon) 

RelationshIp to the Comprehensive Plan: 

Present Zoning: RM-2 
Proposed Zoning: CS 

The D I str I ct 18 P I an, a part of the Comprehens i ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropol itan area, designates the subject property Medium Intensity -
Residential. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Re I at I onsh f p to Zon I ng D I str r cts", the requested CS D I str I ct Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysts: The subject tract Is 1.9 acres In size and located west 
of the southwest corner of PeorIa Avenue and 1-44 Skelly Drive. It Is 
non-wooded, flat and contaIns an unoccupied two-story motel and is zoned 
RM-2. 

Surrounding Area Analysts: The tract Is abutted on the north by a 
converted service statfon for boat sales zoned CS, on the east by a motel 
wh I ch appears to be unoccup t ed zoned CH, on the south by a deve loped 
single-family subdivision zoned RS-3, on the west by an apartment complex 
zoned RM-2. 

= Zoning and BOA Historical Sunmary: Board of Adjustment action has 
approved medium Intensity commercial use (boat sales) abutting the subject 
tract to the north. 

Conclusion: Prior to 1970, the offlctai zoning maps designaTea Tne subject 
tract U-3C (CS by today's designation). When the new zoning 
ciassifications were estabi ished, the subject tract was erroneously given 
an RM-2 classification. INCOG is now correcting the map error and 
recommends APPROVAl of CS zoning. Staff would also recommend an amendment 
to the District 18 Comprehensive Plan to reflect the correctIon. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Carnes InquIred as to the appl icant's name being INCOG (Mitchell). 
Mr. Frank advised this was a map correction and, as such, INCOG is the 
applicant. 
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Z-6093 INOOG (Mitchell) - Cont'd 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Connery, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Woodard, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the Map 
Correction for Z-6093 INOOG (Mitchell> for CS, as recommended by Staff, 
and does Inc!ude an amendment to the District 18 ComprehensIve Plan. 

L!9a~ Description: 

A part of the NE quarter, Section 36, T-19-N, R-12-E, Tulsa County, State 
of Oklahoma, described as fol lows: Beginning 505' West and 257.02' South 
of the NE corner of said Section; thence South 477.34'; thence West 180'; 
thence North 477.34'; thence East 180' to the PoInt of Beginning. 

Appl ication No.: Z-6094 
Applicant: Ruckman 

* * * * * * * 

Location: NW/c of 40th Street and South Yale 
Size of Tract: .2 acres (approximate) 

Date of Hearing: January 15, 1985 

Present Zoning: RS-3 
Proposed Zoning: OL 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Steve Schuller, 610 South Main (584-1600) 

RelationshIp to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D I str I ct 6 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropo!Itan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -
Residential. 

Accord! fig to the "Matr I x !!! ustrat i ng 0 I str! ct P I an Map Catagor I as 
Relationship to ZonIng Districts", the requested OL District Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map_ 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately.2 acres In size and 
located at the northwest corner of Ya I e Avenue and 40th Street. It is 
partially wooded, gently sloping and contains a single-family dwell tng, 
and Is zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area AnalysIs: The tract Is abutted on the north and west by 
similar single-family dwel Itngs zoned RS-3, on the east by a shopping mall 
zoned CH, and on the south by a shopp I ng center zoned CS. The subject 
house fronts south Into the commercIal zoning and development rather than 
fronting the neighborIng homes. 

Conclusion: Staff cannot support the requested OL zon I ng based on the 
Comprehensive Plan and the clear-cut encroachment Into a developed 
sf ng I e-fam I I Y subd tv is 1 on. The request cou I d a I so be cons t dered spot 
zoning. Staff recommends DENIAL of the requested OL zoning for Z-6094. 

01.15.86:1587(14) 



1-6094 Ruckman - Cont'd 

Appl icant's Comments: 

Mr. Steve Schu I I er rev I ewed the sub Ject area and request compar f ng th t s 
site to others I n the City with s t m I I ar circumstances, and asked for 
approva I of th I s app I r cat ton. I n response to Ms. WI I son, Mr. Schu II er 
Identified the curb cut into the CS shopping center across from the 
subject tract. Mr. Gardner confirmed for Ms. Wilson that 40th was a 
minor residential street. Mr. Paddock inquired as to the property across 
Winston Avenue In regard to access and asked Mr. Schuller If he thought a 
doml no effect ml ght occur If th I s request were approved. Mr. Schu II er 
commented he d r d not th I nk a dom I no effect wou I d occur as th I s property 
faces south away from the others In the area. Ms. Wilson asked If the 
app I I cant had a c I I ent or a contract on the sub Ject property. Mr. 
Schuller stated there was no contract, but some Interest had been 
Indicated by an architect. Mr. Schul Jer requested the Commission, should 
they be considering a denial of this application, consider a contInuance 
to allow more time for his client to possibly prepare a PUD. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. VanFossen advised he would be abstaining as there Is too much 
Involvement on this case with some of his own property. Mr. Connery and 
Ms. W!!son Indicated they would be supporting the Staff reco~mendation for 
denial. Mr. Doherty made a motion for a contInuance. Mr. Paddock advised 
he would be voting against the request, even wIth a PUD, due to the small 
size of the tract. There be i ng no second to Mr. Doherty's mot i on I Ms. 
W l I son moved for den I a I of the request. Mr. Draughon ment f oned Mr. 
Schuller and his client should be given time to confer. Commissioner 
Selph stated he felt this was a clear cut case of encroachment and would 
be vot I ng aga I nst the request. Mr. Carnes stated he, too, wou I d vote 
aga f nst the request. Cha r rman Kempe a I lowed a short recess for Mr. 
Schuller to dIscuss with the applIcant any alternatives, after which Mr. 
Schul!er advised he would like an oPDortunltv to see the feasfbil ttv of a 
PUD and again requested a contInuance. The consensus of the Commission 
st r I I appeared to be for den f a I based on the size and I ocat Ion of the 
tract. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-1 (Carnes, Connery, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; 
VanFossen, "abstaining"; (Woodard, Young, "absent") to DENY 1-6094 
Ruckman for Ol, as recommended by Staff. 

if if if if if if if 
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Application No.: Z-6097 
Applicant: Norman (True) 
Location: East of Riverside Drive at 68th Street 
Size of Tract: 2 acres (approximate) 

Date of Hearing: January 15, 1986 

Present Zoning: RS-3 
Proposed Zoning: RM-2 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Charles Norman, 909 Kennedy Buiiding (583-7571) 

Relationship to the ComprehensIve ~: 

The D I str I ct 18 P I an, a part of the Comprehens r ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Medium Intensity - No 
Specific Land Use. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested RM-2 District Is In 
accordance with the Plan Map_ 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately 2 acres in size and 
located some 700 feet west of Peoria Avenue, south of 66th Place. It is 
nonwooded, flat and contains two storage buildings, and Is zoned RS~3. 

SurroundIng Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north, south and 
west by vacant property zoned RS-3, and on the east by an ex r st I ng 
apartment complex zoned RM-2. 

ZonIng and BOA Historical SUlIJIIary: RM-2 zoning has been approved and 
med I um i ntens tty has been deve loped abutt I ng the subject tract to the 
east. 

Conc!uslon: The subject tract Is located in an RS-3 strip between 
ex 1st t ng RM-2 zon t ng and the Rivers I de Dr I ve. It is expected that the 
area a long Rivers i de Dr i ve w r I I deve I op at some I ntens I ty greater than 
residential single-family. 

Based on the Comprehensive Plan and existing development patterns, Staff 
can support RM-2 zoning and recommends APPROVAL of Z-6097 as requested. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the PlannIng Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Connery, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Woodard, Young, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6097 
Norman (True) for RM-2, as recommended by Staff. 
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Z-6091 Norman (True) - Cont'd 

legal Descrietlon: 

A tract of I and I n Lot 7, Sect t on 1, Townsh I p 18 North, Range 12 East, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma, more particularly descrfbed as fol lows: Beginning 
1,485' North and 760' West of the Southeast corner of Section 1; thence 
West 300'; thence NW 382' to a point; thence East and paral lei to the South 
lIne of Section 1, 422'; thence South 362' to he point of beginnIng, 
containing three acres, more or iess; LESS THE FOLLOWING TRACT CONVEYED 
TO THE CITY OF TULSA AS FOLLOWS: A pIece or parcel of land located tn the 
Southeast Quarter of Section 1, TownshIp 18 North, Range 12 East of the 
IndIan Base and Meridian, Tulsa County, Oklahoma , whIch Is more 
particularly described as fol lows, to-wit: BeginnIng at the SE corner of 
"The Keys" subdivision, an addition to the City of Tulsa, Oklahoma; thence 
North 19°35' 09" West a long the Easter I y boundary thereof a d I stance of 
382.00'; thence South 89°57'27" East parallel to he South line of said 
Section 1 a distance of 159.25'; thence South 19°35'09" East a distance of 
301 .57 f; thence South 23 °07' 05" East a d I stance of 82.39'; thence North 
89°57'35" West a distance of 164.64' to the point of beginning, containing 
1.3201 acres, more or less. 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

FINAL APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

FamIly WorshIp Center (1094) N/slde E. 21st, East of So. 152nd East Ave. 

Midtown Plaza Annex (193) East of SE/c East 21st & South Lewis 

In response to Chairman Kempe, Mr. Gardner advised all was tn order on the 
above Subdivision Plats. 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Connery, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Woodard, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the Final 
ana Reiease of Plat for Family Worship Center and Midtown Plaza ~nnex, as 
recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Quail Ridge Amended (PUD221)(2894) East 44th Street & South 131st E. Ave. 

8800 Quebec Extended (1683) 87th and South PIttsburg 

Cha t rman Kempe stated that Sta ff had adv i sed these I tems were to be 
stricken from the agenda. 
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OTHER BUSINESS: 

POO 1166-A-l South & East of the SE/c of East 91st & South Sheridan 

Staff advIsed this application has been readverttsed as PUD #166-D to be 
heard January 29, 1986., 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 208-1 SE/c of South Yale Avenue & East 71st Street 

Staff Recommendation - Minor Amendment for Pylon SIgn 

December 18, 1985: The subject tract has been developed for a 
retail/office shoppIng center and Is permitted CS development in 
accordance with an order of the District Court. Subsequent to the Court 
ordering CS restrictions, PUD #208 was approved by the City and affirmed 
by the Court. The slgn requlrements In this PUD limit ground signs along 
the arterials to not more than one ground slgn to be a maxlmum of 5' tal I. 
PUD sign restrictions tn effect at the time of approval of PUD #208 would 
have al lowed one sIgn within the building setback line to be a maximum of 
25 f tal I and a display surface area of 1 square foot for each lineal foot 
of arterial frontage. The frontage of thls property along 71st and Yale 
is 775'; the proposed sign display area is 180 square feet. The applicant 
Is requesting a pylon sign which would be 30' in hetght with the existing 
5' sign at the top and "reader boards" with the names of the tenants from 
the ground level to the base of the logo sign. The character of signage 
at this intersection is such that a pylon sign, such as this, would not be 
consistent--no other business at this intersection presently has a pylon 
sign. PUD 6260-A was recently approved at the northeast corner of this 
intersect ron and s i gnsge was restr i cted to 2 ground monument signs not 
exceeding 8 f In heIght with a maximum dIsplay area of 64 square feet. 
Wai i and canopy signage on the building should be adequate to IdentIfy the 
exlstlng business; therefore, the Staff recommends DENIAL of the request 
for a minor amendment to PL~ #208 to allow one 30' pylon stgn with an area 
of 180 square feet. If the TMAPC Is supportive of this request, the Staff 
suggests the height be limited to a maximum of 25' to be consistent with 
the PUD restrictions In effect at the time of approval for PUD 6208. 

January 22, 1986: Staff discussions with the applicant, sInce the 
December 18, 1985 meet I ng, have I nd I cated that the sign p I an cou I d be 
revised as fol lows: 
1) The existing sign would remain at the Intersection of 71st and Yale 

in Its present configuration which Is (a) 16' tal I; (b) display area 
of 5' wfde x 7' long or 35 square feet; and (e) the sIgn would 
continue to be ground lighted and non-flashing. 
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PUD 208-1 - Cont'd 

2) One additional ground sign would be permitted on East 71st and South 
Yale to be spaced a minimum distance of 100' from the existing sign 
with each sign al lowed to be (a) 8' tal I maximum; (b) display area of 
64 square feet maximum; and (c) ground lighted or Internally lighted 
and non-flashing. 

3) The two new signs shall be subject to the general terms and 
conditions of Section 1130.2(b) of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning 
Code. 

Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 208-1 subject to conditions number 1, 2, 
and 3 as stated above. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock stated concerns were expressed December 18th as to the 
he f ght of the ground s T gns at the four corners of the intersect Ion and 
asked Staff If the 8' maxImum was consistent with the treatment given 
others at that intersection. Mr. Frank advised the standards adopted for 
the northeast corner were standards volunteered by the applicant. and a 
mInor amendment Is scheduled for an upcoming meeting requesting that these 
sign standards be somewhat relaxed. 

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Woodard, Young, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Minor Amendment for Signs for PUD 208-1, as recommended by Staff. 

if if if if if * * 

Cha f rman Kempe read a I etter from Ms. E I I en Hartman, Sen lor Adm In r strat f ve 
Assistant for Governor Nigh thanking the TMpPC for their efforts at the public 
hearing of January 8th on Special Housing Needs. 

As this was the last TMAPC meeting for Mr. Connery, Chairman Kempe extended 
thanks and appreciation to Mr. Connery for his dedIcatIon and particIpation as 
a Commissioner. 
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There being no further business, the 
at 4:15 p.m. 

ATIEST: 
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Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 

Date Approved 9~7....? ~ I 'lrt, 
/JI ~ , 
~Cha~ 


