
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of MeetIng No. 1592 

Wednesday, February 19, 1986, 1:30 p.m. 
City CommIssion Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MEMBERS PRESENT 
Carnes 
Doherty, 2nd Vlce-
Chairman 

Draughon 
Paddock, Secretary 
Parmele, ChaIrman 
VanFossen 
WIlson, 1st Vlce­
ChaIrman 

Woodard 

MEMBERS ABSENT 
Kempe 
Selph 
Young 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 
Gardner 
Setters 
Brlerre 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Ll nker, Lega I . 

Counsel 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, February 18, 1986 at 12:15 p.m., as well as In the 
Reception Area of the INCOG offIces. 

After declaring a quorum present, ChaIrman Parmele cal led the meeting to order 
at 1:33 p.m. 

MINUTES: 

ADDrova! of Amended Minutes of January 29, 1986, Meeting No. 1589: 

On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Amended Minutes of January 29, 1986, MeetIng No. 1589. 

Approval of Minutes of February 5, 1986, Meeting No. 1590: 

On MOTION of WILSON, the PlannIng Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Doherty, "abstaining"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
MInutes of February 5, 1986, Meeting No. 1590. 
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REPORTS: 

Report of ReceIpts and Deposits: 

On M>TION of DOHERTY .. the Planning CommIssion voted 1-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Paddock, "abstaining"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Report of Receipts and DeposIts for the Month Ended January 31, 1986. 

Chairman's Report: Chairman Parmele announced the appointments to the 
Capital Improvements Program (CIP) Review Committee, as fol lows: 

TMAPC Representatives: 

Citizen Planning Team 
Representatives: 

Jim Doherty 
Bob Paddock 
Gary VanFossen 

Norma Turbo, District 7 
Rick Lucas, District 18 

CooIilJttee Reports: Mr. Paddock advised of a Joint Meeting of the 
Comprehensive Plan Committee and the Rules and Regulations Committee Is 
scheduled for Wednesday, February 26th at 11:00 to review the final draft 
of the SpecIal HousIng Needs Recommendations with Staff and Legal. 

Director's Report: Mr. Gardner requested a public hearing date for March 
19th to rev I ew the I tems I f sted be.1 ow: 

a) Atv1END THE D I STR I CT 6, 9, 17, 18 AND 26 PLAN MAPS, PARTS OF THE 
OFFICIAL COMPREHENSIVE MASTER PLAN FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE TULSA 
METROPOLITAN AREA. 

b) AMEND THE MAJOR STREET AND HIGHWAY PLAN, A PART OF THE COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN FOR THE DEVELOPt>1ENT OF THE TULSA METROPOL ITAN AREA; AND A 
FURTHER AMENDMENT TO THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS MAKING RIGHT-OF-WAY 
WIDTHS, I~~ERSECTIONS AND STREET CATEGORIES CONS!STENT WITH THE 
ADOPTED MAJOR STREET AND HIGHWAY PLAN, AND I NCLUDE AN ADD I T IONAL 
SIGNATURE AUTHORIZATION FOR ENDORSEMENT OF APPROVAL ON PLATS AND LOT 
SPLITS. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 
On M>TION of PADDOCK .. the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") 
to APPROVE March 19 .. 1986 as the Public Hearing Date for the Above 
Listed Items, as recommended by Staff. 
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SUBDIVISIONS: 

PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL: 

9100 MemorIal (PUD 405 & Z=5722=SP) SW/c 91st & South Memoria! (CS, CO) 

The Staff presented the plat with the applicant represented by Dave 
Sanders. 

This Is the first phase of an overal I plan reviewed by the TAC on 9/12/85. 
Comments made at that time that affect this first phase are Included in 
the conditions for approval I isted below. 

Since a portion of this area Is within a Corridor District and all is 
within the PUD, a Detail Site Plan Is required. A site plan has been 
submitted, but it is the conceptual plan submitted and reviewed 9/12/85. 
TAC has no objection to a preliminary approval at this time since the 
street pattern, lot configuration, etc., fit the Intent of the PUD and is 
the plan reviewed by TAC. However, before the final plat is released, 
Deta i I Site P I an approva I w til be requ I red under the prov lsi ons of the 
Cor .. i dor D i sTr i CT, .2[ a prov i 5 Ion I nc I uded I Ii the covenants that no 
building permit be Issued untIl such site plan Is approved. AI I 
conditions appl fcable to plat shall be shown on face of plat or In 
covenants. Additional requirements may be necessary due to the 
Corrldor/PUD classification, but the condItions shal I apply regardless of 
the procedures required by the PUD and CO classifications. 

At the TAC meeting, Sanders indicated a Deta!1 Site Plan was In progress 
and would be submitted prior to final plat release. He also advised that 
several lots may be created within Block 2. TAC had no objections. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company advised they wi II need a 30' x 30' 
easement In Lot 2, Block 2 for a fiber optic station. Staff advised that 
If this Is to be In a building It should be shown on applicant's Detail 
Site Plan. If!t Is underground no variances wou!d be requIred. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the prel fmlnary plat of 9100 
Memorial, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. Applicant should assure that no pipelInes or utll tty lines around the 
intersection of 91st & Memorial wll I be disturbed. Show al I 
easements of record and protect the liens to the satisfaction of the 
pipel ine owners (previous recommendation). 

2. Access points to Memorial will require approval of both Traffic 
Engineer and State Highway Department (previous recommendation>. 
Also provide mutual access cross-easements as per Detail Site Plan, 
separate Instrument, or on face of plat. All driveways on Memorial 
are "right turn only". 
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9100 Memor la I - Cont' d 

3. On face of plat show or Identify the following: 
a) Identify NE corner of Section 23. 
b) Show Limits of No Access along proposed expressway right-of-way. 
c) As of this date, the expressway is stll I on the Plan since the 

Resolution and other approvals have not yet been made. Show the 
fol lowing note on the face of the plat in accordance with policy 
adopted by TMAPC: 

"NOTICE 
A FREEWAY IS SHOWN ON THE TULSA CITY-COUNTY MAJOR STREET AND 
HIGHWAY PLAN AS PASSING THROUGH OR ADJACENT TO PROPERTY IN THIS 
SUBD I V I S ION. FURTHER I NFORMAT I ON AS TO THE STATUS OF TH I S 
PLANNED FREEWAY MAY BE OBTAINED FROM THE TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA 
PLANNING COMMISSION." 

d) Show a 40 foot setback line for auto sales and Identify same, In 
accordance with PUD cond I t Ions. (Leave 60' Bu Tid I ng I I ne as 
Is.) (Only applies to Block 2) 

e) Block 3, bulldlng line can be 100 feet on Memorial in accordance 
with PUD; 210 feet from center I Ine. Building line In excess of 
100 feet Is volunteered. 

f) Location map: Identify Sheridan Galleria and Victoria Station. 
g) Include site plan file number on face of plat as applicable 

(Z=5722=SP). 
h) Identify right-of-way acquired by State for Memorial 

improvements by Book and Page. 

4. Covenants: 
a) Add a section to Include applicable language for the stormwater 

detention area and any adjacent easements. Comply with 
requirements of Stormwater Management Department. 

b) Add a paragraph after Section 1.3.5 regarding Halkey Creek 
Sewage Treatment Plant. 

c) Sect Ion II, page 3, PUD restr I ct Ions: I nc I ude reference to 
site plan review In accordance with Corridor Zoning provisions. 

d) Development Area Standards: Indicate in parentheses which 
Development Area applies to each lot(s). 

e) Page 6, Section 2.3.1, 3rd lIne, should read: ••• "withIn Block 2 
(Deve I opment Area 1-A)". 

f) Page 8 Section 2.5, 1st line should read: "Lot 2, Block 4, 
Office Park Area (Development Area .1-E)". 

g) Page 9, Section 2.7 should read: "Lot 3, Block 4, Office Park 
Area". 

5. All conditions of PUD #405 shall be met prior to release of final 
plat, including any applicable provisions In the covenants or on the 
face of the p I at. I nc I ude PUD approva I date and references to 
Section 1100-1170 of the Zoning Code In the covenants. 

6. Utility easements shal I meet the approval of the utilities. 
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee if underground plant is planned. 
Show additional easements as required. Existing easements should be 
tied to or related to property line and/or lot lines. 
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9100 Memorial Cont'd 

7. Water plans shal I be approved by the Water and Sewer Department prIor 
to release of final plat. 

8. Pavement or landscape repair within restricted water lIne, sewer 
I ine, or utility easements as a result of water or sewer line repairs 
due to breaks and failures, shall be borne by the owner<s) of the 
lotes). 

9. This property Is located within the area served by the Halkey Creek 
Sewage Treatment Plant and wll I require a statement concerning sewer 
avallabll tty within the covenants. 

10. A request for creat Ion of a Sewer Improvement 0 I str I ct sha J I be 
submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. 

11. Paving and draInage plans shall be approved by Stormwater Management, 
Including storm drainage, detention design and Watershed Development 
PermIt appl Jcation subject to criteria approved by City Commission 
(Class A permit required). Del ineate Floodplain and Identify 
detention area. 

12. A request for a Privately Financed Public Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submitted to the City Engineer. 

13. Street names shal I be approved by City EngIneer and shown on plat. 

14. Adjacent streets should be shown on plat for reference. (East 93rd 
Street & South 77th East Avenue.> 

15. It Is recommended that the developer coordinate with Traffic 
Engineering during the early stages of street construction concerning 
the order i ng, purchase, and 1 nsta II at I on of street marker signs. 
(Advisory, not a condition for release of plat.) 

16. A "Letter of Assurance" regard I ng I nsta i i at i on of improvements sha I I 
be subm ttted pr I or to re I ease of f I na I p I at. ( I nc I ud I ng documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations.) 

17. All (other) Subdivision Regulations shal I be met prior to release of 
fInal plat. 

On K>TION of DOHERTY, the PlannIng Commission voted 1-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Draughon, "abstaining"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Preliminary Plat for 9100 Memorial, subject to the conditions as 
recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

Woodland Valley (PUD 397) 61st & South 91st East Avenue (RM-l~ RD, RS-3) 

Chairman Parmele advised Staff was requesting a continuance on this 
appl ication to March 5, 1986. 

On M>TION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to CONTINUE 
COnsideration of the PrelIminary Plat for Woodland Valley until Wednesday, 
March 5, 1986 at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa 
Civic Center. 

* * * * * * * 

Hedlund HeIghts (2084) West of NW/c 101st & South 129th East Avenue (AG) 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the Prel fmlnary Plat of Hedlund 
Heights, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. Utility easements shal! meet the approval of the utI! 'tles~ 
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee If underground plant Is planned. 
Show additional easements as required. Existing easements should be 
tIed to or related to property line andlor lot lines. 

2. Water plans shall be approved by the Water and Sewer Department of 
Broken Arrow pr I or to re I ease of f I na I p I at • I nc I ude I anguage for 
Water and Sewer facillties In covenants. If applicable. 

3. Pavement or landscape repa I r with I n restr I cted water If ne, sewer 
line, or util ity easements as a result of water or sewer line repalrs 
due to breaks and fa II ures~ sha II be borne by the owner( s) of the 
lot(s). 

4. This property is located within the area served by the Haikey Creek 
Sewage Treatment Plant and wll I require a statement concerning sewer 
availability within the covenants. 

5. Paving and drainage plans shall be approved by the County Engineer, 
Including storm dralnage and detention design (and other permits 
where applicable), subject to criteria approved by County 
Commission. 

6. Limits of Access or (LNA) as applIcable shal I be shown on the plat as 
approved by County Engineer. Include applicable language in 
covenants. 

7. Street lighting in this Subdivision shal I be subject to the approval 
of the County Engineer and adopted pol fctes as speclfled In Appendix 
C of the Subdivision Regulations. 
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Hedlund Heights - Cont'd 

8. It Is recommended that the applicant and/or his engineer or developer 
coordinate wIth the Tulsa City/County Hea!th Department for solid 
waste d I sposa I, part I cu I ar I y dur I ng the construct Ion phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of solid waste Is prohibited. 

9. The method of sewage disposal and plans therefore, shal I be approved 
by the City/County Health Department. (Percolation tests required 
prior to prel imlnary approval.) 

10. The method of water supply and plans therefore, shal I be approved by 
CIty/County Health Department. 

11. Th 1 s P I at has been referred to Broken Arrow because of its I ocat I on 
near or Inside a "fence line" of that municipality. Additional 
requirements may be made by the applIcable municipality. Otherwise 
only the conditions listed apply. 

12. Revise legal description to also read In "metes and bounds" around 
perimeter of plat. 

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

On ,-«)TION of WOODJl.RD. the P!anning Commission voted 8-0-0 <Carnes; 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absenttl) to APPROVE the 
PrelImInary Plat for Hedlund HeIghts, subject to the conditions as 
recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 
Spruce Pointe (PUD 409)(883) 75th & South Birmingham Avenue (RS-2) 

This plat had a review by TAC on 8/15/85 and was granted a sketch plat 
approval. At that time a PUD had not been filed and the zoning 
app I t cat I on was st i I I pend t ng. Both the PUD and zon t ng have now been 
approved. A copy of the minutes of the TAC meeting granting sketch plat 
approval was provided. Other condltlons were noted In the margin. 

Staff a I so adv I sed that the requ I rements for curb/gutter pav I ng I n the 
adjacent street had been withdrawn by memo . from CIty Commissioner J. D. 
Metcalfe dated 10/4/85. 

Since th 1 sis now a PUD, references to the Board of Adjustment are no 
longer applicable. Staff st!1 I has no objection to the 20' but Idlng line 
shown on Lot 10, but this is not specifically addressed in the PUD text. 
The plot plan submitted for the PUD showed the setback as 20' but since It 
was not mentioned In the PUD mInutes, a minor amendment to the PUD may be 
necessary or at I east a c I ar I f I cat t on of the· I ntent of the P I ann i ng 
Commission. 

City Engineering advised applicant to check If the 5 feet along the north 
side had been vacated or just "closed". 
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Spruce PoInte - Cont'd 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the Prel fminary Plat of Spruce 
PoInte, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. Show 5' right of way "c I osed" not "vacated". (Make sure I ega I 
description properly reflects status of the 5' strip.) Show distance 
to center I Ine of 75th Street as 37.5'. 

2. Covenants: 
Section I~ A. Include "and streets" in line 2. Add language 
required by Water and Sewer Department. 
Sect Ion I I : I nc I ude date of TMAPC approva I. Shou I dread: 
" ••••• as the same ex I sted on November 13, 1985, when PUD 409 was 
approved by TMAPC and subsequently approved by the Board of 
CommissIoners of the CIty of Tulsa on November 25, 1985, the 
Implementing Ordinance No. 16518 being adopted December 13) 1985 and. 
published December 18, 1985." 

Staff recommends that Section II, paragraph A & C be combined since 
most of this relates to the PUD conditions. Also, several provisIons 
of the PUD have been omitted that should be Included In this section. 
This section should read much the same as the PUD minutes for easier 
administratIon of the PUD through the permIt and platting processes. 

A I so I nc I ude prov i s I on " ••• except where easements are greater" when 
referring to side yard setbacks. This was done on the "Rear Yard" 
paragraph. 

Revise section relating to fencing to apply to this plat. Lots 
referred to do not match thIs plat. 

3. On face of plat show the fol lowing: 
-\ 
QI 

b) 
Number of lots and acres 
Show dual setback lines on two lots as fol lows: 
Lot 4: 15' Dedicated Easement and side Building Line: 

25' front Buiidlng Line. 
Lot 11: 10' side Building Line: 

25' front Building line. 
c) Show 25' Building Line on Birmingham on the Reserve. 

4. Not a cond it I on for approva I, but on I y for your J nformat Ion: PUD 
requ I red a setback of 60' from center I I ne on 75th Street. The 
building line shown on the plat is 67 ' from centerline, since City 
Atlas shows width of 75th Street to be 75'. 

5. Utility easements shall meet the approval of the utilities. 
Coordinate with Subsurface CommIttee If underground plant is planned. 
Show additional easements as required. ExIsting easements should be 
tied to or related to property line and/or lot lInes. 

6. Water plans shal I be approved by the Water and Sewer Department prior 
to re I ease of f r na I p I at. I nc I ude I anguage for Water and Sewer 
facilities in covenants. 
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Spruce Pointe - Cont'd 

7. A request for creat Ion of a Sewer Improvement D I str I ct sha I I be 
submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. 

8. A request for a Privately Financed Publ ic Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submitted to the City Engineer. 

9. Paving and drainage plans shall be approved by the Stormwater 
Management, Including storm drainage and detention design and 
Watershed Development Permit application subject to criteria approved 
by City Commission. (Class "B" Permit required.) 

10. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Installation of Improvements shal I 
be submitted pr ior to re I ease of f I na I p I at, I nc I ud I ng documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations. 

11. AI I (other) Subdivision Regulations shall be met prior to release of 
final plat. 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Draughon, "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Preliminary Plat for Spruce Pointe, subject to the conditIons as 
recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Resource ScIences Office Park (PUO 407)(483) 68th & South Yale (OM) 

The Staff presented the p I at with the app Ii cant represented by Adr I an 
SmIth and Roy Johnsen. 

TAC reviewed this project as a concept plan on 10/10/85~ The fol lowing 
comments were made at that time and are a condition of approval, unless 
modified by TAC recommendations this date: 

1. A replat Is required, not only to Include the PUD conditions, but to 
simplify legals of the various parcels made. 

2. Since the existing buildings are being separated, care should be made 
that they are not separated from uti Iitles, including water and 
sewer. Some short extensions may be required, or mutual agreements 
f I I ed of record. 

3. Mutual access and parking agreements would be required since some of 
the parcels wll I be "landlocked". 

4. Provide on site detention as required by Stormwater Management for the 
new burldlngs and parking garage. 
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Resource Sciences OffIce Park - Cont'd 

5. Some sanitary sewer extensions may be requIred to tracts "L" and "F" 
(Lots 12 and 6). 

6. Access was discussed with Traffic Engineering. There are no 
objections to the access as shown, Including the access from parking 
garage to 66th Street. For the record, the north access on Ya I e 
would be "right turn only". 

7. Water and Sewer advised that each lot should abut a waterline. Also, 
some additional hydrants may be required In the new high rise but Idlng 
for fIre protection. 

8. There were no objections to the concept plan as presented. 

There was consIderable discussion relating to the conditions required by 
Traffic EngIneering and by the TMAPC and CIty CommIssIon. It was agreed 
by TAC and Traffic Engineering, In particular, Staff and applicant that 
this condItion (regarding a new traffic sIgnal) would require further 
review. There was no objection to a preliminary approval, provided that 
the conditions regarding access and traffic signals be worked out and/or 
clarified to the satisfaction of al I. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the PrelimInary Plat of Resource 
Sciences Office Park, subject to the previous conditions on 10/10/85, pius 
the fo! lowing conditions: 

1. On face of plat show: 

2. 

a) 20' Bu I I ding LI ne a long ent I re north property I t ne. (Suggest: 
20' building line and utIlity easement?) 

b) I dent r fy adjacent subd I v I s Ions. Show East 66th Street South at NW 
corner of plat. 

c) Show PUD number under title block. 
d) Show number of lots and acres on face of plat near location map. 
e) Update and/or correct location map. (L.P. South; Warren Center 

2nd Amd: show Copper Oaks.> 

Plat Is drawn at a 1"=60' scale. 
Subdivision Regulations require 
recommended. 

Staff has no objection, but 
1"-100',200' or 50'; waiver 

3. Covenants: Several discrepancies should be corrected prIor to final 
approval, such as: 
a) Prov I de "cross-easements" and/or mutua I access easements for 

access and parking either by plat or separate Instruments. 
b) Typos: 1st paragraph: "ScIence" or "Sciences"? 

Section II-A: PUD 407, not 470; "Ordinance" 
c) PUD InformatIon, SectIon II: 

1) Paragraph A. Dates to use: TMAPC=12/11/85 CC: 1/28/86. 
Also 2nd line add after ••• was approved by the "TMAPC and 
by the" ••• etc. 

2) Ordinance has not yet been publ lshed. Final plat shal I not 
be released until ordinance Is published. 

3) Check max I mum floor· area: PUD has 484,823; P I at shows 
538,234 sq. ft. (Comply with PUD) 
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Resource Sciences Office Park - Cont'd 

4) Lot 3, Block 1 (Parcel "cn); check new building square 
footages. (Comply with PUD) 

5) Section II-A(2) Don't forget to Insert distance 
6) Sect I on II-A(6) Check. Part of sentence ••• "I nsta II ed In 

connection with new building construction" ••• may need to 
be deleted. Doesn!t match PUD minutes. 

d) There was no objection to leaving out "Net area" on each lot 
since this could vary a few feet on final survey. The maximum 
floor area wll I preval I as per PUD. 

4. A I I cond I t Ions of PUD 407 sha I I be met pr I or to re I ease of f I na I 
plat, Including any applicable provisions In the covenants or on the 
face of the p I at. Inc 1 ude PUD approva I date and references to 
Section 1100-1170 of the Zoning Code, In the covenants. 

5. Utility easements shall meet the approval of the utilities. 
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee if underground plant Is planned. 
Show additional easements as required. Existing easements should be 
tied to or related to property line and/or lot lines. 

6. Water plans shal I be approved by the Water and Sewer Department prior 
to release of final plat. (Show existing water line easement.) 

7. Pavement or landscape repair within restricted water i ine, sewer 
I ine, or utility easements as a result of water or sewer line repairs 
due to breaks and fa I lures, sha I I be borne by the owner( s) of the 
lot(s). 

8. A request for creat I on of a Sewer Improvement D i str I ct sha I I be 
submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. 

9. Paving and draInage plans shal I be approved by the Stormwater 
Management, IncludIng storm drainage, detention design and 
Watershed Development Permit application subject to criteria approved 
by City CommIssIon. (Class "A" Permit required.) 

10. A request for a Privately Financed Public Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submitted to the City Engineer, If required. 

11. Limits of Access or (LNA) as applicable shall be shown on the plat as 
approved by City/County/Traffic Engineer. (Subject to further revIew 
as per agreement this date.) 

12. It Is recommended that the developer coordInate with Traffic 
Eng r neer dur I ng the ear I y stages of street construct I on concern i ng 
the order I ng, purchase, and t nsta II at Ion of street marker signs. 
Advisory, not a condition for release of plat. 

13. It Is recommended that the appl lcant and/or his engineer or developer 
coordinate with the Tulsa City/County Health Department for solid 
waste d t sposa I, part I cu I ar I y dur I ng the construct I on phase and/or 
clearIng of the project. Burning of solid waste Is prohibIted. 
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Resource ScIences OffIce Park - Cont'd 

14. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Installation of improvements shall 
be subm Itted pr t or to re I ease of f I na I p I at. ( I nc I ud I ng documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of SubdIvision Regulations.) 

15. AI I (other) Subdivision Regulations shall be met prior to release of 
final plat. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Wilmoth advised there was lengthy discussion at the TAC meeting, as 
well as the TMAPC meeting, In regard to the traffic signal. All concerned 
agreed that further study was needed on th I smatter, and the F I na I P I at 
will not be released until this Is resolved. Mr. Paddock Inquired If the 
discussions pertained to the location of the traffic signal, whether It 
would be on 64th or 66th. 

Mr. Roy Johnsen, 324 Main Mal I, stated part of the discussions at the TAC 
meet r ng re I ated to the fact that the Traff r c Eng I neer I ng Department 
representative had read only the TMAPC minutes, and did not have ava! lable 
the City Comm I ss I on minutes. Mr. Johnsen stated the app II cant Is st I II 
subject to a condition for a traffic sIgnal at one of two alternative 
!ocatlons, or they wi!! not be permitted to have the extra floor area (as 
stipulated by the TMAPC). The City Commission stipulated they wanted the 
traffic signal In any event, with or without the extra floor area. The 
applicant asked for a modification of the TMAPC language, as a City agency 
cou I d prevent placement of the traH I c 5 I gna I • Mr. Johnsen stated the 
City Commission was receptive to this. 

Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Johnsen to brief the Planning Commission as to the 
developments on the use of the property to the north as far as the private 
driveway. Mr. Johnsen reviewed the TMAPC actton which stated the traffic 
signal be at the main entrance or Just north of the north property line; 
wnlcn wouid be shared. Mr. johnsen stated they have been unsuccessful in 
their efforts to secure easements from the property owners to the north. 

On ~TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Wilson, "abstaining"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Preliminary Plat for Resource ScIences Office Park, subject to the 
conditions as recommended by Staff. 
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FINAL APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

Kingsrtdge Estates Blk 5 (Am)(PUD 281) SWlc East 64th & South 91st East Avenue 

Summit Square CPUD 190)(1083} SWlc 71st & South Sheridan (CS, RMO, RS-3) 

On MOTION of WILSON. the Planning CommIssion voted 1-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Draughon, "abstaining"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
FInal Plat and Release for Klngsrldge Est. Blk 5 and Sunmit Square, as 
recommended by Staff. 

WAIVER OF PLAT: 

BOA 13185 Rozeau Court SWlc East 36th St. North & North Birmingham PI. (RS-3) 

This Is a request to waive plat on Lots 1, 2, 3 and 4, Block 5 of the above 
named subdivisIon. ThIs is for an expansfon of an exIsting church on Lots 
34-40, Inclusive, of the same block. Lots 34-40 are NOT SUBJECT TO A PLAT. 
This appi ication invoives oniy Lots 1-4, inclusive. The easement between 
the lots is being vacated. Rlght-ot-way on all streets meets the Major 
Street Plan requirements. Waiver of plat should consider the tol lowing: 

a) Complete the vacation (If not already done) of the easement. 
b) Grad I ng and dra I nage p I an approva I by Stormwater Management 

through the permit process. 
c) Access agreement for East 36th Street North, r f requ r red by 

Traffic Engineer!ng. 
d) Any existing utilities within the easement being vacated should 

be kll led or relocated to the satisfaction of the util tty. 

Stormwater Management had recommended denial of plat waiver. However, the 
drainage area they were concerned with Is outside this request on other 
property not owned by applicant. They would be satisfied with an easement 
for the dra I nage d Itch at the southeast corner of tract if the ditch 
actually crosses on property owned by the church In this application. 

utilities had no requirements, so Item (d) could be eliminated. However, 
a sanitary sewer extension may be needed. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the Waiver of Plat on BOA 13785, 
subject to the fol lowing condItions: 
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BOA 13785 Rozeau Court - Cont t d 

a) Complete vacating process for existing easement. 
b) Grading and drainage plan approval subject to Stormwater 

Management, Including Class B permtt. Provide drainage easement 
if needed. 

c) Access agreement required by Traffic Engineering on 36th Street 
North. 

d) Sewer main extension if required by Water and Sewer Department. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock asked, If the the TMAPC did not waive the plat, what would a 
requirement of a plat do for the City. Mr. Wilmoth stated It would do the 
same thing the TMAPC had for review, and there would be no advantage as 
there was already right-of-way dedicated by the previous plat on all the 
streets. In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Wilmoth advised this was the first 

. time this has been brought before the TMAPC. 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Waiver of Plat for BOA 13785 Rozeau Court, subject to the conditions as 
recommended by Staff~ 

* * * * * * * 

BOA 13547 Romoland (994) 1215 South 135th East Avenue (RS-2) 

Th is J s a request to wa I ve p I at on Lots 7 and 8, Block 1, of the above 
named plat. The Board of Adjustment approved church use on Lots 1, 2, 7 
and 8. Plot plan submitted shows only Lots 7 and 8. Board of Adjustment 
requ I red app II cant to return to the Board with f I na I plans "and p I at". 
Since this Is already platted, applIcant Is requesting waiver of plat. 
However, It I s not c I ear from the minutes of the Board of Adjustment 
whether they required a plat, or whether a waiver of plat could accomplish 
the same thing. In dIscussion, the TAC generally agreed a plat waiver 
could accomplish what was needed. The fol lowIng Items were discussed: 

a) What about Lots 1 and 2? Nothing was submitted for those two lots. 
(Nothing was planned.) 

b) 12th Street and South 137th East Avenue are unimproved and not open. 
c) The 5' "easement" on the or r g r na I p I at shou I d be ded t cated as 

right-of-way where applicable. 
d) Stormwater plans wll I be requIred, subject to approval of Stormwater 

Management. 
e) Utility easements and/or extensions required? (No) 
f) Plot plan shows a septic system. If on septIc, approval of 

CTtylCounty Health Department prior to transmittal of this request to 
Planning Commission. 
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BOA 13547 Romoland - Cont'd 

After further discussion, It was agreed to limit the plat waiver to only 
Lots 7 and 8. I f a bu II ding perm I t was needed on these two lots, 
app! i can:t wou I d come back to TAC aga! n. Hea! th Department has approved 
percolation test (#85-229). Although 12th Street Is not open It may be 
needed in the future, so the 5' right-of-way requirement should also 
Include Lot 1 at this time. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the partial waiver of plat on BOA 
13547, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

a) Dedicate the additional 5' on 12th Street and South 135th E. Ave. 
b) Grading and drainage plans wi I I be subject to approval of Stormwater 

Management. (Class B Permit required.) 
c) Health Department approval of septic system as per #85-229. 
d) Waiver Is limited to Lots 7 and 8 at this time. Applicant to return 

to TAC and TMAPC for development of Lots 1 and 2. 

On t«>TION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Waiver of Plat for BOA 13547 Romoland, subject to the cond It Ions as 
recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

CZ-144 (Unplatted) SE corner Hwy 51 & Coyote Trail (Dawson Ridge Rd) (CS) 

This is a request to waive piat on a sma I i tract approximately .6 acres at 
the above Intersection. Proposed use Is a convenience store. If the plat 
requirement Is waived the fol lowing should apply: 

a) RIght-of-way: Dedicate an additional 10' of right-of-way on 
Coyote (Dawson ~Iage) TO meet the Street Pian requirement. Bui iding 
line Is 100' from center. 

b) Access control agreement required by County Engineer for 
access poInts. 

c) Utility easements: 17-1/2' on east and south or 11' each side of 
property I t ne. 

d) Paving and drainage plan approval required by County Engineer. 
e) Health Department approval required for septic system. 

Note: "25 t bu II d r ng line" shown on plot P I an may be vo I unteered • 
Code I nd I cates that bu I I ding setback Is "ha I f the Major 
Street P I an right-of-way + 50 ft." The bu II d r ng I r ne on 
the plan exceeds this requirement. 
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CZ-144 - Cont'd 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the WaIver of Plat on CZ-144 
subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

a) 10' right-of-way dedication on Coyote (Dawson Ridge) 
b) 17-1/2' utility easement parallel to East and South sides (or 11' 

each sIde). 
c) Paving and drainage plans subject to approval of County EngIneer. 
d) Health Department approval for septic system. 
e) Access control agreement. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock I nqu I red as to Hea I th Department approva I and Mr. W I I moth 
advised this plat waiver Is subject to their approval. In reply to Mr. 
VanFossen, Mr. Wilmoth clarified the applicant would be getting a limited 
access on Coyote Trail and no access to the highway. 

On t«>TION of VANFOSSEN. the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Waiver of Plat for CZ-144, subject to conditions, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 401 St. John MedIcal Center 17th & South Victor Avenue (Ol, OM, RS-3) 

On 7/11/85 the TAC rev I ewed the above named PUD, both as a "PUD Rev i ew" 
and "P I at Wa i ver" • RIghts-of-way, ex I st I ng easements and access were 
discussed; as wei I as the PUD proposal. The TAC anticipated the appl icant 
would request the PUD conditions be filed by separate Instrument to meet 
Sect Ion 260 of the Zon I ng Code and had no object Ion to that process. 
There were five conditions, as fol lows: 

a) Waiver of additIonal right-of-way on Utica per the Street Plan 
(appl !cant's request). 

b) No access on South Victor. 
c) Vacating or closure of existing easements. 
d) Grading and drainage plan approval through the permit process. 
e) File PUD conditions by separate Instrument. 

This information was Included tn the TMAPC review of the Detail Site Plan 
for the PUD on 10/23/85. The actual minutes of the TMAPC do not reflect 
that the motion Included approval of the plat waiver. All of the above 
conditions have now been met and the building permit Is about ready to be 
Issued. Rather than amend the minutes that were done months ago, Staff 
recommends the P I ann r ng Comm I ss ron simp I y approve the p I at wa i ver as 
recommended by Staff and TAC, Including waiver of additional right-of-way 
on Utica, noting that al I of the above conditions have been met. 
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PUD 401 St. John Medical Center - Cont'd 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Gard ner exp I a t ned th t 5 is platted and the request is to wa i ve the 
requirement that it be platted again, and the restrictive covenants will 
be placed on the existing plat that controls al I of the PUD. Mr. Paddock 
asked for clarification as to the waiver of additional right-of-way on 
Utica for the Street Plan. Mr. Wilmoth explained that Utica is a 
secondary arterial with 60' of right-of-way, where it should be 100' and 
the request is to waive this additional footage. 

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Waiver of Plat for PLD 401 St. John Medical Center, subject to the 
conditions, as recommended by Staff. 

LOT SPLITS FOR RATIFICATION: 

L-16601 
L-16611 
L-16612 
L-16613 

(1890) Wheeler/Darby 
(2193) Unity 
(3292) Lutz 
(1082) Harp 

L-16614 
L-16615 
L-16616 
L-16618 

(574) 
(2393) 
(2502) 
( 1582) 

Cole 
Landmark 
WashIngton 
White 

On MOT I ON of DOHERTY" the P I ann t ng Comm J ss Ion voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wllson~ Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
RatIfIcation of the Above listed lot SplIts, as recommended by Staff. 

LOT SPLITS FOR WAIVER: 

l-16595 Marks North of the NW/c of 101st Street and Yale Avenue (AG) 

This is an application to spilt a long narrow strip of land that was left 
between two platted subdivisions. This tract is approximately 82.17 feet 
by 886.08 feet. The west 226.06 feet Is to be spilt off and attached to 
the abutting tract to the north, Lot 5, Block 1 Hunters Pointe, which 
leaves 609.42 feet by 82.17 tract after additional right-of-way for Yale 
Avenue Is dedicated. Staff notes that the frontage of the remainder lot 
is already nonconforming and was existing prior to this application. The 
Staff recommends approval of this request subject to the fol lowing 
condJtions .. 
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l-16595 Marks - Cont'd 

1. Approval from the Board of Adjustment for a variance of the bulk and 
area requirements in the AG District. 

2. Approval from the Water and Sewer Department and/or Health Department 
for water and sewage disposal. 

Staff also noted that this Is a similar split to one approved that added 
another parcel of this narrow strip to a lot In the adjacent 
subdivisIon. Right-of-way was dedicated on the previous spilt. <This 
does not create another bu I I ding site. I tis on I y to I ncrease the yard 
area In the platted lot to the north) 

Stormwater Management requested documentat Ion of the dra I nage easement 
across one corner of the west tract. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the L-16595, subject to the 
following conditions: 

a) Approva I of Board of Adjustment var I ance of bu I k and area 
requirements. 

b) Approval of Water and Sewer Department for services. 
c) Documentation of drainage easement. 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Draughon, "abstaining"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
lot Spilt Waiver for l-16595 Marks, subject to the conditions as 
recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

l-16596 Dean South of the SW/c 96th Street North & North Lewis Avenue (AG) 

This Is a request to spilt a one acre lot from a 4+ acre tract in an AG 
District. The one acre lot Is to have 184 feet of frontage on North Lewis 
Avenue, while the remaining 3.3 acre tract Is to have only 60 feet of 
frontage on North Lew I s Avenue. A var I ance of the Bu I k and Area 
requirements wll I have to be obtained from the County Board of Adjustment 
tn order to permit the lot spl It. A check with the current land use maps 
I nd I cate at I east two ex I st I ng lots comparab I e to the proposed sub Ject 
tracts In the immediate area. Based on this Information the Staff 
recommends approval of this request subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

(1) Approva I from the County Board of Adjustment for a var r ance of the 
Bulk and Area Requirements; 

(2) Approval from the City/County Health Dep~rtment for percolation test 
in order to al Iowa septic system on both lots; 

(3) Approva I from Wash i ngton County RWD# 3 that they can serve the 
subject tracts with water; 
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L-16596 Dean - Cont'd 

(4) Additional rlght-ot-way to total 50 teet on the West side of North 
Lewis Avenue, (Roadway easement to Tulsa County); and, 

(5) An 11 foot utll ity easement along the north property line. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of L-16596, subject to the five 
conditions outlined by Staff. 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted &-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Sel ph, Young, "absent")· to APPROVE the 
Waiver of Lot Split for L-16596 Dean, subject to the conditions as 
recommended by Staff. 

LOT SPLITS FOR DISCUSSION: 

L-16500A Sanborn (2683) West of the NW/c 106th and South 66th East Avenue 

In the opinion of the Staff, the lot spilt meets the Subdivision and 
Zoning Regulations, but since the lot Is Irregular In shape, notice has 
been given to the abutting owner(s). Approvai is recommended. 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 1-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Draughon, "abstaining"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Lot Spilt for L-16500A Sanborn, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

L-16600 ERe PropertIes (1694) East of SE/c 28th Place & South 130th East Ave. 

In the opinion of the Staff, the lot spilt meets the Subdivision and 
Zoning Regu!atlons; but since the lot Is Irregu!ar In shape; notice has 
been given to the abutting owner(s). Approval Is recommended. 

On MlTlON of VANFOSSEN, the P I ann I ng Comm I ss ton voted 1-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Draughon, "abstaining"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Lot Split for L-16600 ERe Properties, as recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

L-16617 Rente (City of Tulsa)(1082) South of SE/c 71st & South UnIon 

In the opInIon of the Staff, the lot spilt meets the Subdivision and 
Zon 1 ngRegu I at Ions, but since the lot Is 1 rregu I ar J n shape, not t ce has 
been gIven to the abuttIng owner(s). Approval Is recommended. 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, WIlson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Lot Spilt for L-16617 Rente (City of Tulsa), as recommended by Staff. 

OTHER BUSINESS: 

Refund of Fees 

Mr. Frank advised of a request for refund of fees has been submItted by 
the Higher Dimension Church. The refund Is an amendment to a PUD that was 
never pub! !shed. In reply to Ms. WI !son; Mr. Frank stated the refund 
amount 1s approximately $300.00. 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Draughon, "abstaining"; (Kempe, Selph, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Refund of Fees to the Higher DImension Church, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

BRIEFING: Department of Stormwater Mana9Lement (DSM) 

Mr. Stan W II II ams, D I rector of the Department of Stormwater Management, 
gave an in-depth rev few of the estab I t shment of the DSM and Its goa Is. 
Mr. WI! Iiams a I so presented the background and deve I opment of the new 
Watershed Development Ordinance, advising the new Ordinance combines three 
prev lous ord I nances dea Ii ng with f I oodp I a r ns, dra I nage, earth changes, 
etc. 

Mr. Will iams Introduced members of the DSM In attendance to assist the 
TMAPC with any questions: Mr. Dale Reynolds - Director of the Plans and 
DesIgn DIvision; Mr. Jack Page - Manager, Design Division; Mr. Ruben Haye 
and Dave Spear - EngineerIng and Product Management; Mr. Ward Mi Iler -
Manager, Planning Section; and Mr. Stan Bolding - PermIt Processing. 
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BRIEFING: Department of Stormwater Management (oSM) - Cont'd 

Mr. Reynolds, who is responsible for ImplementIng the Ordinance, spoke on 
the implementation process whIch Included the design of workable forms, 
establlshtngd fees, designing applications, as wei I as distributIng 
Information packets. Mr. Reynolds revIewed more specifically the criteria 
for Class A and B permits and the fee structure. Mr. Miller distributed a 
flow chart to the Commissioners and spoke on the permit process, from the 
initial application to the final permit. 

Mr. Williams opened the briefing to questions from the Planning 
Commission: 

WILSON: How many professional staff member do you have In the DSM? 

DSM: We started out with 39 employees and 30 In maintenance; we are 
authorized to fill up to 68 positions and 54 maintenance. 

PADDOCK: What Is meant by the term "ful I urbanization"? 

DSM: Full urbanIzation, when used In the development of the Master 
Ora I nage Plans and f loodp I a I n del I neatlon, is based on the 
Comprehensive Plan for each distrIct. When we assume full 
development, what we assume Is there Is a change In land use, 
cons Istent wIth the Comprehens I ve P I an, but we do not assume that 
any of the creek channel has been Improved. Generally, when we say 
ful I urbanization (development), we assume the Comprehensive Plan is 
carried out over the next decade. We look at the types of land 
uses, and apply those run-off characteristics of those areas In the 
floodplain delineation processes. 

DOHERTY: How many appiications have been denied to date? 

DSM: There have been no application denials. DSM works with the 
appi icant, by informing the appi icant at the Initial appl icatlon 
stage what needs to be done to fulfill the requirements to obtain a 
perm T t , and tr I es to work with the app i i cant at each i eve i of the 
processing stage. Since the new Ordinance, most of the applications 
have not been for major deveiopments and have not been too difficult. 

DRAUGHON: When you refer to the length of time required for processing, 
are you referring to the time after a person gets a building permit. 

DSM: We are referr I ng to the number of work I ng days spent by the 
DSM office <7.6 working days), which should improve once we have 
fll led our open positions. 

PARMELE: think one of the questions we have is, how does the TMAPC fit 
I nto the process. You state you are not I n the bus I ness of zon J ng 
property; maybe we shouldn't be in the business of talking about flooding 
of property. But it is an issue we face every week~ on whether a property 
be r ng presented floods or does not f I cod. Maybe a dec f s ion cou I d be 
reached among the Commission that floodIng Items should be addressed at 
the platting !evel by your department. 
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BR I EF I NG: Department of Stormwater Management CDSM) - Cont' d 

DSM: There has been a difference of opinions on this for years. The 
DSM position, until directed otherwise, Is that the Ordinance does 
not trigger into the zoning process, unless you get into site plan 
review (including corridor). Then maybe DSM would have enough 
I nformat I on to prov I de some ana I ys Is. Genera II y, what we cou I d 
provide In most zonIng cases, would be levels one through three (from 
the f low chart of the permit process, attached), A pert I nent 
question mIght be, In your zoning case analysis, you already have a 
site analysis and a surrounding area analysis, and why couldn't the 
the floodplain Issue be done by your own staff. The answer Is, it 
probably could be, but the map issue comes up again as to who has the 
right maps. Mr. WII I lams added that DSM Is requfrlng certain things 
now under their permit that have previously not been required, and 
they try to notify people, through the TAC meetIng, that DSM was 
goIng to start doing this. This is being done to obtain things 
requIred under the Subdivision Regulations, such as topography, 
contour lines, delineation of floodplains, etc. The DSM permIt 
tr I ggers between a pre I I m I nary p I at and a f I na I p I at. Before an 
.appllcant can get a permit from DSM (the final plat stage), DSM would 
have to have the equivalent of what TMAPC requires In the Subdivision 
Regulations as a preliminary construction plan. 

DRAUGHON: In regard to the area along 61st Street, between Memorial and 
Mingo (Klngsrldge, Gleneagles and 61MM Developments), based on the zoning 
presentations made to the TMAPC, I am concerned that DSM does not have 
enough staff to Investigate and enforce compliance of the drainage 
requ I rements p I aced on the projects in th T s area. I n the past these 
things have fallen through the cracks, and I am for seeing that you get 
the people needed to fll I your staff. 

Are the Federal Emergency Management Association CFEMA> maps used stf II 
done by the Corps of Engineers and, If so, what Is the latest year of the 
maps befng used. 

DSM: Yes they are used, and the official adoption date for the FEMA 
maps Is October 1982; DSM did some updates last year. There have 
not been any sign I f I cant changes to FEMA, except I n the G I eneag I es 
area where the detention pond was but It and channelization done. 
They do have a I etter of map amendment to amend the f I oodp I a I n In 
that area for flood Insurance purposes. 

DRAUGHON to Staff: Up till now, TMAPC did not have to have any flooding 
information to approve a lot spilt. In the new Ordinance, It says 
Information must be provided prior to approval, and It includes lot 
sp Iits. I s It correct that we (TMAPC) are go I ng to have to make some 
changes. 

DSM: Currently, lot splits must have at least a Class B permit 
(minimum impact). 
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BR I Ef I NG: Department of Stormwater Management COSM) - Cont f d 

Mr. Gardner stated he was not sure about this, but no one has advised 
INCOG to start sending lot splits to DSM. But if this Is the ordInance, 
then it should be reviewed for proper action and how It affects the 
process. Finding out things such as this is part of the purpose of thIs 
meeting. 

DRAUGHON: Concerning the probiem the City has in forcing private 
homeowners to clean up the creeks in their area, where the City has been 
unable to gain entry, Is DMS working with the Legal Department to find out 
the legal means to enter the property for clean up, If the owner wi I I not 
do so. 

DSM: Although we are not sure If Legal has been brought Into this or 
not, the Issue has been brought to the attention of DSM on several 
cases. We work with the Code Enforcement Division of City 
Development to try to figure out how to get these areas cleaned up. 
Genera I I Y , DSM has adopted a po I I cy that anyt I me a ne t ghborhood 
contacts DSM, and schedules ft, ff the citizens will get the debris 
cleaned out of the creek, DSM wll I haul It off and pay the dump fees. 
DSM met with Code En forcement and I s work I ng with them as they do 
have the ability to go to the Prosecutor's office. 

PARMELE: I n regard to lot sp Ilts, Is a rout i ne lot sp I it, I n your 
interpretation, subject to the new Ordinance? 

LINKER: The routine lot spilt would probably be exempt under the DSM 
exemptions set out In the ordinance. For one thing, there would be a 
PFPI, so It could possibly come under that exemption. DSM would not 
want every lot spilt to be coming through for a review. 

DSM: Generally, the ones we look at are the ones INCOG sends up for 
TAC review. 

WILMOTH: We are getting a form from DSM on anything that goes to the 
TAC. They see it and make recommendation. The majority of lot 
splits, especially the prior approvals, are "after the fact" type lot 
splits, such as title Jterr~. 

WILSON: What Is the role of the Stormwater Citizens Committee, if that Is 
what It's called, as they had been involved with the flood victims In 
deciding which homes to recommend to the City for purchase. I notIced 
they were not mentIoned in the new Ordinance and wondered if they have a 
role to play or If their role is over. 

DSM: There were a few commIttees after the flood, such as the 
Advisory Committee on the flood acquisition program and a Hardship 
Committee for the acquisitIon program. A third committee was a Task 
Force where each City Commissioner appointed one citizen to work with 
the Street CommIssioner's office to work on a long term approach In 
solving flooding and drainage problems. This group was called the 
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Stormwater DraInage FundIng Task Force. They are the group who met 
and recommended to the CIty Commission In December 1984 to establ Ish 
the Stormwater Management Department. The ordinance that set up the 
department then forma I I zed an adv I sory group to be known as the 
Stormwater Drainage Advisory Board, whIch was basically the same 
group as the Funding Task Force. They have been very active on the 
f I nanc I ng and fund I ng Issues. They are I arge I y an adv I sory board, 
I Ike the park and utility boards. 

WILSON: Since the DSM Is Just City related, and the metropolitan area 
also Includes Tulsa County, have you encountered any Inter-JurIsdictional 
problems. 

DSM: We have had some problems In this area. We are doIng a number 
of Master Dra I nage Plans InC tty areas, but the watershed goes 
outside the CIty. We are trying to do those with the entities 
Involved. 

WILSON: Once a permit Is Issued, who In City government goes out to check 
to see If what Is al lowed Is being properly done? 

DSM: tv10st generally In this type of situation, It Is In the PFPI 
process. We usua II y have or requ I re the PFPI through an urban 
engineering agreement, which Is a contract between the City and the 
engineer. After those plans are approved, there Is the actual PFPI 
permit which Is taken out with a contractor and Is a contract with 
the City. That permit Is actually approved by the City CommIssIon, 
and when the project Is finished, It Is Inspected by the Engineering 
Department. DSM Is also Involved In the fInal review and acceptance 
of those PFPI plans, In terms of drainage, for recommendation to the 
City Commission. 

VANFOSSEN: 
exceptIon? 

What categorIes do not require your review to make an 

DSM: (Mr. Williams referred to Section 204.3 where exemptIons are 
set out.) These exemptions are sImIlar to the ones In the previous 
ordinances. Some do not come Into DSM because It Is something for 
which the City does not require a permit. 

DOHERTY: Once the plans are approved, who actua II y makes sure, t n the 
field, the plans are actually adhered too. 

DSM: In most cases, the City Engineering Department does the 
construction management through the PFPI process. Only occasionally, 
we approve a detention facility on a very small development without 
requiring them to get a PFPI permit. In that case, we rely on the 
Protective Inspections people. 
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CARNES: I agree that, at the point of the ten day appeal, the meter has 
been runn I ng a long t I me on eng I neer I ng, draw I ngs and I nterest on I and. 
The ten day wait seems J Ike a waste of time, and If this was somethIng 
that could be alleviated, the development Industry would be appreciative. 

DSM: The study group we worked with was very strong on this Issue. 
We have tried to put Into the Ordinance the flexibility to not have 
it slow down the process. As the design/development Industry become 
more familiar with the Ordlance, we can show that the notice can be 
done without affecting the project schedule. There are a number of 
ways a smart developer can figure out a way to not have It affect 
their schedule at al I. Our objective Is to not have to do notice at 
the Building Permit step, but to do It In a previous step to the 
process. Our process I s set up for future deve lopment to get that 
notification earlIer In the process. 

DRAUGHON: The City of Tulsa owns a number of properties they are not even 
aware of and dra I nage I s not proper I y ma t nta I ned 1 e. g. D I str I cts 24 and 
25. - DSM could assist greatly If you could Investigate this and get the 

-City to go out and take of the property It owns. 

WILSON: How, adm In lstrat I va I y, can you ba I anca the need of peop I e who 
what money spent on maintenance with those that want a lot of construction 
work done. 

DSM (Mr. WI i j fams called on Commissioner J.D. Metcaife): A service 
charge for maIntenance that Is to be Initiated July 1, 1986; we are 
structur I ng that to br r ng I n, bas I ca II y, what we fee I we need for 
proper operation and maintenance of the entire drainage system within 
the Tulsa City Ilm!ts. The fee is basad on engineering studies that 
have been provided by our consultants and staff. We are also 
providIng additional funds whereby we can combine funds from a 
"revo I v r ng pot" 'II ith ex I st r ng fee-i n- i i eu-of detent ion funds and 
construct facilities ahead of development as far as detention Is 
concerned, as opposed to wattlng till the necessary funds are 
accumulated. By that time development, generally, has occurred and 
we are, in effect, blocking the door aTter the horse has been stoien. 
We are working very hard and feel lIke we are going to get a better 
handle on that than we have had in the past. Hopefully, a part of 
the service charge monies '11111 allow us to go Into an area, I Ike 
Bowen Acres, and offer engIneering, Inspection and construction 
services. 

Additional Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock commented he fe I t there was a gap between what appears on 
adopted drainage basin maps and what appears In the various district plan 
maps •. At some point, we need to start taking the Information developed by 
DSM and plac!ng them on these maps. 
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Ms. Wilson commented she felt It would be proper to have DSM Initiate the 
request to go ahead and have FD removed from the Zoning Code. Mr. Linker 
advised that someone Is going to have to take the Initiative on this, but 
the problem is what we are going to do wIth these cases where FD zoning 
has been mapped I n the past. The quest I on Is, how I s the best way to 
handle thIs. Are we going to require each of these Individuals to come In 
with an application for rezoning, or are we going to try to work out some 
ord I nance that w III hand I e It when the FD requ' rements are removed. 
Stormwater Management would be the starting point for some direction. 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adJourned 
at 4:20 p.m. 

Date A 
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