
TUlSA t£TROPOLlTAN AREA PlANNING C<M4ISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1595 

Wednesday, March 12, 1986, 1 :30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

M:JeERS PRESENT 
Carnes 

M:M3ERS ABSENT 
Kempe 
VanFossen 
Woodard 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 

OT1£RS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 

Counsel Doherty, 2nd Vice- Gardner 
Setters 
Lasker 

Chairman 
Draughon Young 
Paddock, Secretary 
Parmele, Chairman 
Selph 

Taylor 

Wilson, 1st Vice­
Chairman 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, March 11, 1986 at 10:35 a.m., as wei I as In the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele cal led the meeting to order 
at 1:35 p.m. 

MINUTES: 
Approval of Minutes of February 26, 1986, Meeting 11593: 

REPORTS: 

On K>TION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, naye il ; no ;;nays"; 
no "abstentions"; (Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minutes of February 26, 1986, Meeting No. i593. 

RepOrt of Receipts and Deposits: 
On K>TION of DOI-ERTY, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; 
no "abstentions"; (Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Report of Receipts and Deposits for the month ended 
February 28, 1986. 
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Cha i rman 's Report: 

Chairman Parmele announced that Staff was requesting a Joint 
Comm I ttee meet I ng be set for Wednesday, March 19th at 11 :30. Mr. 
Gardner stated there were severa I I terns for rev lew, some of wh I ch 
need Comprehens I ve P I an Comm I ttee cons I derat i on and some for the 
Rules and Regulations Committee. 

Chairman Parmele reviewed with the Commission a letter received from 
Mr. WII I lam G. EI I lott, Chairman of the District 11 Citizen Planning 
Team (attached as an exh I bit) • I n summary, Mr. E I I i ott add ressed 
Items relating to public I lability of the Citizen Planning Team (CPT) 
officers an-d possible conflict of Interest matters. Mr. Linker 
adv I sed that there was on I y a remote poss I b II I ty the CPT off 1 cers 
would be sued as long as the CPT officers act truthfully and within 
their assigned areas of responsibility. Should an 
officer be sued, the City Commissioner would be the body to determine 
I f the City Lega I Department wou I d represent the CPT off I cer. Mr. 
Linker further advised the officers of the Citizen Planning Teams 
should withdraw from any activity that might constitute a conflict of 
Interest. 

Ms. Wlison agreed wIth the statements made by Mr. E!! lott as to the 
I mportance for standard I zat Ion and cons I stency between the Cit I zen 
Planning Teams as necessary to estabi Ish communication. Chairman 
Parme! e stated 1 t might be appropr I ate to schedu I e another Jo I nt 
meeting of the TMAPC and the Citizen Planning Team officers In the 
near future. 

CONI I HUED ZON' NG PIJBlI C HEJl..R! NG: 

Application No.: Z-61 00 
Applicant: Dale (Corbridge) 
Location: 733 South Owasso Avenue 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

RM-2 
OL 

Date of Hearing: March 12, 1986 (Requested Continuance Date: Ap r I I 9, 1 986 ) 
(584-1471) Presentation to TMAPC: Mr. Rick Popp, 10 East Third 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Popp stated he was represent I ng Fam II y and Ch II dren' s Serv Ices 
in requesting the continuance to April 9th. Staff advised the request 
was submitted In a timely manner. 

On M>TION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absent") to COh'TIMJ[ 
ConsIderation of Z-6100 Dale (Corbri"dge) unti I Wednesday, AprJ I 9, 1986 at 
1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa Civic Center. 
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* * * * * * * 

Application No.: CZ-142 Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

RS 
Il Applicant: Harrington (OK Fireworks) 

location: North Side of 55th Place and 
Size of Tract: 1 acre 

East of 45th West Avenue 

Date of Hearing: March 12, 1986 (previously heard by TMAPC 10/23/85 & 1/8/86) 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Roy Johnsen, 324 Main Mal I (585-5641) 

Staff Recommendation: 

This case was Initially heard by the TMAPC on October 23, 1985 at which 
t I me the TMAPC recommended DEN I AL by a vote of 6-0-0. The app I i cat I on 
was presented to the Board of County Commissioners on November 12, 1985. 
The Board of County Commissioners referred the application back to the 
TMAPC to al Iowan amended legal description to be filed. The Intent of 
the amended application Is to provide for a more orderly transition from 
RS to Il by Including a larger area In the area of request which did not 
isolate an RS zoned lot between areas zoned Il. 

Staff recommendation Is unchanged from that Included in the October 23rd 
TMAPC minutes, wh I ch I s rev I ewed be I ow. A rev I sed zon I ng case report 
and area map have been submitted to the file. 

Site Analysis: The subject tracts are approximately one acre In size and 
located on both 55th Street and 55th Place, between 45th West Avenue and 
the Tulsa-Sapulpa Union Raldroad. They are partially wooded, flat, 
conta I n both vacant property and two sing I e fam II y dwe I I I ngs and are 
zoned RS. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tracts are abutted on the north by both 
single family residences and a fireworks warehouse zoned RS and CG, on 
the east by Industrial uses including an auto salvage and truck storage 
zoned RS, and on the west by both vacant property and single-family 
dwel lings zoned Il and RS. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Several Il rezoning cases have been 
approved In the surrounding area. 

Conclusion: From the map and previous actions, It can be seen that the 
area located between 1-44 Expressway and the Tulsa-Sapulpa Union Railroad 
Is In transition from residential to Industrial. The applicant's request 
Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and present zonlngs In the 
area. Oi-her provisions of the Zoning Code (75' setback from R district) 
shou I d ad8quc:1 f-, I Y protect the rema I n 1 ng res I dences. 

Based on the above facts I the Sta ff n::(;U!·il.:(O,: I:"~ .~FPROVAl of I L for CZ-142. 
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CZ-142 Johnsen (OK Fireworks) Cont'd 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Roy Johnsen, representing OK Fireworks, reviewed the actions of the 
previous hearings on this appl !catlon. Mr. Johnsen advised of the efforts 
made by the app! !cant In regard to Improvements the lots. He also stated 
the f I reworks on the prem! ses were on I y C I ass C, wh I ch are stored, not 
manufactured, at ~hat sIte. Mr. Johnsen submitted photos of the 
surround I ng areas, I nd I cat I ng those areas not res I dent I a I, wh I ch 
substantiates the transitional condition of this particular area away from 
res I dent I a I • Mr. Johnsen po I nted out that OK F I rework s has rece I ved 
favorable reports from the State Fire Marshal's office after their 
Inspection. 

Commissioner Selph establ ished, with Mr. Johnsen, that no fireworks were 
manufactured on the subject tract; they are only assembled for packaging. 
There are no Class B fireworks on the premises, only Class C, which do not 
explode. Mr. Johnsen clarified, for Commissioner Selph and Ms. Wilson, 
the I ocat Ion of the tra II ers and the construct Ion of the s I x foot fence 
on the south and east side. 

Mr. Robert Flanagan, Executive Vice President of OK Fireworks, briefed the 
Commission on the differences of Class A, Band C fireworks; and testing 
done by the Consumer Products Safety Comm I ss Ion. Mr. Flanagan adv I sed 
that the Inspectors from OSHA had recently inspected the facll ltles at OK 
Fireworks and Issued a favorable report. 

Comm i ss loner Se I ph stated one of the major concerns of the res I dents Is 
the fireworks stored In the trailers, and asked If there was any danger 
from Class C products should there ever be a fire. Mr. Flanagan repl led 
there I s no detonat Ion, and It wou I d take a direct f I arne from someone 
purposely trying to Ignite the trailers. Th!s could only be done by goIng 
through the security guard on premises, breaking the locks on the trailer, 
opening a carton and applying a direct flame. In response to Mr. Doherty, 
Mr. Flanagan stated that, accord I ng to the Department of Transportat Ion 
(DOT), In a worse case scenario, should there be a fire; residents further 
than 20' to 40' should not be affected. 

Ms. Wilson Inquired as to what type of driveway was planned to limit the 
amount of property damage to the neighbors along the southern boundary. 
Mr. Flanagan advised the trailers at the south end wll I be set back 20' 
from the property line to al low room to move them out, If necessary. Mr. 
Flanagan further adv I sed that the fence on the south s I de w III have 8' 
sections that can be removed to help accommodate the moving of trailers. 
Mr. Flanagan confirmed for Chairman Parmele that no driveway was planned 
for the south side of the property, but the Intent Is to keep this side 
fenced In, only removing the 8' sections when necessary. In response to 
Mr. Draughon, Mr. Flanagan indicated on the map the access points to OK 
Fireworks, which Is restricted to the north side. Ms. Wilson Inquired as 
to the maximum number of trailers that could be stored on the site and Mr. 
Flanagan stated that the projection Is 60 to 74 trailers. 
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CZ-142 Johnsen (OK Fireworks) 

Interested Parties: 

Ms. Mary Lou Watson 
Ms. LIII Ian Hancock 
Mr. Bi II Mitts 
Mr. H.C. McCamey 

Cont'd 

Address: 4408 West 55th Place 
4430 West 55th Street 
4151 West 54th Street 
4143 West 54th Street 

Ms. Watson stated concerns as to the I ocat 1 on of the tra II ers next to 
res I dent I a I areas and stated they shou I d be set back at I east 75'. Ms. 
Hancock stated there was fear of an exp I os Ion among the res I dents, and 
agreed the trailers should not be next to residential. 

Mr. Mitts remarked most of the residents In the area have had some kind of 
property damage due to the sem I traff I c and the streets not be I ng w I de 
enough to accommodate these semi s. Mr. McCamey stated concerns as to 
property values dropping and safety. 

APDI Icant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Johnsen remarked the existing zoning cal Is for industrial and Staff's 
recommendation was for approval of IL zoning. Mr. Johnsen stated the 
f I reworks were restr i cted to C I ass C and the app I Icant has rece t ved a 
clean bl!! from the appropriate Inspections agenctese 

Mr. Johnsen conf I rmed for Mr. Paddock that CI ass C f I reworks wou I d be 
stored In the trailers, as wei I as In the warehouse, during peak periods. 
Ms. Wi I son asked I if the app I I cat t on were approved, wou I d OK F I reworks 
be go I ng before the Board of AdJustment. Mr. Johnsen adv I sed he was not 
sure, but feels the appl icatlon now meets the Code and may not require BOA 
review. Mr. Johnsen continued by stating there Is a category in the Code 
ca II ed "storage not elsewhere c I ass I fled" and since the tra II ers are not 
buildings, It appears this section might apply. If so, storage not 
elsewhere classified 15 a "by right" use In an IL District. 

Additional Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock stated agreement with Mr. Draughon as to concern over the 
fireworks being stored, and as Indicated In a letter from the County 
Inspector's off Ice, fee I s assured that the CI ass C f I reworks are not 
exp I os Ive and the respons I b II tty for mon Itor I ng the storage of these 
f I reworks w II I be hand I ed by the County Inspectors. Mr. Paddock asked 
Staff for comments as to why the Code does not specifically provide for 
fireworks. Mr. Gardner began by stating this entire area Is designated 
for 1 ndustr I a I and there has been a great dea I of t I me concerned about 
what I sins I de the tra I I ers, when It I s between the app I I cant, the 
Bu II ding I nspector and the var lous agenc I es dea I I ng with safety. It 
appears the Industrial zoning has never been the Issue In this case, as It 
has been the OK Fireworks, primarily because most people think the 
fireworks explode. Mr. Gardner stated these fireworks are restricted to 
Ciass C fireworks (nonexplosive), and we have to rely on the Building 
I nspector to assure th I sis not v 101 ated. Mr. Gardner further stated 
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CZ-142 Johnsen (OK Fireworks) Cont'd 

that, as far as the use, this entire tract could be covered up with 
trailers and semis, but you have to look at the Comprehensive Plan and the 
existing zoning patterns and rely on the Ordinance to speclflcsl Iy do the 
Job. Mr. Gardner commented he thought firecrackers, etc. was not 
spec I fica I I Y I I sted because they were not exp I os I vee Exp I os I ves, wh I ch 
are the pr I mary concern, are I I sted and they have to go 1 nto an I H 
District designation. 

Mr. Paddock Inquired If there was any place In the Code where Class A and B 
fireworks (explosives) fall Into a different use unit and, thus, into a higher 
category. Mr. Gardner stated that when fireworks are classified In the 
explosive range, then It Is spelled out In the Code. The Building 
Inspector must first determine If the fireworks being stored are explosive 
or nonexplosive before Issuing a permit. 

Ment Ion I ng th I s did not perta I n to th I s part I cu I ar case, Mr. Paddock 
added he would I Ike to see the TMAPC direct an Inquiry to the appropriate 
City/County health authority for condition of the yards of some of these 
residential areas where broken down cars/trucks, etc. were stored. Ms. 
Wilson stated agreement with Mr. Paddock. Commissioner Selph advised this 
has been sent to the City/County Hea I th Department, who has ordered the 
people In this area to clean up the lots. Unfortunately, It appears the 
peop I e have not responded and the matter I s be I ng pursued with the 
District Attorney's office. 

Mr. Draughon stated he would be abstaining from the vote as It Is unclear 
I n the Code as to where to p I ace f I reworks or how best to hand I e these 
Issues. 

TMAPC ACT I ON: 7 members present 

On MlTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-1 
Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; 
"absta in Ing"; (Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absent") to 
CZ-142 Johnsen (OK Fireworks) for IL, as recommended by Staff. 

Legal Description: 

(Carnes, 
Draughon, 
APPROVE 

Lots 7,8,22,23,24,27 and 28 of Block 4, OPPORTUNITY HEIGHTS ADDITION, 
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma. 
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Application No.: Z-6099 
Applicant: Williams (Conner) 
location: 1848 North Cincinnati 

* * * * * * * 

Size of Tract: .3 acres, more or less 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

RS-3 
CS 

Date of Hearing: March 12, 1986 (continued from 2/26/86) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D I str I ct 2 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District 1 -
Neighborhood Development Plan and Development Sensitive. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustratlng District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested CS District may be found 
In accordance with the Plan Map. 

The Tulsa Urban Renewal Neighborhood Development Plan (NDP) designates the 
property as sIngle-famIly residential and a representative of their office 
has been In contact with INCOG Staff and stated they could not support the 
commercIal zoning. 

Staff RecommendatIon: 

SIte Analysis: The subject tract is approximately .3 acres In size and 
located at the southwest corner of Cincinnati Avenue and Tecumseh Street. 
I tis non-wooded, f I at, conta I ns one sing I e- fam II y structu re with de­
tached garage and Is zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by Tecumseh 
Avenue and Burroughs Elementary School zoned RS-3, on the east by 
C I nc I nnat I Avenue and sing Ie- fam II y res I dences zoned RS-3, and on the 
south and west by slng!e-faml!y residences zoned RS-3. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Current zonlnq patterns In existence 
around the subject tract are wei I establ ished residential districts. The 
closest non-residential zone Is Ol, 400' to the south and 200' to the north. 

Conclusion: Although the Comprehensive Plan Indicates CS may be found In 
accordance, there Is presently no commercial encroachment in the area. 
Commercial zonIng of thIs property would also be considered spot zoning. 
The Staff cannot support commercial zoning on the subject tract as It 
would be considered encroachment into the single-family area. 

Therefore, the Staff recommends DENiAl of CS zoning on the subject tract. 
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Z-6099 Williams (Conner) Cont'd 

Comments & Discussion: 

As the applicant was not present, r.1s. Wi I son Inquired If Staff had 
received any communication from the appl icant or any interested parties. 
Mr. Gardner advised that Staff has heard nothing from the applicant since 
the requested continuance at the February 26th meeting, and the interested 
parties at that meeting were protesting this request. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On M:>TlON of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Doherty, Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absent") to 
DENY Z-6099 Williams (Conner) for CS, as recommended by Staff. 

ZONING PUBLIC HEARING: 

Application No.: Z~6101 & PUC 412 Present ZonIng: AG 
Applicant: Moody (Highland Park) Proposed Zoning: CS, RM-l, RS-3 
Location: SE/c of Memorial & 81st Street 
SIze of Tract: 60 acres, approximate 

Date of Hearing: March 12, 1986 
Presentation to TMAPC: Mr. John Moody, 4100 BOK Tower (588-2651 ) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D I str! ct ! 8 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 No 
Specific Land Use and Low Intensity - No Specific Land Use. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustratlng District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the proposed CS District Is In 
accordance with the Plan Map. The proposed ~I District may be found In 
accordance with the Plan Map and the proposed RS-3 District is In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: Z-61 01 

Site Analysts: The subject tract Is approximately 66 acres in size and 
located at the southeast corner of 8lst Street and Memorial Drive. It Is 
partially wooded, gently sloping, vacant and zoned AGe 
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Z-6101 & PUD 412 Moody (Highland Park) Cont'd 

SurroundIng Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by mostly 
vacant property and a developed single-family subdivision zoned CS, RM-I 
and RS-3, on the east by a private country club zoned AG, on the south by 
most I y v-acant property 'II I th two dwe iii ngs a i ong Memor i a I zoned AG I on the 
west by a retail/office complex zoned CS, RM-I and PUD. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: A similar, but not Identical, zoning 
pattern to the one requested was approved abutting the subject tract to 
the north of 81st Street on a 30 acre tract. 

Conclusion: The subject tract has a gross area of 66.3 acres and would 
qualify as a Type II Node under the Development Guldel tnes and 
Comprehensive Plan (10 acres CS), being the intersection of a Primary and 
Secondary Arter I a I Street. The requested zon i ng pattern, I f approved, 
would establ Ish ten acres of CS at the Intersection, 30 acres of RM-l and 
26.3 acres of RS-3. The requested zon I ng pattern exceeds what has been 
granted a long Memor I a I and wou I d resu I tin RM-l zon I ng to a depth of 
1,320' on the entire tract. Similar intersections of Memorial have been 
limited to 20 acres of RM-l, which Is the maximum RM-l zoning pattern 
Staff could support. The recommended RM-l zoning pattern would Impose an 
RM-l buffer on the south 660', and limit this zoning to a maximum depth of 
660'. Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of the application as submitted, 
and APPROVAL of ten acres of CS, 20 acres of RM-1 and RS-3 on the balance. 

Staff Recommendation: PUD 412 

The subject tract Is 66.34 acres (gross) and 59.77 (net) tn size and Is 
located at the southeast corner of East 8( st Street and South Memor I a I 
Drive. Memorial Is classified as a Primary Arterial and East 81st Street 
I s a Secondary Arter t a I • The tract I s present I y vacant. The sub ject 
tract I s abutted to the north by both vacant property and a deve loped 
s!ngle-famlly subdivision. Abutting the tract to the south is vacant 
property and the Eche I on Center is ex 1 st I ng west across Memor I a I with 
commercial uses at the node and office uses on the South. 

The appl icant has proposed the development In such a configuration that 
commerc I a I usage wou I d extend the ent i re I ength of the subject tract 
front I ng Memor I a I Dr I ve (1,320 feet). It! s noted that th I s pattern does 
not provide an office or multi-family buffer on the subject tract and, 
therefore, wou I d promote the str I pp I ng out of Memor I a I for commerc I a I 
uses. The Illustrative Site Plan also shows the office portion of the 
subject tract to extend east of the proposed commercial development along 
the rema i n I ng East 81 st Street frontage, wh I ch wou I d be direct I y across 
from exIsting single-family residential uses to the north. We seriously 
question extendIng the office development this far east of the node given 
the physical facts of the area. The Site Plan proposes multi-family 
deve lopment at the extreme southeast corner of the tract wh I ch I s an 
Inter i or I ocat Ion on a proposed 28' w I de pr j vate co I I ector street. No 
street out I et 1 s proposed from the s'outh to East 81 st Street. 
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Z-6101 & PUD 412 Moody (Highland Park) Cont'd 

The Staff Is not supportive of the proposed underlying zoning patterns, 
and Staff cannot support the proposed PUD due to the lack of a sufficient 
b u f fer between the proposed COii'u'Tlerc I a I areas and the vacant property to 
the south, and also because commercial Is spread beyond existing 
commercial uses west across Memorial. It Is Staff's recommendation that 
the PUD be redesigned to provide a buffer along the south boundary In 
order to discourage commercial stripping out of the east side of Memorial. 
Staff Is also not supportive of the proposed office complex across from 
the ex I st I ng res I dent I a I ne I ghborhood and fee I s that It wou I d more be 
appropr I ate for th I s off I ce use to be wrapped around the commerc I a I 
development at the Intersection. The Intensity of the proposed PUD would 
be reduced by the recommended zoning pattern, and the reduced Intensity 
could be spread In such a manner as to be more compatible with existing 
land uses. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of PUD 412 as submitted and further 
suggests that the TMAPC continue action to al low the applicant to redesign 
the Illustrative Site Plan as discussed above. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Chairman Parmele Inquired as to the zoning of the office area across the 
street from the subject tract. Mr. Gardner advised the office was located 
In RM-1 and the shopping was In CS. Mr. Paddock asked for clarification 
of the Staff recommendation as approval Is recommended for 10 acres of CS, 
20 acres of RM-l w lth RS-3 on the ba I ance and no ment ion of OL. Mr. 
Gardner stated that, under the PUD, this is what the applicant Is 
proposing, and using RM-l to equate some to office and some to apartments. 
Ms. Wi I son stated I t appeared the recommend at Ion on the zon I ng ref I ects 
the 71st to 121st and Memorial Drive Study where there was concern as to 
commerc I a I str 1 pp I ng a long Memor I a I. Mr. Gardner conf I rmed th I sand 
stated one of the scenarios of the study was based on approximately 300' 
foot depth of RM-l, which is substantial. But In this particular 
instance, there Is a precedent for the 660' depth. Ms. Wilson mentioned 
the zoning application previously approved by the TMAPC in the 91st and 
Memor I a I area and rem I nded that the approva I of the RM was not to be 
considered as setting a precedent. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. John Moody, representing the Austin Fairchild Corporation, addressed 
the under I y I ng zon I ng I ssue and stated the Staff recommendat Ion on th Is 
application was not accurate In any respect on what the City of Tulsa has 
done on Memorial from 51st to 101st Street. Mr. Moody stated the City of 
Tu I sa has approved the same pattern depth (1 ,320') direct I y across from 
the subject tract, and rev I ewed the app I I cat Ion request In re I at Ion to 
previously approved applications In the 91st and Memorial area. Mr. Moody 
rev I ewed the topography of the site, draw I ng attent Ion to the 
dra!nage/floodway and soils analyses, as well as the Illustrative site 
plan and landscaping, and stressing that the applicant Is using the 
natural slope and features of the tract. 
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Z-6101 & PUD 412 Moody (Highland Park) - Cont'd 

Mr. Moody remarked that, I f approved as recommended by the Staff, th I s 
would be the only sIte In the area lImIted to a 660' depth area, with the 
exception of the church property. Mr. Moody stated the plan, as 
submitted, was the best way to utiiize this area, but suggested a zoning 
pattern of 960' for RM-l, as a compromIse to Staff's recommendation and 
the plan as proposed. Mr. Moody asked the CommIssIon to either approve 
the plan, as submitted, or deny the plan and contInue the PUD so the 
app I I cant can see I f a redes I gn Is feas I b I e. The app I I cant Instructed 
Mr. Moody to I n f~rm the TMAPC that they cannot and w 11 I not do a 
conventIonal Tulsa development on thIs sIte. Mr. Moody requested the plan 
be approved as It Is a good land use plan based upon the site features, 
and is a zoning pattern consIstent with others approved on the east side 
of Memorial. 

In response to Mr. Carnes, Mr. Moody revIewed the landscape buffer 
Indicating the amount of open or park space. Mr. Paddock Inquired as to 
dIfference, acreage wIse, of the 660' of RM-l to 960'. Mr. Moody 
Informed It equated to approximately seven acres. Ms. Wilson asked Mr. 
Moody, If the plan as proposed was approved, If he envisioned Meadowbrook 
County Club land to come In, at a future date, for single-famIly houses. 
Mr. Moody referred a rep I y to Mr. Ed Cowen, the representat Ive of the 
se II ers ( HI g h I an d Park). Mr. Moody po I nted out that the area to the 
north, south and west of Meadowbrook Is zoned RS-3 and he cou I d not see 
RM-l zon I ng be I ng a II owed, shou I d Meadowbrook lose the I r I ease. Ms. 
Wilson added that this plan was not unique or Innovative as It seemed to 
follow several other PUD where there Is, typically, commercial with 
office, followed by multi-family. 

Mr. Paddock remarked that one of the things that appealed to him was the 
fact that the ex I st I ng phys I ca I features were used I n the des I gn. Mr. 
Paddock asked Mr. Moody the purpose or reasoning for proposIng the 
additional RM-l in the middle portion of the southern sector of the tract. 
Mr. Moody stated that economics and planning was considered, and the solis 
tested Indicate the land Is not suitable for single-family. Mr. Carnes 
stated he definitely lIked the plan, but felt there should be a reductIon 
I n the number of apartments. Mr. Draughon commended the app I I cant's 
efforts to work with Stormwater Management In thoroughly InvestIgating and 
presenting the drainage and watershed. 

Interested PartIes: 

Mr. Carrol I IrwIn 
Mr. Greg Tragett 
Mr. Russel I Gibbs 
Mr. Larry Shipp 
Mr. Ed Cowen 

Address: 8002 South 85th East Avenue 
8027 South 86th East Avenue 
8006 South 86th East Avenue 
8022 South 85th East Avenue 
c/o 9300 East 81st 
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Z-61 01 & PUD 412 Moody (Highland Park) Cont'd 

The general consensus among the Interested parties was strong objection to 
any more multi-family apartments so close to the single-family housing 
across 81 st. Mr. Cowen, as a member of the H! gh I and Park Board, assured 
that Meadowbrook County Club had I ease opt Ions through 1993 and the I r 
attitude was that this remain a country club. 

APDI 'cant's Rebuttal: 

In response to comments made by some of the Interested parties, Mr. Moody 
advised of efforts to locate their homeowners association. In addition to 
the Staff's mailing to the residents within 300', Mr. Moody advised he had 
sent a separate mailing from his office. Mr. Carnes agreed with Mr. Moody 
that maybe a continuance might be In order to al low time to go back to his 
cl lent and the neighborhood to take Into consideration the objections and 
suggestions of the Interested parties. Mr. Moody stated that to continue 
the PUD, the applicant needed some kind of guidance on the zoning. If the 
Commission approved Staff's recommendation, his cl lent '1111 I not be 
present I ng the PUD. Mr. Draughon stated favor of a cont I nuance as 
suggested by Mr. Carnes. 

Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Moody to comment on the matter of the add I tiona I 
R~~1 underlying zoning and how that can result In fewer dwel! Ing units per 
acre than what was on the Illustrated Site Plan. Mr. Moody stated this 
wou I d resu I tin reduc i n9 the number of acres of RM=l from 30 acres (as 
proposed by the appl icant) to 27 acres. 

Additional Comments & DiscussIon: 

Chs i rman Parme I e ca I I ed for a rev! ew of the zon I ng app I I cat Ion before 
proceed I ng 'II ith the PUD. Mr. Paddock agreed that th i 5 shou I d not be 
looked at as a package and stated favor of the suggested compromise. Mr. 
Carnes stated he had no objections 'II !th the comproml se; but 1 f the 
compromise is approved, wouid the applicant stll I have to come back with 
the PUD before proceeding. Mr. Gardner advised the only thing that could 
happen In the RS-3 is to go slngie-famiiy under the straight zoning, 
without coming back with a PUD or BOA action. This being the case, Mr. 
Carnes stated he wouid have no problem with the compromise. Ms. Wilson 
added that, when they do come back with a PUD, It appears their intent Is 
the multi-family and, If al lowed the additional RM-l, It could be 
deve loped as a PUD as presented here (even though the II I ustrat I ve Site 
Plan Is not, necessarily, what could be built there). Mr. Paddock stated 
he fe I t the app I I cant rea I I zed, I f the PUD I s addressed today, there Is 
considerable feel lng, as expressed by the Interested parties, there be no 
multi-family dwellings built on the northern part of the tract facing 
81st Street. Therefore, If they proceed with the PUD, they wll I have to 
redesign It. 
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Z-6101 & PUD 412 Moody (Highland Park) Cont'd 

Cha I rman Parme I e stated he cou I d not see much dIfference between the 
compromise and what the applicant Is requesting, and the RM-l to the north 
was zoned not because of the 20 acres, but that was the amount of land 
owned. He cont I nued by stat I ng the ten acre str I p of AG cou I d probab i y 
have a good case for being zoned RM-l, and he sees nothing wrong with what 
the applicant has requested. Commissioner Selph stated he understood the 
rationale behind the Staff recommendation, but he also thought Mr. Moody 
made a good case on his comprom I se and cou I d support It. However, the 
apartment Issue should be looked Into. 

Ms. Wilson stated having a problem with the compromise as she did not see 
anything to be gained, and also had a problem with the depth as It Is too 
much RM-l. Mr. Draughon stated favor of the Staff recommendation. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On ~TION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 2-4-0 (Draughon, 
Wilson, "aye"; Carnes, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, "nay"; no "abstentions"; 
(Doherty, Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the Staff 
recommendation for Z-6101 Moody (Highland Park). 

That motion failing, Mr. Carnes made a motton to accept the compromise 
as suggested by the app! Icant. 

TMAPC Ar::r I ON: 6 members present 

On ~T I ON of CARNES, the P I ann I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 4-2-0 (Carnes I 
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, "aye"; Draughon, Wilson, "nays"; no 
"abstent Ions"; (Doherty, Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6101 Moody (Highland Park) as recommended by Staff, amending 
the depth of RM-l to 960' from the Memorial frontage, as wei I as the 81st 
Street frontage. 

Legal Description: 
CS: The west 660' of the north 660' of the north half of the NW quarter 
of Section 13, Township 18 North, Range 13 East of the IBM, Tulsa County, 
State of Oklahoma. 

RM-l: Commenc I ng at the northwest corner of the north ha! f of the NW 
quarter of Section 18, Township 18 North, Range 13 East, Tulsa county, 
State of Ok I ahoma; thence north 89°46 '20" East a long the north I I ne 
thereof a distance of 660' to the POB; thence continuing along said north 
line a distance of 660' to a point; thence south 0°04'10" west paral lei to 
the west line of said Section 13, a distance of 1,320.11' to the south 
I I ne of sa I d north ha If; thence south 89°46'26" west a d I stance of 
approximately 1,320' to the west section line of said Section 13; thence 
north 0°04'10" east along said line a distance of 660' to a point; thence 
north 89°46'20" east a distance of 660' to a point; thence north 0°04'10" 
east a distance of 660' to the north line of Section 13 and to the Point 
and Place of Beginning, less and except the east 360' of the south 360' of 
the above described tract. 
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Z-6101 & PUO 412 Moody (Highland Park) Cont'd 

Legal Description (Z-6101) continued: 

R5-3: Commencing at the NW corner of Section 13, Township 18 North, Range 
13 east of the IBM, Tulsa County, Oklahoma; thence north 89°46'20" east a 
distance of 1,320' to the POB, thence continuing along the north line of 
said SectIon 13 a distance of 830' to a point; thence south 0°13'40" east, 
a distance of 140' to a point; thence south 9°19'05" east a distance of 
253.18' to a point; thence south 0°13'40" east a distance of 930.16'; 
thence south 89°46'26" west a distance of 876' feet to a point; thence 
north 0°04'10" east a distance of 1,320' to a point in the north line of 
Section 13 and to the POB, and including the south 360' of the east 360' 
of the NW quarter of the NW quarter of said Section 13, Township 18 North, 
Range 13 East. 

Mr. Paddock asked Staff I I f the app I I cant wou I d I I ke to ask for a 
continuance of the PUD for redesign, could we not hold the transmittal of 
this recommendatIon to the City Commission until such time as It could be 
paired with an approved PUD. Mr. Gardner stated this could be done at the 
time the minutes are approved. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On t«>T!ON of CA~NES, the Planning CommissIon voted 6-0-0 (Carnes; 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays;;; no 
"abstentions"; (Doherty, Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absent") to 
CONTINUE Consideration of PUO 412 Moody (Highland Park) until Wednesday, 
April 9, 1986 at 1 :30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa 
Civic Center. 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

lied I und p~ I ghts West of the NW/c 101st and South 129th East Avenue (AG) 

Union School Addition 7600 Block South Garnett Road ( CO) 

On K>TION of WILSON, the PI ann I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Doherty, Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Release of the Final Plat for Hedlund Heights and Union School 
Addition, as recommended by Staff. 
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PUD 355: 

OTI£R BUS I NESS: 

North of the Northwest Corner of South Yale and East 91st Street 
South. 

Staff Recommendation: Amendment of Deeds of Ded I cat Ion and Dec I arat Ion of 
Covenants, Grant of Mutual Access Easements and 
AI location of Permitted Floor Area 

The subject property has been approved for a mixed use office, restaurant, 
and accessory commerc I a I uses. PUD 355-3 was approved by the TMAPC on 
October 2, 1985 which permitted a lot spilt for phasing the 
development, and al located floor area to Phases I and I I. The purpose of 
this appl ication Is to affirm the conditions of the minor amendments as 
approved by the TMAPC. The proposed amended deeds are In compl lance with 
TMAPC action and have been submitted to the City Legal Staff for review. 

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Amendment of Deeds of Ded I cat Ion and 
Declaration of Covenants, Grant of Mutual Access Easements and AI location 
of Floor Area as submitted, subject to approval by the City Legal Staff. 

NOTE: TMAPC action on this matter will be final and no further approval 
Is required by the City Commission. 

On J«>TlON of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Doherty, Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Amended Deeds of Ded I cat Ion and Dec I arat Ion of Covenants, 
Grant of Mutual Access Easements and AI location of Permitted Floor Area 
for PUD 355, as recommended by Staff. 

PUD 179-0-1: 

* * * * * * * 

Located East of the Southeast Corner of East 71 st Street 
South and South Memorial Drive. 

Staff Recommendation - Minor Amendment for Sign 

The proposed Minor Amendment is requested to permIt a ground sign 8' wide 
x 20'-6" tal I (see attached sketch and plot plan) to be located along the 
west boundary of the Centre 71 Shopping Center. The subject tract has an 
exIsting pylon sign on East 71st Street which has an estimated display 
surface area of 102 square feet (a 30 square foot reader board and a 72 
square foot cube sign at the top of the pole). The applicant Is el iglble 
for the additional slgnage under the PUD provIsions of the Zoning Code and 
also consistent with CS zoning regulations. The area between the proposed 
sign and East 71 st Street Is deve loped for commerc I a I purposes and the 
proposed sign wou I d I I f approved, be one of a number of s I m II ar po I e and 
pylon signs In this general area. 
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POD 179-0-1 Cont'd 

Staff review of this request indicates that it Is minor In nature; 
therefore, recommends APPROVAL of PUD 179-C-l for one additional sign to 
be constructed in accordance with the submitted plans. 

NOTE: Staff would advise the applicant that no additional ground signs 
would be permitted on the subject tract. Notice of this request has been 
given to the record owner of the shopping center. 

On MlT I ON of CARNES. the P I ann I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Doherty, Kempe, VanFossen, Woodard, Young, "absentU ) to 
APPROVE the Minor Amendment for Sign for POD 179-0-1. as recommended by 
Staff • 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 5:30 p.m. 

Date 

Chairman 

ATTEST: 

aIr~~ 
Secretary 

... 
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