TULSA METROPOL ITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of Meeting No. 1601
Wednesday, April 23, 1986, 1:30 p.m.
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center

MEMBERS PRESENT MEMBERS ABSENT STAFF PRESENT OTHERS PRESENT
Doherty, 2nd Vice- Carnes Frank ‘ Linker, Legal
Chairman Kempe Gardner Counsel
Draughon VanFossen Setters

Paddock, Secretary Young

Parmele, Chalrman

Selph
Wilson, 1st Vice=-

Chairman

Woodard

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted in the Office of the City

Auditor

on Tuesday, April 22, 1986 at 11:02 a.m., as well as in the Reception

Area of the INCOG offices.

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele called the meeting to order

at 1:31

MINUTES:

pomo

Approvai of Minutes of Aprii 9, 1986, Meeting #1599:

REPORTS:

On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 4-0-3 (Doherty,
Parmele, Seliph, Woodard, "aye™; no "nays"; Draughon, Paddock,
Wilson, "abstaining"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to
APPROVE the Minutes of Aprii 9, 1986, Meeting #1599.

Approval of Report of Receipts and Deposits (March 31, 1986):

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-1 (Doherty,
Draughon, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Paddock,
"abstaining"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROVE
the Report of Receipts and Deposits for the month ended March 31,
1986.
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REPORTS

- Contt'd

Chairman's Report:

Chalrman Parmele advised there woul!ld be no meeting on Wednesday,
April 30, 1986. In regard to Ms. Wilson's previous request for
information on planning seminars, Chalirman Parmele stated there was
a conference coming up in June in Colorado Springs. Chalirman Parmele
suggested a change fo the agenda format to piace "Other Business"
items before any Public Hearing Items, and asked for Input from the
Commissioners. Commissioner Selph commented that some of the items
considered to be quick, routine matters sometimes end up taking a
long time, and the people Iin attendance ‘o appear before the
Commission have keep walting. Anything that could be done to
expedite matters would be appreciated. Mr. Paddock stated agreement
with Commissloner Selph. Chairman Parmele suggested Staff review the
agenda format to see If It might be restructured in a manner that
might speed up the flow of business.

Commi{tee Reports:

Ms, Wilson, on behalf of Mr. VanFossen, advised the Comprehensive
Plan Committee met April 16th to review the Arkansas River Task Force
Amendments to the District 6, 7, 9 and 10 Pians. The Committee voted
on changes and/or additions to the recommended amendments.

Mr. Paddock advised the Rules & Regulations Committee needs to set a
meeting to discuss adopting standardized rules for time limitations
on speakers, and various other items. Mr. Paddock suggested meeting
May 7, 1986 at noon; the agenda will be set and posted. Ms. Wilson

affirmed discussion would also involve suggestions as to ways of
expediting the TMAPC meeting in a more timely manner.

Director's Report:

Mr. Jerry Lasker updated the Planning Commission in regard to the

Creek Expressway. Mr. Lasker stated the Long-Range Transportation
Plan will be presented to the [NCOG Board for review and endorsement

at their May 8, 1986 meeting. Chalrman Parmele suggested the
Comprehensive Plan Committee meet after the Board meeting fo review
their recommendation before the Planning Commission proceeds
with any action.
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CONTINUED ZONING PUBL IC HEARING:

Application No.: PUD 412 & Z-6101 Present Zoning: AG

Applicant: Moody (Highland Park) Proposed Zoning: CS, RM-1, RS-3
Location: SE/c of Memorial & 81st Street

Size of Tract: 60 acres, approximate

Date of Hearing: April 23, 1986 (Originally heard March 12, 1986)
Continuance requested to May 7, 1986
Presentation to TMAPC: Mr. John Moody, 4100 BOK Tower (588-2651)

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent™) ‘o CONTINUE
Consideration of PUD 412 Moody (Highland Park) until Wednesday, May 21,

1986 at 1:30 p.m. in the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa Civic
Center.

SUBDIVISIONS:

FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE:

East Admiral Indusirial Park N/side of East Admiral Piace @ 189th E. Ave

Taco Bueno #11 SW/c of 61st Street & South Garnett Road

On MOTION of WILSON, +the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROYE the
Final Plat and Release for East Admiral Industrial Park and Taco Bueno
#11, as recommended by Staff.

OTHER BUSINESS:

PUD 268-3: Lot 14, Block 11, Woodland Glen Fourth Addition,
being 9260 South 92nd East Avenue

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment

The subject tract has been developed for a detached single-family home per
the attached survey. Variances are being requested as follows:
[ivabiiity space from 4,000 square feet to 3,628 square feet; and a rear
yard variance from 20 feet to 12 feet. The survey indicates that all
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PUD 268-3 - Cont'd

other setback requirements have been met during construction and that
there are no utility easement encroachments. The underlying zoning for
this portion of +the PUD 1Is RS-3, Livability space and setback
requirements are assumed to be RS-3 in the absence of statements to the
contrary in the approved PUD.
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Is also supportive of the reduction In livability space from 4,000 square
feet to 3,628 square feet (-9.3%); however, TMAPC approval should be
subject to an overall average of not less than 4,000 square feet of

Iivabitity space per dwelling unit In the RS=3 portion of PUD 268.
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Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the variance on Lot 14, Block 11,
Woodland Gien Fourth Addition as follows:

1) Rear yard variance from 20 feet to 12 feet.

2) Variance In livability space from 4,000 square feet to 3,628 square
feet, subject to an overall average of not less than 4,000 square
feet of livability space per dwelling unit in the RS-3 portion of PUD
268.

Note: Notice of this request has been given to abutting property owners.

On MOTION of SELPH, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the
Minor Amendment to PUD 268-3, as recommended by Staff.

¥ ¥ X ¥ ¥ X %

reet South & South New Haven Avenue
Lot 4, Albert Pike Addition

PUD 345-1: SW/c of East 3ist

5 S
Lot 3 and part of

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment for Screening

The subject tract is 3.636 (gross) acres in size and Is located at the
southwest corner of East 3ist Street South and South New Haven Avenue. It
was approved for a total of 46,860 square feet of floor area and the uses
permitted in the OL district. A condition of both the original PUD and
Detail Site Plan, approved by the TMAPC on January 16, 1986, was for a 3 -
4 foot high berm with landscaping along the east boundary and a six foot
high brick fence the complete length of the south boundary. A screening
requirement for the west boundary would be enforced only if the use of
that lot was residential. According to the applicant, the use of the
abutting property to the west is for & dental office.
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PUD 345-1 - Cont'd

The applicant Is now requesting a minor amendment to substitute a thick
planting of evergreens for the berm along New Haven. Also, the applicant
has requested fo waive the screening requirement along the west property
line.

After review of the applicant's submitted site plan, Staff finds the

request to be minor in nature. However, Staff does not believe the berm

will be Impractical and that it would serve a necessary function to
provide separation of the parking lot from the uses fo the east. As the
facility is lald out with parking on the approximate east half of the
sub ject tract, appropriate measures must be taken to buffer the use from
the abutting uses. Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of the minor
amendment to walive the berming requirement. Staff would recommend
APPROVAL of the request to waive the screening requirement along the west
property line since It was never a condition of approval based on the use
of the abutting property to the west being nonresidential.

NOTE: A possible compromise with the applicant might be to require the
berming only along the New Haven frontage south of the parking lot
driveway. Notice of thls request has been given to property owners
abutting New Haven on the east.

Appiicant's Comments:

Mr. Wayne Bland, President of the Tulsa Teacher's Credit Union, 3720 East
31st Street stated he was pleased with the Staff's recommendation on the
screening fence on the west side. He stated that the Impracticality of
the berm rests on the fact that there Is approximately three feet
difference between the street and the parking lot. Therefore, If a berm,
measuring 3 - 4 feet was bullt It would be a very steep from the street
side and be difficult to maintain. Mr. Bland suggested a planting of
thick pine trees in place of the berming.

Mr. Frank commented the Commission might adopt the position of waiving the

herming, subiect +to the submission of a satisfactory Detall Landscape Plan

[SASHIR IR R ] v el Sue o [ O R0 LailCsia
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addressing the screening issue. Ms. Wilson asked the applicant if he
would be agreeable to submitting a Landscape Plan, and Mr. Bland was
agreeable. In reply to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Bland stated the original
plot drawing was done before any construction on the site was started.
Mr. Draughon affirmed that Staff had checked this site. Mr. Frank
stated that Staff did not assess the difference in elevation, as presented
by Mr. Biand, therefore, Staff Is agreeable fo the waiving of the berm
with the submission of a Detall Landscape Plan.

Ms. Kathryn McKnight of Howell McKnight Associates, & East 5th Street,
reviewed the situation at the site should the berm not be waived and
suggested a remedy might be acquired by the planting of 11 pine trees
and six redbuds, which is in excess of the minimum requirements for
screening a parking lot. Mr. Doherty inquired as fo how the spaces
between the pines and redbuds would be closed. Ms. McKnight repliied that,
eventually, the pines would be larger, but will be 4 - 5 feet in width
and 5 - 6' in height when planted.

04.23.86:1601(5)



PUD 345-1 - Cont'd

Comments & Discussion:

Mr. Frank reviewed the physical facts of the area for the Commission. Mr.
Paddock stated that, unless the Detail Landscape Plan has been reviewed by
Staff, It might be better to continue this application. Mr. Frank
remarked that the submission by the applicant was their Landscape Plan.
in reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Frank stated he did not think the Plan would
provide a great deal of screening east of South New Haven.

Mr. Draughon suggested some other type of screening, such as wooden fencing
or brick, as erosion seems fo be a problem with berming. Mr. Frank stated
the applicant and his architect might consider this as an alternative, and
suggested continuing this until May 7th to allow time to review these
alternatives.

On MOTION of DRAUGHON, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays'"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to CONTINUE
Consideration of PUD 345-1 Minor Amendment for Screening until Wednesday,
May 7, 1986 at 1:30 p.m. in the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa
Civic Center.

* X X ¥ ¥ %X %

PUD 364-1: North of the NE/c of South Mingo Road & East 101st Street South

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment o Allow a Lot Split

The subject tract was approved by the TMAPC for a mixed use residential,
office and commercial development of approximately 115 acres. The purpose
of *This request Iis to authorize a lot split of a .4 acre tract to
facilitate redesign of an entry from Mingo and to transfer unused dwelling
units from the singie-family deveiopment area to muiti-famiiy deveiopment
areas "A" and "B".

The redesign of the entrance was made necessary by the location of a 48"
water l|ine along Mingo~--this will cause the entry to shift fo the north.
The transfer of dwelling units was provided for in the approved PUD Second
Amended Text which was dated June 3, 1984. The Text set forth a
IImitation that the density of the area to which the transfer Is being
made shall not be increased by more than 20§. The requested transfer is a
16% increase to multi-family Areas "A" and "B".

Review of this request indicates that It is minor In nature; therefore,
Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 364-1 Minor Amendment as follows:
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PUD 364-1 - Cont'd

1) That the requested lot split be authorized to allow .4 acres to be
utilized for a redesigned entry way.

2) That all conditions of the Second Amendment Text, dated June 13, 1984
remain in full force and effect except as follows:

Development Area Size: PUD 364 PUD 364-1
Open Area "C" 1.60 acres 1.50 acres
Office Area "B" 4.30 acres 4,00 acres
Open Area "B" 1.80 acres 1.70 acres
Single-family Area 53.25 acres 53.65 acres

Total 60.95 acres* 60.85 acres¥
Density Transfer: 16%
PUD 364 Transfer PUD_364-1

Single-family Area 319 163

Multi-family Area "A" 294 47 341

Multi-family Area "B" 206 33 239

819 743

* Total area is not equal due to rounding of decimals.

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, ™aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent™) to APPROVE the
Minor Amendment fo Allow a Lot Split for PUD 364-1, as recommended by
Staff.

¥ Xk X ¥ X X %

PUD 199=7: 2904 South 121st East Place

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment to 5' Side Yard Requirement

April 9, 1986

The subject tract is located at the corner of South 121st East Place and
East 29th Street South and has an underlying zoning of RS-3. The lot Is
small and irregular In shape and Is part of a developing single-family
subdivision and has already received a minor amendment from the TMAPC to
allow a 14.0' front setback requirement (PUD 199-6, December 19, 1984).
The applicant Is requesting a minor amendment to permit an existing
encroachment of rock fascia into the minimum 5' side yard requirement to
4.6' for the north yard and 4.7' for the south yard. Staff would note
that the encroachment into the north yard Is over a 5' utlility easement.

Upon review of the applicant's submitted plat of survey, Staff finds the

request to be minor in nature and In complliance with the approved Planned
Unit Development. Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the minor
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PUD 199-7 - Cont'd

amendment, subject to the applicant's Plat of Survey and subject to the
applicant vacating that portion of the utlility easement to which the
structure Is encroaching.

Note: This item was approved by the TMAPC per the Staff recommendation
on April 9, 1986.

April 23, 1986

The applicant has resubmitted a "Stemwall Survey" on the subject property
which shows that the principal structure does not encroach on the 5!
util ity easement on the north. According to conversations with the City
Engineers! Office, it is not uncommon for brick facia, such as Is the
present case, to extend into an easement (similar to chimneys, eaves,
etc.).

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVYAL of PUD 199-7 per the "Stemwall
Survey" received April 15, 1986 and rescinding the condition of approval
from April 9, 1986 by the TMAPC that .4' of the utility easement be
vacated.

No fee was taken for This appiication and notice was not given & second
time.

Comments & Discussion:

Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Linker If he agreed this was not an encroachment.
Mr. Linker stated he did not agree, as bullding a wall Into the easement
area Is mosT certainly an encroachment. Mr. Gardner advised of a
conversation with the City Engineer where they stated the City, In this
particular instance, would nof want to vacate a portion of the easement
for this kind of a situation. Mr. Gardner continued by stating that this
is similar to a risk the buyer has when the City has to do work involving
a chimney, eave, etc. that might encroach. in this case the structure

sets off the easement, only the brick facade Is in the encroachment.

Mr. Linker stated he has handied several cases of this nature for the City
Attorney's office and they take care of it by means of vacating the
easement or they do not solve the problem. Mr. Draughon suggested
contlnuing this item, as the appiicant was not present, and there seems to
be confusion as to the type of brick facia, rock, etfc.

Mr. Roy Johnsen, 324 Main Mall, advised the applicant was in his office on
a related matter, and on behalf of the applicant, asked the Commission,
rather than deny this case, fo continue It fo allow time to discuss this
issue with the applicant and seek a solution. Mr. Paddock asked Mr.
Johnsen if he agreed that vacating that portion of the easement might be
the only answer. Mr. Johnsen stated it appeared there might be three
solutions: one would be fo vacate the easement, a second would be a
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PUD 199-7 -~ Cont'd

| icense agreement, and thirdly, Mr. Johnsen stated an argument could be
made as to who has subservient and dominant rights. Mr. Linker stated he
agreed there could be a license agreement, but he did not agree with Mr.
Johnsen's third solution.

On MOTION of SELPH, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Seiph, Wiison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") +to CONTINUE
Consideration of PUD 199-7 until Wednesday, May 7, 1986 at 1:30 p.m. in

the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa Civic Center.

PUBLIC HEARING:

TO AMEND DISTRICT PLANS FOR DISTRICTS 6, 7, 9 AND 10 TO
REFLECT THE ARKANSAS RIVER CORRIDOR AMENDMENTS.

Comments & Discussion:

Ms. Dane Matthews advised the word "intensities™ wouid be added fo the
appropriate paragraphs in the final draft. Ms. Matthews reviewed the
goals of the Arkansas River Task Force and the major points of the
amendments to the District Plans.

As a member of the Arkansas River Task Force, Mr. Paddock offered
compliments to the Staff for the efforts on this matter. Ms. Wilson
stated the Comprehensive Pian Committese recommended approval of +the
amendments, with the modiflication as to land use intensities.

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Pianning Commission voted 7-0-0 ({Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions®; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") fto AMEND the
District Plans for Districts 6, 7, 9 and 10 to Reflect the Arkansas River
Corridor Amendments.
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ZONING PUBLIC HEARING:

PUD 274-1: North of the NE/c of East 61st Street and South Lewis
One Summit Plaza

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment for Signs

April 16, 1986

The subject tract Is Development Area B of PUD 274 and is the site of a
multi-story office bullding. The PUD permifts one ground sign at each
entrance (two total) to be 8' tall and fto each have a display area not
exceeding 192 square feet. All materials submitted with the Detail Site
Plan have shown that the maximum signage would be utiiized by the two
monument type signs; however, the applicant advises that overall sign area
would not exceed 384 square feet.

The applicant is requesting that fwo additional signs be approved (both
signs 2' X 5' on legs of undetermined height) and that the maximum display
area not be Iincreased from 384 square feet. Review of this request
indicates that these signs are for the purposes of advertising the
location of individual tenants, as would a wall or canopy sign. Staff Is
not supportive of such a request since all tenants could request similar
+reatment. Staff would, however, be supportive of a central directory
type sign for the tenants located in a central place on the tract. The
area of such a sign should be deducted from the 384 square feet authorized
under the PUD and one additional sign would be required.

Therefore, Staff recommends that the TMAPC continue this application to
allow design and review of a central directory sign, in addition to the
two ground signs, fto be accomplished within the 384 square foot display
area maximum, or DENIAL of the application as submitted.

Note: One of the requested signs is already installed. The proposed
sign location Is at the front/southwest and northwest corners of
the building.

April 23, 1986

The Staff met with the applicant both prior to and after the April 16,
1986 TMAPC meeting. Staff recommendation Is unchanged from April 16th.
PUD 274 approved two ground signs and the applicant Is requesting
two additional ground signs. Staff recommends DENIAL of the 1two
additional ground signs, but would be supportive of one additional ground
sign only If It were a "central directory sign" located in the rear of the
bullding and the applicant understood that no additional signage would be
authorized on the subject tract.

If the applicant wanted fo construct one of the authorized ground signs 6!
tall X 14" wide and include some tenant Information on it, that could be
done without a minor amendment, but with Detall Sign Plan approval by the

TMAPC.
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PUD 274-1 - Cont'd

Applicant's Comments:

Mr. Bob Stewart, 3151 East 34th, stated he had misunderstood the Staff
recommendation at his presentation on April 16th. He requested approval
of the two additional ground signs to meet the needs of the owner. In
reply tfo Mr. Parmeie, Mr. Stewart advised the top of the signs would be
between three and four feet off the ground at each corner of the bullding,
and would be Iidentifying the tenants on the ground floor, who are
quasi-retall businesses.

Comments & Discussion:

Mr. Doherty stated he understood Staff's concern, but the applicant was
requesting small signs which met the four foot height restriction,
therefore, he made a motion for approval of the applicant's request. The
motion died without a second.

Mr. Frank stated the applicant is authorized under the PUD, one wall sign
of 64 square feet, which could be composed of several smaller signs. Mr.
Paddock moved approval of Staff recommendation denying the two additional
ground signs, but allowing one additional ground sign, only if It were a
central dlrectory sign. Chalrman Parmele commented, In regard to the
central directory sign, that this Iis a quallty office bullding with
entrances on the north and south, and he did not understand how a central
directory sign located at the rear, middie of the bullding would serve a
purpose in direction. Therefore, he would be voting against the motlion.

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 5-2-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Parmele, Selph, "nay"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to APPROVE the
Staff Recommendation for PUD 274~1, allowing one additional central

dlirectory ground sign.

¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥

Application No.: Z-5950 & PUD 368 Present Zoning: OL
Applicant: Hackett (Union Properties) Proposed Zoning: Multiple
Location: NW/c East 61st Street & South 99th East Avenue

Size of Tract: 1 acre, more or less

Date of Hearing: April 23, 1986
Presentation tfo TMAPC by: Mr. Mike Hackett, 5200 South Yale (496-9258)

Staff Note: The TMAPC Initlally heard Z-5950 case and continued action to
allow the applicant to file PUD 368. The request at that time
was to rezone the subject tract from OL to IL and seek approval
for various uses specifically stated In the PUD Text (see
enclosed minutes of July 25, 1984). The TMAPC denied the zoning
application and PUD 368 (9:0:0). Upon appeal to the City
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Z~=5950 & PUD 368 Hackett - Cont'd

Commission, these cases were also denied. The Staff was
supportive of the original applications based the Comprehensive
Plan and a redesign of the PUD. The City's decision was
appealed to the District Court where the Court determined office
zoning was not appropriate and referred these cases back fo the
TMAPC and City for further consideration which was to include

ial
commercia: uses.

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: Z~5950

The District 18 Plan Map, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa
Metropol itan Area, designates the  subject property Speclal
District=-Industrial Development Encouraged.

According to the "Matrix |Illustrating District Plan Map Categories
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the various requests of the applicant
(oL/IL, OL/CH, OL/CG, OL/CS, CS, CG and CH) are classified as may be found
in accordance with the Plan Map based on the Special District designation.

Staff Recommendation:

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately 1 acre in size and
iocated on The northwesT corner of East 6ist Street and South 99th East
Avenue. |t is nonwooded, flat, vacant and zoned OL.

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north and east by
single-family dwellings zoned RS-3, on the south by a church and vacant
lot zoned RS-3, and on the west by a childrens' day care center zoned
RS"'S .

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Recent TMAPC action has allowed IL
zoning on several tracts located in the Immediate area.

Conclusion: Based on the Comprehensive Plan, existing zoning patterns in

+h 1 i
this area and recognizing trends In redevelcpment of surrounding areas,

Staff previously and presently continues to support IL zoning on this
tract and belleves IL uses to be more appropriate in this area, based on
the Comprehensive Plan, physical facts and existing development and recent
redeveiopment, than would be commercial and retall uses. To Introduce
commercial zoning info this area would be the first step In stripping out

of East 61st Street between Mingo and Garnett for commercial development.

Staff discussions with the applicant and neighborhood have indicated
support for various nonretall uses as stipulated in the Staff analysis of
PUD 368, a companion item to Z-5950. Staff also recognizes the need for
appropriate safeguards which must be given fo adjacent properties which
will remain residential for the interim and the need for the tfransition
from residential to be as smooth as possible. Based on these facts, it
would be appropriate to consider IL on the subject tract with OL buffers
on the west, north and east to reduce the intensity and control bullding
setbacks and heights where the new development will abut existing
single-family development.
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Z-5950 & PUD 368 Hackett - Cont'd

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROYAL of IL zoning on the subject tract
except for the east and west 50' and north 90' as measured from the
centerline of East 61st Street and South 99th East Avenue which shall
remain OL and DENIAL of OL/CH, OL/CG, OL/CS, CS, CG and CH as requested.

The applicant has also requested, in conjunction with this application,
that the $375.00 filing fee be waived by the TMAPC. Staff considers this
a reasonable request as this case was remanded for rehearing by the
District Court.

Staff Recommendation: PUD 368

The subject tract Is presently zoned OL and various zonings have been
requested under the amended version of Z-5950 dated April 23, 1986. Staff
is supportive of only an OL/IL combination that will yleld the requested
floor area, provide adequate setbacks from adjacent and abutting
residentlal districts, and provide for & more orderly transition of this
general area from residential to light Industrial uses. One building of
9300 square feet Is proposed which Is a .21 Floor Area Ratio. The
proposed building will be setback from the north boundary 55' and from the
centeriine of South 99th East Avenue 50 feet. Access to the proposed
development would be from one curb cut on East 61st Street and one on
South 99th East Avenue. Staff would recommend that the South 99th East
Avenue curb cut be setback from East 61st as recommended by the Technical
Advisory Committee. This would require parking In front of the building
to face south rather than north as proposed. The plot plan (see attached
copy) Indicates an 8' tall screening fence will be placed on the west,
north, and east boundary with a landscaped and bermed area to be installed
along the east boundary which fronts residential dwellings. The PUD Text
does not speclfy a minimum landscaped area =-- Staff recommends this be

established at a minimum of 15% of +the gross area requiring some
landscaping on the subject lots, and not just on the public right-of-way.

The Staff has reviewed PUD 368 and finds that It Is: (1) consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan; (2) in harmony with the existing and expected
development of surrounding areas; (3) a unified treatment of The
development possibilitlies of the site and, (4) consistent with the stated
purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code.

Therefore, the Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 368 as follows:

1)  That the applicant's revised Outline Development Plan and Text be
made a condition of approval, unless modified herein,
2) Development Standards:
Land Area (Gross): 44,518 sf 1.022 acres
(Net): 30,348 sf .697 acres
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Z-5950 & PUD 368 Hackett -~ Cont'd

Requested Recommended
Permitted Uses: Use Units 11,12, 13, 14, Same, except
&15, excluding convenience eating estab~-
store, liquor store, Ice |ishments only
plant, plastic materials, permitted from
disinfecting, exterminating Use Unit 12

company, carpentry/cabinet
shop; additional specific
uses allowed - post office and
health club.

Max imum Bullding

Helght: 1=story and 16'0" to the top Same¥*

of the highest roof beam for
a flat roof, and 35'0" to the
peak of the gable for a hip roof
(where a residentlal character
building might be proposed).
For a flat roof bullding, archi-
tectural or ornamental features
may be 25'0" tall provided that
the bulk of the roof plane does
not exceed 16700 ?a! | %

I WA W W W

Max imum Bulliding

Floor Area: 9,300 sf Same
Minimum Off-
Street Parking: 1 space/225 sf gross floor area Same

of office or retall and 1 space/
5,000 sf of warehouse and storage

Minimum Bullding Setbacks:

from Centerline of E. 61st  100° 100!

from Centerline of S. 99th 50! 507

from West Boundary 10¢ 10

from North Boundary 551 55¢
Minimum Landscaped

Open Space: Not Specified 15%0f gross

area¥*#®

* As measured from the mean ground elevation.
¥% | andscaped open space shall Include internal and external

landscaped open areas, parking lots islands and buffers, but
shall exclude pedestrian walkways and parking areas designed
solely for circulation. Landscaped open space and areas shall
be required on the net portion of this fract and the minimum
requirement shall not be met solely on the public right-of-way.
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3) That all trash, utility and equipment areas Iincluding any roof
mounted equipment, shall be screened from public view. An 8!
screening fence shall be provided along the west, north, and east
boundary In accordance with the Outiine Development Plan.

4)  That all exterior lighting shall be directed downward and away from
ad Jacent residential areas.

5)  All signs shall be subject fo Detail Sign Plan review and approval by
the TMAPC prior to installation and In accordance with Section
1130.2(b) of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. No signs shall be
permitted on the north and east building facades.

6) That a Detall Landscape Plan shall be submitted to the TMAPC for
review and approval and installed prior to issuance of an Occupancy
Permit. The landscaping materials requlred under the approved Plan
shall be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continued condition
of the granting of an Occupancy Permit. Berming and other
landscaping standards shall be 1in accordance with the Outline
Development Plan and Development Standards.

7) Subject to review and approval of conditions, as recommended by the
Technical Advisory Committee. Access from South 99th East Avenue
shall be permitted only as specified in the TAC minutes dated 4/10/86
which require parking to face East 61st rather than north into the
buiiding.

8) That a Detail Site Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the
TMAPC prior to Issuance of a Building Permit. The Detall Site Plan
submission shall Include elevations of each building facade which
shall specify finish and materlals.

9) That no Buliding Permit shail be Issued untii The requirements of
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by the
TMAPC and filed of record in the County Clerk's offlice, incorporating
within the Resirictive Covenants the PUD conditions of approvai,
mak ing the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said Covenants.

Comments & Discussion:

Chairman Parmele asked Alan Jackere about the Court decision on +this
matter. Mr. Jackere stated that, essentlally, the Court agreed with the
TMAPC and City In the first hearings with respect to the applicant's
request. The Court stated that, based on the evidence, the present zoning
OL was not appropriate. Mr. Jackere stated it was up to the TMAPC to
determine some other zoning.

Applicant's Comments:

Mr. Hackett stated he concurred with the Staff recommendation, except he
would prefer a 6' height limit, not 8' on the fencing. Staff confirmed
that 6' Is the appropriate |imitation. Mr. Hackett then reviewed the
history of the subject tract. in reply to Mr. Draughon, Mr. Hackett
advised this application has been reviewed by Stormwater Management and
the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) as to drainage and retention walls.
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Interested Parties: Address:
Ms. Patricia Keiley 5928 South 9Sth East Avenue
Ms. Mary Barnes 5932 South 99th East Avenue
Ms. Karen Hicks 5945 South 99th East Avenue

All of the Interested Parties requested that the zoning change be |imited
to CS or an OL/CS combination. Concern was also voiced over the amount of
additional traffic and noise pollution in the area. A petition in protest
was submitted along wlth photos of the homes in the Guy Cook addition.
The Interested Parties also submitted an exhibit requesting certain uses
not be permitted, In addition To those uses excluded by Staff.

Applicant's Rebuttal:

Mr. Hackett stated this was the first time he was aware of the support for
CS or OL/CS from the homeowners, but added that the applicant needs the
uses In Use Unit 15. Mr. Hackett commented that in looking at the amount
of L In the areas around the subject tract, he felt IL would be
appropriate for +this location as it 1Is In compllance with +the
Comprehensive Plan., He commented on the difficulty of this application as
the Courts stated OL was not appropriate, the homeowners are requesting an
OL/CS combination and Staff advises they can only support OL/IL. Mr.
Hackett stated the applicant could probabiy adapt to OL/CS or CS as along
as they get Use Unit 15 and certaln special exception uses. Mr. Hackett,
In reply to Ms. Wilson, reviewed the uses not permitted as requested by
the homeowners, and advised that they are In agreement with those uses
|isted under Use Unit 12 and 14, but disagreed wlith those uses I|listed
under Use Unit 15 as those were businesses usually found In a trade
center, He also stated objection to excluding cerfain additionai
businesses |isted by the protestants.

Additional Comments and Discussion:

Mr. Paddock stated that he could not see this location as an IL district
as 1t would encroach into the neighborhood, but the Commission must honor
the dictates of +the Court, and asked Staff To comment on the best
solution, under these clircumstances. Mr, Gardner advised the Staff
recognized the small subdivision being Isolated and surrounded by IL, and
stated this area will continue to be under the pressure for redevelopment
due to the location of the expressway and industrial growth. Staff's
thinking, in dealing with the circumstances, was to ftry to get quality use
along 61st that would help stabilize the Interior of the neighborhood.
Mr. Gardner pointed out how, 1f CS Is approved for this location, It might
encourage strip commerclal development along East 61st. Furthermore, how
do you force someone to file a PUD, should they get CS. Staff looked at
commercial uses that would be trade-type uses and included them in the
recommended "Permitted Uses".
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Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Gardner to comment on the benefits of IL zoning as
to protection for the neighborhoods. Mr. Gardner stated that, under IL
zoning, a 75' buliding setback is required uniess there is a PUD or BOA
application. There is only a 10' setback under CS. Mr. Gardner reminded
that bars, nightclubs, etc. are not permitted under IL, but are permitted
by right in CS.

Mr. Draughon inquired, If the zoning were approved for I[L and the
additional conditions requested by the Interested Parties were a part of
the approval motion, and should the property sell, would a future owner be
restricted to these conditions. Mr. Linker stated that a future or new
owner would be subject to the conditions, but he understood the Court
determined that a PUD with IL was Inappropriate. Mr. Jackere clarified
that the PUD, as previously presented, was found Iinappropriate. Mr.
Gardner reviewed the changes made In this PUD from the previous PUD

application. Mr. Gardner reminded that in this case, there will be
restrictive covenants and the uses will be limited, and a future owner
will be bound to these restrictions.

Ms. Wilson, agreeing with Staff recommendation, made a motion for approval
of the IL/OL zoning, as outlined by Staff. Mr. Paddock stated he could
only vote for this motion if It was tied in with the PUD. Ms. Wiison
amended her motion to include the waiver of the $375 filing fee and
approval of the PUD to exclude the following uses: USE UNIT 12 =
cafeteria, bar, dance hall, motion picture theater, nightclub and tavern;
USE UNIT 14 - fur storage, furriers and pawn shop; and USE UNIT 15 - bait
shop, bottled gas company, fuel oil company, lumber yard, model home
sales, portable storage building sales, armored car service, kennel,
packing & crating of household and other similar goods, and schools
(barber, beauty and trade). Ms. Wiison also included In her motion the
revision of the fence height to 6'. |In reply to Mr. Paddock, Ms. Wilson
conflrmed +that she was not Including the "additional objectional
businesses requested by the neighborhood", as listed on the exhibit
submitted by the homeowners.

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 6-1-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Paddock, "nay"™; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") ‘o APPROVE
Z-5950 Hackett (Union Properties) for I|L zoning, except for the east and
west 50' and north 90', as measured from the centerline of East 61st
Street and South 99th East Avenue, which shall remaln OL, and WAIVE the
$375 filing fee; APPROVE PUD 368, subject to the following modifications:
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1) Amend condition #3 of the PUD to restrict the fence height fo 6.

2) Exclusion of these additional uses:
USE UNIT 12 - cafeteria, bar, dance hall, motion picture
theater, nightclub and tavern;

USE UNIT 14 - fur storage, furriers and pawn shop;

USE UNIT 15 - bait shop, bottled gas company, fuel oil company,
lumber yard, model home sales, portable storage bullding sales,
armored car service, kennel, packing & crating of household and
other similar goods, and schools (barber, beauty and trade).

Legal Description:

Z-5950: |IL, except for OL on the east 50!, the north 90', and the west 50!
(as measured from the centerline of the abutting streets) of Lot 6 and 7,
Block 1, GUY COOK SUBDIVISION, to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of
Ok lahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof.

PUD 368: Lot 6 and 7, Block 1, GUY COOK SUBDIVISION, to the City of Tulsa,
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof.

Application No.: CZ-147 Present Zoning: AG
Applicant: Hardgraves (Metcalf) Proposed Zoning: CG
Location: SE/c West 51st Street & South 65th West Avenue

Size of Tract: 10 acres, more or less

Date of Hearing: April 23, 1986
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. George Hooper, 5310 East 31st (664-0800)

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:

The District 9 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity = No
Specific Land Use.

According to the "Matrix |llustrating District Plan Map Categories
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested CG District is not in
accordance with the Plan Map.

Staff Recommendation:

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately 10 acres in size and
located at the southeast corner of west 51st Street South and South 65th
West Avenue. It Is nonwooded, gently sloping, vacant and is zoned AG.
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CZ-147 Hardgraves (Metcalf) - Cont'd

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tfract is abutted on the north by both
vacant property and scattered single-family dwellings zoned RS, on the
east by vacant property zoned AG, on the south by vacant property with an
accessory building zoned AG and on the west by scattered single-family
dwellings zoned RS.

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Staff and TMAPC concurred in denial of
5 acres commercial zoning at the northwest corner of the intersection.

Conclusion: Although the subject tract would qualify for a Type | Node
(5 acres), the requested CG zoning Is not in accordance with the
Comprehensive Plan or Development Guidelines which state "It is intended
that In the application of this concept an evaluation of existing
conditions, Including tand uses, existing zoning and site characteristics,
shall be considered." Given the above facts and previous zoning case,
Staff cannot support commercial zoning on the subject tract.

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of CG or CS zoning.

Applicant's Comments:

Mr. Hooper, representing the applicant, stated the request for rezoning
was being made due to the Increase In fraffic count to this area, as It Is
a main access from the City of Sand Springs to i-44.

in reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Hooper stated the appiicant, who was not
present, had the technlical information, and he was not prepared to answer
In-depth questions. Mr. Paddock advised Mr. Hooper there were major
hurdles as +he appllication was not in accordance with Comprehensive Plan
or the Development Guidelines. Therefore, Mr. Hooper requested the case
be continued to ailow time to obtain information from the applicant for a
proper presentation.

Chalrman Parmele commented the request was not timely and there were
protestants In the audience; however, the Commission should vote on the
continuance request.

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 6-=1-0 (Draughon,
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wllson, Woodard, "aye"; Doherty, "nay"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Young, "absent") to DENY the
request for continuance for CZ-147 Hardgraves (Metcalf).

Interested Parties: Address:
Mr. Chuck Sittler 7272 West 51st Street
Mr. Fred Grant 6620 West Bist Street

Mr. Sittler advised he had recently bullt his home in this area and
commented on the danger of this busy Intersection and was concerned that
additional traffic would only increase the danger. Mr. Sittler requested
that no commercial be allowed in this residential and school area.
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Mr. Grant also stated concerns as to the dangerous Intersection and
Increase in traffic. He, too, felt the area should remaln residential and
requested that no commerclial be granted.

Mr. Doherty commented to the Interested Parties that this Is a developling
corridor and a main access; therefore, It appeared |ikely that some

commercial dnunlnnmnn+ Is eminent.

Applicant's Rebuttal:

Mr. Hooper stated the only suggestion he could offer would be to amend
the application from ften acres and resubmit for five acres or withdraw the
application. However, not having the authority fto do either without his
client's permission, Mr. Hooper stated he would have to go with whatever
determination was made by the TMAPC,

Additional Comments and Discussion:

Mr. Doherty asked which of the Guidelines were not being met. Mr. Gardner
stated the number of acres Is excesslive, as the Guldelines only consider
five acres for commercial at this type of node. Mr. Doherty then asked
Mr. Gardner 1If he foresaw any change tfo +the Secondary Arterial

designation. Mr. Gardner stated this designation could accommodate 25,000
vehicles a day, which Is a great deal higher than the present traffic.
Commissioner Selph stated +the four-laning of this street will be

determined by the availabllity of funds, and he commented that his office
has received several calls on the danger at this Intersection. Mr.
Doherty stated he feit the Plan does not take into account development at
this location.

On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Woodard, "aye"; no 'nays"; no

"QL5+;1f!;r~" ns»ra: Kamng Vaprﬁ:qeh_ W!!cqn Ynunn "absent™) +to DENY

CZ-147 Hardgraves (Mefcalf), as recommended by Staff.

¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ X X ¥

Application No.: Z-6108 Present Zoning: RS-=3
Applicant: Woodstock Proposed Zoning: CS
Location: SW/c 29th West Avenue & Edison Avenue

Size of Tract: .2 acres

Date of Hearing: April 23, 1986
Presentation to TMAPC by: Chuck Woodstock, 1518 South Cheyenne (583-1511)

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:

The District 10 Pian, a part of the Comprehensive Pian for the Tulsa
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity--
Residential.

04.23.86:1601(20)



Z-6108 Woodstock - Cont'd

According to the ™Matrix |llustrating District Plan Map Categories
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested CS District 1Iis not
In accordance with the Plan Map.

Staff Recommendation:

Site Anaiysis: The subject fract is approximateiy .Z acre in size and
located west of the southwest corner of Edison Avenue and 29th West
Avenue. It Is partially wooded, steeply sloping, contains a single-family
dwelling and ftwo detached accessory buildings and is zoned RS=3.

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by Central
High School in Osage County (Tulsa City limits) zoned AG, on the east by a
restaurant with detached accessory building zoned CS, on the south and
west by single-family dwellings on developed lots zoned RS-3.

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Commercial zoning has been on the maps
since 1957 for the lots abutting the subject tract to the east.

Conclusion: The subject tract Is unique in that it has frontage on both
an arterial street and residential street, as well as abutting commercial
zoning. The request, [f approved, would lead to a continued stripping of
Edison Avenue. Staff cannot support the request based on the Comprehen-
sive Plan and the possibllity of residential property fronting the
proposed commercial. The topography of the subject tract also provides a
natural buffer between It and commercial property to the east.

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of Z-6108 as requested.

L I o Y
v

Applicant's Comments:

Mr. Chuck Woodstock submitted photos of the area and gave a brief
background of the subject fract and The business on this Tract That has
been there a number of years. Mr. Woodstock stated disagreement with the

Staff recommendation as they are wiiiing to invest some doilars into an
area of Tulsa that is badly in need of business investment. Mr. Woodstock
stated they are willing to modernize the restaurant faclity, and comments

received from the neighborhood indicated a positive attitude to keeping
this business there, as It is a local landmark. Mr. Woodstock polinted out
that there were no protestants at the meeting.

Comments & Discusslion:

Chairman Parmele stated he was concerned that the District Planning Teams
were not taking part In the process, as this Is an Instance where It
appeared the District Plan should be amended. Mr. Doherty stated that, as
the applicant has been at this site for a number of years, and because of
this and the fact there are not protestants, he would move for approval of
the application.
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TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 5=1-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Parmeie, Seliph, Woodard, faye®; Paddock , Ynay®; no
“"abstentlons"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Wilson, Young, "absent") +to
APPROVE Z-6108 Woodstock for CS zoning.

Legal Description:

Lot 7, Clock 2, EASTON HEIGHTS ADDITION, to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof.

*OF K X K ¥ ¥

Application No.: Z-6109 Present Zoning: P
Applicant: Grimmer Proposed Zoning: OL
Location: East of the NE/c of 35th Street and Peoria

Size of Tract: .32 acres

Date of Hearing: April 23, 1986
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Harold Grimmer, 2140 East 31st Place (583-3666)

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:

The District 6 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa
Metropolitan Area, designates +the subject property Low Intensity -
Resldential.

According to +the W"Matrix [Illustrating Dlistrict Plan Map Categories
Relationship to Zoning Districts,”™ the requested OL District Is not In
accordance with the Plan Map.

Staff Recommendation:

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately .32 acre in size and

located east of the northeast corner of 35th Street South and South Peoria

Avenue, I¥ Is nonwooded, flat, contains a parking lot and is zoned P
(Parking).

Surrounding Area Analysis: The fract is abutted on the north and east by
single-family reslidences zoned RS=3, on the south by a parking lot and
commercial building zoned OL and on the westT by a single-family dwelling
converted for a dentist's office use zoned RS-3.

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Staff recommended DENIAL with TMAPC
APPROVING OL zoning (City Commission action pending) on a lot 50 feet ‘o
the west. OL zoning was placed on the tract located south of the subject
tract when there was no "P" Parking designation. The BOA granted a Use
Variance for a dentist's office In an RS-3 district on the lot to the
east.
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Conclusion: Staff cannot support the requested OL zoning on the sub ject
tract based on the Comprehensive Plan and the subject tfract abutting
residential land use on two sides. The subject tract was recommended for
"P' zoning by the Staff on Z-5874 based on the Brookside Area Special
Study, which designated the subject tract for parking to aid in the lack of
sufficient off-street parking Iin the area as a result of no parking
requirement In the CH district. Although CH zoning now requires parking,
the parking problem along Peoria Avenue and the minor streets still exists.
The absence of the parking spaces as a result of development of the
sub ject tract would only increase the existing parking problem. The request
would also be a further encroachment into the residential area.

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of OL zoning.

Applicant's Comments:

Mr. Harold Grimmer advised the fract was presently being used as a parking
lot, but only has five monthly paid customers, leaving approximately 33
slots that are not being used. Mr. Grimmer stated he has a contract to
sell the lot fo a realtor who intends fo build a small office buillding.
He advised that the lot presently has a bullding on the premises, located
behind a fence, and he suggested fto the buyer that the foundation of that
building be used in the construction of any new building. Even with the
construction of a new building, the lot would still aliow 17 parking
spaces. Mr. Grimmer requested approval of this request, as he thought OL
wouid make better use of the land and be an Improvement <o The
neighborhood.

Mr. Paddock commented that he would be against OL on the entire tract, but
couid support OL on a portion of the tract. Mr. Grimmer, in repiy to Mr.
Doherty, advised the lot is leased to a parking company who handles tThe
hourly fees and the monthly parking. Mr. Grimmer commented as to the
amount of cars parking on the street, and the fact that this has been
consistent. Chairman Parmele agreed, as he viewed the site during a lunch
hour and most of the cars were parking free on the stfreet, not on The paid
lot. Mr. Draughon confirmed the prospective buyer would be placing an
office buiiding on the iot, with parking spaces that couid be used by the
publlc durling the evening hours.

Interested Partles:

Mr. J.G. Thompson, 1407 East 35th Street, stated he was against any more
commerclial encroaching into the residential area; therefore, he requested
this application be denled.

Additional Comments and Dliscussion:

Mr. Gardner remarked that, after a few calculations In regard to partial
zoning of OL on the rear portion (north 40' of a lot 100" wide), they
could bulld a 1,200 square foot office, up to 1,600 with BOA approval. If
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zoned OL on the entire tract, they could bulld a 4,200 square foot office
building; 5,000 with BOA approval. Chairman Parmele commented that OL
zoning Is currentiy on two sides of the subject tract.

Mr. Paddock asked if a practical alternative would be to zone the rear
portion OL and leave the frontage as parking. Mr. Gardner stated the only
variance the applicant would have to seek is having the required parking
on the P portion, or submit a PUD.

Discussions followed between Staff and Commission as to the Brookside
Study. Chairman Parmele stated he did not agree with that part of the
Study that dictated a property owner provide parking for other owners.
Commissioner Selph stated agreement with Mr. Parmele, but felt he could
not support this application as it was not consistent with the Plan or the
Brookside Study and he felt 1t would encroach Into the neighborhood.
Therefore, he moved for denial of the application.

Mr. Paddock stated he did not feel this was the final solution and would,
reluctantly, vote for the Staff recommendation. Mr. Doherty advised he
would be voting In favor of Staff recommendation, also reluctantly, and
only because It is an encroachment into a residential neighborhood. Mr.
Doherty stated he was strongly opposed to telling the applicant he must
leave the tract as parking when It was financially not feasible. Chalrman
Parmele agreed with Mr. Doherty's statement, and because of this of he
would be voting against the motion, and he also felt the fract lined up
with OL across the street south.

Mr. Draughon stated it seemed reasonable to approach Mr. Paddock's idea of
combining OL and parking. Commissioner Selph stated he was agreeable to
someone amending or substituting his previous motion. Therefore, the
motion and second were wlithdrawn. Mr. Paddock, conflirming the
calculations with Mr. Gardner, restated his suggestion to rezone the
northern 407 of the tract OL, with the balance remaining ¥P¥. Chairman
Parmele stated he would be voting against the motion as he felt the entire
tract shouid be OL and Commissioner Seiph advised he wouid aiso be voting
against the motion because of the encroachment into the neighborhood.

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 4-2-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Woodard, aye"; Parmele, Selph, "nay"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Wilison, Young, "absent") to
APPROVE Z-6109 Grimmer for OL on the northern 40! of the subject tract,
with the balance to remain "P" (Parking).

Legal Descriptlion:

OL on the north 40' of the fract described as Lot 11, Block 2, OLIVER'S
ADDITION to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according
to the recorded plat thereof, and the balance of said lot to remain zoned
"PY Parking District.
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Application No.: CZ-148 Present Zoning: AG
Applicant: Dunham (West Trust) Proposed Zoning: CS
Location: SE/c of 101st and Garnett Road

Size of Tract: 5.8 acres, more or less

Date of Hearing April 23, 1986

_____ [N S 4 TRAAIDN

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Roy Johnsen, 3

-)rs‘

24 Main Mail (585-5641)

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:

The District 19 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa
Metropolitan Area does not cover the subject tract. However, the Broken
Arrow Comprehensive Plan designates the subject tract as Low Intensity
Resldential and Floodplain.

The applicant is requesting CS Zoning which under the "Matrix |llustrating
District Plan Map Categories Relationship to Zoning Districts," for the
City of Tulsa would not be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Recommendation:

Site Analysis: The subject tfract Is approximately 5.8 acres In size
and located at the Southwest corner of 1[0lst Street South and South
Garnett Road. It is nonwooded, gently sloping, vacant and Is zoned AG.

Surrounding Area Analysis: The fract Is abutted on the north by vacant
property In Broken Arrow City Limits zoned A-l, on the east by vacant
property zoned AG, on the south by a single-family dwelling with two
detached accessory bulldings zoned AG, and on the west by the Cedar Ridge
Country Club in Broken Arrow City Limits zoned R-1.

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: None

Concluslon: Although the Broken Arrow Comprehensive Plan does not support
the requested CS zoning, the Broken Arrow Planning Commission recommended
approval of the case on a referral basis. The subject tract would qualify
for a Type Ii node (10 acres) according to the Development Guidelines;

however, only 5.8 acres is developable because of the floodplain To the
east. (Applicant has worked with the County Engineer In determining the
eastern boundary). Staff can support the requested CS zoning at the
intersection based on the Development Guidelines, Broken Arrow action and
the land use. A 50' buffer of OL zoning on the south will assure proper
setback from the residence to the south.

Staff recommends APPROVAL of CS zoning as requested, except the south 50
feet to be zoned OL.

04.23.86:1601(25)



C7-148 Dunham (West Trust) - Cont'd

Comments & Discussion:

Mr. Doherty commented he could not see going against the recommendation of
the Broken Arrow Planning Commission for approval; therefore, he made a
motion to approve this request. Mr. Gardner advised that the Staff,
since the writing of the recommendation, has learned the applicant has an
option for the south 50' of the subject tract. Therefore, the OL buffer
is not needed.

Appl icant's Comments:

Mr. Roy Johnsen, on behalf of the applicant, commented the commercial
request is within the boundary of the Development Guidelines, and if there
was a need for buffering, it should be established south of the proposed
commercial |ine.

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Wilson, Young, "absent") to
APPROVE CZ-148 Dunham (West Trust) for CS on the entire tfract.

Legal Description:

A tract of land in the NW/4 of the NW/4 of Section 29, T-18-N, R-14-E,
Tulsa County, Oklahoma, more particulariy described as follows: Beglinning
at the Northwest corner of sald NW/4 NW/4; thence East, along the north
line thereof a distance of 330.00'; thence due south a distance of 70.007;
thence § 30° E a distance of 200.00'; thence S 5° W a distance of
200.00%; then S 15° W a distance of 225.00'; thence West a distnace of
355.00' to the West line of said NW/4 NW/4; thence North along sald West
line a distance of 660.00' to the POB, containing 5.88 acres, more or
iess.

* X ¥ ¥ ¥ X %
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Application No.: PUD 159-A Present Zoning: Vacant
Applicant: Crews Proposed Zoning: RM-1, RS=3
Location: North of the NW/c of West 71st Street & South Unlon Avenue

Size of Tract: 7.9 acres, more or less

it 23, 1986

| . o [ g e [ Y- )P o I B -~ s IR IR N 1 B Y i 8« 35 ST~ 10 14
by: M. OCOTT

rgan, 815 East 1st Piace (582-5225)

Staff Recommendation: Major Amendment to Permit a Nursing Home
and Detall Site Plan Review

The subject fract has an area of approximately 7.9 acres and Is located
north of the northwest corner of West 7ist Street and South Unlon Avenue.
No change Is requested in the underlying zoning which s RM=-1 and RS-3.
PUD 159 was approved for 144 apartment units on the subject tract. The
purpose of PUD 159-A Is to permit a nursing home and accessory uses with
166 beds and to receive TMAPC approval of the Detail Site Plan. TMAPC
approval of the Detail Site Plan shall be subject fo approval of PUD 159-A
Major Amendment by the City Commission.

The proposed development will be a one story facility with two entrances
from Union Avenue, 83 parking spaces, 7 handicapped parking spaces and one
loading area on the south side. The building will have a residential
character as s typical of nursing homes. The conversion of the proposed
47,240 square feet of floor area to dwelling units (79 dwelling units)

will yleld 65 unallocated multi-family units fto be used on this tract or
which could be tfransferred within PUD 159. The northeast portion of the
subject tract will remaln undeveloped; although, the steep siope could

pose problems To saId developmenf. The OuTlIne Developmenf Plan/Detall
the site would remain undeveloped and grassed. Landscaping (frees,
shrubs, etc.) should be provided adjacent to the building and in the

parking areas. This detaii wiii be expected fo be submitfed in The DeTail
Landscape Plan which shall be submiffed to the TMAPC for review and
approval and installed prior to granting of an Occupancy Permit.

£E€ ha stownd DN 1R0...A mnd EinmAde -H-\ fd 1o 1Y ~nncle 'i
TT Nas reviewed ruu i [* I 13 1S N/ uvnalalcll

with the Comprehensive Plan; (2) in harmony with fhe existing and expected
development of surrounding areas; (3) a wunified freatment of +the
development possiblilities of the site; and, (4) consistent with the stated
purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code.

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROYAL of PUD 159~A and the Detaill Site Plan
subject to the following conditions:

1) That the applicant's Outline Development Plan/Detail Site Plan and
Text be made a condition of approval, unless modified herein.
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PUD 159-A Crews - Cont'd

2)

N
e

5)

6)

Development Standards:

Land Area: 344,124 sf 7.9 acres

Permitted Uses: Use Unit 8, Multi-famiiy Apartments (65 unifs)
and a 166 bed nursing home (47,240 sf)

Maximum Bullding Helght: 1=story

Maximum Building Floor Area: 47,240 sf/nursing Home

Minimum Livability Space: As required per the Zoning Code for

apartment units.

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 83 spaces, plus 7 handicapped spaces,
one loading dock and as required per the
Zoning Code.

Minimum Building Setbacks: Approved Submitted
from centerline of Union 100! 200°
from west boundary 20° 20¢
from south boundary 201 551
from north boundary 20! 250!
Minimum Landscaped Open Space:
Landscaped open space shall be provided in the developed

area (around the nursing home) of the tract and include
internal and external {[andscaped open areas, parking iots,
Islands and buffers, but shall exclude pedestrian walkways
and parking areas designed solely for circulation.
Undeveloped areas, disturbed by the site grading and
uttlity Instaliation, shall be grassed or otherwise
stabilized to prevent erosion. Required landscaped areas
abutting the nursing home shall be a minimum of 30,000

square feet which shall Include trees, shrubs, plantings
and grassed areas abutting the nursing home and parking
areas.

That all trash, utliity and equipment areas shall be screened from

public view.

That all parking lot lighting shall be directed downward and away
from areas which could be developed residentially.

All signs shall be subject to Detall Sign Plan review and approval by
the TMAPC prior tfo Installation and in accordance with Section
1130.2(b) of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. One monument sign,
a maximum of 8' tall with a display area of 64 square feet shall be
permitted on Union Avenue to Identify the nursing home.

That a Detail Landscape Plan shall be submitted to the TMAPC for
review and approved and installed prior to issuance of an Occupancy
Permit. The landscaping materials required under the approved Plan
shall be maintalined and replaced as needed, as a continued condition
of the granting of an Occupancy Permit. Refer tc the Development

Standards of specific details of landscaping requirements.
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PUD 159-A Crews - Cont'd

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

8) That the Detail Site Plan, if approved in conjunction with PUD 159-A,
Is understood to be approved subject to approval of PUD 159-A by the
City Commission. |In any event, a Detall Site Plan shall be approved
by the TMAPC prior to issuance of a Buiiding Permift.

9) That no Building Permit shall be Issued until the requirements of
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by the
TMAPC and filed of record in the County Clerk's office, Incorporating
within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of approval,
mak ing the City of Tulsa beneficlary to said Covenants.

NOTE: The applicant has requested that tThis matter receive early
transmittal to the City Commission.

Comments & Discussion:

Based on a comment by Chairman Parmele, the applicant advised he was
prepared to pay the fee for advertising. Staff confirmed the amount due
and recelved a check from the applicant.

Mr. Woodard made a motlon for approval, subject to the conditions of the
Staff recommendation.

Applicant's Comments:

Mr. Scott Morgan of Crews Development Company asked Staff if there would
be & problem Increasing the square footage from 47,240 +to 50,500.
Mr. Gardner stated the number of dwelling units would decrease, and there
would not be a problem if a revised plot plan was submitted (as a minor
amendment), as long as the number of dwelling units were reduced
accordingly. Mr. Gardner also stated the requested Increase to 50,500
square feet could be handled with a motion by the Commission at this time.

Additional Comments and Discussion:

Mr. Gardner clarified, for Mr. Doherty, that should the nursing home not
succeed, the applicant would be permitted to use the original 144 uni+ts
for apartments. As requested by Commissioner Selph, Mr. Gardner further
explained that the applicant could not have the nursing home and the 144
units; he could have the nursing home and something less than the 144
units, based on the size of the nursing home, Mr. Gardner stated the
appl icant loses 85 units by building a nursing home of this size.

Mr. Woodard amended his motlon to change the square footage and number of
units. Mr. Paddock stated he favored locking In the nursing home with 59
units and not give an alternative to allow the origlinally approved 144
apartment dweilings. Mr. Doherty verified that the applicant currently
has the approval to build 144 units. Mr. Paddock stated he understood
this, but felt the TMAPC has the authority to delete the alternative. Mr.
Gardner affirmed that the TMAPC has this Jurisdiction.
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TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present

On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0  (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmeie, Selph, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, VanFossen, Wilson, Young, "absent™) +o
APPROVE PUD 159-A Crews, subject to the condifions as recommended by

Staf and amended as follows:

~ i i

al Under Permitted Uses, decrease units from 65 to 59, with a 166 bed
nursing home, Increasing the square footage to 50,500;

b) Or, allow 144 units of apartments as an alternative fo a 166 bed
nursing home and 59 units of apartments.

Legal Description:

A part of the SE/4 of Section 3, T=18=N, R-12-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma,
more particularly described as follows, to-wit: Beginning at a point In
the East line of the SE/4 of Section 3, T-18-N, R=-12-E, Tulsa County,
Ok lahoma, said point being 1,005.00' N 00°26'22" E of the Southeast corner
of sald SE/4, thence N 00°26'22" E along said East line a distance of
570.00', thence N 89°33'38" W along the boundary of the Page Belcher Golf
Course a distance of 50.00', thence N 77°20'00" w along the boundary of
the Page Belcher Golf Course a distance of 473.00', thence S 08°20700" W
along the boundary of the Page Belcher Golf Course a distance of 676.59',
thence S 89°33738" E a distance of 605.19' to the FOB, contalning 7.95
acres, more or less.

There belng no further business, the Chalrman declared the meseting adjourned
at 4:56 p.m, %
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