
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1607 

Wednesday, June 11, 1986, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MBlBERS PRESENT 
Draughon 

MBlBERS ABSENT 
Carnes 

STAfF PRESENT 
Frank 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 

Counsel 
Reynolds, DSM 

Kempe 
Selph 
VanFossen 

Jones 
Setters 
Lasker 

Wilson, 1st Vice­
Chairman 

Doherty 
Paddock 
Parmele 
Crawford 

Woodard 

The notice and agenda of said meetIng were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, June 10, 1986 at 10:58 a.m., as wei I as In the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

After dec I ar i ng a quorum present, First V Ice Cha i rman W II son ca I I ed the 
meeting to order at 1:32 p.m. 

MINUTES: 

Approval of Minutes of May 28, 1986, Meeting 11605: 

On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 5-0-1 (Draughon, 
Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Kempe, 
"abstaining"; Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Crawford, "absent!!) 
to APPROVE the Minutes of May 28, 1986, Meeting 11605. 

Approval of Correction to the Minutes of March 26, 1986, (pg 8): 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Draughon, 
Kempe, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Crawford "absent") 
to APPROVE the Correction to the Minutes of March 26, 1986, Meeting 
11597, (page 8) in regard to Z-6104 Johnsen. 
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R! f'ORTS: 

Director's Report: 

CONS I DERAT I ON OF CANCELL I NG THE CO NT I NUED PUBL I C HEAR I NG PORT I ON OF 
THE MAJOR STREET AND HIGHWAY PLAN PREVIOUSLY SCHEDULED FOR JULY 30, 
1986 AS RELATES TO THE 126th STREET ALIGNMENT OF THE CREEK EXPRESSWAY 
AND RELATED ITEMS 

Mr. Lasker stated the recommendation was to cancel the public hearing 
scheduled for July 30, 1986 to review the above mentioned Item since 
the 126th Street route Is no longer under consideration In any of the 
plans. Mr. Lasker updated the Comm I ss Ion on act I v I ty I nvo I v I ng the 
Creek Expressway. Ms. Wilson Inquired as to the status of studies 
requested at the prev lous pub I I c hear I ng. Staf f wou I d note these 
studies were not to be performed by I NCOG. Mr. Draughon asked If the 
July 30th meeting was to be held Just for the 126th route, or was It 
to Include other Items. Mr. Lasker stated the 126th alignment was 
the only item left for the Major Street and Highway Plan, and since 
It Is no longer under consideration, the public needs to be advised 
there wll I be no public hearing to discuss this. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of KBPE, the PI ann I ng Comml ss Ion voted 6-0-0 (Draughon, 
Kempe, VanFossen, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Crawford, "absent") 
to APPROVE the Cancellation of the Continued Public Hearing Portion 
of the Major Street and Highway Plan Scheduled for July 30, 1986 as 
Relates to the 126th Street Alignment of the Creek Expressway. 

DISCUSSION OF A REQUEST FOR A ZONING LETTER ON PROPERTY LOCATED EAST 
AND SOUTH OF THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF NORTH LEW I S AVENUE AND EAST 
ARCHER STREET, BEING LOTS 1 - 9 OF THE SCHLUMP ADDITION. 

Staff Ana I ys i s: 

The Schlump Addition is located aT Tne 
Lew I s Avenue and East Archer Street. 
has a total area of 3.79 acres. 
presently zoned CH, Commercial Heavy. 

History: 

southeast corner of North 
It contains 24 lots and 

The entire addition Is 

1) The earliest zoning maps that cover the subject tract, 1957 
through 1970, designate Lots 1 - 9 as U-1C, Residential 
Single-Family and Lots 10 - 24 as U-3E, Commercial Heavy. 

. 2) When the present CH zon I ng c I ass I f I cat Ion was advert 1 sed 
and adopted on June 2, 1970 and June 26, 1970, the entire 
addition was approved for CH, Commercial Heavy. 

3) A "Zoning Letter" was Issued on April 1, 1986 which 
affirmed the CH zoning. 
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Director's Report - Cont'd 

Conclusion: Examination of the records reveals that Lots 1 - 9 
were previously zoned residential, but subsequently zoned CH by 
Ordinance No. 118i5 adopted June 26,1970. The Comprehensive 
Plan designation for the area Is Medium Intensity - No Specific 
Land Use which makes the commercial zoning consistent with the 
Plan. The Staff Is reluctant to support rezoning Lots 1 - 9 to 
RS-3 at this point in time for the fol lowing reasons: 

1) The majority of the block has always been zoned commercial. 

2) The present CH classification, which Is the official 
zoning, has been In place for 16 years. 

3) The present CH zoning Is consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

4) Substantial monies have been expended based upon reliance 
on the present CH zoning, I.e. building plans, etc. 

Based upon these facts, Staff seeks a determ I nat Ion from the 
TMAPC that CH zoning Is, In fact, the official zoning 
classification for the subject tract and should remain so In Its 
present configuration. Subject to granting this confirmation by 
the TMAPC, a rev I sed zon I ng letter w I II be Issued th I s date 
affirming the CH zoning based upon TMAPC action. 

Comments & Discussion: 

In reply to Ms. Wilson, Staff confirmed the applicant was 
wanting the additional assurance of the TMAPC that there Is no 
question about the zoning. Ms. Kempe asked If this might be a 
result of an error during new mapping. Staff advised that, at 
the time of the new mapping, some of these areas were squared up 
In zon I ng, and th I s appears to the case. Mr. Draughon stated 
puzz I ement that CH wou I d be des Ignated direct I y across from a 
school. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTI ON of VANFOSSEN, the P I ann I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 6-0-0 
(Draughon, Kempe, VanFossen, Sel ph, WI I son, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, 
Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the Confirmation of CH Zoning on 
the property located East and South of the SE/c of North Lewis 
Avenue and East Archer Street, being Lots 1 - 9 of the Schlump 
Addition. 
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ZONlfIG PUBLIC HEARING: 

Application No.: Z-6110 & PUD 357-B 
Applicant: Presley (Valley Bend) 
Location: South & East of SE/c 71st & Quincy Avenue 
Size of Tract: 2.5 acres, more or less 

Present Zoning: RM-l 
Proposed Zoning: CS 

Date of Hearing: June 11, 1986 (continued from 5/28/86) 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Bland Pittman, 10828 East 45th (665-8800) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity - No 
Specific Land Use. 

Accord I ng to the "Matr I x I I I ustrat I ng D I str I ct P I an Map Categor I es 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested CS District Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: Z-6110 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately 2.5 acres in size and 
located south of the southeast corner of East 71st Street and South Quincy. 
It Is vacant and Is zoned RM-l/PUD 357-A. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by a 
deve loped shopp I ng center In PUD 357-A zoned CS, on the east by vacant 
property zoned RM-l, on the south by a single-family residence zoned RS-2, 
and on the west by vacant property, wh I ch I s a part of PUD 357-A with 
underlying RM-t zoning. 

Zoning and BOA Historical SUllllary: Medium Intensity uses have been 
granted along East 71st Street and the Intersection of the Riverside 
Parkway, Peor I a and East 71 st Street has been cons I stent I y treated as a 
Type I I Node (10 acres of CS) south of East 71st Street. 

Conclusion: The subject tract presently has underlying RM-l zoning with 
PUD 357-A. The depth of commerc I a I zon I ng In th I s area, south of East 
71st Street, has been limited to a maximum of 350' from the center I Ine of 
the street outside of the Type I I Node. CS zoning to the west of Quincy 
al lowed within the Node Includes a 75' buffer of "P" zoning on the south. 
The nature of this request would be a 285' depth encroachment extending CS 
zon I ng further toward the I nter lor of the sect I on than even the south 
boundary of the "P" D I str 1 ct west of Qu I ncy. Based on th I s request not 
being In conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and Development Guide-
11 nes, and be i ng I ncons I stent with the estab II shed zon I ng patterns of 
adjacent areas, Staff recommends DENiAl of any additional CS zoning on the 
subject tract. 
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Z-6110 & PUD 357-B (Valley Bend) - Cont'd 

NOTE: It was determined that this request must be readvertlsed, due to 
an Incorrect legal description submitted by the applicant, and the 
app I I cant a I so wanted the zon I ng case heard on June 11, 1986 with the 
companion PUD 357-B. The legal description for PUD 357-B was also found 
to be Incorrect. 

Staff Recommendation: POD 357-B: 

The applicant Is requesting a major amendment to PUD 357-A and additional 
CS zoning per Z-6110 to al low the development of a mini-warehouse complex 
on the south end of a shopp I ng center wh I ch I sin the f I na I stages of 
construct I on. The present under I y I ng zon I ng of the subject tract Is 
RM-l and off Ice uses have been approved for th I s area under PUD 357-A. 
Staff I s not support 1 ve of the requested under I y I ng CS zon I ng and 1 s 
therefore, not supportive of PUD 357-B. Further, the requested use (a 
mini-warehouse) Is a Use Unit 17 which Is a special exception use In CS 
and permitted use In CG. 

Staff recommends DENIAL of PUD 357-B as It Is: (1) Inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan; (2) not In harmony with the existing and expected 
development of surrounding areas; (3) not a unified treatment of the 
development possibilities of the site and, (4) Inconsistent with the 
stated purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Bland Pittman represented the applicant and reviewed this application 
for zoning with the related PUD. Mr. Pittman presented drawings 
Indicating the landscaping, fencing, etc. of the proposed uses for office, 
commercial and mini-storage. As to the mini-storage area, Mr. Pittman 
stressed there would be no exterior entrances or exits and the proposed 
masonry wa II that c I rc I es the area wou I d prov I de a good buffer to the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

Mr. Pittman reviewed the development standards, in response to Mr. 
Draughon, Indicating the but iding height, fence height, entrances/exits, 
etc. Ms. Kempe remarked the applicant stated the request was being made 
because of the availability of office space, and questioned If the 
applicant checked Into the avallabi Iity of mini-storage space. Mr. 
Pittman stated mini-storage space Is available, but not as available as 
office space, and added the applicant did studies on this and found there 
appeared to be a need for mini-storage space In the subject area. 

Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. VanFossen Inquired as to the setback requirements of the PUD. Staff 
and app II cant adv I sed the setback was 60' a long Qu I ncy, and a long the 
south property ! I ne It wou! d norma II y be 20'. Mr. Frank rev I ewed the 
history of this location and the original PUD. 
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Z-6110 & PUD 357-B (Valley Bend) - Cont'd 

First Vice Chairman Wilson asked If there were any Interested parties or 
protestants, but there were none In attendance. Ms. Kempe read a letter 
from the District 18 Citizen Planning Team Chairman requesting denial of 
the requested zoning. Mr. VanFossen advised he would be abstaining from 
the vote on this application. 

1I~ ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 5-0-1 (Draughon, Kempe, 
Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; VanFossen, "abstaining"; Carnes, 
Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Crawford, "absent") to DENY Z-6110 and the 
Related PUD 357-B (Valley Bend), as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Application No.: Z-6111 
Applicant: Moore (CEI Inc.) 
location: North of the NW/c of 15th & Utica 
Size of Tract: .2 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: June 11, 1986 

Present Zoning: Ol 
Proposed Zoning: CS 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Ms. Marcy Moore, Phil lips Petroleum Company, 
101 North Robinson, Oklahoma City 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D i str I ct 6 P I an, a part of the Comprehens 1 ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property low Intensity - No 
Specific Use. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested CS District Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysts: The subject tract Is approximately .2 acres In size and 
located north of the northwest corner of 15th Street and Utica Avenue. It 
Is nonwooded, contains a structure which has been converted from a 
residence to an office use and is zoned OLe 

Surrounding Area Analysts: The tract Is abutted on the north by an office 
bu II ding zoned Ol, on the east by an off Ice bu II ding zoned CS, on the 
south by a gasoline service station zoned CH and on the west by dwelling 
units zoned RM-2. 
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Z-6111 Moore (eEl Inc.) Cont'd 

Zon ing and BOA Historical SUlIIIlary: Med I urn I ntens Ity zon I ng has been 
granted In this area, however, an OL buffer has been established south of 
East 14th Place. 

Conclusion: Based upon the existing zoning patterns In the area and the 
CS zoning across Utica Avenue from the subject tract, Staff can be 
supportive of the requested CS zoning If the lot Is to be combined with 
the commerc I a I lot to the south. I tis recogn I zed that CS zon I ng shou I d 
not be a I lowed to str t p out a long Ut I ca to the north and shou I d be 
con f I ned to the major I ntersect I on. I f the Comm I ss I on I s support I ve of 
the requested change, It w I I I be necessary to amend the Comprehens I ve 
Plan. Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the CS zoning as requested 
If It Is an expansion of the node, but denial If It Is to be a separate 
business. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Ms. Moore subm I tted a book I et to the Comm iss Ion show I ng the plans to 
renovate the existing service station and expand It for new car wash and 
convenience store facilities. In reply to Mr. VanFossen's questions as to 
the positioning of the station and car wash on the subject tract, Ms. 
Moore deferred to Mr. Fred Patterson, the Construction Engineer for 
Ph IIII ps. 

Mr. Patterson adv I sed they p I an to remove the ex I stl ng bu I I ding and 
Install new pumps with the new building, similar to other Phillips 
stations In the Tulsa area. Mr. Patterson stated the plans do meet the 
setback requ I rements. Mr. VanFossen stated strong concerns as to the 
noise level generated by the car wash. Mr. Patterson Informed there Is a 
car wash currently on the site, but the new facility would be a separate 
building from the main station and would be located on the north end of 
the site, which abuts OLe The noise would be reduced by a retaining wal I 
around the entire property and landscaping would be provided to assist in 
buffering the noise level. In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Patterson reviewed 
the time frame for construction. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Jim Rand 
Ms. Joyce Clapper 

Address: 

2019 East 14th Place, Tulsa 
1779 East 14th Place, Tulsa 

Mr. Rand stated the trend In this area of Tulsa with older homes seems to 
be getting away from residential. Mr. Rand commented he would rather see 
these homes renovated for OL use as opposed to leaving them vacant and run 
down. But he did have strong concerns about the traffic Increase caused 
by commercial. Ms. Clapper agreed with the comments by Mr. Rand and 
stated other residents were also concerned about maintaining the nature of 
their neighborhood. 
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Z-6111 Moore (eEl Inc.) - Conttd 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Patterson advised the renovation would cause the service station use 
to be different than the existing operation as Phillips plans to also add 
conven I ence store serv Ices. I n response to Mr. Draughon I Mr. Patterson 
stated the proposed configuration could not be altered and stll I meet the 
setback requirements. 

Ms. Kempe questioned If there was any way to Insure the applicant would 
Instal I the landscaping proposed. Staff emphasized that no such coontrols 
or conditions could be placed on a zoning application. Commissioner Selph 
commented that, due to concerns about positioning, landscaping, fencing, 
etc., a PUD might be appropriate. Mr. Patterson commented on the other 
Phil lips locations in the Tulsa area and the high standards Phlll ips sets 
for these facilities. 

Mr. VanFossen commented that, under the zoning application, he would be 
voting against It as there were no controls. Under a PUD, he could only 
vote In favor If there were restrictions to close the car wash at 
approximately 7:00 p.m. Mr. Frank reviewed, for Mr. VanFossen, what would 
be necessary to have a PUD presentation as to cut-off times and what the 
applicant would need to submit. Mr. Frank recommended this application be 
continued to August 13, 1986 If a PUD was to be submitted. Mr. VanFossen 
stated he did not be II eve Ph II J Ips cou J d do anyth i ng to sat I sty his 
concerns as to controls on the noise. Mr. Draughon confirmed there was 
already a car wash on the site. Mr. Patterson stated the type of car wash 
planned could be Installed with or without the blower-type dryer. 

Mr. Draughon asked the applicant if they preferred a continuance to allow 
t I me tor a PUD presentat I on or I f they preferred the TMAPC vote on the 
case today. Ms. Moore stated that, due to the options on the subject 
tract of land, they preferred a vote be taken at this meeting. 
Commissioner Selph reIterated that the chances would be better for a vote 
of approval with a PUD. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of WOOOARD, the Pianning Commission voted 6-0==0 (Draughon, 
Kempe, VanFossen, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Crawford, "absent") to 
CONTINUE Consideration of Z-6111 Moore (CEI Inc.) until Wednesday, 
August 13, 1986 at 1:30 p.m. in the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa 
Civic Center, to allow the applicant time to present a PUD with the zoning 
application. 
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* * * * * * * 

AppJ {cation No.: Z-6112 
Applicant: Childers (Crosstown Ventures) 
Location: SW/c Denver and Archer Avenue 
Size of Tract: 2.2 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: June 11, 1986 

Present Zoning: 1M 
Proposed Zoning: CBD 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Steve Chiiders, 6 East Fifth (583-2617) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D I str I ct 1 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Commercial, Light 
Industrial, Parking/Medium High Intensity. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested CBD District Is In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately 2.2 acres In size and 
located at the southwest corner of Archer Street and Denver Avenue. It Is 
nonwooded, flat, contains a warehouse and a parking lot and Is zoned 1M. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by the 
Salvation Army Center zoned 1M, on the east by warehouses zoned IL, on the 
south by warehouses and ra II road tracks zoned I L and on the west by 
warehouses zoned 1M. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Recent action by the ~APC al lowed CBD 
zoning within the Industrial area of downtown on a tract several blocks to 
the east of the subject tract. Also, past action Included a massive 
rezoning of the downtown area to CBD in order to more properly accoffi"cdate 
the ex I st I ng I and uses and deve lopment I n that area. The Board of 
Adjustment, by special exception, allowed a community service center In 
the Industrial area. 

Conc I us Ion: Not {ng the Comprehens I ve P I an and the ex I st i ng uses and 
functions In the Immediate area of the subject tract, the Staff does not 
feel the requested CBD zoning would encroach Into or be Incompatible with 
the existing Industrial uses. It Is noted that a community service center 
(In the form of the Salvation Army) Is In operation across the street from 
the subject tract. Therefore, based upon the existing land uses and the 
Comprehensive Plan, Staff recommends APPROVAl of the CBD zoning as 
requested. 
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Z-6112 Childers (Crosstown Ventures)' - Cont'd 

APDI Icant's Comments: 

Mr. Childers reviewed the Intended uses for this tract and stated 
agreement with the Staff recommendation for approval. 

Ms. Kempe I nqu I red as to the park I ng requ I rements . I n a CBD 0 I str I ct and 
Mr. Frank stated that, basically, there were none. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On t«>TION of yAtf='OSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Draughon, 
Kempe, VanFossen, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6112 Childers (Crosstown Ventures) for CBD, as recommended by 
Staff. 

legal Description: 

All of Block 63, ORIGINAL TOWNSITE, an Addition to the City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof. 

* * * * * * * 

Application No.: Z-6113 & PUD 319-A 
Appl icant: Norman (Tulsa-Adams) 
Location: North of the NW/c of 71st & Memorial 
Size of Tract: acre, more or less 

Date of Hearing: June 11, 1986 

Present Zoning: P 
Proposed Zoning: CS 

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

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The 0 I str I ct 18 P I an, a part of the Comprehens t ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity - No 
Specific Land Use. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested CS District Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: Z-6113 

Site Analysts: The subject tract Is approximately 1 acre In size and 
located 1 n the 6800 Block of South Memor I a I Dr I ve. I tis nonwooded, 
sloping- and abutted by a shopping center which is under construction. 
The tract Is zoned riP" Parking District and PUD 379. 
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Z-6113 &. PUD 379-A Norman (Tul·sa-Adams) - Cont'd 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by property 
under construction for a shopping center zoned P/PUD 379, on the east by 
the Woodland Hills Shopping Mall restaurant area zoned AG and OM, on the 
south by vacant property zoned CS/PUD 379, and on the west by land under 
construction for a shopping mal I zoned P/PUD 379. 

Zon Ing and BOA Historical Sunmary: A recent zon I ng dec I s Ion on the 
subject tract essentially doubled the amount of CS floor area In 
conjunction with PUD 379. An AG buffer has been put In place east across 
Memorial In conjunction with OM medium Intensity office zoning. 

COnclusion: The Staff has consistently maintained a position of 
nonsupport of additional CS retail commercial zoning In this area, because 
of the Intensity already zoned, In the process of being developed, and 
deve loped. We be I I eve Memor I a I Dr I ve serves as a very Important 
north-south traffic artery and was not designed to serve only the 
commercial traffic generated by zoning In this area. However, the 
additional CS footage requested on the Memorial Drive frontage (55 ft) 
pales In comparison to the vast amounts already zoned commercially. The 
northward extens Ion of CS zon I ng wou I d then a Ii gn with 68th Street, a 
logical termination point for approved commercial Intensity at this 
location. The proposed Intensity, If approved, would Increase from .237 
to .255 the floor area ratio. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of CS zon I ng as requested and 
recommends the Plan be amended to align the medium intensity designation 
with 68th Street. 

Staff Recommendation: roo 379-A Major Amendment 

The subject tract is presently zoned CS, P and PUD 379 and abutting areas 
are being developed for a retail/commercial shopping center (see attached 
"Concept P I an"). The app I I cant I s request 1 ng CS zon I ng to perm I t an 
additional 24,500 square feet of commercial floor area. The applicant is 
specifically requesting that restaurants, presently permitted only In the 
south 400' of the east i50', be permitted as a principal use when located 
only In the east 400' of Lot 1, Block 1 and In Block 2 of The Village at 
Woodland HII Is. This request will continue to have the restaurant area In 
PUD 379-A correspond to the "restaurant area" east across Memorial Drive 
and Staff Is supportive of this concept. AI I other development standards 
for PUD 379 would continue to be unchanged and In effect for PUD 379-A. 

Staff review of the requested Major Amendment Indicates that the proposal 
Is: (1) cons I stent with the Comprehens I ve P I an as recommended to be 
amended; (2) I n harmony with the ex I st I ng and expected deve lopment of 
surroun"tllng areas; (3) a unified treatment of the development 
possibilities of the site and; (4) consistent with the stated purposes and 
standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. 
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Z-6113 & PUO 379-A Norman (Tulsa-Adams) - Cont'd 

Therefore, with all other development standards under PUD 379 to continue 
in effect, Staff recommends APPROVAl of PUD 379-A as follows: 

1) That the applicant's submitted, "Concept Plan" and Text for Block 2, 
The Village at Woodland Hills, be made a condition of approval and 
al I approved Development Standards for PUD 379 shal I remain In 
effect, unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 
Land Area (Gross): ',433,995 sf 32.92 acres 

1,349,489 sf 30.98 acres 

Zoning Summary: Present per Z-6011/PUD 379 
CS - Commercial Shopping 640,420 sf 14.70 acres 
P - Parking 793,780 sf 18.22 acres 

Zoning Summary: Proposed per Z-6113 
CS - Commercial Shopping 689,000 sf 15.82 acres 
P - Parking 744,780 sf 17.10 acres 

Maximum Floor Area: 
Lot 1, Block 1 
Lot 2, Block 1 
Block 2 

Total 

PUD 379 Recommended/PUD 379-A 

214,850 sf 
77,150 sf 
28,000 sf 

320,000 sf 

214,850 sf 
77,150 sf 
52,500 sf 

344,500 sf 

3) That the floor area allocation for lots In Block 2, The Village at 
Woodland HII Is, will be accomplished at the time of submission of the 
Detal I Site Plan on the various lots. 

4) That the uses permitted under PUD 379 shall be amended to permit 
restaurants as a principal use only in the east 400' of Lot 1, Block 
1, and In Block 2, only In the east 400' of Lot " Block 1, and In 
Block 2, The Village at Woodland HI lis. 

ADpl Icant's Comments: 

Mr. Norman reviewed the PUD and past zoning action at this location, and 
advised the applicant has appl led for a traffic signal to be Instal led at 
68th Street, at their own expense. Mr. Norman requested approval of the 
Staff recommendation and commented that he has discussed this with Mr. Ken 
Adams of the Shadow Mountain Homeowners Association, and no objections 
have been submitted by Mr. Adams or the Association. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 5-0-1 (Kempe, 
VanFossen, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon, 
"abstalhlng"; Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6113 and PUD 379-A Norman (Tulsa-Adams) for CS, as recommended 
by Staff. 
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Z-6113 & PUD 319-A Norman CTulsa-Adams) - Cont'd 

legal Description: Z-6113 

A strip of land containing 1.0631 acres In part of Lot 1, Block 1, THE 
V I LLAGE AT WOODLAND HILLS, and parts of Lots 1 and 2 of Block 2, THE 
VILLAGE AT WOODLAND HILLS, additions to the City of Tulsa, located In part 
of the SE/4 of Section 2, T-18-N, R-13-E, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma, said strip of land being w~re particularly descrIbed as fo! lows, 
to-wit: Commencing at the Southeast corner of Lot 2, Block 1, THE VILLAGE 
AT WOODLAND HILLS; thence S 0°05'05" E, parallel to and 60' West of the 
East I I ne of sa I d Sect I on 2 for 23.00' to the POB; thence cont I nu I ng 
S 0°05'05" E for 40.00' to the Northeast corner of Lot 2, Block 2, THE 
V I LLAGE AT WOODLAND HILLS; thence cont I nu I ng S 0°05 t 05" E for 15.00'; 
thence due West for 219.97' to a point on the west line of said Lot 2; 
thence continuing due West for 210.02' to a point on the West line of Lot 
1, Block 2, THE VILLAGE OF WOODLAND HILLS; thence continuing due West for 
412.01'; thence N 0°05'05" W for 55.00'; thence due East for 842.00' to 
the POB of said strip of land. 

legal Description: PUD 319-A 

AI I of Block 2, THE VILLAGE AT WOODLAND HILLS, an addition to the City of 
Tu I sa, Tu I sa County, State of Ok I ahoma, accord I ng to the recorded p I at 
thereof. 

PUD 201-3: 

OTHER BUS I NESS: 

6321 East 98th Place, Lots 9 & 10 Block 7 
Mill Creek Pond Addition 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment 

The subject tract Is a large lot which contains one large single-family 
dwel ling. The dwel ling was constructed around 1968 with the subject tract 
and surround I ng property be I ng platted In 1979. I tis present I y zoned a 
comb Ination of RS-l, RS-2 and PUD. The subject tract Is abutted to the 
north, south and west by smaller single-family lots and to the east by 
unplatted property. Presently, the subject tract has access via a private 
street, as are al I the streets In the subdivIsion, but also has 
approximately 140 feet of frontage along Sheridan Road with the north 40 
feet be I ng approved on the subd I v I s Ion p I at as an access po I nt. The 
applicant Is requesting a minor amendment to the PUD to allow a home 
occupation, photography studio, within PUD 207. Notice of the appl icatlon 
was given to al I property owners within a 300 foot radius of the subject 
tract. 
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PUD 207-3 - Cont'd 

Normally, such a request would be heard by the Tulsa Board of Adjustment, 
but due to the subject tract being located within an approved planned unit 
development, the TMAPC has Jurisdiction In the matter. 

Based on conversation with the applicant, Staff notes the fol lowing: 

a) There w 11 I be a max I mum of 25 customers per day com! ng to the 
residence. Although this will be an occasional occurrence, Staff 
feels this is a much more Intense use than the typical home 
occupation. 

b) The applicant desires to make use of an existing 40 foot access point 
to Sher I dan, approved on the p I at. A I though th Is wou I d I essen the 
traffic Impact to the surrounding single-family neighborhood, the 
subject tract Is an Integral part of the subdivision and the 
proposed use wou I d v 101 ate the res I dent I a I character. Th I sis in 
conflict with typical home occupations, since no alterations can be 
made which would take away from the residential character. 

c) The applicant's past business activities have been at such a level 
that If they were to be resumed, Staff would have a question of what 
Is the principal use of the structure, residential or business. 

Staff cannot support the requested minor amendment based on the above 
Information. Also, there Is no adequate way to place enough safeguards on 
an approval that would Insure the applicant's business level. Therefore, 
Staff recommends DENiAl of the minor amendment. 

Appl 'cant's Comments: 

Ms. Wi!son Inqu!red If this was coming to the TMAPC via Code Enforcement. 
Staff adv I sed the app 11 cant was current I yin a shopp i ng center and was 
wanting to purchase and relocate, making this their home and photography 
studio. 

John and Linda Gonzales, 8160 South Harvard .. advised that 80 - 90$ of 
their business was outside of the building In areas such as Woodward Park, 
Philbrook and In client's homes. Therefore, there would be minimum traffic 
in the neighborhood where they are wanting to relocate. Ms. Gonzales 
advised they have searched for approximately three years to find the 
appropriate home to relocate the photography business. She also advised 
they do not Intend to change the exterior of the home and would 
establ Ish an early closing time. 

I n response to Ms. Kempe, Ms. Gonza I es stated they cu rrent I y meet every 
requirement as to a home occupation, I.e. no signs and/or employees, etc. 
Commissioner Selph Inquired as to the 40' access point to Sheridan. Ms. 
Gonzales stated the previous resident asked that that access be blocked. 
Ms. Kempe commented that most of the other photo studies are In homes In 
the older areas of Tulsa. 
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PUD 207-3 - Cont'd 

Mr. Frank asked that, If the Commission was supportive of this request, 
they consider continuing It to June 18th to al low Staff time to review the 
standards submitted by the applicant. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Dean Day 
Mr. Ralph Jackson 

Address: 

6350 East 98th Street 
6342 East 98th Street 

Mr. Day I Cha I rman for the D I str I ct 26 Cit I zen P I ann I ng Team, stated 
support of the Staff recommendation for denial. Mr. Day stated the Mil I 
Creek Pond covenants prohibit use of the structure for occupational 
purposes. Mr. Jackson, whose home abuts the subject property to the 
north, also stated opposition to this request. 

In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Day advised the homes In Mil I Creek were built 
In 1980, and the subject house, which fronts on Sheridan, was bul It In 1968 
and was Included in the MI I I Creek Pond Subdivision. Ms. Kempe confirmed 
with Lega I that, shou I d the TMAPC approve th I s request, the homeowners 
could cal I in the covenants. 

ApDI Icant's Rebuttal: 

Ms. Gonzales stated she has previously spoken with both of the Interested 
part I es and had no I dea that they opposed th I s request. Ms. Gonza I es 
stressed there I s no excess I ve traff Ic with the photography stud 10 and 
they would comply with the requests of the neighborhood. 

Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. VanFossen stated difficulty with this case as he was acquainted with 
the applicants on a personal and business level; however, he did feel It 
was an Inappropriate use of the iocatlon. Although he did think their 
business might work out at this location, Mr. VanFossen stated he feared 
It might set a precedent that would be difficult to deal with In the 
future. Mr. Draughon commented he thought th I s represented a major 
amendment rather than a minor amendment and supported Staff's 
recommendation for denial. 

On MOTION of DRAUGHON, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Draughon, 
Kempe, VanFossen, Selph, Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Crawford, "absenttf) to 
DENY the Minor Amendment for a Home Occupation on PUO 207-3, as 
recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

PUD 417: NW/c of South Victor Avenue and East 17th Place 

Staff Recommendation: Detail Site Plan Review - Development Area 

The subject tract Is 1.53 acres In size and Is located on the northwest 
corner of South Victor Avenue and East 17th Place. It has been approved 
by the TMAPC, and the City Commission approval, to be developed for a 
maximum of 22,000 square feet of general office use excluding drive-In 
bank facilities and funeral homes. The applicant Is now requesting DetaIl 
Site Plan approval. In accordance with conditions of approval with the 
origInal PUD, notIce of this proposal has been given to Interested parties 
that spoke at the or Ig I na I hear I ng. It shou I d a Iso be noted that the 
subject tract received Detail Site Plan approval when It was approved as 
PUD 401, October 1985. The proposed site plan Is almost Identical to PUD 
401 except for a max Imum square footage of 22,000 as opposed to 18,000 
approved by PUD 401. PUD 417, as approved by the TMAPC, w III a I so grant 
an add Itlonal curb cut at the northeast corner of the subject tract to 
Victor. Also, consistent with TMAPC approval of PUD 417, required parking 
may be provided In adjacent existing structured parking facilities. As 
per TMAPC approva I , not I ce of the app II cat I on has been given to those 
Interested parties that spoke at the original PUD hearing. 

The Staff review of the proposed Detail Site Plan Indicates that It Is: 
(I) consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; (2) In harmony with the 
existing and expected development of the area; (3) a unified treatment of 
the deve lopment poss I bill ties of the sl te; and (4) consl stent w t th the 
stated purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. 

Therefore, the Staff recommends APPROVAl of the Detail Site Plan for PUD 
417, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

I) That the applicant's Detail Site Plan with Elevations and Text be 
made a condition of approval, unless "odlfied herein. 

2) Development Standards: 
Land Area (Gross): 67,000 sf 1.50 acres 

(Net): 52,500 sf 1.21 acres 

Permitted Uses: Principal and accessory uses permitted as matter 
of right In an OL District, except excluding 
drive-In bank facilities and funeral homes. 

Maximum Building Height: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 

Minimum Off-Street ParkIng: 
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Approved 
26' 

22,000 sf 

88 spaces at 1 per 
250 sf of gross 
floor area, or as 
required by the 
app! !cable use unit 

Submitted 
25' 8" 

21,912 sf 

60 spaces 
shown on 
the site * 



POD 417 - Cont'd 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
From center I Ine of South Utica 
from centerline of South Victor 
from centerline of 17th Place 
from north boundary 
from south Interior boundary 
from west Interior boundary 

Approved 

60' 
50' 
44' 
5' 

50' 
70' 

Submitted 

60' 
50' 
44' 
5' 

50' 
70' 

Signs: Two ground Identification signs which shall not exceed 6' 
I n he Ight or 32 square feet I n surface area, subject to 
Detail Sign Plan. 

Minimum Landscape Open Space: (Net) 20%* 32% Required ** 

* The balance of the required parking may be provided In adjacent 
park i ng structu res In Deve lopment Areas G and K for not more 
than 30 vehicles. 

** Landscape open space shal I Include Internal and external 
landscaped open areas, parking lots, Islands, and buffers, but 
sha I I exc I ude pedestr I an wa I kways and park I ng areas des I gned 
solely for circulation. 

3) That a I I trash, ut II I ty and equ I pment areas sha I I be screened from 
pub I I c v I ew and any roof mounted equ I pment sha I I a I so be screened 
from public view of persons standing on ground level In adjacent 
residential areas east of Victor Avenue. 

4) That all park ing lot lighting shall be directed downward and away 
from adjacent residential areas. 

5) All signs shall be subject to Detail Sign Plan review and approval by 
the TMAPC prior to Installatton. 

6) That a Deta II Landscape Pian sha I i be subm I tted to the TMAPC for 
review and approval and Installed prior to Issuance of an Occupancy 
Perm I t and that a 25' I andscape buffer sha II be requ I red a long the 
entire eastern boundary. Required landscaping shal I be maintained as 
a contInued condItion of granting the Occupancy Permit. 

Applicant's Comments: 

In response to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Randy Heckenkamper, 5155 East 51st, 
reviewed the existing and proposed fencing. He also reviewed the Detail 
Site P I an and Landscap I ng P I an. Mr. Heckenkamper stated the app Ii cant 
concurred with Staff's recommendation for approval. 

In resppnse to Mr. VanFossen, Staff confirmed that the applicant could use 
other development areas to accommodate day parking. Staff advised that In 
Area I, the only fencing required Is for the screening of trash areas. 
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PUO 411 - Cont'd 

Interested Parties: 

Ms. Nell Bradshaw, 1628 South Victor, stated the main concern of the 
neighborhood Is the parking and traffic situation. Ms. Bradshaw advised 
of the parking violations In the area by hospital employees. Legal stated 
the Planning Commission could set parking requirements, but could not 
police the parking. Mr. VanFossen suggested she take this matter up with 
St. Johns' personne I • The app I I cant commented the V I ce Pres i dent of 
Physical Facilities at St. Johns advised him they were trying, and would 
cont I nue to try, to po I I ce the i r hosp ita I emp loyees who do not use the 
parking facilities. 

On MOTION of YMFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Draughon, 
Kempe, VanFossen, Selph, Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Crawford, "absenttt) to 
APPROVE the Detail Site Plan and Detal I Landscape Plan for PW 411, as 
recommended by Staff. 

PUO 206-1: 

* * * * * * * 

9418 South Norwood Avenue & 6304 East 94th Place South 
Being Lots 38 and 39, Block 4 of Sheridan South Addition 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment and LHO 16686 

This Is a request to spilt a small triangular shaped silver from the 
eastern lot and attach I t to the abutt I ng western lot because of an 
encroaching fence on this property. 

Staff notes that there are several minor amendments that have been granted 
In the PUD since It's original approval by the City Commission on 
11/29/77. Most of these amendments were for a reduction of the side and 
rear yard setbacks because of the I rregu I ar shaped lots and bu II ding 
envelopes. 

The Staff feels that this request Is minor In nature and consistent with 
the original Intent of PUD 206. Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of 
the Minor Amendment and LNO 16686 subject to the plot plan submitted, to 
the conditions listed when PUD 206 was originally approved, and to the 
application of tie language to be placed on the face of the deed tying 
these properties together. 

On MOTION of VArt=OSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Draughon, 
Kempe, VanFossen, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"absten'tlons"; Carnes, Doherty, Paddock, Parmele, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minor Amendment to Allow a Lot Spl it (LHO 16686) on PW 206-1, 
as recommended by Staff. 
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There being no further business, First Vice Chairman Wilson declared the 
meeting adjourned at 3:55 p.m. 

Date Ap 

ATTEST: 
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