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Braum's Second (2803) South of SE/c East Woo&row Place & North Harvard (CS)

This plat has a sketch plat approval by TAC on 6/12/86. A copy of the
minute of that meeting was provided with Staff comments in the margin.

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the PRELIMINARY PLAT OF BRAUM'S
SECOND subject to the following conditions:

1. Add language for limited access (LNA) to the restrictive covenants.
Access subject to review of median opening by Traffic Engineering.
Mutual Access easement required on common driveways.

2. Utility easements shall meet +the approval of the utiiities.
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee if underground plant is planned.
Show additional easements as required. Existing easements should be
tied to or related to property lines and/or lot |ines.

3. Include language for Water and Sewer Department facilities In
covenants.

4. Drainage plans shall be approved by Stormwater Management, including
storm drainage, detention design and Watershed Development Permit
application subject to criteria approved by City Commission.

w

A request for a Privateiy Financed Public improvement (PFPI) shall be
submitted to the City Engineer. REQUIRED prior to release of final
plat.

6. Omit topo and adjacent owners names/addresses on final piat.

7. A Corporation Commission letter (or Certificate of Nondevelopment)
shall be submitted concerning any oil and/or gas wells before plat is
released. A building line shall be shown on plat on any wells not
officially plugged.

8. Show adjacent sitreet Iintersections on west side of Harvard for
reference.

9. Omit reference in covenants to laying utility lines across streets
(Paragraph #3). Remainder of paragraph is okay. Omit "north and
south" from PSO portion of covenants ("a", first line). Heavy line
should Iindicate plat covers area to centerline of street being
dedicated.

10. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding installation of improvements shall
be submitted prior to release of final plat, including documents
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations.

11.  All (other) Subdivision Regulations shall be met prior to release of
final piat.

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes,
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard,
"aye™; no '"nays"; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Crawford, "absent") to
APPROVE the Preliminary Plat for Braum's Second, as recommended by Staff.
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FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE: B

Lucenta Addition (1583) South of SW/c East 81st Street & South Sheridan (CS)

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Draughon,
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, ™"aye"; no
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the
Final Plat of Lucenta Addition and release same as having met all
conditions of approval.,

CHANGE OF ACCESS ON RECORDED PLAT:

Mizel Center (1694) East of SE/c East 21st & South 129+h East Avenue (CS)

The purpose of this request is to add one additional access point for
Simple Simon's Pizza (right tfurn only). An additional ten feet of
right-of-way was dedicated on the lot split for 21st Street to meet the
Street Plan.

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes,
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard,
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Crawford, "absent") +o
APPROVE the Access Change on the Recorded Plat for Mizel Center, as
recommended by Staff.

LOT SPLITS:

LOT SPLITS FOR DISCUSSION:

L=-16715 McMahon (2093) East of NE/c East 34th Street & South Fiorence (RS=1)

In the opinion of the Staff, the lot split meets the Subdivision and
Zoning Regulations, but since the lot Is irregular in shape, notice has
been given to the abutting owner(s). Approval Is recommended.

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes,
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard,
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Crawford, "absent"™) +o

APPROVE the Lot Split for L-16715 McMahon, as recommended by Staff.
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LOT SPLITS FOR RATIF ICATION:

L-16713 (2293) Griffin 1-16725 (1694) Brown
L-16714 ( 313) Knollenberg L-16727 (3393) Mason
L-16716 ( 894) Triangle Dev Co L-16730 ( 593) City Engineer
L-16718 ( 283) Crow=Dobbs L-16731 (3602) TURA
L-16719 ( 283) Triad 1| L-16732 (3602) TURA

L-16724= ( 873) Bruce

On MOTION of KEMPE +the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Draughon,
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Crawford, "absent") +o APPROVE the
Above Listed Lot Splits for Ratification, as recommended by Staff.

PUBLIC HEARING:

TO CONSIDER AN AMENDMENT TO THE ZONING CODES OF THE CITY OF
TULSA AND TULSA COUNTY, AS RELATES TO SECTION 750.2,
STANDARDS FOR SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES.

Comments & Discussion:

Mr. Aian Jackere, Assistant City Attorney, presented this item to the
TMAPC for their consideration stating that, regardiess of how this
provision is interpreted (relating the iocation of a sexually oriented
business and the street), Legal feels that the provision adds nothing to
the protection of the public. In most instances, a sexually oriented
business is restricted due to proximity to a residential area, not because
of location to a street. Mr. Jackere further clarified the feature fo be
amended Is not needed In the Code, as it does not provide any additional
protection over and above the other the other spacing features in the

Code. Mr. Jackere relayed instances where there was difficulty
interpreting this in specific court cases due to the ambigulty of the
Code.

In reply to Ms. Kempe, Mr. Jackere stated that the language to be deleted
in Section 750.2 (Prohibition) Is the wording "or within 300 feet of a
nonarterial street which provides access to a residentially zoned area".

There were no Interested parties or protestants in attendance on this
item. Therefore, Mr. Carnes made a motion to approve the deletion of the
wording as suggested by Mr. Jackere.

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes,
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard,
"aye™; no '"nays"; no ™abstentions"™; Doherty, Crawford, "absent") to
APPROVE the amendment to Section 750.2 (Prohibition) of the Zoning Codes,
as relates to standards for Sexually Oriented Businesses, by deleting the
wording "or within 300 feet of a nonarterial street which provides access
to a residentially zoned area".
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ZONING PUBL IC HEARING:

Application No.: PUD 418 Present Zoning: CS, OL
Applicant: Jones (Williams, et al) Proposed Zoning: Unchanged
Location: West of SW/c 91st & Delaware

Size of Tragt: 23.14 acres

Date of Hearing: August 6, 1986 (continuance requested)

Comments & Discussion:

Staff advised that through discussions with the applicant, 1t appeared
that the data and information was not ready for presentation of this
application. Staff advised the applicant a continuance would be needed to
allow time to provide the necessary information. Discussions foliowed
among Commission members and Staff as fo a proper continuance date. Staff
suggested September 10th might be a more realistic time frame than August
27th, as originally thought by the applicant.

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 7-2-0 (Draughon,
Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Carnes, Parmele,
"nay"; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Crawford, "absent") ‘o CONTINUE
Consideration of PUD 418 Jones (Williams) until Wednesday, September 10,
1986 at 1:30 p.m. in the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa Civic

Center.
* K K X K K %
Application No.: Z-6099 Present Zoning: RS-3
Applicant: Williams (Connor) Proposed Zoning: CS

Location: SW/c Tecumseh & Cincinnati
Size of Tract: .3 acres, approximately

Date of Hearing: August 6, 1986 (originally heard February 26, 1986)
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Otis Williams, 345 East Apache (425-1336)

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:

The District 2 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District 1 -
Neighborhood Development Plan and Development Sensitive.

According to the "Matrix |Illustrating District Plan Map Categories
Relationship to Zoning Districts,™ the requested CS District may be found
in accordance with the Plan Map.

The Tulsa Urban Renewal Plan (NDP) designates the property as
single~family residentlial and a representative of their office has been in
contact with INCOG Staff and stated they could not support the commercial
zoning.
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Z-6099 Williams (Connors) - Cont'd

Staff Recommendation:

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately .3 acres in size and
located at the southwest corner of Cincinnati Avenue and Tecumseh Street.
It is nénwooded, flat, contains one single-family structure with detached
garage and Is zoned RS-3.

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by Tecumseh
Avenue and Burroughs Elementary School zoned RS-3, on the east by
Cincinnati Avenue and single-family residences zoned RS-3 and on the south
and west by single~family residences zoned RS-3.

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Current zoning patterns in existence
around the subject tract are well established residential districts. The
closest nonresidential zone Is OL, 400' to the south and 200" to the
north.

Conclusion: Although the Comprehensive Plan indicates CS may be found in
accordance, there is presently no commercial encroachment in the area.
Commercial zoning of this property would also be considered spot zoning.
The Staff cannot support commercial zoning on the subject fract as it
would be considered encroachment info the single-family area.

Therefore, the Staff recommends DENIAL of CS zoning on the subject tract.

August 6, 1986: The City Commission met on July 8, 1986 and, at the request
of the applicant, referred this case back to the TMAPC for a rehearing. New
public notice of the August 6, 1986 hearing date has been given. The TMAPC
will recall that this case was initially presented on February 26, 1986 at
which time Staff recommended denial and 11 appeared there were protestants
(although none spoke on the record) at that ftime. The applicant was granted a
continuance until March 12, 1986 and did not appear at that time. TMAPC voted
6-0-0 o deny the request on March 12, 1986,

Staff recommendation to DENY Is unchanged. taff submitted a letter dated
July 11, 1986 from the Tulsa Urban Renewal Authority recommending DENIAL.

Applicant's Comments:

Mr. Williams, representing the owner, stated he felt the real issue Iis
getting some business in +this part of Tulsa, not spot zoning or
encroachment. Mr. Willlams commented the applicant was wanting to put a

beauty shop at this location. '

Mr. VanFossen advised +that, under CS zoning, the intentions of an
applicant do not matter as long as a use fits under the CS =zoning.
Chairman Parmele inquired if a beauty shop could be handled as a home
occupation, and was advised the applicant was wanting to use outside
employees, not just family members as In a home occupation. Mr. Paddock
asked the applicant if he knew who the Citizen Planning Team officers were
for this district and suggested that an approach to business development
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Z~6099 Williams (Connors) - Cont'd

in this area might be to consider a change in the Comprehensive Plan for
their district. This could be done by getting the community involved and
working with the District Citizen Planning Team. Mr. Woodard advised the
applicant of the Citizen Planning Team officers and agreed with Mr.
Paddock =that maybe they should get together with these officers and the
community.

Referring to the letter from Tulsa Urban Renewal Authority (TURA), Mr.
Willlams stated he did not know TURA's time frame for the Urban Renewal
Plan, but felt there was presently a need to develop businesses in this
area.

In response to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Williams advised the applicant currently
resides at this location. Chairman Parmele suggested a continuance in
order to allow the applicant fTime to work with the Citizen Planning Team
officers. Discussion followed among Commission members as tTo a
continuance, with a general consensus to proceed with the hearing.

Interested Parties:

Mr. Herbert Connor, 1848 North Cincinnati, confirmed the rezoning request
was for the purpose of establishing a beauty salon to employee 3 or 4
people. In reply to Mr. Draughon, Mr. Conner advised there was plenty of
area for parking. Mr. Carnes asked Staff if the applicant might be able
to handle this through the BOA. Staff advised that he could not, as the
applicant wanted to hire employees outside the home. Ms. Wilison inquired
if the applicant currently had a shop in operation at this location and
was Informed that they do not.

Mr. VanFossen stated that, although he did not |ike to oppose business
development, he did not feel it appropriate to put commercial In a
residential area. Mr. VanFossen pointed out that if CS were approved, the
applicant could immediately seli the property and a service station,
commercial shopping center, etc. could be developed. Therefore, he moved
for denial as recommended by Staff, butT wanted the applicant to understand
this action. Ms. Kempe stated she had many of the same feelings as Mr.
VanFossen, and agreed with Staff recommendation.

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 6-1-1 (Carnes,
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, ™aye"; Draughon, "nay";
Woodard, "abstaining"; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to DENY Z-6099
Wiilliams (Connor) for CS, as recommended by Staff.
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Application No.: Z-6119 & PUD 380-A Present Zoning: AG, RS-1
Applicant: Walker (Nassif) ' Proposed Zoning: RS-2
Location: East of the SE/c of 101st & Yale

Size of Tract: 40 acres

Date of Heafing: August 6, 1986 (Continued from July 23, 1986)

Rejationship to the Comprehensive Pian: Z=-6ii9

The District 26 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District
Number 2 - Limited to Low Intensity Residential (RS-1), or increased
intensity allowed under a PUD.

According to the "Matrix |Illustrating District Plan Map Categories
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested RS-2 zoning may be found
in accordance with the Plan Map, with a companion PUD.

Staff Recommendation:

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately 40 acres in size and Is
located east of the southeast corner of South Yale and East 101st Street.
It is partially wooded, vacant and characterized as a "sump area" with
poor drainage away from the site, according to the City Hydroliogist.

Surrounding Area Analysis: The area north across East 101st and east of
the subject tract is vacant and zoned AG, the area to¢ the south is vacant
and zoned RS=1, and the area to the west is vacant and zoned RS=2 and a
church site zoned AG.

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: The most recent RS=2 zoning, a part of
the subject tract, In this area was granted in combination with a PUD
which is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Conclusion: The central portion of the subject tract includes PUD 380-A,
which requests abandonment of PUD 380 and retention of the underiying RS-2
zoning. Z-6119 requests rezoning from RS-1 to RS-2 on the west part,
rezoning from AG to RS-2 on the east, and alsc Includes a!l of the area
previously approved for RS-2 under Z-6012/PUD 380.

The Comprehensive Plan Special District designates this area a natural
drainage "sump area™. The Plan states that zoning shall be RS-1 unless
accompanied by a PUD so that drainage problems can be resolved by sitfe
design and development. Although a PUD application to accompiish this
requirement was not originally submitted with Z-6119, discussions with the
applicant Indicate a request for continuance of this application would be
made on July 23, 1986 and the necessary PUD filed for TMAPC and City
Commission review and approval in support of RS=2. Given past zoning
actions, including District Court actions, surrounding zoning patterns and
existing drainage problems, Staff would be supportive of RS-2 zoning only
in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, which requires submission of a
PUD.
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Z-6119 & PUD 380-A - Cont'd

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of RS-2 as requested. Staff could be
supportive of RS=2 with the submission of a companion PUD for review and
approval by the TMAPC and City Commission.

AUGUST 6, 1986: This application was continued from July 23, 1986 until this
date to allow a PUD to be filed in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.
Staff is now supportive of RS-2 zoning on the subject tract and recommends
APPROVAL, subject to approval of PUD 420. Staff is also supportive of a
companion item, PUD 380-A, abandonment of PUD 380, and retention of RS-2
zoning, subject to approval of PUD 420.

NOTE: The applicants are requesting early transmittal of this case to the
City Commission,

Staff Recommendation: PUD 380-A

The subject tract has an area of approximately 14 acres and is located
east of the of the southeast corner of South Yale and East 101st Street.
The applicants are requesting that PUD 380 be abandoned and that the
underlying RS-2 zoning be retained. The Comprehensive Plan designates
this area as a Speclial District, which Is characterized as a natural
drainage "sump area’’, according to the City Hydrologist. The Plan states
that zoning shall be RS-1 unless accompanied by a PUD so that drainage
problems can be resolved by site design and development. The required PUD
would also assure that common areas, including onsite drainage and
detention areas, would be maintained by a Homeowners Association, which
can be a condition of PUD approval. Discussions with the applicant have
indicated a request for continuance of PUD 380-A and Z-6119 would be
presented on July 23, 1986, and an RS=2/PUD application would be filed for
TMAPC and City Commission review and approval at a future date.

Therefore, based on the Comprehensive Plian, Staff recommends DENIAL of the
request to abandon PUD 380-A and retain the RS-2 underlying zoning. Staff
could be supportive of abandoning PUD 380-A with retention of the
underlying RS-2 zoning only if a companion PUD was submitted for review
and approval by the TMAPC and City Commission.

AUGUST 6, 1986: This case was originally presented to the TMAPC on July 23,
1986 and continued at the applicant's request until August 6, 1986 to allow a
PUD to be filed. The PUD requirement will cause the request to abandon PUD
380 and retain the RS-2 zoning to be in accordance with the Comprehensive
Plan, plus allow the applicants fo seek several variances to the Zoning Code
under the PUD.

PUD 420 has been filed and and advertised for a public hearing on August 6,
1986. Staff is supportive of the request to ABANDON PUD 380 and retain the
RS=2 zoning, subject to approval of PUD 420.

NOTE: The applicants are requesting early transmittal of this case to the
City Commission.
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PUD 420 (See Z-6119 & PUD 380-A)

Application No.: PUD 420 (See Z-6119 & PUD 380-A) Present Zoning: AG, RS-1
Applicant: Pitiman Poe (Nassif) Proposed Zoning: RS-2
Location: East of the SE/c of 101st & Yale

Size of Tract: 40 acres

Date of Hearing: August 6, 1986

Staff Recommendation:

The subject tract is approximately 40 acres in size and is located east of
the southeast corner of South Yale and East 101st Street. It is partially
wooded, vacant and characterized as a "sump area" according to the City
Hydrologist. The tract is currently zoned RS-1 on the west part, RS-2
with PUD 380 in the central area, and AG on the east part. Companion
applications with this request are as follows: Z-6119 requesting RS-2 on
the entire tract, and PUD 380-A which requests abandonment of PUD 380 and
retention of RS-2. The Comprehensive Plan for this Special District
states that zoning shall be a maximum of RS-1 unless accompanied by a PUD
so that drainage problems can be resolved by site design and development.
Z-6119 and PUD 380-A were continued by the TMAPC from July 23, 1986 until
August 6, 1986 at the applicant's request in order to file the PUD in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and requests several variances to
the Zoning Code.

The proposed PUD 420 will iInclude 91 large lot homesites, located on
public minor streets and cul-de-sacs. A "Reserve Area" for storm water
and site drainage management is proposed in the south central area of the
development. A homeowner's association will be established fto maintain
the water retention area, entry medlans, and landscaped Isiands in the
streets. The Text is requesting variances as follows: side yard
requlirements on corner lots and lots abutting a nonarterial street fo be
15'; the minimum 75' [ot width in RS=2 on cul-de-sac and pie-shaped lots
be allowed to be less than the 75' minimum as required in RS-2; front
yards be 25' rather than 30f per RS-2; minimum side yards be 5' on each
side for cul-de-sac and ple-shaped lots, RS-2 would require 5' on one side
and 10" on the other.

These variances are typical of requests that would be presented fo the
Board of Adjustment and can be granted under a PUD by the Commission.
Staff is supportive of these requests. The average lot size is shown to
be 80" x 135' on the Illustrative Site Plan. Average land area per lot in
PUD 420 1s 19,238 square feet which compares to 10,875 square feet minimum
In RS=2, All other development standards are generally in accordance with
or exceed conventional RS~2 criteria.

Therefore, Staff supports the companion zoning case Z-6119 fo RS-2,
abandonment of PUD 380-A with retention of RS-2 subject to APPROVAL of
PUD 420 as it is found to be: (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 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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PUD 420

- Cont'd

Staff recommendation for approval
conditions:

1)

2%
L ¥

*%

That the applicant's

P

Is further based upon the following

Illustrative Site Plan and Text be made a

cofidition of approval, unless modified herein.

Development Standards:
Land Area (Gross):
(Net):

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Permitted Uses:

Max imum No. of Dwelling Units:
Minimum Lot Width:
Minimum Lot Area:

Minimum Land Area
per Dwelling Unit:

Max imum Structure Height:

Minimum Livability
Space per Dwelling Unit:

Minimum Lot Depth:
Minimum Front Yard Abutting

a Nonarterial Public Street:

Minimum Rear Yard:
Minimum Side Yard Abutting a
Nonarterial Public Street:

Minimum Side Yard: ¥¥%
One Side
Other side

Open Space/Recreational Area/
Detention Area:

The minimum 757

40.19 acres
38.67 acres

AG, RS-1 and RS=2/PUD 380
RS-2 with PUD

Use Unit 6 single~family
detached dwelling units and
accessory uses.

91
75' average per l|ot/RS-2%
9,000 sf/RS-2

10,875 sf/RS-2
35¢

5,000 sf
1207

25!
251

15

Maintenance of  these private
facilities shal | be by a
Homeowner's Assoclation created for
that purpose.

lot width may be varied according to the approved

plat on cul-de-sacs and pie~shaped lots and be less that the minimum

as measured at the building line.

Side yards on cul~de-sacs and pie-shaped lots are permitted to be a
minimum of 5% on either side according to the approved piat.
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PUD 420 - Cont'd

3) Subject to the review and conditions of the Technical Advisory
Committee.

4) That the development be In general compliance with the RS-2 Zoning
Code provisions unless modified by the PUD Text and approved by the
Commission.

5) That a Homeowner's Association be created to provide for the
malntenance of reserve areas, detention areas, cul-de-sac Islands,
and other private facilities.

6) That the requirement for submission and approval of a Detail Site
Plan 1Is considered to be satisfied by the filing and approval of a
Final Plat by the TMAPC and acceptance by the City of Tulsa. |f the
detall for construction of entry ways and similar facilities is not
covered on the plat, these detaiis shall be submiftted to the TMAPC
for review and approval prior to issuance of a Building Permit.

7) That a Detail Landscape Plan and Sign Plan be submitted to and
approved by the TMAPC for public and common areas only.
Installation of sald materials is required prior to issuance of an
Occupancy Permit for any residential units in the development.

8) 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 beneficiary fo said Covenants.

Note: Early transmittal of this case to the City Commission is requested by
the applicants.

Comments & Discussion:

Mr. Carnes Inqulred If the applicant was famillar with +the Staff
recommendations and, if so, was the applicant In agreement. Mr. Gardner
replied that the applicant had seen the Staff recommendations and he
thought the applicant was in agreement. Therefore, Mr. Carnes made a
motion for approval. Chairman Parmele called on the applicant to confirm
his agreement to the recommendations.

Applicant's Comments:

Mr. Don Walker, 9410-E East 51st Street, in reply to Mr. VanFossen, stated
they have worked to meet the concerns of the Department of Stormwater
Management (DSM) as to retention/detention. Mr. Walker advised they have
retained an engineer, specializing in stormwater management, that Iis
preparing a detailed report for presentation to the DSM.

Mr. Dale Reynolds of DSM, emphasized that the DSM condition for approval
is retention, and not detention. The difference being is that retention
Is & more severe requirement. Mr. Reynolds added that, upon review of the
calculations, DSM may place a requirement for a larger retention area
later. In regard to the area that may be placed under a development
moratorium, Mr. Reynolds commented the subject property is in this area,
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PUD 420 - Cont'd (with Z-6119 & PUD 380-A)

and while the project will be developing on a sewer system, there could
still be drainage problems in +the surrounding areas (using septic
systems).

in reply to Mr. Draughon, Mr. Reynolds confirmed that the applicant has
been In contact with DSM on development of the subject tract. Mr.
Draughon then inquired if DSM would be holding their approval, pending the
outcome of the proposed Soils Conservation Study. Mr. Reynolds commented
that DSM probably would not defer their decision.

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 7-1-0 (Carnes, Kempe,
Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Draughon, "nay"; no
"abstentions"; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, "absent™) to APPROVE Z-6119
Walker (Nassif) for RS~2, APPROVE Abandonment of PUD 380-A, and APPROVE
PUD 420 Pittman Poe (Nassif, et al), as recommended by Staff.

Legal Description:

Z-6119 & PUD 420: The NE/4 of the NW/4, Section 27, T-18-N, R-13-E, Tulsa
County, State of Oklahoma.

PUD 380-A: A tract of land lying in the NE/4 of the NW/4, Section 27,
T-18-N, R-13-E, more particularly described as follows: The point of
beginning being 450.00' west of the NE corner of the NW/4 of said section;
thence N 89°51'03" W along the north line of said Section a distance of
475.45%; thence S 00°17'23" W a distance of 1,321.14'; thence S 89°51137%
E a distance of 475.45'; thence N 00°16'36" E a distance of 1,320.99!' to
the POB, containing 14.45 acres, more or less, Tulsa County, State of
Ok |ahoma.

OTHER BUSINESS:

PUD 197-1: South of the SW/c of East 31st Street South and South Yale
being Methodist Manor (4134 East 31st Street)

Staff Recommendation: Detall Landscape Plan for Phase ||

The total area of PUD 197 is 40 acres, which has been approved for, and is
being developed as a Retirement Facility. Phase Ill of PUD 197-1 is being
developed for single-family attached housing units in the southwest
portion of the subject tract. The construction of the dwelling units Is
in the final stages and the applicant is requesting Detail Landscape Plan
approval from the TMAPC. Phase Ill is divided info two areas, referred to
as Phase |1l-A and Phase [11-B. The detail landscape for Phase |li-A will
be typical for Phase |1i-B.
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PUD 197-1 -~ Cont'd

The landscaping materials include several varieties of trees and shrubs,
ground cover and grassed areas to be planted around the dwelling units, In
parking lot Islands and along driveways. The plan includes a detailed
schedule of plant types, locations and sizes.

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Detail Landscape Plan as submitted for
PUD 197-1, Phases Ill-A and !I1I-B.

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes,
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no
"nays"™; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE
the Detail Landscape Plan for Phase IIl of PUD 197-1, as recommended by
Staff.
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PUD 190-24: SW/c of South Fulton Avenue and East 73rd Street
Lot 32, Block 4, Minshall Park 111

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment

The subject tract is located at the southwest corner of South Fulton
Avenue and East 73rd Street and has a zoning of RS-3/PUD 190. The sub ject
tract contains a single-family dwelling and Is abutted on all sides by
either similar structures or vacant residential lots. The applicant is
now requesting a minor amendment to allow a 10 foot rear yard as opposed
to the required 20 feet and a minor amendment fo the required 50 foot
setback from East 73rd Street South to 44 feet. Notice of the application
was glven to abutting property owners.

After review of the applicant's submitted plot plan, Staff finds the
request to be minor In nature. The subject tract is located at the end
of a block with the north property line of both the subject and abutting
iot to the west to be irreguiar and at an angie from northeast to
southwest. This allowed the dwelling on the subject tfract to be
constructed approximately 25 feet north of the abutting dwelling to the
west. The impact is somewhat lessened by the fact that the subject fract
has access from East 73rd Street and the abutting lot to the west has
access off South Erie Avenue. With the proposed addition extending 22
feet to the west along the same front elevation, the offset between the
dwelling on the subject tract and dwelling to the west would be increased.

Staff cannot support the requested minor amendment as submitted due to the
East 73rd Street relationship with the abutting dwelling fo the west.
Staff could support the request if the proposed addition would meet the 50
foot setback requirement from the centerline of East 73rd Street. Staff
recommends APPROVAL of the minor amendment to allow a 10 foot rear yard
and DENIAL of The requested 44 foot setback from the centerline of East
73rd Street, per the applicant's submitted pliot plan.
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PUD 190-24

Staff has been in contact with the applicahf and he and the lot owner are
agreeable to meeting the 50 foot setback requirement with the new
structure.

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 6~0-1 (Carnes, Kempe,
Paddock, = Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no '"nays"; Draughon,
"abstaining"; Doherty, Selph, VanFossen, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE
the minor amendment fo aliow a 10 foot rear yard and DENIAL of the
requested 44 foot setback from the centerline of East 73rd Street, per the
applicant's submitted plot plan for PUD 190-24, as recommended by Staff.
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PUD #281-7: NE/c of South 9ist East Avenue and East 64th Street South
Lot 1, Block 6 of Gleneagles

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendmeni and Amended Detail Site Plan

The subject tract is 7.5589 in size (gross} and has been approved for a 3
story multi-family complex for elderly housing with a maximum of 144
living units. The appiicant is now requesting a minor amendment to the
PUD to allow 197 parking spaces instead of the approved 273 spaces which
would be required for conventionai apartments. This works out to a
parking ratio of approximately 1 parking space per 1.4 dwelling units; the
Zoning Code would permit .75 spaces per dwelling unit for elderly housing.
Notice of the application has been given fto the attorney for the Burning
Tree Master Association.

After review of the applicant's submitted plot plan, Staff finds the
request to be minor in nature. Because the 1.4 ratio of parking spaces to
dwelling units is consistent with or exceeds past elderly housing PUD's,
Staff can supports the requested minor amendment. Staff recommends
APPROYAL of the minor amendment for 197 parking spaces subject to the
entire 144 dwelling units being resfricted for eideriy housing and
APPROYAL of the Amended Detall Site Plan.

Note: The applicant has demonstrated the capability to meet the
conventional parking requirement on the initially approved Detail Site
Plan; however, should be reminded that the only approved use for this
tract is for elderly housing.

THAPC ACTION: 7 members present

On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 6-1-0 (Carnes, Kempe,
Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Draughon, "nay"; no
"abstentions"™; Doherty, Selph, VanFossen, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE
the Minor Amendment to allow reduced parking requirements for elderiy
housing and the Amended Detail Site Plan for PUD 281-7, as recommended.
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PUD 128-A-17: North of the NE/c of 74th Street & Trenton, being Lot 8,
Block 3 of Kensington Il Addition, Amended

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment & LNO 16726

PUD 128-A is located on the south side of East 71st Street South on both
sides of Trenton Avenue. This additlion has been platted Into 104
single-family lots and 66 duplex lots. Several minor amendments have been
approved in the subdivision, mostly due to irregular lot sizes and shapes.
The applicant 1is requesting several amendments +to +the development
standards to allow a single-family residence on a lot platted for a
dup lex.

After review of the applicant's submitted plot plan, the Staff finds the
request to be minor in nature and consistent with the original PUD. Staff
recommends APPROVAL of the request subject to the submitted plot plan, and
based on the following conditions:

1) The PUD allows for either single-family or duplex units on the
sub ject lots.
2)  The density would not be increased.

3) Other amendments comparabie +to +the above have previously been
approved in this addition.

4) Development Standards: Required Submitted
Minimum Lot Width: 80! 481
Minimum Lot Size: 9,000 sf +7,900 sf/south part

(duplex) 48,900 sf/north part
Max imum Building Height: 207 20°
Minimum Livabi! ity Space:
Single-Family 4,000 sf Exceeds 4,000 sf/lot
Minimum Building Setbacks:
Front 25! 251
Rear 20 20¢
Side One 51 10¢f
Other Side 0! it
Minimum Separation
Between Buildings: 10! Meets (see Note)
Minimum Off-Street Parking: 2 enclosed spaces Same

per dwelling unit

NOTE: Applicant owns all abutting lots that would be directly affected by
the amendments. A 9' side yard setback is required on the south side of
Lot 7, Block 3 which abuts one of the lots requested in this application.
This setback is necessary to maintain the 10' minimum separation between
bufidings. ‘ :
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PUD 128-A-17 - Cont'd

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 6-1-1 (Carnes, Kempe,
Paddock, " Parmele, "Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Draughon, "nay"; VanFossen,
"abstaining"; Doherty, Seiph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor
Amendment and LNO 16726 to allow a duplex lot fto be split in order to
develop a single-family residence for PUD 128-A-17, as recommended by
Staff. s :
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PUD 298~5: Lots 7 & 11, Block 4, Shadowridge Estates Addition

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment to Side Yard Setbacks

The applicant is requesting a minor amendment to the PUD which would allow
a 4.5' setback on side yards. No structures are bullt on the adjacent
lots. The approved PUD would require 5', however, it allows a .5!
encroachment for masonry or facia materials. The case before +the
Commission Is fo permit the .5' encroachment for nonmasonry and facla
materials. Discussions with the appllicant Iindicate that the maximum roof
eave overhang on the side yards will be 16", which means that the setback
distance to the side vyards would be 3'-2" (3! |s the minimum setback on
one side that has been permitted).

Staff supports this request for a minor amendment on the subject property
to permit 4.5' side yard setbacks, as follows:

1) Sub ject fo the submitted piot plan, as marked.

2) Subject to meeting all applicable codes and ordinances, particularly
the Building Code and Fire Code.

3) Minimum 6' separation between the roof eaves (side yards) on abutting
lots.

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes,
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"™; no "nays";
Draughon, "abstaining"; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the
Minor Amendment to Side Yard Setbacks for PUD 298-5, as recommended by
Staff.
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PUD 379-A Lot 2, Block 2, The Village at Woodland Hills

Staff Recommendation: Amendment to the Deed of Dedication

PUD 379=-A is located in the 6800 Block of South Memorial Drive and Is
platted as Lot 2, Block 2, The Village at Woodland Hills. The TMAPC
recommended approval of the major amendment on June 11, 1986 and the City
Commission concurred on July 1, 1986. The purpose of the amendment is to
correct language which presently restricts the subject tract +to
restaurants only, within the CS underlying zoning. The amended language
also increases permitted maximum square footage for buildings from 28,000
square feet to 52,500 square feet, as approved per PUD 379-A.

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Amendment to the Deed of Dedication for
PUD 379-A, as submifted, subject fo approval by the City of Tulsa Legal
Department and the City Commission.

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, Kempe,
Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon,
"abstaining"; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, "abseni") to APPROVE the Amendment
to the Deed of Dedication for PUD 379-A, as recommended by Staff.
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PUD 166-D: Located at the NE/c of South Sheridan & East 93rd Street South

Staff Recommendation: Declaration of Covenants

PUD 166-D is located at the northeast corner of South Sheridan and East
93rd Street South and was approved by the TMAPC on January 29, 1986; by
the City Commission on July 1, 1986. The applicants are requesting
approval from the TMAPC of the covenants which are required fo be filed In
accordance with the PUD.

Staff has reviewed the submitted Declaration of Covenants and recommends
APPROVAL, subject to review and approval by the City Legal Staff.

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, Kempe,
Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon,
"abstaining"; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, ™"absent") +to APPROVE +the
Declaration of Covenants for PUD 166-D, as recommended by Staff.
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On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, Kempe,
Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon,
"abstaining®™; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, %absent") +to APPROVE the Early
Transmittal of the TMAPC Minutes for Z-6119, Walker (Nassif), PUD 380-A
(Nassif), PUD 420 Pitiman Poe (Nassif, et al) and PUD 166-D Declaration of
Covenants to the City Commission, as recommended by Staff.
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There was general discussion among the Commission and Staff as far as the
upcoming public hearing for the Creek Freeway, scheduled for August 13, 1986.
Staff was asked to provide information from the November 20, 1985 TMAPC
hearing on this matter, provide copies of minutes from the recent TMATS Policy
Committee and TAC meetings, etfc.

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adJourned
at 3:45 p.m. |

Chairman
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