
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of Meet I ng No. 1614 

Wednesday, August 6, 1986, 1:30 p.m. 
~City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

M31BERS PRESENT 
Carnes 
Draughon 
Kempe 
Paddock, Secretary 
Parmele, Chairman 
Selph 
VanFossen 
Wi Ison, 1st Vice­
Chairman 

Woodard 

MEM3ERS ABSENT 
Crawford 
Doherty 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 
Gardner 
Setters 
Wi I moth 

OTHERS PRESENT 
LI nker, Lega I 

Counsel 
Reynolds, DSM 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted in the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, August 5, 1986 at 9:55 a.m., as well as in the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele cal led the meeting to order 
at 1 :32 p.m. 

MINliTES: 

Approval of Minutes of July 16, 1986 & July 23, 1986: 

REPORTS: 

On MlTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; Wilson, "abstaining"; Doherty, Kempe, Crawford, "absent") 
to APPROVE the Minutes of July 16, 1986, Heetlng 11612, and the 
Minutes of July 23, 1986, Meeting 11613. 

Chairman's Report: Discussion of a request from the Tulsa City-County 
Health Department to suspend approval of subdivision plats to be developed 
on septic systems, In an area bounded on the north by East 101st Street 
South, on the south by East 121 st Street South, on the east by South 
Memorial, and on the west by the Arkansas River, for a period of 30 to 60 
days or unti I further notice, pending a study by the Soi I Conversation 
Service. 
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Chairman's Report - Cont'd 

Mr. Wilmoth presented a brief review of the request by the City-County 
Health Department and reviewed the developments In process in the stated 
boundaries. 

Mr. Jerry Cleveland, Acting Director of the City-County Health Department, 
submItted the request to the TMAPC, and reviewed the prob I ems in the 
areas. Referring to his July 29th letter submitted to the TMAPC: "An 
unprecedented number of septic system problems have occurred In the 
subdivision of Sheridan Park, Bridle Trails and Forest Trails over the 
past several years. These problems were unpredictable with the 
Information available at the time these subdivisions were platted. A 
study of this area, therefore, Is being done at our request by the Soil 
Conservation Service on the predlctabll tty of septic system functions due 
to water table problems. We anticipate the study wll I take from 30 to 60 
days." After making the Introduction of the request, Mr. Cleveland 
referred the technical questions to Mr. Sid Smart of the City-County 
Health Department. 

Comm I ss loners W I I son and VanFossen i nqu I red as to the number of homes 
affected by this problem. Mr. Smart advised that they are not sure as to 
the exact number of homes, but stated al I of the homes In the area are on 
septic, not sewer, and three specific subdivisions are having system 
failure problems in about 1/3 of their homes. County Commissioner Selph 
and Mr. VanFossen ! nqu ! red as to why the Hea i th Department I s Just now 
request I ng the study when they have known th I s prob I em has ex i sted for 
about a year. Mr. Smart remarked that It has Just now come to a head 
through citizen input. Commissioner Selph then Inquired, if the Soils 
Conservat Ion Serv ice a I ready has the techn lca I, geol og Ica I Information 
available, why the need for the 30 - 60 day moratorium. Mr. Smart stated 
that he could not speak for the Solis Conservation Service, but did know 
that they are current i y app I y I ng extra manpower to comp I ete the study. 
Mr. Carnes stated the City-County Health Department now has the power to 
refuse a Building Permit to anyone who wants to develop In this area, and 
he would not feel comfortable being party to the placement of a 
moratorium. 

Chairman Parmele, addressing the IN~U~ Staff, asked If this 
was a request Involving only Final Plats during the 30 - 60 days, or 
Preliminary Plats to be approved, subject to the condition of Health 
Department approval. Mr. Wilmoth advised that, under the present pol icy, 
the TMAPC does not even get a Preliminary Plat until the Health Department 
has approved al I the percolation (perc) tests. Chairman Parmele commented 
that some have been presented to the Planning Commission with the conditIon 
for approval being subject to Health Department approval. Mr. Wilmoth 
adv J sed that Staff does not put these app Ilcat Ions on the TMAPC agenda 
until Staff has the okay to do so from the Health Department. In further 
rep I y to Cha I rman Parme I e, Mr. W II moth conf I rmed that the F I na IP I at 
cannot be re i eased without Hea I th Department approva I • That be i ng the 
case, Chairman Parmele questioned the need for the moratorium, If Health 
Department approval Is covered In the conditions of approval on the plats. 
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Chairman's Report - Cont'd 

Mr. Gard ner stated that he fe I t the Hea I th Department was spec I fica I I Y 
advising this group (TMAPC) as an agency, that they wll I, in fact, being 
doing that (11). Doing so In a public meeting, It put everyone on notice 
that th~ Health Department will not be approving those for release until 
the study Is complete. Chairman Parmele confirmed with Mr. Gardner that 
this Is just notice to the TMAPC that the Health Department wll I not be 
approving any plats In this area for 30 - 60 days. Mr. Gardner added that 
they are a I so ask I ng the TMAPC to be a party to th I s act Ion. Cha I rman 
Parmele stated he felt the TMAPC did not need to be a party to this. 

Mr. Cleveland stated that the Health Department realizes It has authority 
In plat approvals, but what they are wanting to assure Is that they make 
the TMAPC, as wei I as others, aware that they are experiencing problems 
they consider to be significant. This Is being done In an effort to let 
developers know the prob lem before they invest a great deal of money. 
Mr. C I eve I and re Iterated the prob I ems I n the area and offered that the 
ultimate solution would be to get the area on public sewer or reconsider 
the standards, which would mean going to very large lots. In reply to 
Comml ss loner Se I ph, Mr. CI eve I and ver I fled th I s area was I n the city 
limits, and as far as he knew, there were no Immediate plans for laying 
pipe for a sewage system. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Roy Hinkle 
Mr. Bob Lemons 
Mr. B I I I Lew I s 
Mr. Roy Johnsen 
Mr. E. O. Sumner 

Address: 

1515 East 71st Street, 74136 
11 

6420 So 221st E Ave, Broken Arrow 
324 Main Mal I, 74103 
8173 East 31st Place, 74145 

Mr. Hinkle, representing a developer In this area, submitted a letter to 
the Comm I ssl on obta I ned from the Tu I sa City-County Hea I th Department 
advising aii 44 of theIr lots <located In the moratorium area) meet the 
sept I c requ I rements. Mr. HI nk I e stressed th Is city agency shou I d stand 
behind their commitment, as stated In their letter, and developers should 
be able to rely on these city agencies. Mr. Hinkle, as a resident In the 
area of the suggested morator i urn, stated any prob I ems 'II i tn sept! c tanks 
that he was aware of appeared to be due to Improper Installation. Mr. 
Hi nk I e stated that he and the deve I opers he represented were strong I y 
opposed to the suggested moratorium, and recommended the TMAPC not fol low 
the moratorium, as there is no guarantee It wll I only be for 30 - 60 days. 
After lengthy discussion between the Commission, Staff and Legal, Mr. 

Smart confirmed the Health Department would honor the letter to Mr. HInkle 
regarding approval on his development In this area. 

Mr. Lemons, also a developer and resident In the subject area, stated he 
has bu II t 15 homes In th I s area and to hIs know I edge, none of these 
residences have had problems with their septic tanks. Mr. Lemons 
stated that If properly designed and Instal led, there Is no reason they 
should not function properly. He, too, was against any moratorium on 
development. 
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Chairman's Report - Cont'd 

Mr. Lewis, an engineer for a development project In the subject area, 
advised they have performed the required percolation tests on the project, 
and the Health Department staff advised they do meet the standards. Mr. 
Lewis stated concerns as to possible delays In development, and was also 
opposed ~o a declaring a moratorium on the entire area, as those projects 
already underway should not have to suffer the expense and delay of a shut 
down. 

Mr. Roy Johnsen, an attorney represent I ng Anderson Deve I opment Company, 
addressed the economic consequences of a moratorium, and also joined those 
In opposition. Mr. Johnsen commented that If studies need to be done, or 
I f the regu (at ions needed chang i ng, they shou I d be done I n an order I y 
fashion, so as not to disrupt properties already In the development 
process. 

Mr. Sumner, as a manager of land development, commented that any developer 
that has purchased property in this area, and then told that he cannot use 
it Is not being treated fairly. Mr. Sumner stated the developers need to 
know where they stand and he, too, was against a moratorium. 

Cha J rman Parme I e commented that he fe I t the best act ion for the TMAPC 
would be to take no action, but let the record show receipt of this 
information, and the concerns of the Tuisa City-County Health Department 
and TMAPC. There was no objection from the Planning Commissioners. 

Committee Reports: 

Mr. Gary VanFossen adv i sed that the Comprehensive Plan ConInittee 
meeting, originally scheduled for August 13, 1986 has been moved to 
August 20th at noon. The Comm I ttee wi I I rev I ew amendments to the 
D i str I ct 6 P! an as re I ates to the 15th/Cherry Street Study. Mr. 
VanFossen, in reply to Chairman Parmele, verified there would be no 
committee meetings prior to the public hearing on the Creek 
Expressway. 

Director's Report: Request to cal I a public hearing to be held August 27, 
1986 to cons I der amendments to the D I str i ct 6 Comprehens i ve P I an, as 
relates to those areas along East 15th Street (Cherry Street) from west of 
South Peor i a east to the Broken Arrow Expressway, and from the Broken 
Arrow Expressway on the north to East 17th Street on the south. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On Jl>TlON of KEWE, the Planning Commission voted &-0-1 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Kempe, Parme I e, Se I ph, VanFossen, WI I son, Woodard, "aye"; 
no "nays"; Paddock; "absta i n 109"; Doherty; Crawford; "absent") to 
APPROVE a Public Hearing on August 27, 1986 to consider amendments to 
the District 6 Comprehensive Plan, as relates to the 15th/Cherry 
Street Study. 
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SUBDIVISIONS: 

PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL: 

Brookside Mall (2592) SW/c East 45th Place & South Peoria Avenue (CS) 

This pl~t Is a resubdlvlslon of Holmes Square which was processed earlier 
th I s year. Changes are the add I t I on of severa I lots and changes I n the 
easements on face of plat. 

TAC was advised that this plan would retain the existing school building 
which would be remodeled for commercial use. Staff advised that each 
separate lot would have to meet the floor area and parking requirements of 
the CS zone as well as the frontage requirement (see 12). Commissioner 
Metca I fe and Traff I c Eng I neer I ng discussed the adequacy of pav t ng on 
Peoria In this area. Traffic Engineer advised that any 5-lane plans would 
uti I ize the existing 100' right-of-way per Street Plan. Phil Smith 
provided a tentative site plan for review. Details would be accompJ ished 
In coordination meeting later. 

The TAC voted to recommend approval of the PRELIMINARY PLAT OF BROOKSIDE 
MALL subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. The underlying plat should be vacated to the satisfaction of 
appl icant's legal counsel. (Vacating process Is a District Court 
procedure, and Is mentioned here for the record.> 

2. The CS zoning district requires a minimum frontage of 150', so those 
lots with less than 150' would require Board of Adjustment approval 
(adjust to meet 150' minimum). 

3. Utility easements shal I meet the approval of the uti I ttles. 
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 lines. (ProvIde 10' 
uti I Ity easement parai iei to both streets.) 

4. Water plans shal I be approved by the Water and Sewer Department prior 
to re I ease of f I na I p I at. I nc I ude I anguage for Water and Sewer 
facilities In covenants. 

5. Pavement or I and scape repa i r with I n restr I cted water I I ne I sewer 
I ine, or utility easements as a result of water or sewer I ine repairs 
due to breaks and fa II ures, sha II be borne by the owner( s) of the 
10tCs). 

6. A request for creat I on of a Sewer Improvement D I str I ct sha I I be 
submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. No ties to 21" wi II be allowed. Short 8" extension required. 
Relocate existing 8" line, subject to approval of Sewer Department. 

7. Paving and/or drainage plans shal I be approved by Stormwater 
Management,and/or City Engineer Including storm drainage, detention 
design and Watershed Development Permit appllcatJon subject to 
criteria approved by City Commission. 
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Brookside Mall Cont'd 

8. A request for a Privately Financed Public Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submItted to the City Engineer. Required for new development. PFPI 
#205 already exists for this site. 

9. Limits of Access or (LNA) as applicable shal I be approved by Traffic 
Engineer. Show centerline of adjacent intersecting streets. 

10. It Is recommended that the developer coordinate with Traffic 
Eng I neer dur I ng the ear I y stages of street construct Ion concern I ng 
the ordering, purchase, and Installation of street marker signs. 
(Advisory, not a condItion for release of plat.) 

11. It Is recommended that the applicant and/or his engineer or developer 
coord I nate with the Tu I sa City-County Hea I th Department for so lid 
waste disposal, particularly during the construction phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of solid waste is prohibited. 

12. Covenants refer to "dralnageway" easements, but none are specifically 
shown on face of p I at. Make sure that easements on face of p I at 
agree with language In written portion of plat. Show easements as 
required by Stormwater Management. 

13. First paragraph after legal description in covenants should be 
corrected to show appl icable number of lots. 

14. Reference to private street in covenants should read: "Responslbi Iity 
of maintenance Is further described by separate Instrument." 

15. A "Letter of Assurance" regard i ng I nsta I I at i on of Improvements sha I I 
be subm I tted pr i or to re I ease of f ina I p I at, I nc I ud i ng documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulation. 

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

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Cowmlsslon 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 Brookside Mall, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Erie Industrial Park (2203) 3030 North Erie Avenue ( IU 

A part of this tract has already been platted as Erie Industrial Addition, 
but all of the area submitted with the current application was under the 
same zonIng application (Z-4930). Information submItted with a waiver of 
plat application indicated a buildIng encroachIng over a utIlity easement 
into the unplatted area. The appl ication for waiver has been withdrawn 
and this plat submitted instead. Fee paid for waiver process can be 
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Erie Industrial Park - Cont'd 

appl led to preliminary plat fee. (Staff advised, in answer to Mr. Paddock, 
the application for waiver was withdrawn due to the number of conditions 
on the wa!ver.) 

Mr. Moore, an attorney, was present at the also representing the applicant. 
He wi I I be processing the vacation of the old underlying plat In 
accordance with accepted legal procedures as referenced in condition #1. 

The TAC voted to recommend approva I of the PREll M I NARY PLAT OF ER I E 
INDUSTRIAL PARK subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. The underlying plat of Erie Industrial Addition shall be vacated to 
the satisfaction of legal counsel (District Court Procedures). 

2. Utility easements shall meet the approval of the utll itles. 
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 lines. 

3. Verify sewer service and locate existing sewer in easement at 
southeast corner of plat. 

4. I f waste water I s to conta I n any heavy meta I s I etc. see Water and 
Sewer Department for required pretreatment. 

5. Paving and/or drainage plans shal I be approved by Stormwater 
Management, and/or City Engineer Including storm drainage, detention 
design and Watershed Development Permit appl icatlon subject to 
criteria approved by City Commission. 

6. A request for a Privately Financed Public Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submitted to the City Eng!neer. 

7. Show tI no access" a long that port ion ab utt I ng the Gil crease 
Expressway, and Include language applicable in covenants. 

8. It is recommended that the applicant and/or his engineer or developer 
coord i nate with the Tu I sa City-County Hea I th Department for so I I d 
waste d 1 sposa I, part I cu I ar I y dur I ng the construct I on phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of sol id waste Is prohibited. 

9. Show book/page number of dedication of that portion of North Erie not 
dedicated by plats. 

10. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Instal Jatlon of improvements shal I 
be subm I tted pr i or to re I ease of f I na I p I at, I nc I ud I ng documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations. 

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

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On KlTlON of KaFE, the P I ann I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 8-0-1 (Carnes, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wi !son, Woodard; "aye"; no "nays"; 
Draughon, "abstaining"; Doherty, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Preliminary Plat on Erie Industrial Park, as recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

Braum's Second (2803) South of SE/c East Woodrow 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 approva I of the PREll M I NARY 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 shal I meet the approval of the utilities. 
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee if underground plant is planned. 
Show additional easements as required. Existing easements should be 
tied to or related to property lines and/or lot lines. 

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

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

5 A request for a Privately Financed Public Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submitted to the City Engineer. REQUIRED prior to release of final 
plat. 

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

7. A Corporation Commission letter (or Certificate of Nondevelopment) 
shal I be submitted concerning any 011 and/or gas wei Is before plat Is 
re! eased. A bu II d! ng II ne sha II be shown on p I at on any we 115 not 
officially plugged. 

8. Show adjacent street intersections on west side of Harvard for 
reference. 

9. Omit reference In covenants to laying uti! Ity Iloes across streets 
(Paragraph #3). Remainder of paragraph is okay. Omit "north and 
south" from PSO portion of covenants ("a", first line). Heavy line 
should Indicate plat covers area to center I Ine 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. AI I (other) Subdivision Regulations shall be met prior to release of 
final plat. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members presen~ 

On tIlTION of PADDOO<, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock; Parmele; Selph, VanFossen, Wi Ison, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Preliminary Pla~ for Braum's Second, as recommended by S~aff. 

08.06.86:1614(8) 



FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

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

~pC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTIQN 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 129th East Avenue (CS) 

The purpose of th I s request I s to add one add It lona I access po I nt for 
Simple Simon's Pizza (right turn only). An additional ten feet of 
right-of-way was dedicated on the lot spilt 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") to 
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 Florence (RS-l) 

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

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 
On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the P I ann I ng Comm iss i on voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Lot Split for L-16715 McMahon, as recommended by Staff. 
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LOT SPLITS FOR RATIFICATION: 

L-16713 (2293) 
L-16714 (313) 
L-16716 (894) 
L-16718 (283) 
L-16719 (283) 
L-16724" ( 873) 

Griffin 
Kno I I enberg 
Triangle Dev Co 
Crow-Dobbs 
Triad II 
Bruce 

L-16725 
L-16727 
L-16730 
L-16731 
L-16732 

( 1694) 
(3393) 
( 593) 
(3602) 
(3602) 

Brown 
Mason 
City Engineer 
TURA 
TURA 

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 
Above listed lot Splits for Ratification, as recommended by Staff. 

PUBLI C HEAR I NG: 

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. A i an Jackere, Ass i stant City Attorney I presented th lsi tern to the 
TMAPC for their consideration stating that, regardless of how this 
prov I s Ion is I nterp reted ( re I at i ng the I ocat i on of a sexua I i Y or tented 
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 to be 
amended Is not needed In the Code, as It does not provide any additional 
protect I on over and above the other the other spac I ng featu res 1 n the 
Code. Mr. Jackere relayed instances where there was difficulty 
interpret t ng th i sIn spec t ftc court cases due to the arrb 1 gu I ty 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 I nterested part I es or protestants I n attendance on th Is 
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 PUBLIC HEARING: 

Application No.: PUD 418 
Applicant: Jones (Williams, et al) 
Location: West of SWlc 91st & Delaware 
Size of TraGt: 23.14 acres 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

CS, OL 
Unchanged 

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

Comments & Discussion: 

Staff advised that through discussions with the applicant, It appeared 
that the data and I nformat I on was not ready for presentat Ion of th Is 
application. Staff advised the applicant a continuance would be needed to 
allow time to provide the necessary information. Discussions followed 
among Commission members and Staff as to 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 M>TlON of PADDOCK, the P I ann I ng Comml ss Ion voted 1-2-0 (Draughon, 
Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Carnes, Parmele, 
"nay"; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Crawford, "absent") to 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. 

App I Icat 1 on 
Applicant: 
Location: 

No.: Z-6099 
Williams (Connor) 

* * * * * * * 

SWlc Tecumseh & Cincinnati 
Size of Tract: .3 acres, approximately 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

RS-3 
CS 

Date of Hearing: August 6, 1986 (orlgIna!!y heard February 26, 1986) 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Otis Wil Iiams, 345 East Apache (425-1336) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The 0 i str lct 2 P I an, a part of the Comprehens i ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District 1 -
Neighborhood Development Plan and Development Sensitive. 

According to the "Matrix 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 
stngle-famlly residential and a representative of their office has been In 
contact with INCOG Staff and stated they could not support the commerciai 
zoning. 
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Z-6099 Will lams (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 n6nwooded, 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 wei I established residential districts. The 
closest non res I dent I a I zone Is OL, 400' to the south and 200' to the 
north. 

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

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

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 
pub I I c not I ce of the August 6, 1986 hear I ng date has been given. The TMAPC 
will recall that this case was Initially presented on February 26, 1986 at 
wh I ch t I me Staff recommended den i a I and it appeared there were protestants 
(although none spoke on the record) at that time. The applicant was granted a 
continuance unti I March 12, 1986 and did not appear at that time. TMAPC voted 
6-0-0 to deny the request on March 12, 1986. 

Staff recommend at I on to DENY I s unchanged. Staff subm i tted a I etter dated 
July 11, 1986 from the Tulsa Urban Renewal Authority recommending DENiAl. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Wi I I lams, 
getting some 
encroachment. 
beauty shop at 

represent I ng the owner, stated he fe I t the rea I I ssue Is 
business In this part of Tulsa, not spot zoning or 
Mr. Williams commented the applicant was wanting to put a 
this location. 

Mr. VanFossen advised that, under CS zoning, the Intentions of an 
app I !cant do not matter as long as a use fits under the CS zon I ng. 
Cha I rman Parme I e I nqu I red I f a beauty shop cou I d be hand I ed as a home 
occupat lon, and was adv i sed the app II cant was want I ng to use outs i de 
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 
app I Icant of the Cit i zen P I ann I ng Team off I cers and agreed with Mr. 
Paddock ~that maybe they shou I d get together with these of f i cers and the 
community. 

Referr I ng to the I etter from Tu Isa Urban Renewa I Author Ity (TURA), Mr. 
Williams 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. Wi II lams advised the applicant currently 
res i des at th is I ocat ion. Cha I rman Parme I e suggested a cont I nuance In 
order to allow the applicant time to work with the Citizen Planning Team 
officers. Discussion followed among Commission members as to 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 estab Iish i ng a beauty sa I on to emp loyee 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 emp!oyees outside the home. Ms. Wilson 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 like 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 
appi icant COUICl immediately sell the property and a service station, 
commercial shopping center, etc. could be developed. Therefore, he moved 
for denial as recommended by Staff, but wanted the applIcant to understand 
th i s act I on. Ms. Kempe stated she had many of the same fee ling s as Mr. 
VanFossen, and agreed with Staff recommendation. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of YAI*"OSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 6-1-1 (Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wi Ison, "aye"; Draughon, "nay"; 
Woodard, "abstaining"; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to DENY Z-6099 
Williams (Connor) for CS, as recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

Appl icatlon No.: Z-6119 & PUD 38o-A 
Applicant: Walker (Nassif) 
Location: East of the SE/c of 101st & Yale 
Size of Tract: 40 acres 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

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

Relationship to the Comprehensive Pian: Z-6119 

AG, RS-l 
RS-2 

The D i str I ct 26 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District 
Number 2 - LI m i ted to Low I ntens I ty Res I dent i a I (RS-1) , or 1 ncreased 
intensity al lowed under a PUD. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustrating 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 part I a I I Y wooded; vacant and character i zed as a "sump area" with 
poor drainage away from the site, according to the City Hydrologist. 

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-l, 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 underlying RS-2 
zoning. Z-6119 requests rezoning from RS-l to RS-2 on the west part, 
rezoning from AG to RS-2 on the east, and also Includes a! I of the area 
previously approved for RS-2 under Z-6012/PUD 380. 

The Comprehens I ve P I an Spec I a I D i str I ct des I gnates th I s area a natura I 
dra I nage "sump area". The P I an states that zon I ng sha I I be RS-l un less 
accompanied by a PUD so that drainage problems can be resolved by site 
design and development. Although a PUD application to accomplish 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 J u I Y 23, 1986 and the necessary PUD f i I ed 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 & PUO 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 untl I this 
date to allow a PUD to be filed In accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. 
Staff 15 now support! ve of RS-2 zon i ng on the subject tract and recommends 
APPROVAL, subject to approval of PUD 420. Staff Is also supportive of a 
compan ion item, PUD 380-A, abandonment of PUD 380, and retention of RS-2 
zoning, subject to approval of PUD 420. 

NOTE: The appl icants are requesting early transmittal of this case to the 
City Commission. 

Staff Recommendation: PUO 380-A 

The subJect tract has an area of approx i mate I y 14 acres and I s located 
east of the of the southeast corner of South Yale and East 101st Street. 
The app I I cants are request I ng that PUD 380 be abandoned and that the 
under I y I ng RS-2 zon I ng be reta I ned. The Comprehens I ve P I an des I gnates 
th i s area as a Spec I a I D i str I ct, wh I ch I s character I zed as a natura I 
drainage "sump area", according to the City Hydrologist. The Plan states 
that zoning shall be RS-l 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 
I nd I cated a request for cont i nuance of PUD 380-A and Z-6119 wou I d be 
presented on July 23, 1986, and an RS-2/PUD appl icatlon would be filed for 
TMAPC and City Commission review and approval at a future date. 

Therefore, based on the ComprehensIve Plan, 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 ~APC 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 al Iowa 
PUD to be f I led. The PUD requ i rement w III cause the request to abandon PUD 
380 and reta I n the RS-2 zon I ng to be I n accordance with the Comprehens I ve 
Plan, plus al low the applicants to 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 app I I cants are request I ng ear I y transm I tta I of th is case to the 
City Commission. 
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PUO 420 (See Z-6119 & PUD 380-A) 

Application No.: PUD 420 (See Z-6119 & PUD 380-A) 
Applicant: Pittman Poe (Nassif) 
Location: East of the SE/c of 101st & Yale 
Size of Tract: 40 acres 
Date of Hearing: August 6, 1986 

Staff Recommendation: 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

AG, RS-1 
RS-2 

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 character I zed as a "sump area" accord i ng to the City 
Hydro I og 1st. The tract is current I y zoned RS-l on the west part, RS-2 
with PUD 380 I n the centra I area, and AG on the east part. Compan ion 
appl icatlons with this request are as fol lows: Z-6119 requesting RS-2 on 
the entire tract, and PUD 380-A which requests abandonment of PUD 380 and 
retent I on of RS-2. The Comprehens i ve P I an for th I s Spec I a I D I str i ct 
states that zoning shal I be a maximum of RS-l 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 Include 91 large lot homesites, located on 
pub Ilc mi nor streets and cu I-de-sacs. A "Reserve Area" for storm water 
and site drainage management Is proposed in the south central area of the 
deve I opment. A homeowner's assoc I at I on w I I I be estab I i shed to rna I nta I n 
the water retent Ion area, entry med I ans, and I andscaped I s lands in the 
streets. The Text Is requesting variances as follows: side yard 
requirements on corner lots and lots abutting a nonarterial street to be 
15'; the minimum 75' lot width In RS-2 on cul-de-sac and pie-shaped lots 
be a I lowed to be I ess than the 75' min i mum as requ i red In RS-2; front 
yards be 25' rather than 30' per RS-2; minimum side yards be 5' on each 
side for cul-de-sac and pie-shaped lots, RS-2 would require 5' on one side 
and 10' on the other. 

These var i ances are typ i ca i of requests that wou i d be presented to the 
Board of Adjustment and can be granted under a PUD by the Commi ss ion. 
Staff is supportive of these requests. The average lot size Is shown to 
be 80' x 135' on the I I lustratlve Site Plan. Average land area per lot in 
PUD 420 Is 19,238 square feet which compares to 10,875 square feet minimum 
In RS-2. AI I other development standards are generally In accordance with 
or exceed conventional RS-2 criteria. 

Therefore, Staff supports the companion zoning case Z-6119 to 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 Is further based upon the following 
conditions: 

1) That the applicant's Illustrative Site Plan and Text be made a 
condition of approval, unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 
land Area (Gross): 

(Net) : 

Existing Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum No. of Dwel ling Units: 

Minimum Lot Width: 

Minimum Lot Area: 

Minimum Land Area 
per Dwelling Unit: 

Maximum Structure Height: 

Minimum Llvabil tty 
Space per Dwel I ing Unit: 

Minimum Lot Depth: 

Minimum Front Yard Abutting 
a Nonarterlal Publ Ie 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: 

40.19 acres 
38.67 acres 

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

Use Unit 6 single-family 
detached dwel ling units and 
accessory uses. 

91 

75' average per lot/RS-2* 

9,000 sf/RS-2 

10,875 sf/RS-2 

35' 

5,000 sf 

120' 

25' 

25' 

15' 

10' 
5' 

Maintenance of these private 
facilities shall be by a 
Homeowner's Association created for 
that purpose. 

* The minimum 75' 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 plat. 
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PUO 420 - Cont'd 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

8) 

Note: 

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

That the deve I opment be I n genera I comp II ance with the RS-2 Zon I ng 
C04e provisions unless modified by the PUD Text and approved by the 
Commission. 

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

That the requ I rement for subm iss Ion and approva I of a Deta I I Site 
Plan is considered to be satisfied by the filing and approval of a 
Final Plat by the TMAPC and acceptance by the City of Tulsa. If the 
detail for construction of entry ways and similar facilities Is not 
covered on the p I at, these deta II s sha I I be subm I tted to the TMAPC 
for review and approval prior to Issuance of a Building Permit. 

That a Detail Landscape Plan and Sign Plan be submitted to and 
approved by the TMAPC for pub II c and common areas on I y. 
I nsta I I at i on of sa I d mater I a lsi s requ I red pr I or to I ssuance of an 
Occupancy Permit for any residential units In the development. 

That no Bu I I ding Perm I t sha I I be Issued unt 11 the requ I rements of 
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by the 
TMAPC and flied of record In the County Clerk's office, Incorporating 
within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of approval, 
making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said Covenants. 

Early transmittal of this case to the City Commission Is requested by 
the app I I cants. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Carnes inquired If the applicant was familiar with the Staff 
recommendations and, if so, was the applicant In agreement. Mr. Gardner 
rep I I ed that the app I i cant had seen the Staff recommend at Ions and he 
thought the app 11 cant was 1 n agreement. Therefore, Mr. Carnes made a 
motion for approval. Chairman Parmele cal led on the applicant to confirm 
his agreement to the recommendations. 

ApDI icant'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 Is 
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 a more severe requirement. Mr. Reynolds added that, upon review of the 
ca I cu I at Ions, DSM may p I ace a requ I rement for a larger retent I on area 
later. I n regard to the area that may be p I aced under a deve I opment 
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 ~n a sewer system, there could 
stil I 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 PlJ) 380-A, and APPROVE 
PUD 420 Pittman Poe (Nassif, et al), as recommended by Staff. 

Legal Description: 

Z-6119 & PlJ) 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 I and I y i ng I n the NE/4 of the NW/4, Sect Ion 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 I ine of said Section a distance of 
475.45'; thence S 00°17'23" W a distance of 1,321.14'; thence S 89°51'37" 
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 
Oklahoma. 

PlI) 197-1: 

OTHER BUS I NESS: 

South of the SW/ c of East 31 st Street South and South Ya I e 
being Methodist Manor (4134 East 31st Street) 

Staff Recommendation: Detail Landscape Plan for Phase III 

The total area of PUD 197 is 40 acres, which has been approved for, and is 
being developed as a Retirement Facility. Phase I II 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 I I I is divided into two areas, referred to 
as Phase III-A and Phase II I-B. The detail landscape for Phase I I I-A wil I 
be typical for Phase I I I-B. 
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PlIO 197-1 Cont'd 

The landscaping materials include several varieties of trees and shrubs, 
ground cover and grassed areas to be planted around the dweJ ling 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 I I I-A and 1/ /-B. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On K>TION of VAN="OSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE 
the DetaIl landscape Plan for Phase III of PlIO 197-1, as recommended by 
Staff. 

PUD 190-24: 

* * * * * * * 

SWlc of South Fulton Avenue and East 73rd Street 
Lot 32, Block 4, Mlnshal I Park I I I 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment 

The subject tract I s located at the southwest corner of South Fu I ton 
Avenue and East 73rd Street and has a zoning of RS-3/PUD 190. The subject 
tract contains a single-family dwelling and is abutted on all sides by 
either s 1m i I ar structures or vacant res i dent I a I lots. The app I Icant Is 
now requesting a minor amendment to allow a 10 foot rear yard as opposed 
to the requ ired 20 feet and a m I nor amendment to the requ ired 50 foot 
setback from East 73rd Street South to 44 feet. Notice of the appl tcatlon 
was given 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 
i ot to the west to be i rr"egu i ar and at an ang I e from northeast to 
southwest. This allowed the dwel ling on the subject tract 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 tract 
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 
dwel ling on the subject tract and dwel ling to the west would be increased. 

Staff cannot support the requested minor amendment as submitted due to the 
East 73rd Street re I at i onsh I p with the ab utt I ng dwe I I I ng to 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 a I low a 10 foot rear yard 
and DENiAl of the requested 44 foot setback from the center line of East 
73rd Street, per the applicant's submitted plot plan. 
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PlD 190-24 

Staff has been in contact with the appl icant 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 to a I low a 10 foot rear yard and DEN I Al of the 
requested foot setback from the center I Ine of East 73rd Street, per the 
appl icant's submitted plot plan for PUO 190-24, as recommended by Staff. 

PUO 1281-7: 

* 'IIi 'IIi 'IIi 'IIi 'IIi 'IIi 

NE/c of South 91st East Avenue and East 64th Street South 
Lot 1, Block 6 of Gleneagles 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment 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 
I I v I ng un Its. The app II cant is now request i ng a m I nor amendment to the 
PUD to allow 197 parking spaces instead of the approved 273 spaces which 
wou I d be requ I red for convent I ona I apartments. Th I s works out to a 
parking ratio of approximately 1 parking space per 1.4 dwel ling units; the 
Zoning Code would permit .75 spaces per dwel ling unit for elderly housing. 
Notice of the application has been given to 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 
dwel ling units Is consistent with or exceeds past elderly housing PUD's, 
Staff can supports the requested minor amendment. Staff recommends 
APPROVAl of the m I nor amendment for 197 park i ng spaces subject to the 
entire 144 dwel ling units being restricted eiderly housing and 
APPROVAl of the Amended Detail Site Plan. 

~: The app! i has demonstrated the capability to meet the 
convent I ona! I ng requ I rement on the I nit I a II y approved Deta i I Site 
Plan; however, should be reminded that the only approved use for this 
tract Is for elderly housing. 

TMAPC 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 eideriy 
housing and the Amended Detail Site Plan for PUO 281-7, as recommended. 
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* * * * * * * 

PlJ) 128-A-17 : North of the NE/c of 74th Street & Trenton, being Lot 8, 
Block 3 of Kensington I I 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 addition has been platted into 104 
slngle-faml1y lots and 66 duplex lots. Several minor amendments have been 
approved in the subdivision, mostly due to Irregular lot sizes and shapes. 
The applicant is requesting several amendments to the development 
standards to allow a single-family residence on a lot platted for a 
duplex. 

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 fol lowing conditions: 

1) The PUD al lows for either single-family or duplex unIts on the 
subject lots. 

2) The density would not be increased. 

3) Other amendments comparable to the above have previously been 
approved In this addition. 

4) Development Standards: Regulred Submitted 

Minimum Lot Width: 80' 48 ' 
Minimum Lot Size: 9,000 sf +7,900 sf/south part 

(duplex) +8,900 sf/north part 

Maximum Building Height: 20' 20' 

Minimum L!vab!! lty Space: 
Sing I e-F am I I Y 4,000 sf Exceeds 4,000 sf/lot 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
Front 25' 25' 
Rear 20' 20' 
Side One 5' 10' 
Other Side 0' l' 

Minimum Separation 
Between Buildings: 10' Meets (see Note) 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 2 enclosed spaces Same 
per dwelling unit 

NOTE: Applicant owns at I 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 appl lcation. 
This setback Is necessary to maintain the 10' minimum separation between 
buildings. 
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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, Parme I e, WI I son, Woodard, "aye"; Draughon, "nay"; VanFossen; 
"abstall'llng"; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor 
Amendment and LNO 16726 to allow a duplex lot to be spilt in order to 
develop a single-family residence for PUD 128-A-17, as recommended by 
Staff • 

* * * * * * * 

ptJ) 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 al low 
a 4.5' setback on side yards. No structures are built 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 to permit the .5' encroachment for nonmasonry and facia 
materials. Discussions with the applicant indicate that the maximum roof 
eave overhang on the side yards wll I be 16", which means that the setback 
distance to the side yards would be 3'-2" (3' is 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) Subject to the submItted plot pian, 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 r«>TlON of VAI\FOSSEN, the Pi ann t ng Commi ss Ion voted 1-0-1 (Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wi Ison, 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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* * * * * * * 

PlJ) 319-A Lot 2, Block 2, The Village at Woodland Hills 

Staff Recommendation: Amendment to the Deed of Dedication 

PUD 319 ... A I s located in the 6800 Block of South Memor I a I Dr i ve and Is 
platted as Lot 2, Block 2, The V i I I age at Wood I and H I I Is. 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 submitted, subject to approval by the City of Tulsa Legal 
Department and the City Commission. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members Rresent 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 1-0-1 (Carnes, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon, 
"abstaining"; Doherty, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the Amendment 
to the Deed of Dedication for PlIO 319-A, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

PlIO 166-0: 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 appl icants are requesting 
approval from the TMAPC of the covenants which are required to be fl led 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 1-0-1 (Carnes, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon, 
"absta i n I ng"; Doherty, Se I ph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Declaration of Covenants for PlJ) 166-0, as recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, Kempe, 
Paddock, . Parme I e,VanFossen, Wi I son, 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 
(Nass If), POD 420 Pittman Poe (Nass If, et a I) and PUD 166-D Dec I arat i on of 
Covenants to the City Commission, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

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 prov I de in format Ion f rom the November 20 I 1985 TMAPC 
hearing on this matter, provide copies of minutes from the recent TMATS Pol Icy 
Committee and TAC meetings, etc. 

There be I ng no further bus i ness, the Cha I rman dec I ared the meet i ng adjoprned 
at 3:45 p.m. 

ATTEST: 
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