TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COr4lllSSION
Minutes of Meeting No. 1625
Wednesday, October 22, 1986, 1:30 p.m.
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center
MEfJBERS PRESENT

Doherty, 2nd ViceChairman
Draughon
Paddock, Secretary
Parmele, Chairman
Selph
VanFossen
Wi (son, 1st ViceChairman
Woodard

MEM3ERS ABSENT
Crawford
Carnes
Kempe

STAFF PRESENT
Frank
Gardner
Setters

OTHERS PRESENT
Linker, Legal
Counsel

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City
Auditor on Tuesday, October 21, 1986 at 9:30 a.m., as wei I as In the Reception
Area of the INCOG offices.
After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele cal led the meeting to order
at 1:36 p.m.

MINUTES:
Approval of Minutes of October 8, 1986, Meeting 11623:
On MOTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-1 (Draughon,
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays";
Paddock, "absta I n I ng"; Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, Crawford, "absent")
to APPROVE the Minutes of October 8, 1986, MeetIng 11623.
Approval of Amended Minutes of October 1, 1986, Meeting 11622 (pg 27):
On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-1
(Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no
"nays"; Draughon, "abstaining"; Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, Crawford,
"absent") to APPROVE the Amended Minutes of October 1, 1986, Meeting
11622, page 27, amending the Side Yard Setbacks to five feet (PUD
306-3) •
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REPORTS:
Committee Reports: Consideration of a recommendation to revise and adopt
a general pol Icy related to TMAPC approval of three-sided lot spl Its.
Mr. Paddock advised the Rules & Regulations Committee voted 4-0-0 at their
October 1st meeting to recommend approval of the requested language
for lot spl Its and adoption of same as a General Pol Icy.
TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present
On MOTION of PADDOCK. the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Draughon,
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, Crawford, "absent")
to APPROVE the Adoption of the following as a General Pol Icy:
"All residential lot spilt applications which contain a lot having
~cre than three side lot ! !nes cannot be processed as Prior Approval
Lot Spl Its. Such lot spl Its shall require a five day written notice
to abutting property owners. Deeds for such lot splits shal I not be
stamped or released until the TMAPC has approved said lot spl it In a
public meeting."

ZON I tl? PUBLI C HEAR I tl?:
Present Zoning:
Application No.: CZ-153
Proposed Zoning:
Applicant: Doss
Location:
North of the NW/c of 4th Street & 113th West Avenue
SIze of Tract: .2 acres, approximately
Date of Hearing: October 22, 1986
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Richard Doss, 302 Industrial, Sand Springs

RS
CG

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:
The District 23 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tuisa
Metropolitan Area does not cover the subject tract. The Sand Springs
Comprehensive Plan designates the subject tract as Low Intensity Residential.
The proposed CG district would not be In accordance with the Sand Springs
Comprehensive Plan.
Staff Recommendation:
Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately .2 acres in size and
located north of the northwest corner of 4th Street and 113th West Avenue
(an I ndustr i a I street I n Sand Spr I ngs).
Itis part Ia II y wooded, gent Iy
sloping, contains a vacant storage building and Is zoned RS.
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SurroundIng Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north and west by
single-family residences zoned RS, on the east by single-family dwel lings
(Sand Springs city limits) zoned RS-3, and on the south by vacant property
zoned RS.
ZonIng and BOA HistorIcal Summary: Rezoning activity In the area has been
No recent rezon I ng
conf I ned to areas around the Keystone Expressway.
activity has occurred in the Immediate area.
Conclusion: The requested rezoning Is not In accordance with the Sand
Springs Comprehensive Plan; therefore, It would be "spot zoning".
Residential single-family zoning abuts the subject tract on all sides.
Based on the Sand Springs Comprehensive Plan and existing zoning patterns,
Staff cannot support the requested CG or CS zoning on the subject tract.
Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of CZ-153 as CG or CS.
APPROVED CG at their 10/21/86 meeting (6:0:1).

Sand Springs

For the record I Staff wou I d suggest that some re I I ef may be poss i b Ie
through the Tulsa County Board of Adjustment since the existing building
appears to have been used for non-residential purposes in the past.
Comments & Discussion:
Commissioners Paddock, Selph and Wilson opened discussion with questions
as to the recommendation by the Sand Springs Commission for approval of
the requested CG zoning. Mr. Gardner stated that he thought Sand Springs
was Indicating, by their vote for approval, that their Comprehensive Plan
might need to be reviewed. Further, that their action appeared to be a
statement that this area should be commercial.
ApRl icant's Comments:
Mr. Richard Doss submitted a petitIon w!th sIgnatures of the area
res I dents In support of the request for commerc Ia I zon! ng, and adv Ised
that he talked with all of the residents between 3rd and 6th Streets on
Industrial Avenue. Mr. Doss pointed out the property was bounded on the
back (west s! de) by the river and on the south by a vacant lot, and
advised the existing structure has been used as commercial property since
the 1950's (a welding shop since 1980).
In rep Iy to Mr. VanFossen, Mr. Doss remarked that 113th West Avenue, as
shown on the map, was also known as Industrial Avenue. Mr. Paddock asked
why CG was being requested, rather than CS. Mr. Doss stated that, as he
understood, CG would cover the present use as wei I as commercial shopping.
Ms. Wilson inquired as to discussion with residents, and if the
conversations were geared toward a laundromat being on the property, or
the zon I ng category change. Mr. Doss stated he discussed two Ideas for
use of the property:
1) Its present use as a welding shop; or (2) a
laundromat, which Is an Idea he felt would have merit for Sand Springs.
Mr. Doss added the laundromat Idea was one he had for future use, but the
Immediate use would be the welding shop.
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In response to Mr. Draughon, Mr. Gardner reviewed the uses permitted under
CG zoning.
Mr. Doss, commented In reply to Mr. Draughon, the building
size was not appropriate for a manufacturing type use and economics did
not Justify any rebuilding. Therefore, a manufacturing use was not an
option he would consider.
Addltlona! Comments and Discussion:
Comm Iss loner Se I ph stated It was not often that he went aga I nst the
Staff's recommendation, but In light of the recommendation from the Sand
Springs Commission, he moved for approval of the requested CG.
TMAPC ACTI ON: 7 members eresent
On MOTION of SELPH, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Draughon,
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstent Ions"; Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE
CZ-153 Doss for CG, as recommended by the Sand Springs Commission.
Legal Description:
Lot 7, Block 18, CHARLES PAGE HOME ACRES NO.2, an addition to Tulsa
County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof.

*******
Application No.: Z-6130
Present Zoning: RS-l
Applicant: Norman (Farmer)
Proposed Zoning: OL
Location:
SE/c of 24th Street South & South Sheridan Road
Size of Tract: 1 acre, approximate
Date of Hearing: October 22, 1986
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Charles Norman, 909 Kennedy Building (583-7571)
Relationship to the ComDrehenslve Plan:
The Di str i ct
Metropo I Itan
Residential.
Use, based on

5 P Ian, a part of the Comprehens Ive P Ian for the Tu Isa
Area, desIgnates the subject property Low Intensity (Plan map to be amended to Low Intensity - No Specific Land
Z-6115).

Accord Ing to the "Matr Ix III ustrat I ng DIstr Ict P Ian Map Categor 1es
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested OL District Is not In
accordance with the P Ian Map I n Its present form, but may be found In
accordance when amended.
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Staff Recommendation:
Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately one acre In size and
iocated on the southeast corner of 24th Street South and South Sheridan
Road. It Is nonwooded, flat, vacant and contains single-family dwelling
units zoned RS-l.
Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by office
uses zoned OM, on the east by single-family residential units zoned RS-l,
on the south by a landscaping business and residence zoned Ol, and on the
west by single-famIly residential units zoned RS-3.
ZonIng and BOA Historical Summary: Recent actions by the TMAPC and City
Commission approved Ol Office Light zoning south of the subject tract.
The OM off Ice use and zon I n9 to the north of the subject tract was the
result of a District Court action.
Conclusion: Although the requested Ol zoning Is not In accordance with
the Comprehensive Plan, the existing zoning patterns would support the Ol
request. The request does not encroach Into the existing neighborhood to
the east, fronts Into an OM district on the north, and does not extend past
the defined Ol zoning line already existing to the south and east. It is
also noted that the subject tract Is separated from residential uses to
the west of Sheridan by a frontage road.
Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Ol zoning as requested. Mr.
Gardner notes for the record that a Class B Watershed Development Permit
would be required according to comments from the Department of Stormwater
Management.
Note:

Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan Is pending the annuai update.

APDI icant's Comments:
Mr. Norman advised the applicant has lived on the subject property since
1951. Mr. Norman reminded the Commission that the Mlms property (just
south of the subject tract) was recently heard by the TMAPC and City
Commission, both of which approved the requested OL zoning. Mr. Norman
reviewed the history of the area and the office zoning along Sheridan In
relation to the residential uses.
Mr. Norman commented he felt the
traffic conditions along Sheridan and the actions on the Mlms property
justified approval of this application.
Interested Parties:
Mr. Dan Butchee
Mr. Jerry Meadows
Mr. Ray McCollum

Address:
6520 East 24th Street
6540 East 24th Street
3135 South 76th East Avenue

Mr. Butchee, residing just east of the subject tract, stated opposition
due the addltlona! traffic and parking that could be generated 1 as wei I as
the additional paving which could add to drainage problems. Mr. Butchee
commented there were no plans submitted for the use of the property, and
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submitted a list of "Restrictions Requested: el) Minimum 6' privacy wood
fence to be maintained by the business owners; (2) no outside light to
shine toward residences at night; (3) no entrances to property from 24th
Street; (4) retention wall required to direct water run-off away from
residences; (5) sewer facilities no larger than current homeowner size;
(6) business to be minimal traffic producing type; (7) buildings will
retain current residential look; (8) buildings to be maximum one story In
height; (9) sidewalks to be maintained for children approaching to and
from school crosswalk; and (10) developer to move Johansen Acres Gate Post
to adjacent res Ident Ia I lot.
I n regard to the Johansen Acres
Identification marker, Ms. Wilson asked If there was also a marker on 25th
Street, as wei I as the one on 24th Street. Mr. Butchee stated he was not
sure.
Mr. Meadows, who has also been a resident In the area for many years,
stated concerns as to the property se I I I ng and a new owner request I ng
higher zon I ng.
Mr. Meadows was ab Ie to po I nt out for Ms. WI Ison the
Iocat Ion of the subd Iv Is Ion markers, and suggested a good Iocat Ion for
moving the marker on 24th Street would be 15' on the easement just Inside
the fence II nee
Mr. McCollum, President of the Whitney Community Homeowners Association,
joined the others In protest of this request. Mr. MeCol fum suggested a PUD
or specific plans be submitted so the neighborhood would know what was
being planned, rather than just the zoning.
Applicant's Rebuttal:
Mr. Norman adv I sed the marker was a Imost hidden by shrubbery, but the
applicant had no objections to the homeowners moving the sign.
He
commented the applicant was not responsible for the changes along Sheridan
over the last 35 years and was, In fact, the last to request any change on
property along this part of Sheridan. In regard to the requests by the
Interested Parties, Mr. Norman commented that most of these wou Id be
accomplished with an OL zoning designation.
Mr. Woodard Inquired if the applicant had plans to sel I the property once
zoned OLe Mr. Norman stated the applicant, at 80 years of age, pianned to
change her residence In the next few years and may move to Dallas to be
with her son. Ms. Wilson asked Mr. Norman to respond to the request for
no entrance on 24th Street and the outside lighting. Mr. Norman stated he
fe It the Code shou Id be amended I n the off Ice category so that II ght I ng
would not be directed downward onto residences. In regard to access, Mr.
Norman Indicated there was already access on 24th, and as far as safety
was concerned, access should 'probably be permitted on 24th off of
Sher Idan.
Mr. Norman rev Iewed the Stormwater Management recommendat Ion
for the area as presented at the previous hearings.
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AdditIonal Comments and Discussion:
Mr. Gardner agreed that several of the suggestIons/requests made by the
Interested Part Ies were a Iready requ Irements of OL zon Ing.
If, for any
reason there was an appl lcation before the BOA, then these items could be
Mr. Gardner assured
imposed as condItions of approval, at that time.
those In attendance that their organized group had made accomplishments,
as he felt that without this organizatIon there could be retail commercial
In this area along Sheridan, and because of the Interest of the
neIghborhood, Staff has restrIcted thIs from happenIng.
Mr. Doherty asked Legal to comment on the suggestIon to move the marker on
the easement on Sheridan.
Mr. LInker commented that putting any
obstruction onto City right-of-way would require permissIon from the CIty
Commission. Mr. Paddock asked that Mr. Norman's suggestion on parking lot
lightIng being directed away from residentIal areas be referred to the
Rules and Regulations CommIttee.
Ms. WII son requested the suggest Ions by Mr. Butchee be Inc I uded t n the
minutes. She stated favor of approval due to the location and positioning
on Sheridan and she felt it was appropriate use. Ms. Wilson added she
would like to see the Identification marker remain for the residents. Mr.
VanFossen agreed with Ms. Wilson In that this was the last home
(between 21st and 31st Streets) that was not facing a service road.
TMAPC ACTION:

8 members present

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parme I e, Se I ph, VanFossen, WII son, Woodard, "aye"; no
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, Crawford, "absenttt) to APPROVE
Z-6130 Norman (Farmer) for Ol, as recommended by Staff.
Legal Description:
Lot 1, Block 4 of the Amended P I at of JOHANSEN ACRES, to the City of
Tu I sa, Tu I sa County, State of Ok I ahoma, accord I ng to the recorded p I at
thereof.

*******
PUn 119-L:

South of the SE/c of East 71st Street South and South Memorial,
being 7121 South Memorial Drive

Staff Recommendation:

Major Amendment

The subject tract is located south of the southeast corner of East 71st
Street and South Memorial Drive at 7121 South Memorial Drive and is the
site of a Ken's Pizza Restaurant. The purpose of the major amendment Is
to request an increase in the floor area to add a glassed-!n eating area
of 541.6 square feet to the west end of the bu II ding.
The present
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restaurant has an area of 2,376 square feet.
This site was allocated
2,400 square feet of floor area under the original PUDj therefore, the
floor area variance would be 508.6 square feet.
The ex Ist I ng park I ng wou Id meet the Zon I ng Code requ Irements for the
present and proposed floor area. Parking area requirements would be based
on one space per each 225 square feet of ex i st i ng f i oor area, and one
space for each 100 square feet of additional floor area (a total of 40
parking spaces now exists on the site). The proposed addition wil I also
not encroach into the required setback from the centerline of South
Memorial which Is a designated primary arterial street.
The major Issue around which this case revolves Is how to Increase floor
area within the PUD when all of the permitted floor area has already been
al located to each lot. In addition, several of the lots are Interior In
location and therefore, do not have any frontage on a major street. At the
time PUD 179 was approved, land area was calculated as the area of the lot
p I us one-ha I f or 30', wh Ichever Isiess, of the right-of-way of any
abutting street to which the lot has access. The present Code allows
Intensity calculations for gross land area to be based upon the lot area
plus one-half of the right-of-way of any abutting street to which the lot
has access.
If the current Code was used to calculate commercial
Intensity, the gross commercial area of the PUD could be Increased by 30'
for that portion of the frontage zoned CS. The problem arises as to which
lots would receive Increases and which lots would not receive any Increase
In commercial floor area. All of the property owners within the PUD would
have to agree to amend the PUD and assign to each lot the additional floor
area permitted before todays zoning code requirements could apply. This
approach does not appear to be attainable since a similar request failed
previousiy.
Another alternative would be a variance by the Board of Adjustment. Each
request could be evaluated on Its merits and a hardship would have to be
demonstrated.
The concern of estab II sh i ng a precedent wou Id a Iso be
minimized.
The Staff cannot support the subject request because of the precedent it
would establish and the problems Inherent In such a procedure; however,
the minimal building addition proposed would seem to have some merit as a
variance through the Board of Adjustment.
Comments & Discussion:
Mr. Gardner commented that, If the BOA were to grant a variance for the
additional footage, then the TMAPC and the City could approve the
amendment requested, as the footage. would be there for al location.
Technically, if al I the owners were to come back and file an application,
using today's standards, then the Planning CommIssion would have
jurIsdiction and could allocate footage.
Mr. Gardner reiterated that
nOTice was given oniy to those within 300' of the subject property; not
al I of the property owners within the PUD.
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Mr. Linker advised Legal did not feel the BOA would have Jurisdiction at
al I, because the Zoning Code would permit what the application Is
requesting. The only time the BOA would have jurisdiction, in Legal's
opinion, would be when a request Involved a variance of the Zoning Code
prov J s Ions. Mr. Li nker stated the PUD I when or Igina I IY estab I Ished, In
effect p Iaced certa I n property rights, espec Ia II y on a II of· the owners
that had property In the commercial and office areas, as to any
una I located I ntens Ity.
I f you are go I ng to cut I nto the I ntens Ity,
Legal's position Is that notice should be given to those owners that you
would be drawing that Intensity, or the potential to have that Intensity
drawn away from. Therefore, before proceeding with an application such as
this, notice should be given to those not only within 300', but give
notice to the owners of the commercial and offIce properties In the PUD.
Cha i rman Parme Ie stated he understood Lega i as say i ng the TMAPC cou Id
handle this (without BOA action), but If this was readvertlsed, proper
notice should be given to the other owners. Mr. VanFossen confirmed with
Lega I that they meant the I r op I n Ion was based on rea I Iocat Ing ex Ist I ng
square footage; not on any presumption of assuming anymore footage. Mr.
Linker stated he was talking about what would NOW be available under the
Code, as the Code had been changed since this PUD was originated; floor
area square footage that would not have been available until the Code was
changed. Therefore, notice should be given to all of the commercial and
off Ice property owners before tak I ng away the I r right by a II ocat Ion.
Chairman Parmele remarked he could forsee some problems because of this.
He dId not have a problem with the applicant's request for a 20% increase,
but should each owner within the PUD want a 20% Increase, then there would
be basis for a signIficant argument In the future.
Mr. Gardner clarified that Legal was saying this Commission had
jur I sd Ict ion, with proper not ice.
However, a Ilocat Ion wou Id become a
probiem as it would be difficult to get the property owners to agree. To
give a brief history of the PUD, Mr. Gardner commented that when this PUD
was approved, all of the maximum footage was assigned and attributed to
the various parcels, not giving any consideration for expansion. Today on
PUD's, consideration Is given for expansion.
Mr. Gardner continued by
stating, If the Ordinance had not been changed; then Legal would have no
basis to express the BOA does not have Jurisdiction. What complicated the
Issue was the fact that the Ordinance was amended, but If It had not been,
then the applicant would have more problems.
Chairman Parmele Inquired as to what would happen If the applicant wanted
to withdraw from the PUD.
Mr. Gardner commented th Is was a Iways an
option, but under the circumstances, Staff's recommendation would be to
not al low that. If the applicant was to withdraw from the PUD and it was
approved, then the appl tcant would have 17,000 square feet permitted under
the zoning. This could be a real problem If others wanted out of the PUD.
Mr. Linker stated he would have a problem should withdrawal from the PUD
be al lowed, and cited what could possibly happen. Mr. VanFossen recal led,
from his Involvement early In the development of the PUD as a consuitant,
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that as the developer had a chance
reallocated space to fit the need.
Mr.
step for the app Ilcant wou I d be to go
surplus of space that he did not use and
Into the subject property.

to sell a parcel/portion, he
VanFossen suggested the simplest
to some property owner with a
purchase that right for transfer

Due to the confusion and legal questions Involved, Mr. Doherty suggested a
continuance might be In order to allow time to resolve some of these
! ssues and exp lore other opt Ions.
Cha I rman Parme I e stated the TMAPC
shou I d dec I de I f they want to hear th I s as a major amendment and, I f so,
It would
need to be readvertlsed.
Discussion continued as to options
available and the Legal/Staff position.
Mr. VanFossen Inquired of Legal, If the applicant reapplied and gave
notice as suggested by Legal, would the TMAPC have the Jurisdiction to
dec I de how to rea I locate the new I and.
Mr. Li nker conf I rmed they wou I d.
Mr. VanFossen then asked what the consequences, I f any, wou I d be shou I d
the Comm I ss Ion rea II ocate 500' to th I s one parce I •
Mr. Linker adv I sed
that I shou I d the other owners not s how or protest th J s at the hear I ng,
then they would be out, but anyone that might show up at the hearing
wou I d be ab I e to pursue the I r I ega I remed I es I f they were d I ssat I sf led
with the decision of the Planning Commission.
Discussion ensued on this
possibll lty and a continuance.
Applicant's Comments:
Mr. Kevin Ikenberry, representing KRS Realty, Inc., stated he was
attracted to the Idea of giving notice to commercial and office property
owners,
as he agreed It was unrealistic to try to get everyone together
to work out a "package deal". He also added they would real!y not want to
purchase space from someone else, and the most expedient process would be
to read vert I se and come back.
I n rep J y to Ms. WII son, the app I I cant
commented they did not anticipate this type of problem on the al location.
Mr. Doherty confirmed with Staff, on behalf of the applicant, the time
needed to readvertlse this Item and to notify those within the commercial
and office portion of the PUD, as well as those within 300'.
He then
moved for consideration of this applicatIon, as a Major Amendment, unTil
November 26, 1986.
Mr. Paddock suggested Staff provide information as to
actions taken on PUD 179-0 through 179-K.
TMAPC ACTION:

8 members present

On K>T I ON of DOHERTY, the P I an n I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 8-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, .VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no
"nays"; no "abstent 1ons"; Carnes, Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to CONTI NUE
Consideration of PUD 179-l Ikenberry (KRS Realty) until Wednesday,
November 26, 1986 at 1 :30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hall,
Tu I sa C I v I c Center, to read vert I se and give not I ce to a I I owners of
commercial and office property owners within PUD 179.
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FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE:
Triad Center (PUD 202)(283)

SE/c East 61st Street & South 76th East Avenue

On MOTION of WILSON, the PlannIng Commission voted 7-0-1 (Doherty,
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; Carnes, Draughon, Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the
Final Plat of Triad Center (PUD 202) and release same as having met all
conditions of approval.

*******
Woodside Village IV (PUO 306-3)(2083)

East of SE/c 91st & South Col lege Place

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the P Iann I ng Comml ss Ion voted 8-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes,Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the
Final Plat of Woodside Village IV (PUD 306-3) and release same as having
met al I conditions of approval.

OTHER BUSINESS:
PUD 1385-3:

NW/c of East 71st Street South and South Utica Avenue
Lot 1, Block 1, Laurenwood Addition

Staff Recommendation:

Minor Amendment for Signage

PUD #385 is approximately 1.7 acres In size and Is located on the
northwest corner of South Utica Avenue and East 71st Street South. It is
abutted to the north by a developing office park, to the west by Joe Creek
Channel, to the south by an apartment complex and to the east by an office
park.
The app i j cant is request i ng ami nor amendment to c hanga the
approved sign and types on the south and east elevations. Detail Sign
Plan approval was granted by the TMAPC on July 23, 1986 for a 6'6" X
11'10" project monument type ground sign. The applicant Is now requesting
a minor amendment to allow the substitution of the approved "Decorative
Center" sign wh Ich Is to be a stucco type to a "Carpet Wor Idn sign wh i ch
will be back lighted on the south e Ievat ion and a s Imll ar w'a II mounted sign
on the north end of the east elevation.
After review of the applIcant's application and drawings, Staff finds the
request to be minor In nature but can only support the request In part.
Staff can support the substitution to the tenant sign on the south
elevatIon only; due to its frontage on a major street.
Staff cannot
support the South Utica Avenue elevation due to the non-arterial frontage,
as wei I, Staff could not support similar slgnage for the other tenants.
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When PUD 385 was approved, uniform consideration was given to the tenants
by al lowing 12" vertical band with sewn or sllkscreened letters on awnings
for tenant slgnage (submitted by the applicant). Staff would also note
that the area I s not I n a reta II area and the structure and ab utt I ng
structures are office In nature, which would also make the sign out of
character with the area. South Utica Avenue provides limited access to a
iow intensity office deveiopment, again where signage is restricted.
Based on the above find I ngs, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed
sign and type for the south elevation and DENIAL on the east elevation.
October 15, 1986:
As requested by the Commt ss Ion, Staff researched
previous actions on PUD 385 from Its Inception as summarized In the
attached "History of the Tulsa Design Center." Included In the "History"
is an excerpt from the Text which addresses "Sign Standards" which were
modified by the applicant at the submission of the Detail Site Plan and
PUD 385-1 on June 19, 1985 (pp. 16- 20 of these minutes). The character
of the slgnage was discussed at length when the applicant was requesting
4' tall lettering on the building; a compromise at 3' was approved. It
was at that t Ime the more restr Ict Ive sign standards were I ntrod uced as
shown on page 19 of the June 19, 1985 minutes. Staff contInues to support
the October 8, 1986 recommendation to APPROVE PUD 385-3 to allow the
backlighted sign as requested by the applicant on the south elevation
(East 71st Street), but to DENY any changes In the type and character of
the signs on the east elevation.
Note:

Reference is made to the original PUD Staff recommendation (June 12,
1984 TMAPC minutes page 17) In which CS was not supported on the
entire tract; however, the compromise OM/CS pattern was supported. It
Is noted that CS zoning was supported by Staff on only those portions
of the tract that did not abut adjacent developed and developIng areas
which were primarily office at that time and continue to be so today.

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present
On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Draughon,
Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, WIlson .. Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstent Ions"; Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to CONTI NUE
Consideration of PUD 385-3 until Wednesday, November 5, 1986 at 1:30 p.m.
In the City Commission Room, CIty Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center.
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*******
PUD 1414:

West of the NW/c of East 36th Street South & South Zunis Avenue
Kennebunkport Addition

Staff Recommendation:

Detail landscape Plan, Detail Sign Plan
& Detail Fence Plan

The subject tract Is 2.73 acres In sIze and was approved on AprIl 9, 1986
for the development of 10 residential sIngle-family lots whIch Is in
accordance with the underlying RS-2 zoning.
The applicant Is now
requesting Detail Landscape Plan, Detail Sign Plan and Detail Fence Plan
approval as per TMAPC requirements. The Detail Site Plan requirement was
met by the approval of the Final Plat. The Final Plat has been approved
by the City of Tulsa, but as of this writing has not been ft led of record.
As per TMAPC approval, notice of the application has been given to
Interested parties that spoke at the original PUD hearing.
The applicant has submitted plans which
south approximately 180 feet. The plan
PUD and I ncorporates a number of Iarge
ref Iects p Iant types as we I I as sizes
landscaped areas along 36th Street South.

show detail landscaping on the
Is consistent with the original
ex Ist I ng shade trees. The p Ian
wh Ich I s cons Istent with other

The applicant has also submitted plans for the proposed sJgnage which
Indicates an approximate 6.5 square feet sign, 6'4" In height, to be
located at the East 36th Street entrance. Staff can support the proposed
sign, finding It In character wIth the proposed development and exIsting
residential areas. Staff support is subject to the proposed sign meeting
all other codes and ordinances of the City of Tulsa.
Deta I I Fence Plans were a Iso subm Itted, wh Ich show a decorat Ive 6 feet
tall solId cedar fence with brick columns located at each change In
direction. The south portions of the fence will be double-sided fence
with the remainder being single-sided Installed with the finished sIde
out. Again, Staff finds the proposal to be consistent with the original
PUD and w~re than adequate to provide separation of abutting conventional
developments.
Based on the above find I ngs, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Deta I I
Landscape Plan, Detail Sign Plan and Detail Fence Plan as submitted.
TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present
On t«>T ION of DOHERTY, the P Iann I ng Comm Iss Ion voted 8-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no
"nays"; no "abstent Ions"; Carnes, Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE
the Detal I landscape Plan, Detail Sign Plan and Detail Fence Plan for
PUD 414, as recommended by Staff.
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*******
PUO 379-A-l:

6800 Block of South Memorial

Staff Recommendation:

Minor Amendment for SIgns

The sub j ect tract Is located on the west s Ide of South Memor Ia I I n the
6800 Block.
The tract Is the site of the Village at Woodland Hills
Shopping Center which is a retaii-commercial deveiopment with an area of
approximately 33 gross acres. Space has been developed for three major
tenants (Marshal Is, Beal Is and Mervyns Department Stores), constructIon is
comp Ieted on the she II of the specu Iat Ive reta II space, and TMAPC has
approved a freestand I ng restaurant on the Memor Ia I frontage. The tota I
area of retail/commercial space approved for this development Is 352,500
square feet.
The app II cant I s request I ng that the approved sign standards for three
ground signs with a display area of 90 square feet each (270 square feet
total) along Memorial be amended to permit two ground signs with a display
area of 176 square feet each (352 square feet total). The CS portion of
the underlying zoning which supports this slgnage would permit signs with
approximately 765 square feet of display area and the PUD regulations
would permit sIgns 25' tal I at the proposed locations.
The design of the two ground signs reflects the architectural theme of the
major entrances to the shopp! ng center and be located at the signa I i zed
entrance with Memorial at about the 6800 Block and the entrance to the
south. The structural elements of the sign will be painted tan which Is
the same color as similar structural elements at the major entrances. The
theme of the signs wIII be "art deco" wh Ich lsi n harmony with the
construct Ion facades of the shopp I ng center and a popu Iar arch Itectura I
style being used on simi lar centers recently developed.
The proposed
signs are 20' tall and the sign face Includes a reader board 8' tall by
13' wide (104 square feet) and the structural elements of the sign (jegs
and arches) which will be
decorated with neon tubes. Staff calculates
the total display surface area of each sign to be 176 square feet; total
for two signs would be 352 square feet.
Staff review of the requested minor amendment finds that the signs w!l! be
architecturally compatible with the character of the shopping center being
advertised, be located within the commercially zoned portion of PUD 379-A,
result In a reduction In the number of signs from three to two, and be In
harmony with the retail/commercial district which also characterizes
abutting
development (the City's largest retail mall is located
Immediately east of this site).
Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 379-A-l subject to the PUD
Chapter of the Zoning Code, SectIon 1130.2.b.1 (nonflashlng), and subject
to the submitted plans and text unless revised herein.
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PUD 379-A-l

Cont'd

Comments & Discussion:
Mr. Char Ies Norman, represent I ng the app I Icant I requested perm Iss t on to
modify this application and submitted a revised plan for the signs. Mr.
Norman reviewed these modifications with the Commission and indicated the
south sign would be smaller than the north (main entrance) sign and the
overal I display area would be somewhat reduced from the original request.
Staff concurred with the rev Is Ions and expressed support of the rev Ised
plans.
TMAPC ACTI ON: 7 menbers present
On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the P Iann Ing Comml ss ion voted 7-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, flaye"; no "nays";
no "abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the
Minor Amendment for PUD 379-A-1, as modified.

*******
PUD 159-9:

NE/c of South 28th West Avenue & West 68th Street
Lots 35 & 36, Block 1, West Highlands I I I AddItion

Staff Recommendation:

Minor Amendment & LNG 16761

This Is a request to adjust a side lot iine so It parallels the existing
residences on each lot, whereby making the lots appear more uniform and
wII I a II ow Lot 35 to have frontage on Page Be Icher Go If Course to the
north.
The original PUD 159 approved by the TMAPC on June 5, 1974 al lowed a total
of 1;830 residential dwel ling units on 302 acres that was located between
61st Street to 71st Street, and Union Avenue and 33rd West Avenue.
After careful review of the applicant's submitted plot plan, the Staff
finds this request to be minor in nature and consistent with the intent of
the original PUD. Staff recommends APPROVAL of the request as presented
in the appl icant's plot plan, subject to the fol lowing conditions:
1)
2)
3)

That tie language be placed on the face of the deed tyIng the newly
created tracts together.
This lot spilt does not change any easements of record, all which
stili apply, and any easement vacations or relocation of existing
service lines would be at the property owner's expense.
That this application meets al I other requirements of PUD 159, unless
revised herein.

TMAPC ACTION: 7 menbers present
On MOTION of OOHERlY, the Planning Commission voted 1-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays";
no "abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, Selph, Crawford, "absenttf) to APPROVE the
Minor Amendment & LNO 16767 for POD 159-9, as recommended by Staff.
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*******
PUD 268-5:

9364 South 93rd East Avenue, Being Lot 1, Block 3
Woodland Glen Extended I I

Staff Recommendation:

Minor Amendment to Front Yard Setback

The subject tract Is a corner lot which has a 25' building line from both
South 93rd East Avenue and East 95th Street South.
The app I I cant Is
requesting that a minor amendment be granted to allow the side of the
house, which abuts South 93rd East Avenue, be permitted to be built 22'
from the property line. Staff review of this request Indicates that It Is
minor In nature. AI I other building setbacks will be met.
Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 268-5 to al Iowa 22' bulldlng
setback on Lot 1, Block 3, Woodland Glen Extended I I from South 93rd East
Avenue.

TMAPC ACTION: 1 members present
On MOT I ON of DOHERTY, the P I an n I ng Comm I ss Ion voted 1-0-0 (Doherty,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays";
no "abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the
Minor Amendment to Front Yard Setback for POO 268-5, as recommended by Staff.

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned
at 3:01 p.m.
Date Approve

ATTEST:
Secretary

1I~-~.
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