








Z-6131 Grant - Cont'd 

Legal Description: 

A tract of land within the NW/4 of Section 7, T-18-N, R-14-E, Tulsa 
County, State of Oklahoma, more particularly described as fol lows: 
Beginning at a point 635.6' East and 660' South of the NW/c of Section 7; 
thence South 42.8'; thence W 325.7'; thence North 42.8'; thence East 
325.7' to the POB. 

Application No.: Z-6132 
Applicant: Mingo 81 (Grant) 

* * * * * * * 

Location: NE/c of Mingo Road and 81st Street 
Size of Tract: 5 acres 

Date of Hearing: December 10, 1986 

Present Zoning: CO 
Proposed Zoning: CS 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Tom Grant, Jr., 2530 Mid-Continent Tower 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D I str i ct 18 P I an, a part of the Comprehens i ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropo Iitan Area, des I gnates the subject property tv1ed I um I ntens Ity - No 
SpecifIc Land Use/Corridor. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested CS District Is In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

:lITe Anaiysis: The subject tract is approximatelY 5 acres in size and 
located at the northeast corner of M j ngo Road and 81 st Street. It is 
nonwooded, flat, contains a barn and slngle-fami Iy dwell ing that appears 
to be unoccupied and Is zoned CO. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north and east by 
vacant land zoned CO, and on the south and west by vacant land zoned AG. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Past actions by the TMAPC have al lowed 
corridor zoning In the Immediate area of the subject tract. 

Conclusion: The subject tract would qualify as a Type I Node (5 acres of 
medium intensity) at the Intersection of two secondary arterials. Based 
on the Comp rehens I ve P I an and I ack of cons I stent deve lopment at the 
intersection, Staff can support the typical nodal development on the 
subject tract. Permitted medium Intensity uses would be similar between 
the CS and CO districts; however, the CS zoning would not require Corridor 
Site Plan approval by the TMAPC and City prior to development. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of CS zoning as requested. 

12.10.86:1630(5) 



Z-6133 Smith - Cont'd 

Mr. Paddock confirmed with the appl icant the accessibility to the OL zoned 
property and asked if there was an alleyway. Ms. Smith stated that she 
thought there used to be a designated alley, but the tenants of the auto 
part store use this for parking. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Draughon advised the DSM comments Indicated the name of the Watershed 
was Joe Creek; a Master Drainage Plan was under way; on-site detention would 
be required at the time of development; and the type of Watershed 
Development Permit would be determined at the time of Building Permit 
application or platting. 

Interested Parties: Address: 

Mr. & Mrs. Miles Ford 3404 East 39th Street 74135 
Ms. Sherllyn Walton 3914 South Jamestown " Mr. Ph i I I P Ba I ley 3323 East 39th Street " Ms. Opal Dyer 3324 East 39th Street " Mr. & Mrs. Donald Payton c/o 3419 East 40th Street " Ms. Marie Ellis 3328 East 39th Street " 
Mr. Paddock read a memo from Ms. Jean Heidinger forwarded to the 
Commission by Mr. Herb Fritz, Chairman for the District 6 Citizen Planning 
Team. Ms. Heidinger stated opposition to the zoning request as she felt 
It was encroachment Into the residential neighborhood. 

Mr. & Mrs. Miles Ford both spoke In protest to the OL request and stated 
concerns as to potential parking problems and Increased traffic into the 
neighborhood. Mr. Ford submitted photos of the subject tract and 
surrounding residential structures. Ms. Ford read letters from Ms. Helena 
B. McNern, Ted & Pat Kaltenbach and Ms. Haze! Tippin; a!! of whom 
stated opposition to the zoning request® 

Ms. Sher I I yn Wa I ton a I so spoke aga I nst the request for OL and subm I tted 
petitions of 39 other residents protesting this application. 

Mr. Ph II I P Ba I I ey commented that he was opposed due to the number of 
children In this neighborhood, and he was also concerned about increased 
traffic and parking. 

Ms. Opal Dyer advised she has lived In this neighborhood for 24 years and 
jo I ned the others In oppos I t Ion of the OL zon I ng. Ms. Dyer subm i tted 
photos of her home. 

Mr. and Mrs. Donald Payton (5727 South 69th East Avenue), stated they own 
property at 3419 East 40th and they, too, were against the request for OLe 

Ms. Marie EI lis agreed with the other protestants voicing their concerns 
and requested denial of this appl ication. 
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Z-6133 Smith - Cont'd 

Appl icant's Rebuttal: 

Ms. Smith stated she was a little overwhelmed by the response of the 
ne Ighborhood, as she was granted a home occupation to operate a beauty 
shop and has been do I ng for ten years without any comp I a I nts for her 
ne Ighbors. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Ms. Wi Ison stated agreement with the Staff recommendation and moved for 
denial of OLe Ms. Kempe agreed that the OL abutting the subject property 
was misleading. Mr. Paddock asked If, under the present pol Icy, they were 
able to go In and rezone a piece of property based on the objections of 
the property owners (I.e. the existing OL to the south of the subject 
tract). Mr. Gardner advised the Commission had that right If they wanted 
to submit an application for downzonlng that tract with proper notice. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of WilSON, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to DENY 
Z-6133 Smith for Ol, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Appl icatlon No.: Z-6134 
Applicant: Howard 
Location: South of the SE/c of Yale 
Size of Tract: 5 acres, approximate 

Date of Hearing: December 10, 1986 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Avenue and 101st Street 

AG 
RS-l 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Leonard Howard, 10333 South Yaie (299-3945) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 26 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District #2 -
Low intensity Residential. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested RS-l District may be 
found In accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately 5 acres In size and 
located one-fourth mile south of the southeast corner of Yale Avenue and 
101st Street South. It Is partlal!y wooded, flat, contains a 
single-family dwel ling and Is zoned AG. 

12.10.86: 1630(9) 



Z-6134 Howard - Cont'd 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by vacant 
property zoned RS-2, on the east by vacant property zoned AG, on the south 
by scattered single-family dwellings zoned AG, and on the west by a 
developing slngle-fam! Iy subdivision zoned RS-2. 

Zen! ng and BOA Hi ster lea! SU!!'!!'!ary: TMAPC act! ons have a!! owed low 
Intensity residential zoning in the area. 

Conclusion: RS-1 zoning is consIstent with the ComprehensIve Plan and 
existing zoning In the area. Presently, large lot single-family 
development is the development trend in this area. 

Therefore Staff recommends APPROVAL of RS-1 zoning as requested, finding 
It to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and existing development. 

Comments & DIscussion: 

Mr. Draughon advised the DSM comments on this case indIcated this property 
was part of the Vense I Creek Watershed area, on wh Ich a Mater Dra I nage 
Plan has been adopted; on-site retention would be required at the time of 
development with special consIderations needed in development plannIng, as 
well as a Watershed Development Permit (although the type of permit was 
not Indicated). 

TMAPC ACT ION: 10 menbers present 

On K>TlON of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "naysll; no "abstent Ions"; (Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6134 Howard for R5-1. as recommended by Staff. 

legal Description: 

The north ha I f of the NW quarter of the SW quarter of the NW quarter, 
Section 27, T-18-N, R-13-E, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma. 

Application No.: Z-6135 
Applicant: Young (Harrington) 
Location: 18125 East Admiral 

* * * * * * * 

Size of Tract: 1.8 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: December 10, 1986 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Terry Young, PO Box 3351, 74101 

Relationship to the ComprehensIve Plan: 

RS-1 
IL 

The DistrIct 17 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District -
Industrial. 
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Z-6135 Young (Harrington) Cont'd 

According to the "Matrix I I lustratlng District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested IL District may be found 
in accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

SIte AnalysIs: The subject tract Is approximately 1.8 acres In size and 
located east of the northeast corner of Admiral Place and South 177th East 
Avenue. It Is nonwooded, gently sloping, vacant, contains a 
single-family residential unit and stored automobiles and is zoned RS-l. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by the 1-44 
Expressway and Rogers County, on the east by vacant land and a concrete 
company zoned IL and on the south and west by a single-family residential 
un it zoned RS-i. 

Zoning and BOA Historical SUlill\8ry: Several rezoning cases have been 
approved al lowing Industrial zoning north of Admiral Place. 

Conclusion: The area north of Admiral Place Is In transition from 
res I dent I a I to i ndustr I a I. Staff can support the requested I L zon I ng 
based on the Comprehensive Plan, existing land use and zoning patterns. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of IL zoning as requested. 

Appl icant's Comments: 

Mr. Terry Young, representing the applicant, stated agreement to the Staff 
recommendation for approval. 

Interested Parties: 

Ms. Norma Bivins 
Ms. Christine Taube 

Address: 

18101 East Admira! 
18015 East Admiral 

74015 

" 
Ms. Bivins stated she owns the property adjacent to the subject tract and 
submitted photos showing 15 cars that were currently being stored on the 
appl icant's property. Ms. Bivins stated she was against the request if 
the applicant Intended to use It as a salvage, and she was opposed to IL 
zoning. 

Mr. VanFossen Informed Ms. Bivins that should the property be rezoned, the 
applicant would be required to put up a screening fence. Commissioner 
Selph asked Ms. Bivins If she would be opposed to the request with a six 
foot screening fence In place. Ms. Bivins stated she would be due to the 
wrecker service going on during the night and the noise associated with 
the wrecker servIce. Mr. VanFossen stated that under IL zoning, a 
salvage operation would not be allowed. Ms. Bivins reiterated that It 
appeared the applicant currently had a salvage operation and has had for 
some time. Discussions continued as to the number of cars stored, autos 
for repair, etc. 
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Z-6135 Young CHarrington) Cont'd 

Ms. Taube stated she was a I so opposed to the request and conf i rmed the 
autos/salvage on the property, as well as the disturbance at night with 
the wrecker activity. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Young pointed out that IL was In accordance with the Comprehensive 
P I an and stated the app I icant had been to I d that th I s area was In 
transition to IL zoning. As to the autos on the premises, Mr. Young 
advised these autos were awaiting repair, and the applicant was conducting 
an auto repair business. 

Mr. Doherty inquired if the applicant owned any of the vehicles currently 
on the property, and was Informed he did not. Commissioner Selph asked 
the approximate number of vehicles currently on the property. Mr. Young 
stated there were nine autos awaiting repair and added that this was not 
a salvage business. 

Ms. Kempe Inquired If there were restrictions as to hours of operation 
under IL zoning and Chairman Parmele repl led there was not. Discussions 
continued as to the nature of the auto repair business. Mr. VanFossen 
stated that, although he had some reservations, he felt IL was 
appropriate, and moved for approval of the request. Ms. Wi Ison stated 
that I L was on I y a "may be found" I n accordance w lth the Comprehens I ve 
Plan to encourage industrial, but she did not feel IL was appropriate due 
to the residential In the area. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 menbers present 

On K>TION of VANfOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-1-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, 
Woodard, flaye"; Wilson, "nay"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford; "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6135 Young (Parrlngton) for IL; as recommended by Staffe 

Legal Description: 

Lot 3, Sect ion 1, T19, R14E, commenc i ng at a po I nt 247.2' east and 40' 
north of the SW corner of Lot 3, Section 1 of T19, R14E, said point being 
the POB~ thence east on a line paral lei to the south line of said Lot 3 
and 40' distance therefrom, a distance of 141.25' to a point; thence north 
a distance of 557.5' more or less to a point In the southerly right-of-way 
of Skelly Drive; thence west along said southerly right-of-way line of 
Skelly Drive a distance of 141.25' to a point; thence In a southerly 
distance In a straight line to the POB. 
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* * * * * * * 

Application No.: Z-6136 & PUD 179-M 
Applicant: Young (Wenrick) 
location: South Side of East 71st Street, 
Size of Tract: 6 acres 

Date of Hearing: December 10, 1986 

Present Zoning: Ol 
Proposed Zoning: CS/CG 

1/2 Mile East of Memorial Drive 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Terry Young; PO Box 3351; Tu!sa 74101 

NOTE: THIS IS THE IDENTICAL APPLICATION WHICH WAS RECOMMENDED FOR DENIAL BY 
THE STAFF AS Z-6069/PUD 179-K AND DENIED BY THE TMAPC 8/14/85 (8:0:1) 
AND DENIED BY THE CITY COMMISSION 9/24/85 (4:0:0, GARDNER ABSENT). 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 18 Plan Map, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropo Iitan Area, des Ignates the subject property low I ntens Ity - No 
Specific land Use. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustratlng District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested CS and CG Districts are 
not In accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract has a net area of six acres and is 
located on the south side of East 71st Street, one-half mile east of 
Memorial Drive. It is nonwooded, flat, vacant, zoned Ol, and PUD #179-0. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted to the east and south by 
an apartment comp I ex zoned RM-l and RS-3, on the west by a heav II y treed 
site which was once a horticulture nursery zoned AG, and on the north side 
of East 71st Street by vacant land zoned AG Agriculture and P Parking. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Sunrwary: Medium intensity zoning has been 
limited to the major intersections of 71st and Memorial and 71st and 
Mingo. The northeast corner of 71st and Memorial Is a regional shopping 
mall which Is designated as Special District 3 per the District 18 Plan. 
The southeast corner of 71 st and Memor I a I conta I ns a 50 acre commerc I a I 
site under PUD 179 with multi-family and office uses extending along 71st 
east to the node at Mingo Road. The commerc j a I zon I ng patterns at 71 st 
and Memorial were established prior to approval of the Development 
Guldellnesi therefore, the medium Intensity CS underlying zoning extends 
beyond the 15-acre Type II I Node which would now be called for under the 
Guidelines. AI location of medium Intensity uses, however, has been 
restricted within PUD 179 on the east to align with similar uses and 
zoning north of 71st. These uses and zoning districts are also buffered 
north of 71st Street by Ol and P Parking zoning within Special District 3. 
The zoning pattern granted In PUD 179 at the southeast corner of 71st and 
Memorial per Z-4726 (10/8/74) was equivalent to the CS zoning In place at 
the northwest corner (30.24 acres). Other Intervening land between Mingo 
and Memoriai aiong 7ist Street is zoned for low Intensity apartments and 
offices except at the Intersection nodes of Mingo and 71st. Staff notes 
that zoning and PUD's approved since the adoption of the District 18 Plan 
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Z-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

(8/27/75) In this segment of 71st Street were granted as "may be found" OL 
zoning for PUD 235/Z-5411 and PUD 179-D/Z-5718. At the time Z-5718 was 
approved, OM Office Medium Intensity was requested and denied and OL 
Office Light zoning granted In the alternative on 7/22/82. 

COnclusion: The subject tract is one of several tracts of land which are 
presently vacant along East 71st Street, between Memorial and Mingo. The 
physical facts and zoning districts which now exist In this segment of 
71st are In accordance with the approved Comprehensive Plan Map for 
District 18. Approval of the subject request would require an amendment to 
the Comprehensive Plan. Although the net area of the subject tract Is only 
s Ix acres, the precedent of rezon I ng th I s tract to CS or CG cou I d 
reasonably be expected to Impact al I other adjacent vacant tracts fronting 
71st from Mingo to Memorial. The total area of these tracts is 81 acres. 
This figure was arrived at using a depth of 660 feet from the section line 
a long East 71 st and the ba I ance of the 40 acre tract at the northwest 
corner of Mingo and East 71st. The zoning of these tracts varies from AG 
to RM-l to OL and P Parking and a major portion of this land Is not under 
the contro I of a PUD. The area of the vacant tracts p I us the subject 
tract would support more than 1.9 ml I I Ion square feet of additional 
commercial floor area at .5 Floor Area Ratio (FAR); this would constitute 
another reg lona I shopp I ng rna II the size of Wood I and Hili sMail w!thout 
Interior ring roads, acceleration and deceleration lanes along 71st, and 
restricted median cuts on 71st and P zoning buffers such as exist In 
Special District 3. CG zoning would permit a .75 FAR and 2.850 mil i ion 
square feet of additional commercial floor area. It is likely that 
numerous future curb cuts and even median cuts along 71st Street would be 
requested and even required to support such a "regional strip shopping 
center". Consideration should also be given to the Impact that commercial 
stripping out of this mile of 71st between Memorial and Mingo would have 
upon the area between Mingo Road and the planned Mingo Valley Expressway 
and the balance of 71st east to Broken Arrow. Planned six laning of 71st 
and Memor i a I I s necessary to support deve lopment I n accordance with the 
Comprehensive Plan and strip commercialization along these Primary 
Arterials would virtually destroy the traffic capacity and would violate 
the Development Guldel ines. Separate exhibits have been prepared which 
Illustrate this matter. 

This area Is planned for Low Intensity Residential - No Specific Land Use 
and low Intensity residential and office uses are the only uses which are 
or could be found In accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. Further, the 
Development Guidelines offer no basis for Increasing the Intensity of this 
area from low to medium which would be required to support CS or CG 
zon I ng. The genera I area to the east has begun to deve lop a long the 
general concepts of the Development Guldel ines, with medium Intensity at 
the Intersections and low Intensity on surrounding areas, which Is also In 
accordance with the ComprehensIve Plan. It Is not appropriate, now that 
development has started, to Isolate those already existing low Intensity 
uses and cause them to be Islands of low Intensity residential development 
in a sea of medium Intensity commercial. 
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2-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

Therefore, the Staff recommends DENIAL of CS and CG zoning on the subject 
tract as it is not in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and 
Development Guidel ines. Staff also expresses nonsupport of PUD 179-M. 

NOTE: Discussions at an evening meeting of the District 18 Planning Team 
with representatives of the appl icant and INCOG Staff centered upon 
differences In intensIty (i.e., .3 FAR office versus .3 FAR 
commercial); specifically, how these Intensities would relate to 
traff I c generat Ion. I nformat i on as to stat i st I ca I differences in 
traffic generation from office and commercial was not available at 
the meeting; however, is attached for information of the Commission. 
This Information wil I also be provided to the District 18 Planning 
Team along with a copy of the Staff Recommendation and other 
exhibits. 

Staff Recommendation: Major Amendment for PUD 179-M 

NOTE: THIS IS THE IDENTICAL APPLICATION WHICH WAS RECOMMENDED FOR DENIAL BY 
THE STAFF AS Z-6069/PUD 179-K AND DENIED BY THE TMAPC 8/14/85 (8:0:1) 
AND DENIED BY THE CITY COMMISSION 9/24/85 (4:0:0, GARDNER ABSENT). 

The Staff is not supportive of the applicant's request for a change in 
zoning from OL to CS or CG, and is therefore not supportive of PUD 179-M. 
The subject tract was converted from residential zoning to office zoning 
under PUD 179-D/Z-5718 and it is now proposed to be changed from office to 
commercial zoning. The tract has a net area of six acres with 450 feet of 
frontage on East 71st and a depth of 580 feet. The proposed use of the 
development would be for al I uses permitted by right in a CS District with 
a maximum floor are of 93,560 square feet. The buildings are to be a 
maximum of two stories In height and will be In a U-shaped configuration 
with the rear of the structures facing the existing residential uses to 
the south and east. A five foot landscaped perimeter buffer is proposed 
with a six foot screening fence to the south and east, and 7% of the net 
I and area wou I d be devoted to I andscaped open space. S I gnage contro Is 
included in the PUD Text are In general compl lance with Section 1130.2 (b) 
of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. Stormwater drainage from the site 
is generally from the northwest to the south and east. 

Therefore, the Staff Is not supportive of the underlying zoning requested 
from OL to CS or CG per Z-6136; as it violates the Development Guidel ines 
and Is not in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan; and further 
recommends DENIAL of PUD 179-M as it Is: 

(1) inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan; 
(2) not In harmony with the existing and expected development of 

surrounding areas; 
(3) not a unified treatment of the development possibilities of the site 

and, 
(4) inconsistent with the stated purposes and standards of the PUD 

Chapter of the Zoning Code. 
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Z-6136 & pun 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

NOTE: Discussions at an evening meeting of the District 18 Planning Team 
with representatives of the applicant and INCOG Staff centered upon 
differences In intensity <I.e., .3 FAR office versus .3 FAR 
commercial); specifically, how these Intensities would relate to 
traff ic generat ion. I nformat Ion as to stat I st ica I differences in 
traffic generation from office and commercial was not available at 
the meet I ng i however, Is attac hed for in format Ion of the Comm i ss ion. 
This information wll I also be provided to the District 18 Planning 
Team along with a copy of the Staff recommendation and other 
exhibits. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Ms. Kempe advised that the Citizen Planning Team Chairman from District 18 
contacted her to state support of the requested rezoning. Chairman 
Parmele stated a letter had been received from the District 18 Planning 
Team confirming support of the zoning and PUD, and recommending the TMAPC 
consider amending the District 18 Comprehensive Plan along 71st Street, or 
alternatively, extension of Special District 3 (Woodland Hills Mall) to 
cover the subject tract. The Team further recommended the depth of 
commercial zoning be limited and PUD's be required to further limit 
intensities In this area. 

Appl (cant's Comments: 

Mr. Terry Young, representing the Mr. Tom Wenrick; submitted a summary of 
the PUD text and stated the mater I a I was i dent Ica I to that presented 
August 14, 1985. Mr. Young stated the only changes in today's application 
was a request In the alternative for CS or CG, as opposed to CS only; and 
changes in exh I b its of the PUD text to ref I ect zon i ng changes 1 n the 
immediate area during the last 15 months. Mr. Young pointed out that 
under the proposed PUD the development would provide 21,000 square feet 
less commerciai fioor area and an FAR 20% less than the OL zoning at .4 
FAR. He Indicated that the "P" Parking zoning of the Woodland Hills 
projects was a direct extension of the CG/CS commercial uses. Mr. Young 
stated he fe I t the Wenr ick tract, wh i ch had I ess depth from 71 st Street 
and less distance to the east of the Woodland HII Is zoning line; should be 
afforded treatment equa I to those tract across Memor i a I (Mervyn's, and 
Woodland Hii Is Vii lage), He commented that the development around 
Woodland HII Is Mal I was as Indicated on the originally adopted District 18 
Plan. 

Mr. Young then reviewed the District 18 Plan Map as to the intensities. 
He stressed the importance of using this Plan, as wei I as the Matrix, as 
adopted by District 18. He asserted that the Staff's recommendation 
stating that low intensity residential and office uses were the only uses 
In accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, was not what the District 18 
Plan stated. Furthermore, he stated the actions of the TMAPC and the City 
Commission since the adoption of the District 18 Plan affirmed his point. 
Mr. Young reminded the Planning Commission that the Vision 2000 update of 
the Comprehens I ve P I an prov i ded for a "I I v I ng document"; one not cast In 
stone. It further provided that approval by the City Commission of zoning 
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Z-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

not in accordance with the adopted Plan actually amended the Comprehensive 
Plan. Therefore, he concluded that the District 18 Plan must be 
restudied, and his positions was that the subject tract was in accordance 
with the Plan. Mr. Young requested CS zon ing be approved, although they 
originally advertised CG zoning in the alternative, and requested approval 
of the subm itted PUD 179-"1. 

Mr. Doherty stated that it appeared by his arguments he was suggest I ng 
that the CS be treated as a "may be found" in accordance. Mr. Young 
repl ied that based on the City's actions since the adoption of the District 
18 Plan, it was his opinion CS was certainly a "may be found" and probably 
an "in accordance" category as the Plan actually existed today. 

Ms. Wi Ison Inquired as to when the District 18 Plan Map was adopted. Mr. 
Gardner adv i sed that the P I an Map and Text was adopted August 27 II 1975. 
Mr. Carnes asked Mr. Young to comment on their plan of approach as to the 
six laning of 71st Street and the additional traffic commercial 
development would create. Mr. Young stated the six laning would provide 
the needed access to these areas, and he fe I t it was un like I y that the 
90,000+ square feet of commercial In this development would generate any 
"new" traffic into the area. He stated the high traffic volumes already 
in th is area were more like I y to feed the subject property, rather than 
these smal I operations generating large amounts of new traffic. 

Mr. Paddock, based on the fact that this was an Identical appl icat!on to 
that previously voted on a year ago, asked Mr. Young what changed his 
thinking on the merits of this proposal from the previous presentation. 
Mr. Young stated It was his subsequent review of this case and the area in 
quest i on II p I us the pend i ng construct Ion of the Mingo Va I I ey Expressway. 
He stated It was a bad decision of the City Commission at the previous 
hear i ng to deny the rezon I ng and PUD II as there was no reason to not 
approve this, particularly with no protestants at the hearing. 

Mr. VanFossen stated he fe I t a key issue was the status of the Mingo 
Valley Expressway (to 71st), and he requested an update on this. Mr. 
Young explained the Mingo Val ley Expressway was under construction and the 
dirt moving contract had been awarded; paving or bridge contracts have not 
yet been let I but are schedu I ed for 1987. Accord i ng to the Street 
Commissioner's office, the Expressway should be completed to 71st Street 
by the Fal I of 1988. 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

As requested by Mr. Carnes, Mr. Gardner commented there were some items 
that needed to be clarIfied. Mr. Gardner stated that, according to Mr. 
Young's comments, the I r off Ice square footage wou I d be 20% I ess than 
commercial, yet the commercial traffic based on the Staff's projections 
was 360% (commercial versus office); so decreasing FAR by 20% doesn't seem 
to be much compensation for the Increased intensity of commercial over 
office. Mr. Gardner continued by commenting that PUDis, under the 
Development Guidelines, were encouraged to al low some expansion beyond the 
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this to be vacant property with the potential for commercial zoning. Mr. 
Gardner adv i sed that Staff stated in the i r recommend at Ion that I f the 
subject property were zoned commercial, a precedent would be establ ished 
for a 600' depth for commercial zoning from the center I ine of 71st Street, 
away f rom the Node. Therefore, a d i st i nct Ion cou I d not be made between 
the subject tract and any other shaded area. Subsequent zon i ng then 
becomes a matter of equity and precedent. 

Mr. Young, as recognized by Ms. Wi Ison during the TMAPC review, stated 
that CO zoning appeared in each of the categories of the Matrix, reviewed 
the CO zoned areas on Mingo, and stated there were contro I s the TMAPC 
could undertake If their goal was to reduce overal i intensity in these 
areas In the future. 

Mr. Carnes asked Mr. VanFossen to restate his calculations as to the 
square footage If th I s was commerc i a I • Mr. VanFossen rep lied he had 
commented earl ier that Mr. Young's submittal had a .4 FAR in the office 
and only a .32 FAR in this presentation. Unless they have 
specifically received approval, OL was only .3 FAR. Therefore, there was 
more square footage being asked In this case than there was the right to 
do, unless there are special approvals under a PUD or from the BOA. 

Mr. Doherty stated that I In th I s Instance, he found hi mse I fin agreement 
with Mr. Lucas and District 18 that some Special District might be in 
order, espec i a II y with the Mingo Va II ey Expressway term i nat i ng at 71 st 
Street, and the difficulty of handling this particular area. 

Mr. Draughon commented that the DSM comments I nd i cated th is area to be 
part of Halkey Creek Watershed; a Master Drainage Plan was under way; 
on-site detention would be required, as well as a Class A Watershed 
Development Permit at the time of p!attlng. Mr. Draughon further 
commented that t n 1974 the Wood I and Hi I Is Deve J opment was comp I eted (or 
near completion), and he felt the detention required for that development 
was comp I ete I y Inadequate. He a I so stated that In 1976 most of the 
res I dents a long the Mingo Creek were flooded, and he wanted to be sure 
that such flood I ng was protected I n the future. He expressed s i m II ar 
concerns for the people In the Halkey Creek Watershed, and recognized that 
we now have some controls In place so that this would not happen again. 
Mr. Draughon stated that before he could approve this zoning change or the 
PUD, he thought that DSM shou I d be consu I ted on th is and find out just 
what Is meant by on-site detention. 

Mr. Carnes stated he felt this entire area would eventually be strip zoned 
commerc I a I, whether through a Spec i a I Study or due to the Mingo Va II ey 
Expressway ending at 71st, and he personally did not have a problem with 
It going commercial from the Expressway to Memorial along 71st. He did, 
however, have a problem with the amount of footage requested, In light of 
the traff Ic vo I umes. Mr. Carnes suggested that the app I icant and Staff 
get together to work on a solution. 
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Chairman Parmele suggested that should the Commission be thinking of any 
action, that it be on the zoning first and then discuss the PUD, as Staff 
did not make a recommendat ion on the PUD. Mr. Carnes, based on th Is 
comment by Chairman Parmele, moved for approval of the zoning, subject to 
the PUD being worked out. Chairman Parmele stated that if this course of 
action were taken, the transmittal of the minutes (of the zoning case) 
would need to be held unti I the PUD was heard by the TMAPC. Mr. Carnes 
amended his motion for approval of CS zoning and the withholding of the 
minutes unti I the accompanying PUD was presented. 

Mr. Paddock advised he was very concerned with this proposal because the 
CommIssion was being asked to consider a major policy change. As the 
Deve lopment Gu I de lines and the D i str i ct 18 P I an and Map may never have 
contemplated this type of situation, the TMAPC should, as people who are 
engaged in the planning for the City, look at the whole picture before 
moving ahead. Mr. Paddock further commented that unti I the basis has been 
properly prepared for such a policy change, which would be through a 
recommendation as to a Special District and reviewed by the City and 
County, he was not prepared to do what amounted to approva I of spot 
zoning. Therefore, he could not support a motion for rezoning this tract 
of land to CS. 

Ms. Wi I son I I n response to Mr. Paddock I s comments, reca I I ed that In 1985 
several Commissioners voiced a desire to have a special study done of this 
area. However, Staff was not supportive of this as they felt It was too 
broad. Ms. Wi Ison felt there was a difference In perspective among the 
TMAPC members as to how they saw the needs and goals of a special study, 
what a Special District was, and what the professional staff was 
indicating. 

Mr. Doherty commented that District 4 just completed a Special District 
revamp in the TU area to recognize the "real world situation" as it 
existed. He was in agreement with others on the Commission that were not 
sure the Development Guidelines could deal adequately with the existing 
circumstances at 71 st and Memor i a I • Mr. Doherty added the on I y way he 
could see to deal with this real istlcal Iy was through some kind of Special 
District. However, he did question the fairness of making any appi icant 
wait through the tedious process of studying a Special District. Mr. 
Doherty stated he wou I d, somewhat re I uctant I y, support the mot ion since 
the applicant was willing to submit a PUD and since he felt this area 
might eventually "strip out", or develop to the maximum Intensity. 

Mr. VanFossen stated he did not think the 600' depth was appropriate. He 
commented that he would be In support of "stripping" from Memorial to the 
Mingo Val ley Expressway, at such time the Expressway was assured, however, 
he questioned whether the Expressway would be completed any time soon or 
was even an assured factor. At the time of assurance, he wou I d be In 
favor of developing this area to, at least, a medium Intensity but only to 
a depth of 300 or 400 feet. But at this time; he stated he would not be 
in favor of the motion to approve CS. 
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Ms. Kempe, having discussed this with the District 18 Citizen Planning 
Team chairman, stated she was somewhat In agreement with the pragmatic 
view that this probably was going to happen at sometime. Ms. Kempe stated 
she was most Interested In the Special District concept because controls 
cou I d be p I aced that, otherw I se, cou I d not be. However, for the t I me 
being, Ms. Kempe stated she was somewhat reluctantly in opposition to the 
motion. 

Chairman Parmele stated that, for the first time this year, the Commission 
was In rece I pt of two recommendat Ions from two P I ann i ng Teams on two 
different cases. District 18 residents In this area, having met and 
to review appl lcatlon, were In agreement that this area should be 
commercial. He stated he was In agreement with those that felt this was a 
special and unique area of the City of Tulsa. Chairman Parmele added that 
this might be a "Type IV Node" that was not anywhere else In the City, and 
this was probably the highest concentration of retail space in the State. 
It would be fool ish, considering the physical facts here, to try to hold 
this piece of land for something other than that use. Chairman Parmele 
added that with the support of District 18, the fact that there are no 
protestants, the purchase of right-of-way for the Mingo Val ley Expressway 
assured, and the monies available for the six lanlng of 71st Street, the 
TMAPC should realize these physical realities and that this was, in fact, 
a commercial corridor. For these reasons, he would be in favor of the 
motion. 

Mr. Paddock stated he never Intended to Indicate In any way that he might 
be opposed to commerc i a I deve lopment a long 71 st Street between Memor I a I 
and Mingo. His argument was that the TMAPC shou I d recogn I ze they wou I d 
be mak ! ng a major po I icy change, and th I s shou I d not be done on an 
individual application. He agreed this area should be reviewed from the 
standpoInt of a creation of a Special District in District 18. Further, 
since the TMAPC was In the business of planning; as well as zoning; he 
thought It would make sense to look at this from a planning standpoint so 
as to avoid misinterpretation of any actions by the citizens of Tulsa. 

Chairman Parmele pointed out what Ms. Wilson recal led that the TMAPC felt 
at the previous hearing on this site, that maybe this should be considered 
for a Special District. He added that this case may be the trigger to get 
this done, however, he did not think the property owner should be 
penalized by waiting. Mr. VanFossen stated the Commission did not have 
the physical facts in place to support this use for the depths and 
intensities requested, I.e. the Mingo Val ley Expressway. Chairman Parmele 
disagreed. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 5-5-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Parme I e, W II son, Woodard, "aye"; Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Se I ph. 
VanFossen; "nay"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6136 
Young (Wenrick) for CS, and withhold transmittal of these minutes until 
such time as the PUD was heard. 
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Discussion fol lowed as to how best to handle this since the vote was a tie 
vote, which meant this should be transmitted to the City as a "no 
recommendat Ion" from the TMAPC. However, the mot Ion a! so stated the 
minutes be withheld. Therefore, Mr. Doherty made a motion for a one week 
continuance to al low discussion of the PUD between Staff and applicant; no 
second of the motion was offered. Discussion fol lowed as to the next best 
course of aCilon, due to the tie vote, the withholding of transmittai and 
with the hoi Idays presenting an obstacle to a continuance. 

Ms. Kempe offered an alternative motion to reconsider the previous vote on 
the zoning for the purpose of continuing both the zoning and the PUD for 
four weeks. Discussion followed on the suggested motion and the proper 
way to handle this situation. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 9 menDers present 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 8-1-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Draughon, 
"nay"; ho "abstentions"; (Selph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the 
RECONSIDERATION of the previous vote on Z-6136 Young (Wenrick) for CS, for 
the purpose of CONTINUING Z-6136 and PUD 179-~1 until Wednesday, January 7, 
1987, at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa Civic 
Center. 

Addltionai Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Carnes stated that, In his Initial motion, he felt the applicant 
needed to consider the amount of zoning and the amount of square footage. 
Mr. Young requested clarity, If It were the Commission's intent, that the 
Staff and the appl icant work together to devise the PUD as the Staff would 
recommend It if the zoning were approved, so as to allow a working PUD 
that can be reviewed and acted upon by the TMAPC, if In fact the zoning In 
some fashion were approved. Mr. Paddock stated agreement and Chairman 
Parmele directed Staff to review the PUD as if some form of zoning had been 
approved. 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

Harvard Grove (1783) West side of South Harvard at 84th Street ( RS-3) 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parme I e, VanFossen, W II son, Woodard, IIaye ll ; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Carnes, Selph, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Final Plat and Release for Harvard Grove, as recommended by Staff. 
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PUD 414-2: 

OTHER BUS I NESS: 

North and East of the NE/c of Yorktown Avenue and East 36th 
Street - being Lot 1, and the North 20' of Open Space of 
Kennebunkport Addition. 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment and lNO 16770 

Th I sis a request to sp lit off the north 20 feet of the open space and 
attach It to the abutting lot to the north (Lot 1). 

The original PUD 414 was approved by the TMAPC on April 9, 1986, and by 
the City Commission June 17, 1986 In order to al low 10 detached 
single-family residences and accessory uses on 2.73 acres that was later 
platted as Kennebunkport Addition. 

A previous application, PUD 414-1 was denied on Lot 1 by the TMAPC on 
November 5, 1986 and It was stated that the minimum acceptable setback 
from the east boundary would be 20 feet. PUD 414 requires a 20 foot rear 
yard setback as approved by the TMAPC and City Commission. 

After review of the appl icant's proposal, the Staff finds that this 
request Is minor In nature and consistent with the Intent of the original 
PUD. Staff therefore recommends APPROVAl of this request subject to the 
fol lowing conditions: 

(1) That tie language be placed on the deed of the "Open Space" stating 
that the north 20 feet of the "Open Space" is restricted from being 
transferred without Including Lot 1. 

(2) That a separate I nstrument be f i I ed to guarantee that the north 20 
feet of the "Open Space" tract cannot be deve loped and sha I I a I ways 
be kept as open space. 

(3) That al I of the Development Standards and conditions of approva! for 
PUD 414 shal I be met unless specifically waived or varied herein. 

(4) That LNO 16770 be approved subject to TMAPC approval of a Detail 
Site Plan being a requirement and condition of approval of the Lot 
Spilt prior to the Issuance of a building permit on the subject 
tracts. 

NOTE: Abutting owners and Interested parties were notified of this meeting. 

Comments & Discussion: 

In reply to Mr. VanFossen, Staff clarified conditions #2 and #4 In regard 
to the lot spl It request. Mr. Draughon advised the DSM comments indicated 
that "a Watershed Deve lopment Perm I t and a PFP I has a I ready been Issued 
for this project. The drainage In this subdivision moved from south to 
north and care shou I d be taken not to create a damm I ng prob I em on the 
interior iot grading. On-site detention is being provided." 
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TMAPC ACT ION: 10 members present 

On M)TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-1 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; Draughon, "abstaining"; (Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Minor Amendment and LNO 16770 for PUD 414-2, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 261-A (Area C): North & East of the NE/c of South Peoria and East 71st 

Staff Recommendation: Detail Sign Plan for Wal-Mart 

The subject tract has received approved for a 105,000 square foot retail 
development and a Wal-Mart store Is In the final stages of construction. 
The propsoed Detail Sign Plan Is for a monument type sign to be placed 
adjacent to the east entrance from East 71st Street. The sign display 
area is 48 square feet total (4' tall x 12' long) which Is In compl lance 
with PUD 261-A. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Detal I Sign Plan for the 
monument type sign at the East 71 st Street entrance, subject to the 
submitted plan. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 9 members present 

On M)TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-2 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Se I ph, VanFossen, Woodard, !laye"; no 
"nays"; Parmele, Wilson, "abstaining"; (Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Detail Sign Plan for Wal-Mart, as recommended by Staff. 

There being no further business, the ChaIrman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 4:33 p.m. 

ATIEST: 
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