
TULSA METROPOL ITAN AREA PLANN I NG COt-t41 SS ION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1632 

Wednesday, January 7, 1987, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MEMBERS PRESENT 
Carnes 
Doherty, 2nd Vice-
Chairman 

Draughon 
Kempe 
Paddock, Secretary 
Parmele, Chairman 
Rice 
VanFossen 
Wi Ison, 1st Vlce­
Chairman 

Woodard 

MEMBERS ABSENT 
Crawford 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 
Gardner 
Lasker 
Setters 
Wi I moth 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 

Counsel 
Morgan, Asst. DA 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted in the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, January 6, 1987 at 10:42 a.m., as wei I as in the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele cal jed the meeting to order 
at 1:33 p.m. 

MINUTES: 

Approval of the Minutes of December 10, 1986, Meeting '1630 
and December 17, 1986, Meeting 11631: 

REPORTS: 

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele,. Rice, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, Doherty, Draughon, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minutes of December 10, 1986, MeetIng No. 1630, and 
December 17, 1986, Meeting No. 1631. 

Chairman's Report: 

Chairman Parmele welcomed Commissioner Mel Rice to the TMAPC as the 
representative from the County Commission. 
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REPORTS - Cont'd 

Chairman Parmele Introduced Ms. Susan Morgan, Assistant District 
Attorney, and opened discuss ions on Mart I n vs Flatt, et a I, Qu let 
Title Action. Ms. Morgan reviewed this matter and stated she had 
received a copy of the petition, as discussed at the December i7, 
1986 TMAPC hear i ng. She adv I sed that a I though the not Ice had not 
been properly served to the TMAPC, she could proceed with an answer 
on their behalf, upon approval of the TMAPC. Mr. Linker confirmed 
that this should have been handled by the County, and Ms. Morgan was 
proceeding accordingly. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of KEWE, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, Draughon, "absent") to 
INSTRUCT the District Attorney's office to proceed on the matter of 
Martin vs Flatt, et ai, on behalf of the TMAPC. 

Comn I ttee Reports: 

Mr. Paddock advised that the Rules & Regulations Comnittee had met 
this date to consider several items which will be the subject of a 
report to the ful I Commission in the near future. 

Director's Report: 

Mr. Lasker advised the ordinance which established the Citizen 
Planning Teams calls for an annual meeting to be he·fd each February. 
Th I s year I s meet I ng Is schedu I ed for February 24th at the West i n 
Hote I, and i nformat lon w I II be forwarded to the n4APC members for 
agenda Input, items for discussion, any suggestions, etc. 

in regard to the Creek Expressway, Mr. Lasker briefed the Commission 
on the response from engineering firms Interested In conducting the 
Env i ronmenta I I mpact Statement (E IS) • Mr. Lasker stated that a 
consultant selection committee wll I narrow the list of 28 firms down 
to approxlmate!y five firms for Interviewing for final selection. 
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SUBDIVISIONS: 

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF APPROVAL (One year recommended): 

Quaii Ridge Ii Addition (PUD 221-B){2894) 44th Street & South 135th East Ave 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, Draughon, iiabsent") to APPROVE the 
One Year Extension for Quail Ridge II Addition, as recommended by Staff. 

LOT SPLITS FOR RATIFICATION: 

L-16792 
L-16793 
L-16794 
L-16796 

(1582) 
( 1894) 
( 693) 
( 894) 

TMAPC ACTION: 

Dufresne Ministries 
Gr I ff In 
Norman Plumbing 
Triangle Development 

9 members present 

L-16797 
L-16798 
L-16799 

( 793) 
( 293) 
(2793) 

Sutton Inv. 
E.S. Kelly 
Kirkland 

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

ZONING PUBLIC HEARING: 

Appl ication No.: Z-6136 & POO 179-M 
Applicant: Young (Wenrick) 
Location: South Side of East 71st Street, 
Size of Tract: 6 acres 

Present Zoning: OL 
Proposed Zoning: CS/CG 

1/2 Mile East of Memorial Drive 

Date of Hearing: January 7, 1987 (continued from December 10, 1986) 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Terry Young, PO Box 3351, Tulsa 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 19nates the subject property Low I ntens Ity - No 
Specific Land Use. 
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Z-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick) Cont'd 

According to the "Matrix I I lustratlng District Plan Map Categories 
Re I at I onsh i p to Zon I ng 0 i str I cts", the requested CS and CG 0 I str i cts 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 Analysts: The tract Is abutted to the east and south by 
an apartment complex zoned RM-1 and RS-3, on the west by a heavily 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 SUlTIi\8ry: Medium intensity zoning has been 
I imlted 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 71st and Memorial contains a 50 acre commercial 
site under PUD 179 with multi-family and office uses extending along 71st 
east to the node at Mingo Road. The commercial zoning patterns at 71st 
and Memorial were establ ished prior to approval of the Development 
Guidelines; therefore, the medium Intensity CS underlying zoning extends 
beyond the 15-acre Type I I I Node which would now be cal led for under the 
Guidel ines. AI location of medium intensity uses, however, has been 
restricted within PUD 179 on the east to align with simi lar 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 Memorial along 71st 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 
(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 Of f Ice Med I um I ntens I ty was requested and den I ed 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 
six acres, the precedent of rezoning this tract to CS or CG could 
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 
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Z-6136 & POO 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

corner of Mingo and East 71st. The zo: ng 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 sub ject 
tract would support more than 1.9 mi I I ion square feet of additional 
commercial floor area at .5 Floor Area Ratio (FAR); this would constitute 
another regional shopping mall the size of Woodland Hills Mall without 
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 million 
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 Val ley Expressway 
and the balance of 71st east to Broken Arrow. Planned six lanlng of 71st 
and ~1emorlal Is necessary to support development in accordance with the 
Comprehensive Plan and strip commercialization along these Primary 
Arterials would virtually destroy the traffic capacity and would violate 
the Deve lopment Gu I de I I nes. Separate exh i bits have been prepared wh I ch 
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 I op a long the 
general concepts of the Development Guidelines, 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. 

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

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 
traffic generation. Information as to statistical differences in 
traffic generation from office and commercial was not available at 
the meet i ng; however lis attached for I n format i on of the Comm I ss Ion. 
This information will also be provided to the District 18 Planning 
Team along with a copy of the Staff Recommendation and other 
exhibits. 
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Z-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

January 7, 1987: (Z-6136 cont'd) 

The TMAPC initially considered Z-6136 and PUD 179-M on December 10, 1986. 
At that meeting the applicant amended the rezoning request withdrawing CG. 
A motion to approve CS and withhold transmittal to the City Commission 
pend i ng rev i ew of PUD 179-~1 fa i I ed by a vote of 5: 5: O. The TMAPC then 
rescinded the 5:5:0 vote and voted 8:1:0 to continue Z-6136 and PUD 179-M 
unti I January 7, 1987 at which time the rezoning and a PUD review would be 
considered. The Staff recommendation continues to be for DENIAL of 
Z-6136. 

The present OL zoning (conditioned upon a PUD) is a "may be found" in 
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and Development Guidelines for Low 
Intensity - No Specific Land Use. It was represented in the December 10, 
1986 hear I ng that OL zon I ng had been given wh i ch was not in accordance 
with the Plan/Development Guidel ines, and that should be justification for 
granting CS per Z-6136 and medium intensity uses under PUD 179-M. The 
Plan for the subject tract Is Low Intensity - No Specific Land Use and 
not Low Intensity - Residential. 

NOTE: The appl icant has requested 93,650 square feet of floor area: 
58,425 square feet of commercial and 35,225 square feet of office. If the 
Commission desires to restrict the CS underlying zoning to an amount that 
would support this request, the maximum depth of CS zoning on the subject 
tract (as measured from the center I ine of East 71st Street) would be 260' 
and al low mixed commercial/office uses on the subject tract as requested. 

An alternative approach would be to I imlt medium intensity within the 
subject tract as suggested in the Staff analysis of PUD 179-Mj th is 
alternative would require a maximum depth of 150' for CS zoning as 
measured from the center I ine of East 71st Street and al low mixed 
commercial/office uses on the subject tract. 

Several members of the Commission indicated a desire at the December 10, 
1986 public hearing for a "special study" of this mile segment of East 
71st Street (Memorial to Mingo) and the District 18 Planning Team 
expressed support of a "special district" designation for this area. Ai I 
of the major elements of a "special study" are included as elements of the 
Staff Recommendation (physical facts, Intensity analysis, Intensity 
forecasts, trip generation/traffic projections, etc.). For information of 
the Commission, the "Development Policies within the Special District 3 
Commercial Complex" (Woodland Hil Is Mal I) of the Comprehensive Plan are as 
fo II ows: 

• 

• 

Intensity within the commercial complex will be the same as al lowed 
within the proposed high Intensity areas of the District. 

Land activities within the Special District wil I be I imited to 
commercial shopping, office, residential and cultural/publ ic 
activities associated with a large regional consumer-oriented 
development. 
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Z-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Circulat within the development wll I be In the form of a ring road 
encircling the total commercial complex, with ingress and egress at 
control led access points. 

Parking areas within the development wll I be screened from abutting 
res I dent I a I propert i es and arter I a I streets by per i phera I berms and 
landscaping. 

A system of buffering greenbelt zones will encircle the Special 
District to provide a pleasing transition to the adjacent residential 
neighborhood. 

The natural features of the site wll I playa major role In the total 
design of the proposed development and be further supplemented by 
bike trails, walks and recreational grounds. 

All off-site utll itles which are necessary beyond those existing or 
proposed by the various utll ity companies wll I be constructed by the 
developer at no cost to the City of Tulsa. 

AI I storm run-off wil I be collected on site and channeled by both an 
underground storm dra i nage system and open storm dra I nage channe I s 
into the existing storm drainage system. 

The storm drainage system wll I be designed to collect run-off on site 
and remove it from the site without causing flooding during average 
rainfal Is to adjacent property. 

Staff Recommendat i on: Major Amendment for PUD 179-M 

NOTE: TH I SIS THE I DENT I CAL APPL I CAT I ON WH I CH WAS RECOM~1ENDED FOR DEN I AL 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 I s not support i ve of the app I icant' 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 a/ 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 wi I I be in a U-shaped configuration 
with the rear of the structures fac I ng the ex i st I ng res I dent I a I 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 I s 
Included In the PUD Text are In general compl iance 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. 
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Z-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

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 Guldel lnes 
and Is not in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan; and further 
recommends DENIAL of PUD 179-M as It is: 

NOTE: 

(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. 

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 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 will also be provided to the District 18 Planning 
Team along with a copy of the Staff recommendation and other 
exhibits. 

January 7, 1987: (PUD 179-M) 

The TMAPC Initially considered Z-6136 and PUD 179-M on December 10, 1986. 
At that meeting the appl icant amended the rezoning request withdrawing CG. 
A motion to approve CS and withhold transmittal to the City Commission 
pend i ng rev i ew of PUD 179-M fa i I ed by a vote of 5: 5: O. The TMAPC then 
resc inded the 5:5:0 vote and voted 8: 1:0 to continue Z-6136 and PUD 179-~1 
unti I January 7, 1987 at which time the rezoning and a PUD review would be 
considered. The Staff recommendation continues to be for DENIAL of PUD 
179-~~. 

I f the TMAPC is support i ve of the requested CS zon 1 ng per Z-6136, the 
fol lowing conditions of approval are suqqested for PUD 179-M: 

1) That the app Ilcant' s Out I j ne Deve lopment P I an and Text be made a 
conditions of approval, as modified herein, and in accordance with 
condition #3, in particular. 

2) Development Standards: 

Land Area (Gross): 
(Net) : 

Permitted Uses: 
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288,000 sf, 6.6 acres 
261,000 sf, 6.0 acres 

REQUESTED 
Uses Permitted 
as a matter of 
right in a CS 
District 

SUGGESTED 
Use Unit permitted by 
right In 11, 12, 13 and 
14, excluding funeral 
homes, bars, taverns, 
poo I ha I Is, dance ha I Is 
and nightclubs 



Z-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

Max. Building Height: 

Max. Floor Area Ratio: 

Max. Bldg. Floor Area: 
Commercial 
Off ice 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from C/l of 71st Street 
from West Boundary 
from South Boundary 
from East Boundary 

REQUESTED 
2 story 

.32 FAR * 
93,650 sf 
58,425 sf 
35,225 sf 

As required 

140' 
30' ** 
50' ** 
50' ** 

Minimum landscaped Open Space: 7% *** 

by 

SUGGESTED 
story; 16' max imum 

.32 FAR * 
93,650 sf 
33,750 sf 
59,900 sf 

the Zoning Ordinance 

140' 
75' 
75' 
75' 

15% *** 

* The FAR of PUD 379-A (The Vii lage at Woodland HII Is) Is .246. 

** Appl icant proposes a "service drive" with what appears to be a rear 
elevation along these boundaries. The south and east boundaries abut 
existing high qual ity multi-fami Iy residential development. Staff 
suggestion for the PUD redesign would eliminate these "service 
drives", and require that east, south, and west facades be treated as 
front elevations. 

*** landscaped open space sha II inc I ude i nterna I and externa I 1 andscaped 
open areas, park I ng lots I s I ands and buffers, but sha Ii exc I ude 
pedestrian walkways and parking areas designed solely for 
circulation. Applicant proposes a 5' wide landscape buffer along the 
west, south, and east boundaries. Staff recommends a minimum 20' 
wide landscape buffer and planting strip along the west, south, and 
east boundary. Further, that no trash or utility areas be permitted 
within the required 20' landscape buffer. 

3) That the Outline Development Plan be redesigned to achieve a layout 
whereby al I building elevations wil I be front elevations. Further, 
the redes I gned Out line Deve lopment P I an sha I I inc I ude an exh i bit 
depicting the approved landscape plan consistent wlih the submlTTea 
landscape Plan exhibit which Is understood to be a condition of 
approva I. 

4) That a II trash, ut i Iity and equ ipment areas sha II be screened from 
public view. All air conditioning utilities and other building 
utilities shal I be so screened as to not be clearly visible to the 
public. 

5) That al I exterior and parking lot lighting shal I be directed downward 
and away from adjacent residential areas. Freestanding parking lot 
lighting shal I not exceed 16' In height. 

6) AI I signs shal I be subject to Detail Sign Plan review and approval by 
the TMAPC prior to installation and In accordance with Section 1130.2 
(b) of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. Sign display area, type, 
location, etc. shall be further restricted as specified In the PUD 
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Z-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

Outl ine Development Plan Text, except one ground sign shall be 
I imlted to a maximum of 250 square feet of display area and wal I or 
canopy signs shai i not exceed the height of the building nor exceed a 
d i sp I ay surface area of 1.5 square feet per I I nea I foot of the 
building wal I to which they are attached. No portable signs shal I be 
permitted. 

7) That a Deta II Landscape P I an sha II be subm itted to the TMAPC for 
review and approval and Installed prior to Issuance of an Occupancy 
Perm it. The I andscap i ng mater I a I s requ i red under the approved P I an 
shal I be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continued condition 
of the granting of an Occupancy Permit. A minimum 6' screening fence 
sha II be requ I red on the west, south, and east boundary. A 20' 
landscape buffer and planting strip shal I be required along the west, 
south and east boundary. The Landscape P I an sha I I be cons 1 stent 
with the submitted exhibit of this same title. 

8) Subject to review and approval of conditions, as recommended by the 
Technical Advisory Committee. 

9) That a Detail Site Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
TMAPC prior to issuance of a Building Permit. This plan shall 
Include elevations of al I buildings specifying materials, subject to 
TMAPC rev i ew and approva I • Bu i I ding facades on the east I west, and 
south shal I be treated as front elevations. 

10) That no Building Permit shall be issued until the requirements of 
Section 260 of the Zoning Code have 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. 

Comments & Discussion: 

titr. Paddock inquired of Staff what the potentIal for commercial 
development (north and south of 71st) from Memorial toward Broken Arrow 
might be, should this application be approved. Mr. Gardner rep! led that 
if approved, in part or in whole, there was a precedent establ ished and 
then comparab! e depths a long 71 st Street wou I d be the I i !<.e I y resu I t as 
there would be no basis for denying the requests. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Young, representing Tom Wenrick, clarified the office and commercial 
square footage, as indicated in the original PUD text and development 
plan, was not the allocations In the PUD review as presented by Staff. 
Mr. Young stated the amount of commercial was to be significantly greater 
than the 58,425 square feet and the I r request was for a sp I I t of the 
square footage between the first and second floor, which would accommodate 
a greater amount of commercial, with the CS zoning line encompassing the 
ent I re tract as I n it I a i I Y requested. in rep I y to Cha i rman Parme Ie, Mr. 
Young explained that their request was not for the fu!! 93,650 square feet 
to be commerc I a I, as the PUD 11m Itat Ion wou I d not a II ow th I s, but they 
were wanting more than 58,425 square feet of commercial floor area. 
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Z-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick) - Cont'd 

Mr. Young d I str I buted a map of the Wood I and H II I ar'ea show I ng the 
existing land uses and stated he felt equitable dlst:' bution of future 
commercia! use should be made. He commented that a 400' depth or less of 
CS zoning would accommodate the commercial requested In their appl icatlon. 
Mr. Young stressed that he bel ieved the physical facts to be considered 
made this a special area of Tulsa. 

Mr. Young submitted a copy of a letter and statement from the Department 
of Stormwater Management (DSM) and stated that a I I of the or I gina I PUD 
requirements were included in this application, plus any additional DSM 
requirements. He also submitted a letter from the Department of 
Transportation concerning the status of Mingo Val ley Expressway extension 
from 51st to 71st Streets. Mr. Young commented that he was assured that 
al I of the monies for the Expressway have been appropriated and were being 
held for future allocation. He commented that the projected completion 
for this project was the Fal I of 1988. 

In regard to traffic projections, Mr. Young remarked that new office 
construction would generate new traffic, and indicated that traffic would 
already be coming to this area for commercial/retail purposes. He felt 
the sma I I amount of commerc i a I requested wou I d not impact the traff Ic 
already In this area. To address the District 18 Comprehensive Plan, Mr. 
Young commented that he felt approval of this application wouid finally 
trigger the amendments necessary to reflect what was actually occurring in 
this corridor. Furthermore, with these amendments in place, Mr. Young 
stated the TMAPC wou I d be ina stronger pos It ion to contro I add it i ona I 
commercial development along 71st Street, and he felt this was the time to 
establ Ish some new regulations for development In this area. 

Mr. Young reiterated that the applicant was agreeable to a lesser depth of 
commercial zoning than 400' and suggested the zoning issue be addressed 
before cont I nu I ng with the PUD. Mr. Carnes stated he wou I d be more 
comfortable deal ing with the PUD before addressing the zoning Issue. 
Chairman Parmele asked If Mr. Young had met with the District 18 Citizen 
Planning Team since the last presentation to review the PUD proposal. Mr. 
Young Indicated he had not, but he thought the information had been made 
aval lable to this group, and It was his understanding that If the Planning 
Team fe I t a need to meet I they wou I d contact h 1m or Mr. Wenr Ick. Mr. 
VanFossen stated he also felt that the zoning and the PUD proposal should 
be reviewed together. Therefore, Mr. Young proceeded to review their PUD 
proposal. 

I n regard to the Perm Itted Uses as suggested by the Staff, Mr. Young 
stated he had to objections. He reiterated their request was for a two 
story maximum building height (not one story as suggested by Staff). Mr. 
Young stated that, In regard to the building floor area al location, they 
were requesting 70,000 square feet commercial with the balance to be for 
office. In regard to the building setbacks, he pointed out that the 
reason they were request I ng 30' on the west boundary was due to a 
nursery/landscaping business abutting this side of the tract. Mr. Young 
stated they requested 50' on the south boundary; however, they would agree 
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to the 75' on the east as suggested by Staff. Mr. Young commented that he 
did not fully understand Staff's suggested landscape requirement of 15%, 
but they wou I d be agreeab I e to a 10% requ i rement I n I leu of the 7% as 
originally requested. He had no objections to the other conditions of the 
PUD as suggested by Staff. 

In reply to Mr. Carnes, Mr. Young clarified that their request was for 
58,000 square feet on the first floor and 36,000 square feet on the second 
floor, but the amount of commercial and office allocation on either of 
those floors was not add ressed spec i fica I I yin the PUD. He stated th is 
was done for the purpose of negotiating the amount of commercial out of 
the 93,650 square feet total, and he felt that would al low the property to 
be used in accord with the existing community standards. Mr. Young stated 
that, ultimately, they would I Ike to see the CS zoning line adjusted to a 
350' - 400' depth from the center I ine of 71st Street, which would 
accommodate no more than 70,000 square feet of commercial use. 

Mr. VanFossen, rev lew I ng the PUD standards, commented that he preferred 
the one story he Ight due to the abutt I ng res I dent I a I, and he fe I t the 
appropriate maximum FAR (Floor Area Ratio) to be 25%, but he had no 
problem with how it was used. He felt It was very important to maintain 
Staff's recommendation on the south and east boundary setbacks, and 
suggested 50' (+/-) on the west boundary. Mr. VanFossen stressed the 
importance of the TMAPC being al lowed to review a final Site Plan, but he 
was not sure how to word a condition addressing this. In regard to 
zoning, he thought 300' - 330' would serve the appl icant's needs, and he 
wou I d like to see the CS zon I ng kept to ami n Imum. Mr. Doherty, after 
confirming the residential structures abutting this tract were 
multi-story, asked Mr. VanFossen If he had a suggestion for limiting the 
commercial to a lower height. Mr. VanFossen remarked that commercial was 
normally limited to 16' for a one story building. Mr. Doherty stated he 
had no problem al lowing the commercial development height to be 
essentially the same as the surrounding residentlai, regardless of how it 
was used, as long as the appearance was basically the same. Mr. Young 
commented that he fe I t a slight I y ta II er structure wou I d be of more 
benefit In shielding the HVAC and other mechanical units. He further 
commented that he would differ very slightly with a few points made by rv1r. 
VanFossen, but he did not hear anything particularly detrimental. 

I n regard to the amended app flcat Ion request for 70,000 square feet of 
commercial, Mr. Gardner advised that a depth of 311' of CS zoning from the 
center I Ine would accommodate this square footage. Chairman Parmele 
suggested 330' as a standard depth measurement, which could also be used 
for any other development along 71st Street. Mr. Gardner advised that, if 
the Commission was trying to limit the square footage, then placement of 
the zon I ng II ne was important. However, I f they were just try I ng to 
estabJ Ish the zoning J Ine without regard to square footage, then it would 
permit "X" amount. Chairman Parmele commented the application was for 
70,000 square feet of commercial floor area (93,000 square feet total), 
and Mr. VanFossen was suggest I ng a .25 FAR, regard I ess of commerc I a I or 
office use. Mr. VanFossen I~quired, If the remainder was in fact office, 
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could their use be limited '1"'0 a maximum depth of 300' or 275'. Mr. 
Gardner stated there was no question about this, as there would be 30,000 
to 50,000 square feet of floor area generated by the remaining OL zoning 
on the tract. Mr. Gardner further clarified that with 70,000 square feet 
for retail, the appl icant would need 311' and then would stll i have the 
balance of his tract zoned OL office. In response to Mr. VanFossen, Mr. 
Gardner commented that he thought the TOTa i square footage was more 
significant than the FAR. Discussion followed as to an amount for 
commercial zoning and the effect upon floor area allowable. Mr. Doherty 
remarked that, regardless of depth approved, it should be remembered that 
th Is wou I d probab I y be sett I ng a precedent for zon i ng a long 71 st Street 
from Memorial east to the Mingo Val ley Expressway. 

Discussion fol lowed among the Commission members as to future submission 
and review of a Detail Site Plan. Mr. Young stated he had no problem with 
this, as It was a condition of the PUDj however, he would I ike to have the 
zoning and PUD acted upon this date. 

Review Session: 

Mr. Paddock stated he felt this application, standing by Itself, could 
only be considered spot zoning. He stated other reasons for opposing this 
were the necessity for establishment of guidelines for development along 
71st by means of a Special District; resistance of the citizens to having 
71st slx-Ianed, with further traffic congestion caused by each new 
commercial development; the violations of the existing Development 
Guidel ines by placing this outside the intersection nodes; and violation 
If the District 18 Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Paddock stated he could not be 
a party to approving this application until the proper foundation and 
p I ann i ng was In p I ace to know what was to be done long range so the 
proposals could be tailored in advance to meet the established guidel ines. 
Mr. Paddock commented that there might be merit to this proposal, but only 
If It were submitted In accordance with the Development Guldel !nes. If 
the Guidelines needed to be amended, then they should be, but he did not 
feel that right now the Commission was ready to do that. Therefore, he 
could not, In good conscience, support either the rezoning or the PUD. 

Cha i rman Parme I e recogn I zed Mr. Young to make a statement dur i ng the 
review session. Mr. Young thanked the Chairman for a chance to speak, and 
stated that normally this would be cal led a review session, but he thought 
It was more or less "I et' s make a dea i". He added that one of the 
strengths of the Commission has been to look at these projects as they are 
presented to review the various proposals from the planner's standpoint, 
as well as the developer's standpoint. Mr. Young stated it appeared to 
him the Commission was making a requirement that a specific use be 
pinpointed In a specific configuration at the time of zoning or the PUD. 
Mr. Young po I nted out that the Staff was not even recommend I ng th I s be 
undertaken In their suggested PUD restrictions. He commented he felt what 
must be done was to deal with the Issues at hand which was the real ity of 
commerc i a I zon i ng in th is area, the power of the n.~.APC to a II ow that 
commercial zoning go In place with the restrictions provided in the PUD, 
acknowledge that a certain amount of the subject tract would be developed 
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commercIally, and Impose a requirement that a Site Plan must be presented 
for review before any BuIlding Permit could be Issued. This would allow 
the market to determ I ne what users wou 1 d be found on the tract and what 
building configurations would need to be fol lowed during construction. 

Mr. VanFossen commented the TMAPC almost always receives site plans 
(OutlIne Development Plans) with PUD's. Chairman Parmele stated that he 
fe I t the zon i ng shou I d be rev I ewed to see I f the Comm iss i on was In 
agreement and then proceed with the PUD conditions of approval. Ms. Kempe 
asked Staff to give an Idea of the number of square feet involved should 
there be the possibil ity of 330' of commercial zoning on the vacant land 
along 71st Street. Mr. Gardner advised that, on this particular tract, 
72,000+ feet of commercial floor area, and about half the amount projected 
in the Staff analysis. 

Ms. Kempe repeated the request of the District 18 Citizen Planning Team 
Chairman for a special study along 71st Street. Chairman Parmele 
suggested that, If there was approval of any zoning, Staff be directed to 
study the entire area from Memorial past the Mingo Valley Expressway for 
consideration to be Included In a Special District and let this 
app I I cat i on be the tr I gger to start that study. Mr. Paddock asked for 
Staf f to respond, as he understood that an extens i ve study had a I ready 
been done in th is area. Mr. Gardner adv i sed that Staff had po I nted out 
that if the entire piece of property were zoned CS, then a precedent would 
be established for al I the other vacant areas, which could create 
approximateiy one mi II ion square feet of commercial floor area on the 
vacant property (us I ng a 330' line) I n Just the area between Memor i a I and 
Mingo Road. Mr. VanFossen stated he thought the area between Mingo Road 
and the Mingo Val ley Expressway should also be considered a part of this 
area, not just to Mingo Road. Mr. Gardner commented that the area aiong 
the Mingo Val ley Expressway was already designated Corridor (CO) and 
planning was In place for the Intensities along the Expressway, but the 
Commission is suggesting going east and west of the CO to Intensify over 
and above the Development GuideJ Ines. 

Mr. Gardner cont I nued by stat I ng that, if the Comm I ss Ion was want i ng to 
know if this strip should be six or eight lanes to accommodate what might 
occur, then Staff can do a specIal study to provide that information. If 
the TMAPC was want i ng a study to determ I ne the Impact of what they are 
about to do, then Staff has a I ready done that by suggest i ng to the 
Commission that the Impact was significant enough that Staff could not 
support It at al I and considers the Issue very serious. 

Chairman Parmele stated he thought a special study would also Include the 
fact that, shou I d the TMAPC cons I der th I s a spec 1 a I corr i dor to a II ow 
commercIal zoning, there would be a basis for placing certain restrictions 
on development through the use of a PUD, as the Commission did not want 
unrestricted development. Mr. Gardner then clarified that If the TtoA.APC 
wanted a Specla! District to accommodate commercialization of 71st Street, 
then Staff cou I d do a study for a Spec i a I D I str i ct to determ i ne I f the 
area should, In fact, be upgraded from six to eight lanes. Mr. Draughon 
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agreed with Mr. Parmele that, regardless of what was done on the zoning of 
this case, a study should be initiated on this area becoming a part of the 
Special District, and get an Idea as to what uses the INCOG Staff would 
recommend. 

Mr. Doherty moved for approval of CS zoning for the northernmost 330' of 
the subject tract. Mr. VanFossen commented he was not ready for 
unrestricted CS zoning, as he was only Interested if it were tied to a PUD 
and the details of the PUD were worked out In advance. Mr. Doherty asked 
Legal If he could tie approval of the PUD into a motion of this nature 
without Implying conditional zoning. Mr. Linker advised that he felt the 
Commission was dealing with a form of conditional zoning when a PUD was 
Imposed. Furthermore, If the Commission was concerned about placing 
"plain vanilla" CS zoning on the tract, then they should not approve the 
zon I ng without the PUD, and It shou I d be made very c I ear that the two 
Items go hand-In-hand and the zoning did not stand on Its own. 

Therefore, Mr. Doherty amended his mot Ion to approve CS zon I ng on the 
northernmost 330' of the subject tract, and to approve PUD 179-M with the 
fol lowing modifications to the development standards: (1) Maximum FAR of 
.25 on the entire tract (Including those portions zoned OU; (2) the 
commercial development area be I imlted to 70,000 square feet with the 
office area limited to 23,650 square feet; centerline setback from 7ist 
Street be approved as requested (140'), western boundary setback of 50', 
southern and eastern boundary setbacks of 75'; and the minimum landscaped 
open space be 10%. 

Mr. VanFossen pointed out that the .25 FAR would only permit 72,000 square 
feet tota I, and suggested commerc I a I deve I opment be 60,000 square feet 
with the balance being office. Discussion fol lowed between Mr. VanFossen 
and Mr. Doherty as to the FAR (Floor Area Ratio) and the amount of 
commercial/office available. Chairman Parmele suggested designating the 
FAR and not specify commercial or office, but iet the deveioper (or 
market) determine this. After further discussion, Mr. Doherty withdrew 
that portion of his motion deal ing with commercial/office square footage, 
but reta I n the .25 FAR overa I I. Mr. Doherty c I ar if I ed that a II other 
elements as suggested by Staff in their recommendation were to be Included 
In his motion. However, he did question the one story (16' maximum) 
building height. Discussion followed as to this being eligible for 
amendment by any future PUD minor amendment applications. Mr. Gardner 
suggested going with the two story height with a notation referring to 
front elevations or facades (as noted in condition #9), and a proviso 
that if the height exceeded one story, how It was done would be the main 
cons I derat Ion as to a one or two story a II owance. Mr. Doherty further 
amended his motion to Include Mr. VanFossen's suggestion to add "loading 
areas" to condition #4. 
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Mr. Linker, upon hearing reference to submission of a site plan, verified 
that some kind of a site plan had been submitted. Mr. VanFossen pointed 
out the submitted plan (drawing) did not meet the items being discussed. 
Mr. Linker then asked I fit met the requ I rements of the Code (Sect Ion 
1170.2) • He stated th i s issue has come up before.. and he read the 
appl icatlon requirements In the Code. Mr. VanFossen suggested the 
Commission concur with the applicant's submission being a statement of 
general Intent and walt for the Site Plan to be proposed; although he had 
difficulty wording It In motion form. Mr. Doherty Inquired of Legal If he 
could amend his motion to withhold transmittal, subject to approval of a 
Detail Site Plan. Mr. Linker reiterated the question should be If the 
applicant has met the requirements as set out In the Code. Mr. Linker 
advised that, If the applicant submitted a site plan that met the 
requirements of the ordinance, and the Commission makes changes In that 
site plan, then he felt the appl icant should not have to go back and make 
those changes before the Comm I ss Ion acted upon the PUD. He stated the 
Comm I ss Ion cou I d go ahead and act upon the PUD. Mr. Paddock asked Mr. 
Linker his Interpretation of the Staff's recommendation for denial In 
which they cite four reasons as to why It does not meet the requirement of 
the PUD Chapter. Mr. Linker's only comment was that he had to agree with 
the Staff. 

Ms. Kempe stated she did not think this particular plan was a bad PUD, 
however, Its significance was not widely known to those who could 
ultimately be affected. She commented that, whether the Commission was 
wll ling to admit It or not, they were In fact looking at the beginning of 
the creation of a Special District, and she felt that if the impact was 
more widely known, there would be lot of citizen Input. Therefore .. she 
felt approval of this appl icatlon was premature. Chairman Parmele 
re Iterated that he fe I t th is case might be the "tr I gger" of a Spec I a I 
District, as this entire appl icatlon was presented to the District 18 
Citizen Planning Team and they were In favor of It. He stated that should 
the Commission approve this today, he would J Ike to see a Special District 
Study conducted for 71st Street from Memorial east past the Mingo Val ley 
Expressway. Mr. Doherty stated that Ms. Kempe was correct I n that the 
Commission was, In effect, beginning a Special District and whatever 
zoning line was established was a precedent, regardless of what was said. 
Mr. Doherty, hav I ng been through a Spec I a I D I str Ict Study process with 
District 4 and knowing the time element involved, commented that he did 
not think It was fair to hold up an applicant for this process. He stated 
he would certainly vote for any motion to establ ish a Special District at 
this location, but he did not want hold any plan "hostage" to it. 

Ms. Wilson stated she felt Mr. Paddock has raised some legitimate concerns 
that should be considered, the primary one being violation of the 
Deve lopment Gu i de lines. She stated she had thought a great dea I about 
th Iss I nce the last presentat ion, and she did not th I nk the Comm I ss Ion 
could get any more out of this than what Staff had already indicated and 
Ilnfng up those intensities would just be a "broad brush stroke". Ms. 
Wilson commented that the reason people were not In attendance to even be 
a protestant was because there were no nearby neighborhoods, and she had 
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trouble accepting the applicant's arguments as to traffic considerc"+ ons 
in this area. Ms. Wilson stated she also had problems with the "I 's 
make a deal" approach on this case, and she did not think it was the best 
"deal" for the city. 

Mr. VanFossen, stil I having a problem with the legal impl ications, 
requested clarification from Mr. Linker. Mr. Linker commented that he was 
in agreement with the Staff's reason for recommending denial, as this was 
against the Development Guidelines. In further response to Mr. VanFossen, 
Mr. Linker confirmed that the TMAPC had the right to change the Guidel ines 
or go against them upon detailed examination of a particular area. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 6-4-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty I Draughon, Parme I e, VanFossen, Woodard I "aye"; Kempe, Paddock, 
Rice, Wilson, "nay"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE 
Z-6136 Young (Wenrick) for CS on the northernmost 330', and PlI> 119-M 
subject to the conditions as recommended by Staff, with the following 
modifications: 

a) Maximum Building Height: 2 Story Allowable (NOTE: Should the height 
exceed one story, spec I a i cons I derat I on shou I d be given as to the 
type of construction of the front elevations/facades before 
determining allowance of a two story height.) 

b) Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR): .25 (no al location as to 

c) 

d) 

office/commercial) 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from Center I ine of 71st 
from West boundary 
from South boundary 
from East boundary 

Minimum Landscaped Open Space: 

140' 
50' 
75' 
75' 

10% 

e) Amend condition #4 to include "loading area". 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

Cha I rman Parme I e stated there appeared to be some concern among the 
members of the Commission that a Special District be formed along this 
ent Ire corr I dor, and opened discuss ions on th I smatter. Mr. Paddock 
commented that he cou I d not reca II the TMAPC ever I n it I at i ng a request 
for a Special District, as he thought this came from the various 
districts, and he asked Staff to offer guidance on how to proceed. Ms. 
Kempe stated that the conversation with the District 18 Chairman was that 
It was Important to the District that there be an extension of the Special 
District containing Woodland Hills, or further study toward creation of 
another Specla! District with the proper conditions imposed. Mr. Gardner 
advised that, should this be approved by the City Commission, they would 
have to recommend an amendment the Comprehens I ve P I an as th I s was not 
cons I stent with the P I an. He further adv I sed that there were many ways 
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that the P I an cou I d be amended to accommodate what the TMAPC has just 
done, one being District 18's suggestion for a Special District. Mr. 
Gardner cont i nued by stat I ng that to go beyond that, us i ng th is as 
establ ishlng a precedent, Staff would need to review this to see what was 
required to accommodate that kind of intensity, which could be done 
through a spec I a I study. He stated the spec I a I study wou I d prov I de such 
Information as the need to amend the Major Street and Highway Plan, etc. 

Therefore, Mr. VanFossen moved that Staff conduct a study as to the 
feasibility of Special District #3 (Woodland Hills) being extended to 
inc I ude each s I de of 71 st Street a depth of 660' between Memor i a I and 
Mingo Road. He stated he did not suggest extens Ion to the Mingo Va I ley 
Expressway as th I s area was des I gnated Corr I dor. Ms. Kempe stated that 
she believed it would be in District 18's best interest that they be 
al lowed Input into this matter, as they had some conditions they wished to 
be Included as part of this Special District. Discussion fol lowed among 
the Commission, and it was determined to not set a time I imit on the 
study, as the Staff would need to also meet with the District 18 Citizen 
Planning Team for their input. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of VAI\FOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to 
DIRECT the !NCOG Staff to conduct a study to consider the feasibility of 
Special District #3 (Woodland Hil Is) being extended to include each side 
of 71st Street a depth of 660' between Memorial and Mingo Road. 

Legal Description: 

Z-6136: CS zon i ng on the north 330' of a tract descr I bed as the north 
640.80' of the west 450 t of the NW/4 of the NE/4 I Sect Ion 12, T -18- N, 
R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, with the balance of 
the tract to remain as OLe 

PUD 179-M: The north 640.80' of the west 450' of the NW/4 of the NE/4, 
Section 12, T-18-N, R-13-E of the !BM, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma. 

* * * * * * * 
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Appl icatlon No.: Z-6137 
Appl icant: Holmes (Grabel) 
Location: North of the NE/c of Xenophon and SW Bivd 
Size of Tract: .25 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: January 7, 1987 
Requested Continuance to: February 11, 1987 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

RS-3 
CHilL 

The District 9 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropol itan Area, designates the subject property Medium Intensity - No 
Specific Land Use and Corridor. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustratlng District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the proposed IL District may be found 
in accordance with the Plan Map and the proposed CH District is not in 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately .25 acres in size and 
located north and east of the northeast corner of Southwest Boulevard and 
Xenophon Avenue. It is partially wooded, sioping, vacant and zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by the Red 
Fork Expressway (!-244) zoned RS-3, on the east by property zoned RS-3, 
on the south by a mixture of commercial and residential uses zoned CH, and 
on the west by the rear yard of a residential lot zoned RS-3. 

Zoning and BOA Historical SUlmlary: The TMAPC and City Commission have 
approved CG zoning in one instance denying CH zoning in this general area. 

Conciusion: The subject tract is part of an Isolated Island of RS-3 zoning 
that Is abutted on two sldes by CH zoning and the other side by the Red 
Fork Expressway. Although CH zoning is in the immediate area, It was 
established when the City had only one commercial classification. Existing 
development in the CH districts Is not at maximum intensity, but more in 
I ine with the CG zoning classification which is also found in the area. CG 
zoning would permit development of the subject tract commensurate with the 
establ ished development along Southwest Boulevard. 

Therefore, based on the Comprehensive Plan and existing zoning and 
development patterns in the area, Staff recommends DENiAl of the requested 
CH or IL zoning and APPROVAl of CG zoning In the alternative. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Gardner advised the applicant was requesting a continuance in order to 
amend the application to include the property to the east of this tract, 
as he thought it was currently zoned CH. Mr. Gardner stated a continuance 
to February 11th would give sufficient time to readvertise the amended 
app I Icat ion. 
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TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wi Ison, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to 
CONTINUE Consideration of Z-6137 Holmes (Grabel) until Wednesday, 
February 11, 1987 at 1:30 p.m. in the City CommIssion Room, CIty Hal I, 
Tulsa Civic Center. 

Application No.: CZ-154 
Applicant: Barrett (Dennison) 

* * * * * * * 

Location: NW/c of State Highway 20 and US Highway 75 
Size of Tract: 33.3 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: January 7, 1986 

Present Zoning: AG 
Proposed Zoning: CG 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Jack Spradl lng, 1023 West 23rd (583-5737) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District i3 Pian, a part of the North Tulsa County Comprehensive Plan 
for the Tu I sa Metropo I itan Area, des i gnates the subject property Med I um 
Intensity - Commercial/Office, Medium intensity - Agriculture and Rural 
Residential. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the proposed CG District is not found 
In accordance with the Plan Map for the Medium Intensity 
Commercial/Office portion and is not in accordance with the Medium 
Intensity - Agriculture/Rural Residential portion of the Plan Map. CS 
zon i ng t s t n accordance VI r th the fy1ed I um I ntens i ty - Cornmerc i a I / Of f ice 
designation. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site AnalysiS: The subject tract is approximately 33.3 acres in size and 
located at the northwest corner of 146th Street North and US Highway 75. 
It is nonwooded, gently sloping, contains a concrete batch plant and is 
zoned AG. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north, south and 
west by vacant property zoned AG, and on the east by US Highway 75 also 
zoned AG. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: NONE 

Conclusion: Although the Development Guidelines would designate this 
intersection as a "Type Two Node", 10 acres, it has been a po! Icy of the 

TMAPC to treat lim i ted access highways as a Pr i mary Arter I a I due to the 
traff I c f low. A "Type I II Node", (15 acres) I s norma I I Y des i gnated for 
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the Intersection of two Primary Arterials. Due to the lack of development 
in the area and the North Tulsa County Comprehensive Plan, Staff can not 
support CG Zoning on the entire 33.3 acres. Instead, Staff could support 
a 15 acre node to consist of a 75 foot buffer of OL zoning along the north 
and west boundaries of the node, and the balance of the 15 acre node to be 
rezoned CS. Th Is wou I d a II ow a I I non res i dent I a I deve I opment to occur 
within the node. No residential zoning designation can be assigned to the 
balance of the subject tract due to a lack of notice. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of the requested CG zoning and APPROVAL 
of CS zoning on a 15 acre node, LESS and EXCEPT the north and west 75 feet 
of the 15 acre node which is to be rezoned OL and denial of the balance of 
the 33.3 acres. 

NOTE: The app I i cant is to prov I de rev I sed I ega I s pr lor to the County 
Commission public hearing, if the TMAPC concurs with the Staff 
recommendation. 

Comments & DJscusslon: 

Mr. Gardner exp I a i ned that Staf f' s concerns were twofo I d: (1) not to 
exceed the 15 acres for CS; and (2) to assure an OL buffer, and he 
exp I a i ned how Staff der i ved the 75' OL bu ffer on the north and west 
boundaries. In reply to Chairman Parmele, referencing the recommendation 
from the Coilinsvi lie City Commission, Mr. Gardner advised the Land Use 
Plan involved 10 acres, but Staff suggested 15 acres due to the two 
highways being considered as Primary Arterials. Mr. Gardner stated that, 
if It would help the applicant, Staff could support the elongation 
(running east and west) of CS zoning with an OL buffer, rather than the 
original recommendation. Staff would stili recommend the 75' buffer on 
both sides to prevent stripping to the west. Commissioner Rice asked Mr. 
Gardner to comment on the deslrabil ity of proceeding with approval of CG 
zoning on the 15 acres. Mr. Gardner stated the Comprehensive Plan did not 
consider the CG zoning classification a "may be found". Obviously that 
kind of usage and i ntens I ty at the intersect i on of two major highways 
might be appropriate, but Staff had no basis for support of the request 
for eG. Mr. Gardner stated that Staff may want to go back and review the 
Deve lopment Gu I de I I nes shou I d the Comm iss Ion approve genera I commerc i a I 
zon i ng. Mr. Gardner added that I L zon I ng was a "may be found" 1 n a 
commercial node, but CG was "not In accordance". 

Mr. Doherty inquired If Staff's concern was more of a technical nature 
since the physical facts of the two highways did not exactly fit the 
Matrix. Mr. Gardner explained that there were two elements involved, the 
amount of acreage and treating the highways as Primary Arterials. Mr. 
Doherty asked if there were any major differences In use units of CG and 
CS that might hamper development. Mr. Gardner stated that the automotive 
type uses required a general commercial zoning (CG). He added that there 
was noth I ng I n the area that wou I d be adverse I y affected (e. g. hous I ng 
additions). In light of what had been stated, Mr. Carnes advised he would 
be In favor of the CG zoning, as requested by the applicant. 

01.07.87: 1632(21) 



CZ-154 Barrett (Dennison) Cont'd 

Appl icant's Comments: 

Mr. Jack Spradl lng, representing the owner, pointed out that the Cherokee 
Expressway, although two-Ianed, was designated an expressway and there was 
also some consideration of corridor (CO) type zoning along this 
Expressway. He added that, genera I I Y speak I ng, the CO zon i ng a long the 
expressways was for heavy ! ntens It les, wh Ich was we II su Ited to the CG 
zoning, as opposed to the more restrictive CS zoning. Secondly, CG would 
al low auto, while CS would not without BOA approval of a Special 
Exception, and they did have a contract for an automotive dealership to be 
located on the western portion of the tract along Highway 20. He stated 
that without the CG zoning, they would be forced to go back through the 
process with a BOA hear I ng for approva I • Mr. Sprad I I ng i nd i cated that 
along the highway, between Tulsa and Bartlesvll Ie, there was not a single 
automobile service oriented stop for drivers, and this was the only 
divided elevated access. For these reasons, Mr. Spradling requested the 
CG zon I ng des I gnat Ion. He stated the app I I cant did not have a prob I em 
with going to the 15 acres, and they would I Ike to spread it along Highway 
20, as suggested by Staff. He po I nted out the med I an In Highway 20 and 
adv I sed the app I I cant proposed to put an entrance to the west of the 
median and build a service a road which would be extended to the northern 
boundary of the property. In regard to the 75' OL strip, Mr. Spradling 
said there was no problem with this on the north. However, he Indicated a 
prob' em with th is on west from a site p I an standpo I nt I as the proposed 
building had a 45' setback from the west boundary line. Mr. Spradling 
requested the Comm I ss Ion give cons i derat Ion to th I s 45' setback on the 
west and retain the 75' on the north for the OL buffer. 

Ms. Kempe Inquired If It was the Intent of the appl icant to present a PUD. 
Mr. Spradling stated that, until this point, It had not been discussed and 
was not present I y the Intent. Mr. Doherty asked his response to a 50' 
setback on the west Instead of 45'. Mr. Spradl ing stated they would have 
to move the building 5', but could probably live with It If necessary. 

Review Session: 

Mr. Paddock I nqu i red as to why CO zon 1 ng shou I d not be rev I ewed I n the 
Gu i de I I nes for th is part I cu i ar i ocat Ion. Mr. Gardner stated that ltd I d 
not meet the definition as there were no paral lei ling major streets. Mr. 
Carnes moved for approval of the CG zoning on the south 15 acres, except 
for the north 75' and west 50' of the 15 acres, which would remain OLe 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-1 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, Wi Ison, Woodard, !laye"; no 
"nays"; VanFossen, "abstaining"; (Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE CZ-154 
Barrett (Denn lson) for CG on the south 15 acres of the subject tract, 
except for the north 75' and west 50' of the 15 acres, which shal I remain 
Ole 

01.07.87:1632(22) 



CZ-154 Barrett (Dennison) Cont'd 

Legal Description: 

OL Zoning: The north 75' and west 50' of a tract described as: A tract 
of land lying in the SE/4 of Section 21, T-22-N, R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa 
County, State of Oklahoma, according to the US Government Survey thereof, 
be I ng more part Icu I ar I y descr I bed as fo II ows, to-w it: Beg I nn I ng at a 
point S 89°53'28" W a distance of 880.30' along the south I ine of Section 
21; thence S 89°53'28" Wa distance of 669.40'; thence N 00°02'17" Wa 
distance of 635.00'; thence N 89°53'28" E a distance of 1,179.88'; thence 
along a curve to then right having a central angle of 00°24'13" and a 
radius of 1,213.2' a distance of 8.55'; thence S 21°11 '00" W a distance of 
277 .40'; thence a long a curve to the I eft hav I ng a centra I ang I e of 
17°03'18" and a radius of 1,014.90' a distance of 302.10'; thence 
S 89°53'28" W a distance of 340.80'; thence S 00°00'33" W a distance of 
75.0i' to the POB, containing 15.03 acres, more or less. 

OG Zoning: The north 75' and west 50' of a tract described as: A tract 
of land lying In the SE/4 of Section 21, T-22-N, R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa 
County, State of Oklahoma, according to the US Government Survey thereof, 
being more particularly described as follows, to-wit: Beginning at a 
point S 89°53'28" W a distance of 880.30' along the south line of Section 
21; thence S 89°53'28" W a distance of 669.40'; thence N 00°02'17" W a 
distance of 635.00'; thence N 89°53'28" E a distance of 1,179.88'; thence 
along a curve to then right having a central angle of 00°24'13" and a 
radius of 1,213.2 1 a distance of 8.55'; thence S 21°11'00" W a distance of 
277 .40'; thence a long a curve to the I eft hav I ng a centra I ang I e of 
17°03'18" and a radius of 1,014.90' a distance of 302.10'; thence 
S 89°53'28" W a distance of 340.80'; thence S 00°00'33" W a distance of 
75.01' to the POB, containing 15.03 acres, more or less, LESS AND EXCEPT 
the north 75' and west 50' thereof. 

* * * * * * * 

Application No.: CZ-155 & POD 424 
Appl icant: Burris (Kaiser) 
Location: 1/2 mile North of the NE/c of 
Size of Tract: 40 acres 

Date of Hearing: January 7, 1987 

Present Zoning: AG 
Proposed Zoning: RS 

129th East Avenue & 76th Street North 

Requested Continuance to: February 11, 1987 

Comments & Discussion: 

Staff advised the applicant's request for continuance was submitted and 
received on a timely basis. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Klce, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, IIaye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstent Ions"; (Crawford, Draughon, "absent") to CONTI HUE 
Consideration of CZ-155 and PUO 424 Burris (Kaiser) until Wednesday, 
February 11,1987 at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hall, 
Tulsa Civic Center. 
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* * * * * * * 

Appl icatlon No.: Z-6138 
Appl icant: Maples (Springer, etal) 
Location: SWlc of Yorktown and 20th Street 
Size of Tract: .6 acres 

Date of Hearing: January 7, 1987 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

RS-3 
OL 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Ms. Dorothy Maples, 2004 South Yorktown (747-4307) 

Relationship to the Comnprehenslve Plan: 

The D i str I ct 6 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -
Residential. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustratlng District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested OL District is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map_ 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is .6 acres In size and located at the 
southwest corner of East 20th Street South and South Yorktown Avenue. It 
Is nonwooded, flat, contains 3 single-family dwellings and is zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north and east by 
sing I e-fam II y dwe I I I ngs zoned RS-3, on the south by a sav i ngs and loan 
with drive-in banking fac!llties zoned Ol, and on the west by a 
single-family dwel I ing zoned OLe 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Office zoning has been primarily 
restricted by the City In past years to only those tracts having access to 
major streets such as 21st Street. 

Conclusion: The subject request represents nonresidential zonIng 
encroachment Into an established residential area. 

If office zoning were approved on the subject tract, the existing 
resldentla! homes to the east would be adversely affected since they would 
front the nonres I dent I a I off ice deve I opment. The ex I st I ng OL zon I ng to 
the west was approved prior to 1970, along with the frontage property on 
21st Street, and the one existing OL lot would not be supported today with 
such a configuration. Therefore, based on the Comprehensive Plan and 
existing development patterns, Staff recommends DENIAL of the requested OL 
zoning. 

ApRI Icant's Comments: 

Ms. Maples, representing the owners of 2004, 2008 and 2012 South Yorktown, 
requested rezoning from residential to OL as the majority of the block was 
already being util ized for commercial uses (Sooner Federal, International 
House of Pancakes and the G! ass Ne! son Cit n Ic) • She adv! sed of the 
prob I ems these res I dences encounter by rema I n I ng res I dent I a I with the 
no I se and traff Ic from the commerc I a I estab II shments a long 21 st Street. 
Ms. Maples stated she felt OL tenants would be more conducive to 
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maintaining the properties than residential tenants. She stressed there 
were no plans for changing the structures and stated she was probably the 
on I y rema I n I ng or I gina I res! dent of the area. She stated that current I y 
her residence was also being used as an office for her husband's 
feaslbl I Ity study services/consulting business. Ms. Maples submitted 
photos of the area to the Commission. 

In reply to Mr. Paddock, Ms. Maples clarified that she Intends to keep 
this as a residence as they were in the process of sel I ing a home in the 
Houston area. Her husband wou I d a I so be conduct I ng his consu It i ng 
business out of the structure, but there were no other employees. Mr. 
Paddock asked If there might be some reason why she would not qualify for 
a home occupation exception. Ms. Maples stated she felt they qualified 
for this through the Grandfather Clause. 

Interested Parties: Address: 

Mr. Wi liard Tuttle 1915 South Yorktown (74104) 
Ms. Carolyn Farrar 1919 South Yorktown " Mr. Henry Freeman 1911 South Xanthus " Mr. Wynn Brenson 1920 South Yorktown fI 

Mr. Tim Marrs 2003 & 2007 South Yorktown " Ms. Susan Wa I I ace 2135 East 20th " 
Mr. Whit Mausy 1532 South Gillette " 
Ms. Barbara Day 1521 South Quaker If 

Mr. Andrew Kenslow 1514 South Gillette " 
Ms. Sharry White 1518 South Gillette " 
Mr. Tutt I e, as an owner and res I dent In th I s area, stated he fe It. the 
rezon I ng wou I q detr Imenta II y affect the property va I ues of the 
ne Ighborhood. He I nformed that two of the three owners of the subject 
structures were neither residents nor heirs of estates. He stated he felt 
the rezon i ng wou I d on I y a II ow other nonres I dent I a i encroachment; 
therefore, he requested denial of the request. 

Ms. Farrar, who resides across from the subject tracts, also spoke In 
protest of the rezoning request as she agreed It would create encroachment. 

Mr. Freeman, speak I n9 for the res I dents II v I ng on Xanthus, po I nted out 
that there were no sidewalks In this area and the residents and children 
in the neighborhood were forced to walk In the streets. Therefore, he 
fe I t any more commerc I a I wou I d on I y add to ex i st I ng park I ng and traff ic 
problems and further hamper the safety of the residents. He, too, 
requested denial of this appl ication. 

Mr. Brenson agreed with the others as to reasons for denial. He stated 
that those owners who also reside In the neighborhood were very concerned 
about maintaining and modernizing their structures, and he felt owners who 
were not tenants would not be as concerned with this. 
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Mr. Marrs commented he did not have a problem with the applicant's 
request, but he did have a problem with the traffic and parking situation 
In this area. He stated the major problem was with Sooner Federal not 
hav I ng an entrance to the I r bank I ng fac Illty on 21 st Street, thereby 
forc I ng customers I nto the ne I ghborhood. He sa I d he fe I t that if th Is 
situation could be remedied, It would solve most of the traffic/parking 
problems. Mr. Marrs remarked he was neither for nor against the OL 
request. 

Mr. Gardner clarified that Sooner Federal needed 400' - 500' of stacking 
lanes to conduct the drive-In banking facility and Traffic Engineering 
would not allow them to stack It out onto 21st Street, thereby forcing 
them Into the neighborhood. In reply to Mr. Paddock, Mr. Gardner advised 
that this case was one of the reasons the Code was changed In regard to 
regulating drive-in banking facilities In an OL district. 

Ms. Wa I I ace re I terated comments made by the other protestants as to 
concerns about Increased traffic, and she requested denial. 

Mr. Mausy stated he fe I t the area ne I ghborhoods were I n the process of 
regeneration and any additional commercial/office would reduce the 
process. He, too, requested this case be denied. 

Ms. Day, read a letter submitted by Mr. Herb Fritz, the District 6 Citizen 
Planning Team Chairman, requesting denial of this application due to the 
i ncons i stency of the proposed I and use and the stated purposes of a 
residential district as defined In the Zoning Code. 

Mr. Kenslow, 
Association, 
location. 

pres I dent of the Gill ette HI stor ic D i str lct Ne 19hborhood 
agreed that OL zoning should not be permitted at this 

Ms. White read from a letter submitted by Mr. Grant C. Hal I, president of 
the Inner-City Council of Neighborhoods, protesting this application as it 
represented spot zoning and encroachment. Ms. White pointed out that this 
area has exper I enced a cont I nua I growth I n the number of fam i I I es with 
ch i I dren and she, too, fe I t commerc I a I encroachment wou I d threaten the 
neighborhood environment. 

ADpl Icant's Rebuttal: 

Ms. Maples stated her concern was mostly with 2008 and 2012 South Yorktown 
as she Intends to remain a resident at 2014 South Yorktown. She 
reiterated that she would rather be living next to light office than some 
types of rental residential property. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 menbers present 

On t«>TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; <Crawford, "absent") to DENY 
Z-6138 Maples (Springer, etal) for Ol, as recommended by Staff. 
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PUD 190-24: 

OTHER BUSINESS: 

North of the NE/c of South Fu I ton P I ace and East 75th Street 
South, Lot 5, Block 6, Minshal I Park I I I 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment of the Required Front Yard Setback 

The subject tract is approx imate I y .25 acres ins I ze and located ina 
developing single-family subdivision. PUD 190 has received several minor 
amendments to a I low encroachments I nto a requ I red front I s I de or rear 
yard. The applicant Is requesting a minor amendment of the approved 50' 
setback from the center line of South Fu I ton P I ace to 47 '6" to a II ow an 
existing stemwal I encroachment for a new dwel I ing. Notice of the 
appl ication was given to al I abutting property owners. 

Review of the appl icant's submitted plat of survey indicates only a smal I 
port Ion of the structure (garage) actua II y encroaches I nto the setback. 
The ba I ance of the dwe I I I ng Is beh I nd the setback I I ne. Based on the 
Irregular shaped lot and abundance of similar approvals, Staff can support 
the requested minor amendment. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of the Minor Amendment to PUD 190-24 
to allow a 47'6" setback from the centerline of South Fulton Place, 
subject to the appl icant's submitted plan. 

Staff notes that the appl icant's plot plan indicated the requested rei ief 
was based on a dimension from the centerline of South Fu I ton to the 
stemwall of the structure. It was further notes that rei lef beyond that 
wou I d be necessary to a I low for masonry and other bull ding mater I a Is. 
Therefore, Staff recommended the setback from the center I I ne of South 
Fulton be amended from 50' to 46'6". The appl icant concurred with Staff. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minor Amendment of the required front yard setback for PUD 
190-24, as recommended by Staff to be 46 '6" from the center I I ne of South 
Fulton. 

* * * * * * * 

Z-5859-SP-l: SE/c of East 71st Street South and South Mingo Road, Lot 1, 
Block 1, East Pointe 

Staff Recommendation: Amended Detail Sign Plan 

East Pointe Center Is a suburban shopping center conSisting of 47,113 
square feet. The subject tract is zoned CO and received Detail Sign Plan 
approval on May 15, 1985 for a ground monument sign and two lease signs. 
A portab Ie sign request was den I ed at that t I me. The app I I cant is now 
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propos i ng to add a 4' X 10 f I nterna I I Y lighted marquee sign (reader 
board) that wit I be built on al I four sides of the existing monument sign. 

Review of the sign plan text Indicates that the signage permitted is equal 
that which would be allowed in a CS zoned district. Including the 
appl icant's proposed 1,600 square feet of marquee with the existing sign, 
the total signage (80 square feet existing on each of the four sides and 
40 additional square feet on each side) continues to be below the maximum 
al lowed. Staff finds the proposed sign to be consistent with the existing 
signage, development and Zoning Code. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL to add the proposed marquee to the 
existing monument sign, subject to the appl icant's submitted plans. 

Comments & Discussion: 

In response to Mr. Doherty, Staff clarified the construction and structure 
of the subject sign. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 menbers present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wilson. 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Amended Detail Sign Plan for Z-5859-SP-l, as recommended by 
Staff. 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 4:08 p.m. 

Date 

ATIEST: 

~JIII~ 
Secretary ~ 
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