
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1635 

Wednesday, January 28, 1981, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MEMBERS PRESENT 
Carnes 
Doherty, 2nd Vice­
Chairman 

Draughon 
Paddock, 1st Vice-
Chairman 

Parmele, Chairman 
Rice 
VanFossen, Secretary 
Wi Ison 
Woodard 

MEMBERS ABSENT 
Crawford 
Kempe 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 
Gardner 
Jones 
Setters 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Li nker, Lega I 

Counsel 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted in the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, January 27, 1987 at 10:24 a.m., as well as In the 
Reception Area of the I NCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele cal led the meeting to order 
at 1:30 p.m. 

MINUTES 

Approval of Minutes of January 14, 1981, Meeting 11633: 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parme Ie, R ice, VanFossen, Wi I son, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Crawford, 
"absent") to APPROVE the Minutes of January 14, 1981, Meeting No. 
1633. 

ELECT I ON OF TMAPC OFF I CERS FOR 1981: 

Chairman: 

The Chair declared nominations open for Chairman. Mr. Doherty 
nominated Bob Parmele; Ms. Wi Ison nominated Bob Paddock. 

The Planning Commission voted six (6) for PARMELE 
Parmele; Rice; VanFossen: Woodard), and three 
(Draughon, Paddock, Wilson), no "abstentions"; 
"absent", for the position of TMAPC Chairman. 

(Carnes, 
(3) for 
Crawford, 

Doherty, 
PADDOCK 

Kempe, 

01.28.87: 1635(1) 



ELECT I ON OF TMAPC OFF I CERS FOR 1987 Cont'd 

First Vice-Chairman: 

The Cha i r dec I ared nom i nat ions open for First V ice-Cha i rman. Mr. 
Carnes nominated Jim Doherty; Mr. Draughon nominated Bob Paddock. 

The Planning Commission voted four (4) for DOHERTY (Carnes, Doherty, 
Parmele, VanFossen) and five (5) for PADDOCK (Draughon, Paddock, 
Rice, Wilson, Woodard); no "abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, "absent", 
for the position of TMAPC First Vice-Chairman. 

Second Vice-Chairman: 

The Cha i r dec i ared nom I nat ions open for Second Vi ce-Cha I rman. Mr. 
VanFossen nominated Jim Doherty; Mr. Paddock nominated Marilyn 
Wilson. Ms. Wilson withdrew her name from the nomination. 

The Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 for DOHERTY (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parme I e, Rice, VanFossen, Wi I son, Woodard); no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, "absent", for the position of TMAPC 
Second Vice-Chairman. 

Secretary: 

REPORTS: 

The Chair declared nominations open 
Woodard nominated Marilyn Wilson; Mr. 

for Secretary. 
Paddock nominated 

VanFossen. Ms. Wilson withdrew her name from the nomination. 

Mr. 
Gary 

The Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 for VANFOSSEN (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wi Ison, Woodard); no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, "absent", for the position of TMAPC 
Secretary. 

Report of Receipts & Deposits for the Month Ended December 31, 1986: 

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parme I e, R ice, VanFossen, W II son, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Crawford, 
"absent") to APPROVE the Report of Receipts & Deposits for the Month 
Ended December 31, 1986 • 

Chairman's Report: 

Chairman Parmele urged the Commission members the review their copy of 
the Neighborhood Conservation Commission Ordinance draft In order to be 
prepared for the Joint Committee scheduled for February 4th on this 
top Ie. 
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REPORTS - Cont'd 

Comm f ttee Reports: 

a) Comprehensive Plan Committee: Mr. VanFossen advised the 
Comprehensive Plan Committee met this date and the Items discussed 
wou I d be rev I ewed when presented to the fu I I Comm i ss ion. Cha i rman 
Parmele commented he had received a letter from the Tulsa Community 
Action Agency requesting an update of the District 9 Plan, and he 
referred this matter to Mr. VanFossen, Chairman of the Comprehensive 
Plan Committee. 

b) Rules & Regulations Committee: 

1) Consideration to call for a public hearing on an amendment to 
the Tulsa City and County Zoning Codes pertaining to promotional 
and portable business signs. 

Mr. Paddock advised this Committee met last week and voted 4-1-0 
to recommend to the TMAPC that a publ ic hearing be called on 
this item, based on a draft submitted to the TMAPC by the City 
Lega I Department for suggested word i ng of the amendment. Mr. 
Paddock commented that during the Interim, the Commission was in 
receipt of a memo from Mr. Ray Greene, Protective Inspections 
(memo submitted as an exhibit to the TMAPC). A letter was also 
submitted from Mr. Andrew Bixler of the Southeast Tulsa 
Homeowners Association (SETHA). Mr. Bixler stated "the Board of 
Directors of SETHA strongly opposes and asks that the Commission 
reject the request for a publ ic hearing concerning the sign 
ordinance, as we believe the ordinance, as It stands, is a good 
one and should be put into ful I operation for an extended period 
of time before considering any suggestions that It be modified." 

Mr. Paddock commented that an overriding concern of the Rules & 
Regulations Committee (R & R) members was that the Committee not 
"bottle up" this proposal, with respect to using certaln 
portable signs in the event of a business promotion. Further, 
it was felt by the Committee that, at the very least, this 
should be presented to the full Commission so the Commission 
could have input in the decision to carry this further for a 
pub I ic hear i ng. 

Mr. Doherty, be i ng the one "nay" vote at the Comm ittee, stated 
he felt the enforcement would be difficult, should exceptions 
for promotional purposes be allowed, as echoed in Mr. Greene's 
memo. Further, he felt that the overriding needs of the public 
for safety and some coherent sign pol icy would be violated 
should the TMAPC proceed with this matter. Therefore, he would 
be voting against any motion to bring It to a public hearing. 
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REPORTS - Cont'd 

Chairman Parmele stated that it was his understanding that the R 
& R Committee wanted to bring this to the full Commission and 
call a public hearing to receive comments on the suggested 
language. Further, the Committee's action certainly did not 
mean that the language was adopted by any body (R & R or TMAPC). 
Chairman Parmele commented that the Committee was merely trying 
to draft appropriate language to allow a special promotional 
vehicle. He felt that there should be a publ ic hearing, not 
only to get comments from Mr. Greene (Protective Inspections), 
but also comments from the private sector and business 
community. 

Mr. Paddock stated agreement with Chairman Parmele, as he felt 
the Comm i ss ion shou I d a I low th I s matter to come before the 
public, so as to get Input from the publ ic, as well as City 
agencies. 

Mr. VanFossen stated agreement with Mr. Doherty, in that there 
had a I ready been a pub I i c hear I n9 on portab Ie s 19ns and there 
would be no benefit to be gained by again adding portable signs, 
as he felt it would be weakening the present ordinance. 
Therefore, he would be voting against setting a publ ic hearing. 
Mr. Paddock asked Mr. VanFossen if he was inferring that, should 
the TMAPC have a publ ic hearing, that it would result in this 
Commission voting to amend the Zoning Code. Mr. Paddock stated 
he thought one of the purposes of a pub I Ic hear i ng was to 
rece i ve I nput from a I I I nterested part I es and did not 
necessarily mean the TMAPC would be voting a certain way at the 
end of that hear i n9. Mr. VanFossen re Iterated that there had 
already been a public hearing on portable signs. Chairman 
Parmele reminded the Commission that the reason this came up was 
because of one specific sign ("Stokely's bus"), and the Code did 
not provide for his "bus" as he wanted it classified, which was 
the purpose of the I ast two month's R & R meet i ngs. Cha i rman 
Parme I e stated he did not fee I the Comm iss ion was a I low I ng 
portable signs to come back, but merely trying to determine a 
definition (or amended definition) of portable/promotional 
signs. 

Ms. Wilson commented that one of the reasons for the 4-1-0 vote 
by the R & R was to get this out of Committee for review by the 
full Commission to decide if this topic was of a significant 
priority to the community to warrant a public hearing. 

Mr. Doherty pointed out that, In a matter of a few weeks, the 
ordinance as currently written would be taking effect. 
Therefore, shou I d the TMAPC proceed with a pub I ic hear i ng and 
the matter go before the City Commission, he felt enforcement of 
the ordinance would be delayed, and he saw no need to do so. 
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REPORTS - Cont'd 

Mr. Paddock moved that this Commission should set a publ ic 
hear I ng to cons ider amendments to the Tu I sa City and County 
Zoning Codes. Discussion fol lowed as to suggested dates for a 
publ ic hearing, and February 18th was recommended by Staff. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of PADDOCK. the Planning Commission voted 4-5-0 
(Carnes, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, "aye"; Doherty, Draughon, 
VanFossen, Wilson; Woodard, "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, 
Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE a pub I ic hear I ng on an amendment 
to the Tulsa City and County Zoning Codes pertaining to 
promotional and portable business signs. 

As the motion failed, Mr. Draughon Inquired if the TMAPC had to 
take any further action. Chairman Parmele advised that, as the 
approval motion did not have enough affirmative votes, it was 
cons i dered a den i a I and no further act Ion was requ 1 red of the 
n-1APC. 

2) Consideration of a recommendation of the Committee to revise the 
TMAPC General Pol icies, as relates to the definition of a Major 
Amendment as it pertains to PUD's and Corridor Site Plans. 

Mr. Paddock presented the proposed amendment to #4 of the 
section pertaining to Major Amendment, and reviewed the revised 
language. Mr. Carnes moved for approval, as recommended by the 
R & R Committee. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES. the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 
(Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, 
Wi I son, Woodard, !laye"; no "nays"; no "abstent ions"; (Kempe, 
Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the Amended TMAPC General 
Policies, as relates to the definition of Major Amendment 
pertaining to PUD's and Corridor Site Plans (Item #4); as 
follows: 

4) The term "original PUD/CO" refers to the PUD/CO as 
or I gina I I Y approved or mod If jed by subsequent amendments. 
Accumulative (or aggregate> minor amendments which exceed 
the above mentioned percentages shal I be treated as a major 
amendment. 

Director's Report: 

Mr. Frank reminded the Commission that the selection of members for 
the TMAPC Comprehensive Plan Committee and Rules & Regulations 
Committee would be on the agenda for next week's meeting. 
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Application No.: Z-6139 
App I icant: Frye 

ZONING PUBLIC HEARING: 

Location: South & West of the SWlc of Mingo and 58th 
Size of Tract: 1.5 acres, approximate 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Street 

RS-3 
OL 

Date of Hearing: January 28, 1987 (continued from January 14th) 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. John Sublett, 320 South Boston (582-8815) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropol itan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -
Residential and Development Sensitive. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested OL District is not in 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysts: The subject tract Is approximately 1.5 acres In size and 
located west of the northwest corner of East 61st Street and South Mingo 
Road. It Is nonwooded, flat, vacant and is zoned RS-3. A portion of the 
eastern part of this tract is located in a designated floodplain area. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by a large 
barn and horse corral and a single-family dwel I ing zoned RS-3, on the east 
by an unoccupied medical clinic zoned CS, on the south by vacant property 
zoned RM-I and PUD, and on the west by a single-family subdivision zoned 
RS-3. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Commercial zoning has been permitted 
to a depth of 660 feet from Mingo Road along East 61st Street, basically 
at the node. 

Conclusion: The subject tract is a part of the Woodland View Park 6th 
Add it Ion and is spec I f i ed on the p I at as, "Reserve 'A' (Ora i nage Way)." 
The covenants on the plat state: 

"Restricted drainage easements are reserved for overland drainage 
flow and no fence, wal I, planting, aboveground structure or any 
other obstruct Ion may be p I aced on sa i d easements, nor may any 
alteration of grade, fil I lng, or other action be taken that would 
In any way restrict the flow of surface water across said 
easement; this covenant shal I run to the benefit of and be 
enforceable by the City of Tulsa." 

Staff considers it inappropriate to evaluate the merits of a rezoning 
appl lcatlon In the face of this covenant and recommends this Item be 
CONTINlJFO a minimum of two weeks (unt!! January 28; 1987) to a! low 
questions of drainage and related matters to be resolved between the City 
of Tulsa and owner. 
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Z-6139 Frye - Cont'd 

January 28, 1987: The TMAPC heard this item initially on January 14th and 
continued it two weeks as recommended by Staff. Discussions with the 
Legal Staff at the hearing Indicated it would be appropriate to al low the 
appl icant (who was not present January 14th) to indicate his plans to 
resolve the questions of drainage easement requirements and reserve areas 
at the next meet i ng. Based on the rev i sed DSM in format ion, the Staff 
recommendation "conclusion" Is restated as fol lows: 

Conc I us Ion: Staff wou I d note that the subject tract's frontage on an 
arter i a I street, the size and shape of the property, the surround I ng 
zoning patterns, and other physical facts would make it inappropriate for 
single-family residential type development. RM-1 zoning, a "may be found" 
in accordance with the Plan, is present south of East 61st Street and 
serves as underlying zoning for PUD 281 and 397. Also, office uses could 
be granted as a Special Exception by the BOA in an RM-l District; however, 
th Is zon i ng request is not proper I y advert i sed for RM-1 in the 
alternative. The east 300' of the subject tract could be considered in 
the wrap around nodal zoning pattern under the Development Guidel ines as 
OLe However, Staff would not be supportive of OL on the entire tract as 
access to the stub street and res I dent i a I area to the west shou I d be 
prohibited. The physical facts indicate the east approximately 100' to 
150' of the tract is in a designated floodplain area. In the alternative 
to granting OL on only the east 300' of the subject tract, Staff would be 
supportive of spreading low intensity office uses over the entire tract, 
if a PUD was submitted. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of OL office zoning on the entire tract 
and APPROVAL of OL on only the east 300', with the balance to remain RS-3. 

NOTE: If the Commission approves OL zoning, the Comprehensive Plan should 
be amended to Low intensity - No Specific Land Use for the subject tract. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock, referring to the DSM comments of January 20th, stated that 
one of the concerns appeared to be that I un I ess the ent ire tract was 
rezoned, the app! !cant would not have to plat the entire tract. Mr. Frank 
stated the consideration should be land use and zoning first. Mr. Paddock 
then asked about the point that, If the entire tract were not rezoned, the 
appl icant could submit an application for waiver of the plat. Mr. Frank 
confirmed the appl icant could do this, but would have to come before the 
TMAPC for approva I of a wa I ver. I n rep I y to Mr. Paddock, Mr. Frank 
conf i rmed that, shou I d the ent ire tract be rezoned, the app I icant wou I d 
have to replat or get a waiver. 

Mr. Linker adv i sed he was not sure the app I icant wou I d have to p I at the 
whole tract, even with rezoning on the entire tract, as the applicant 
could opt to leave part of It out and not develop it. He added that he 
did not know what regu I at ion cou I d be enforced aga i nst the app I icant to 
prevent this being done, unless there were drainage requirements offslte 
that affected onsite development. Mr. Linker stated he thought the TMAPC 
could take care of this situation without the platting process, i.e. 
zoning per Staff's recommendation. 
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Z-6139 Frye - Cont'd 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. John Sublett, representing the appl icant, advised that DSM had 
reviewed this and signed off on it, as there was not that much in question 
on that portion of the tract. Mr. Sublett stated that It was his 
impress i on that Staff wou I d like to see a PUD I n order to prevent an 
access on the s I de street. He stated the app I i cant had no ob ject i on to 
this, but he suggested Imposing limits of No Access (LNA) by separate 
agreement. Mr. Sublett commented he could see no reason to have a portion 
of the tract subject to a PUD with the remaining portion zoned Ol, as it 
would confuse the Issue so far as useabil ity. He added the applicant had 
no objections to replattlng the entire tract, then the curb cuts could be 
permitted only on the section line arterial street with lNA on the side 
street. Mr. Sublett stated he could not understand going to the expense 
of filing a formal PUD on this smal I of a tract. 

Mr. VanFossen pointed out for Mr. Sublett that the TMAPC could not impose 
the restrictions on the zoning, I.e. limits of No Access. Mr. Sublett 
po I nted out that the app Ilcant cou I d do that vo I untar i I y. Mr. linker 
stated that the TMAPC could not make lNA a condition; however, as Mr. 
Sublett commented, the appl icant could come forward with a voluntary set 
of covenants. Discussion fol lowed as to the legal rights and enforcement 
of a voluntary action by the appJ icant, I.e. covenants, and It was 
concluded the City could not require the enforcement of such a private 
cOVenant. 

Mr. linker pointed out that, on several previous occasions, Staff 
recommended a strip of zoning to cut off access, and that appears to be 
the case with th is app I I cat ion, a I though it may be too much. Cha I rman 
Parmele confirmed that the TMAPC had the option of rezoning everything but 
the west 50'. ivir. Frank stated that even exc i ud i ng 10! wou i d prevent 
access from the west. Mr. Carnes then asked the app I icant if he wou I d 
object to zoning al I but the west 10'. 

Mr. Greg Frye, 9212 East 60th, as applicant stated that if al I but the 10' 
were rezoned, and shou I d he se I I the property I he wou I d have to reapp I y 
for zoning of the 10'. Mr. Frye stated his main objective was to 
estab! ish some restriction as to access. 

Mr. VanFossen commented that most peop Ie wou I d agree that a 10' buffer 
would be appropriate for office, and suggested the applicant consider the 
10' as a residential strip, and a possible landscape buffer. Mr. Sublett 
reiterated his desire to handle the situation with an LNA, rather than a 
formal PUD. Mr. VanFossen clarified that the suggestion for a 10' buffer 
would not require a PUD; the 10' of RS-3 would just be a landscape buffer. 
Ms. Wilson inquired If the subject tract had been presented to the TMAPC 
In the past accompanied by a PUD. Mr. Sublett stated he was not aware of 
the history of th i 5, and Staff commented they were not aware of any 
previous submission on this tract. However; there was a similar 
application for OL with a PUD at the northeast corner of East 61st Street 
and South 89th East Avenue. 
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Z-6139 Frye - Cont'd 

Review Session: 

Mr. VanFossen moved approva I of OL zon I ng on a II but the wester I y 10'. 
Mr. Paddock asked if the Staff recommendation was based on the fact that 
300' wou I d be with i n the Deve lopment Gu i de I I nes. Mr. Frank stated th is 
was a compromise approach to the Development Guidel ines, as the TMAPC had 
previously support OL as a wraparound to a Node. Mr. Doherty inquired as 
to the east/west width of the subject tract. Mr. Frank advised it was 
approximately 400'. In response to Mr. Draughon, Staff clarified the 
drainage way (Reserve Area A), as mentioned In the DSM comments. 
Commissioner Rice commented that he keeps hearing the word "channel ize", 
and every time someth I ng was "channe I i zed" his home gets flooded 
downstream. Mr. Frank clarified the drainage for this tract, and reviewed 
the DSM standards and requirements as to detention/retention. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wi Ison, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6139 Frye for Ol zoning on all but the west 10'. 

legal Description: 

OL: The south 179.99' of Reserve A, WOODLAND VIEW PARK VI, an addition to 
the City of Tu I sa, Tu I sa County, State of Ok I ahoma, accord i ng to the 
recorded plat thereof, LESS AND EXCEPT the west 10' thereof, which shal I 
remain RS-3. 

* * * * * * * 

App! lcatlon No.: Z~6142 Present ZonIng: RS-3 
Appl icant: Joe Pennington Proposed Zoning: IH 
Location: SW/c of Mingo and East 42nd Street North 
Size of Tract: .24 acres, approximate 

Date of Hearing: January 28, 1987 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Joe Pennington, 4116 North Mingo Road 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Pian: 

The District 16 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Medium Intensity - No 
Specific Land Use. 

Accord I ng to the "Matr I x I I I ustrat i ng D i str i ct P I an tvlap Categor i es 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested IH District is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 
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Z-6142 Pennington - Cont'd 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately .24 acres in size and 
located at the southwest corner of Mingo Road and East 42nd Street North. 
It is nonwooded, f I at, conta I ns a commerc I a I structu re and mobile home 
and Is zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by a 
single-family dwel I ing on a large lot zoned RS-3, on the east across Mingo 
Road by vacant property zoned RS-3, on the south by a sing I e fam II y 
dwel I ing zoned RS-3, and on the west by vacant property and a 
single-family lot and single-family dwel ling zoned RS-3. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: The City has approved a number of 
rezoning appl ications in the Immediate area allowing Industrial zoning, 
but I imited It to IL as a maximum Intensity. 

Conclusion: The subject tract Is located In a transition area that is 
slowly redeveloping to Industrial. Staff can support industrial zoning on 
the subject tract, but not an IH intensity due to the Comprehensive Plan 
and lack of similarly intense industrial zoning in the immediate area. IL 
zon I ng wou I d be a "may be found" in accordance with the Comprehens i ve 
Plan. It is important in this transition area that the negative impact on 
the rema i n i ng res i dences be kept to ami n imum and the trans it i on be 
orderly. The ZonIng Code would requIre a 75' setback for new industrial 
structures from the abutt i ng RS-3 zon i ng. Th is setback wou I d not be 
appl icable to the existing structure since It would be existing at the 
time of rezoning. A 6' screening fence would be required between the 
industrial and abutting residential zoning. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENiAL of the requested IH zoning and APPROVAL 
of IL zoning In the alternative based on the existing zoning pattern and 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Cha i rman Parrne I e conf i rmed with the app I icant that I L zon i ng, as suggested 
by the Staff, would be acceptable. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wi Ison, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6142 Pennington for IL Zoning, as recommended by Staff. 

Legal Description: 

The north 80' of the east 130' of Lot 1, Block 2, MOHAWK VILLAGE ADDITION, 
to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the 
recorded plat thereof. 
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* * * * * * * 

Application No.: Z-6143 Present Zoning: 1M 
Appl icant: Frank Wood Proposed Zoning: CBD 
Location: West side of Kenosha between 1st & 3rd Street 
Size of Tract: 5.08 acres 

Date of Hearing: January 28, 1987 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Frank! In Plaza Development, 812 East Admiral Blvd. 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D i str I ct 1 P I an I a part of the Comprehens i ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropo I itan Area, des I gnates the subject property Spec i a I D i str ict -
Commercial and Industrial - Medium and High Intensity; Residential and 
Commercial Services - Medium and High Intensity. 

According to the "Matrix I I lustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested CBD District may be found 
In accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is 5.08 acres in size and located on the 
west s I de of Kenosha Avenue between First and Th I rd Streets. I tis f I at I 
contains several industrial type buildings and is zoned 1M. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by similar 
industrial uses and some vacant property zoned 1M and CBD, on the east and 
south by industrial uses zoned 1M, and on the west by mixed industrial and 
commercial uses zoned CBD. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Sunmary: The City has approved similar CBD 
zoning inside the IDL (Inner Dispersal Loop) in previous applications. 

Conclusion: The requested CBD zoning is consistent with the Deve!opment 
Guidelines and zoning policies. CBD zoning Is the predominant zoning 
classification existing In the immediate area. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of CBD zoning as requested. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Frank submitted a letter from Roger Scott, who was representing Mr. 
and Mrs. Gilbert Reeves, requesting their property be excluded from the 
area under cons i derat i on for the CBD zon i ng. Mr. Doherty i nqu i red If 
Staff had any problem with possibly creating an "island" of different 
zoning. Mr. Frank stated Staff had no problem with this particular tract 
as most of the area around the subject tract was presently zoned 1M. Mr. 
Frank po I nted out the issue on th I s case was zon i ng someone I s property 
without their permission, and the Reeves have clearly stated they do not 
want their property rezoned. Chairman Parmele confirmed that Staff would 
delete that portion of Block 112 owned by the Reeves would be deleted from 
the published ordinance. 
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Z-6143 Wood - Cont'd 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Ray Ashmore confirmed that the property at 212 South Kenosha would be 
el imlnated from the CBD zoning and remain 1M. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of VAtf="OSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6143 Frank Wood for CBD zoning. as modified. 

Legal Description: 

CBD: All of Blocks 82, 111 and 112, ORIGINAL TOWNSHIP ADDITION, to the 
City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded 
p I at thereof, LESS AND EXCEPT an i rregu I ar tract of I and in Block 112, 
being more particularly described as follows, to-wit: BEGINNING at a 
point on the centerl ine of vacated al ley in Block 112, City of Tulsa, said 
point being 90.4' east of the east line of Hartford Street; thence 
cont i nu i ng eastward a long center line of vacated a I ley 111' to a po i nt, 
sa i d po i nt be i ng on west I I ne of Kenosha Street; thence I n a norther I y 
direction along the west i ine of Kenosha Street, 105.3' to a point, said 
point being 9' at right angles from centerline of Midland Valley spur 
tract; thence in a southwesterly direction 9' from and paral lei to Midland 
Val iey spur tract, a distance of 153.03' to a point; thence in a 
southeasterly direction 87.3' to a point of beginning, AND beginning at 
the southeast corner of the afore descr i bed tract; thence southwester I y 
a long the souther I y line there of a distance of 109.1 ' ; thence 
southeasterly perpendicular to the last described course a southerly line 
of the afore descr i bed tract a distance of 106.86' to a po i nt on the 
westerly right-of-way line of South Kenosha Avenue; thence northeriy aiong 
said right-of-way a distance of 5.44' to the POB, which shal I remain 1M. 

* * * * * * * 

Appl ication No.: Z-6144 Present Zoning: RS-3 
Appl icant: Munkirs Proposed Zoning: RM-2 
Location: West of the NW!c of East 61st Street & South Rockford 
Size of Tract: .84 acres, approximate 

Date of Hearing: January 28, 1987 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Charles Munklrs, 1377 East 61st 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropoi Itan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -
D",.,..I,.{on+l",1 .,vi;;) ,\,,1'11..1111.'-'1. 

According to the "Matrix I Ilustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts," the requested RM-2 District is not in 
accordance with the Plan Map. 
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Z-6144 Munkirs - Cont'd 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately .84 acres in size and 
located west of the northwest corner of East 61 st Street and South 
Rockford Avenue. It is partially wooded, flat, contains a single-fami Iy 
dwel I ing and is zoned RS-3. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by a 
single-fami Iy dwell ing zoned RD, on the east by duplex dwell ings zoned 
RS-3, on the south across East 61 st Street by both vacant property and 
sing I e-fam II y dwe I lings on I arge lots zoned RM-l, and on the west by an 
apartment complex zoned RM-l. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Sunrnary: The City has approved a number of 
mu It i-fam i I Y zon I ng c I ass I f Icat Ions around the subject tract. However, 
RM-2 zoning has been limited to a depth of not more than 625 feet east of 
Peoria Avenue. 

Conclusion: Staff cannot support the requested RM-2 zoning on the subject 
tract based on the Comprehensive Plan and distance from Use Node at South 
Peoria Avenue. Staff can however support RM-l zoning in the alternative 
due to It being a "may be found" in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan 
and due to the subject tract being abutted on the west and south across 
East 61st Street by simi lar RM-l zoning. Staff considers the duplex use 
abutting the subject tract to the east to be an adequate buffer for the 
single-family development further east. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of the requested. RM-2 zoning and 
APPROVAL of RM-l zoning in the alternative. 

Comments & Discussion: 

The appl icant confirmed agreement with the Staff recommendation for RM-l 
zoning, rather than RM-2 as originally requested. DSM comments, dated 
January 23rd, were discussed. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wi Ison, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6144 Munkirs for RM-l, as recommended by Staff. 

Legal Description: 

The west 125' of Lot 31, SOUTHLAWN ADDITION, to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof. 
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* * * * * * * 

Appl ication No.: PUD 217-A Present Zoning: RM-l 
Appl icant: Sisemore-Sack-Sisemore Proposed Zoning: Unchanged 
Location: North of the NW/c of South Lewis & East 81st Street 
Size of Tract: 9 acres, approximate 

Date of Hearing: January 28, 1987 
Presentation to TtvlAPC by: Mr. Ted Sack, 314 East 3rd (592-4111) 

Staff Recommendation: Major Amendment to Abandon PUD 217 

The subject tract has an area of approx I mate I y 9 acres and is located 
one-half mile north of the northwest corner of East 81st Street and South 
Lewis. The appl icant is requesting that PUD 217 be abandoned and that the 
underlying RM-1 zoning be retained. PUD 217 was initially approved for 186 
multi-family apartment units in a high-rise configuration. 

The Comprehensive Plan Map for District 18 designates the subject tract as 
Low Intensity - No Specific Land Use, and Development Sensitive on the 
west portion only due to drainage considerations. The request to 
abandon PUD 217 and retain the RM-1 zoning (which is a "may be found il in 
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan) Is reasonable and supported by the 
Staff based on Comprehensive Plan designations for abutting property to 
the north and sout" .... nd development trends and physical facts in the 
immediate and adjacent areas. The Oral Roberts University campus is 
located east and south across South LewIs. 0 ....... "0 ... +" +" +ho " .... ,,+h ,....f. +ho 

I I "'..,...." '1 'v I IIV .,;;;n .... n ••• I I' .....,. I IIV 

subject tract has been deSignated Special District 4 by the Comprehensive 
Plan for continued development of the Oral Roberts Campus. 

The plat which was previously approved on the subject tract has expired 
and the site is Immediately north of the site for the Victory Christian 
Academy which is under construction and has received BOA approval. Plat 
waivers, If any, should be subject to conditions as recommended by the 
Techn Ica I Adv I sory Comm Ittee and the Department of Stormwater Ivlanagement 
in particular, and as approved by the TMAPC. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of PUD 217-A request to abandon PUD 
217, and APPROVAL of retaining RM-i zoning as requested. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Chairman Parmele confirmed with the appl icant his agreement with the Staff 
recommendation. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Tom Creekmore, 3800 First National Tower, representing abutting 
I andowners to the north of the subtract tract, stated he was 
appearing to protest the requested abandonment. Mr. Creekmore stated it 
was his understanding that the applicant's church facility contemplated a 
nnr+inn +n hA In a +nWAr fnrm. anrl +he under Iv Ina RM-l zonlna had a 35' 
r-~ w -- ••• - -- ••• - -_ •• _- .- •• --, - •• - •• -- _ •• _- ., v v-

height I Imitation. He stressed concerns that this height restriction not 
be violated. Mr. Creekmore commented that the applicant had a request 
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PUD 217-A Sisemore-Sack-Sisemore - Cont'd 

before the BOA to a II ow church use on the subject tract and to mod I fy 
previously approved plans to shift buildings off the AG tract to a portion 
of the RM tract. This BOA appl ication requested a .5 FAR, which Mr. 
Creekmore stated was hardly low intensity, as it was equivalent to CS or 
OM zoning. His cl ients were concerned that the Department of Stormwater 
Management (DSM) be made fully aware of the development proposed for the 
subject tract, and they requested that the watershed plans also be 
reviewed by the TMAPC before any decisions were made, as the subject tract 
was In a Development Sensitive area. Mr. Creekmore requested that should 
the Commission feel Inclined to approve the abandonment, that it at least 
be tab I ed to a II ow the TMAPC,. to fu II y commun icate with the BOA and DSM to 
fully understand the pertinent factors Involved with the appl ication. 

Mr. VanFossen requested clarification as to the BOA's previous approval of 
.5 FAR on the AG zoned tract. Mr. Jones advised that, upon review of the 
previous BOA action, this appeared to be correct. Mr. VanFossen stated 
surprise at the .5 FAR being allowed in the AG zoning, and Mr. Jones 
advised that there was no maximum Floor Area Ratio in an AG District. Mr. 
VanFossen asked Mr. Creekmore how he could be objecting to a .5 FAR, when 
this was al lowed In his cl ient's OM zoned district. Mr. Creekmore pointed 
out that the OM zoned area was not in a Development Sensitive area, as was 
the AG zoned tract. Mr. Frank, In reply to Mr. VanFossen, advised that 
the Development Sensitive in this area was a function of drainage and 
drainage related matters, which would have to be properly addressed at the 
time of development. Mr. Creekmore pointed out for Mr. VanFossen that his 
OM portion was designated In the Comprehensive Plan as Medium Intensity, 
while the subject tract was designated as Low Intensity. 

Ms. Wilson inquired at what BOA meeting the .5 FAR was considered. Mr. 
Jones advised it was last March (BOA 13964) and the .5 FAR was not before 
the BOA, as there was no maximum FAR in an AG District. However, at that 
time, the appl icant came before the BOA requesting a Special Exception to 
al Iowa church use. Mr. Jones stated the current BOA appl icatlon Involved 
a request to obta i n church use on the new tract be i ng cons i dered for 
abandonment, and to also release the appl icant from the plot plan 
(approved in March), In order to shift the building. 

Appl icant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Sack briefed the Commission as to the history of the previous PUD and 
the BOA hear I ng on the AG zoned property. Mr. Sack adv i sed the rna i n 
reason for the PUD was not to change or spread zon i ng, but was to dea I 
with the floodplain that existed on the tract. Mr. Sack stated that the 
subject tract was presented to Victory Christian after the BOA hearing in 
March, but at that time they were not seeking additional property. 
However, with the cons i derat Ion of th I s new piece of property, V I ctory 
Christian was restudying this larger area. Mr. Sack pointed out that, In 
the overal I site plan, the FAR had not changed and, in fact, reduced the 
FAR as their plans would be unchanged. Mr. Sack commented that he did not 
fee! abandonment of the PUD wou! d affect the property to the north; 
therefore, he requested approval of the request. 
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PUO 217-A Sisemore-Sack-Sisemore - Cont'd 

Review Session: 

Mr. VanFossen stated he felt the real question was would the Commission be 
approving or considering RM-l zoning for the subject tract. In his 
opinion, Mr. VanFossen stated he felt It would be appropriate, and moved 
for approval of the Staff recommendation. Chairman Parmele commented that 
the applicant's presentation was very good, but might be more appropriate 
if made before the BOA. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 5-2-1 (Draughon, 
Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, "aye"; Carnes, Doherty, "nay"; Wilson, 
"abstaining"; (Kempe, Woodard, Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE PUO 217-A 
Sisemore-Sack-Sisemore, Major Amendment to Abandon PUD 217 and retain RM-l 
Zoning, as recommended by Staff. 

Legal Description: 

The N/2 of the N/2 of the NE/4 of the SE/4 of Section 7, T-18-N, R-13-E of 
the IBM, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the US Government 
Survey thereof, LESS AND EXCEPT a tract described as: BEGINNING at the SE 
corner of the N/2 of the N/2 of the NE/4 of the SE/4 of Section 7; thence 
north 120.0'; thence west 350.0'; thence south 120.0'; thence east 350.0' 
to the POB. 

OTHER BUSINESS: 

PUD 207-9: 9735 South Maplewood Avenue, Reserve Area "A", Mil I Creek Pond 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment & LNO 16668 to Allow a Lot Spilt 

This Is a request to spl it off a trlanguiar portion of Reserve Area iiAiI, 
and attach it to the abutting lot (Lot 3, Block 5). This lot spl It Is 
needed because a swimming pool and deck was built on Lot 3, Block 5, and 
It encroaches Into Reserve Area "An. 

The Homeowners Association of Mill Creek Pond Addition owns Reserve Area 
"A", which Is a reserve for stormwater detention, and utility easement. 

The original PUD 207 was approved by the TMAPC on 7/12/78, and by the City 
Commission on 8/15/78 to a1 low 98 dwelling units on a 40 acre tract that 
was platted into Mil I Creek Pond Addition. Several minor amendments have 
been approved in this addition, mostly for side and rear yard setbacks, 
because of the large homes being constructed on re!atlvely smal! lots. 
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PUD 207-9 Minor Amendment - Cont'd 

After review of the appl icant's submitted plot plan, the staff finds this 
request to be minor in nature and consistent with the original PUD. Staff 
recommends APPROVAL of the request as represented in the app I i cant's 
submitted plot plan, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

(1) That tie language be placed on the face of the deed stating that this 
portion of Reserve Area "A" cannot be transferred or conveyed without 
including Lot 3, Block 5 Mil I Creek Pond Addition. 

(2) This lot spl it does not change any easements of record, and all 
restrictions of Reserv~ Area "A" continue to be appl icable until or 
unless changed by the TMAPC and City Commission. Appropriate action 
must be taken by the app I Icant to vacate any easement or to obta i n 
the necessary license agreements permitting the requested use of the 
present Reserve "A". 

(3) That the appl icant secure a release letter from Stormwater Management 
subject to the terms and conditions as may be appl tcable and 
recommended by the Department of Stormwater Management. 

NOTE: Appl icant may wish to vacate that portion of Reserve Area "A" 
affecting the subject tract In order to clear title to the property. 

January 28, 1987: The TMAPC continued this appl icatlon from January 21st 
to allow Legal to add language to clarify condItion #2. The revised 
language is as noted above. A field check Indicated the fence on the 
subject tract was the only apparent encroachment Into Reserve "A" in the 
immediate area. A check of Protective Inspection's Records Indicated no 
permit had been Issued for the swimming pool on the subject tract. 

Comments & Discussion: 

In regard to the pool being built without a permit, Mr. Paddock inquired 
as to what position this left the City. Mr. Linker stated he, too, was 
surprised with this fact, as he could not understand how a contractor 
would operate without first obtaining a permit, and he was at a loss as to 
any explanation for this happening. Mr. VanFossen clarified that al I the 
Planning Commission was being requested to do was approve the lot spl it, 
and the lack of permit for the pool was the owner's problem. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 6-2-0 (Carnes, 
Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wi Ison, "aye"; Doherty, Draughon, 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard,Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Minor Amendment and LNO 116668 tor PUD 207-9, as recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

PUD 268-6: Lot 3, Block 1, Woodland Glen Extended Two Addition 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment to Front Yard Building Setback 

The subject tract Is described as Lot 3, Block 1, Woodland Glen Extended 
Two Add Itlon and located at 9209 South 94th East Avenue. The tract has 
been platted for sing I e-fam I I Y detached res I dent I a I deve I opment. The 
app I Icant I s request i ng that the front yard bu I I ding setback be amended 
from 50' to 46'. 

The subject tract has an Irregular shape and Is located on the eyebrow of 
the intersect Ion of East 92nd Street and South 94th East Avenue. The 
attached plot plan indicates that only the garage portion of the structure 
will encroach. The plat indicates that there Is a 17.5' utility easement 
along the rear of the lot, and a 20' minimum rear yard. 

The relationship of the proposed structure to a dwell ing which could be 
built on Lot 2 to the north, Indicates that the structure on Lot 3 should 
be setback from the street as far as is reasonably possible, and to a 
point 17.5' from the rear lot boundary. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 268-6 subject to the southeast 
corner of the proposed structure being established at a distance of 17.5' 
from the rear lot I ine (moving the proposed location to the south and east 
and be I ng off the ut Illty easement) I and that the encroachment on the 
remaining front building setback be approved based on this change. Staff 
estimated that the front building setback would then be approximately 48' 
from the center I Ine of South 94th East Avenue, rather than the 46' 
requested. (Notice of this request has been given to the abutting property 
owners.) 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of RICE, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wilson, !laye"; no "nays"; 
no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Crawford, Woodard, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor 
Amendment to Front Yard Building Setback for PUD 268-6, as recommended by 
Staff • 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 268-7: Lot 9, Block 2, Woodland Glen Extended Two Addition 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment to Front Yard Building Setback 

The subject tract Is described as Lot 9, Block 2, Woodland Glen Extended 
T,.,_ l\",,., T40 r _...,. ~1'.U·.r t,.. I __ ~+_"! "!!!.+ Q~J:;;a:;: C_,r4-h 0,,:(_'" t:'~,.. ..... A\J ...... "'lr'I. Th~ +_~_+ h~r-
."v nYUlllVl1 011\..1 I;) IV\"UI'C\J (;".,II ::7-'''''''''''' vVUll1 ;7-'1 u L..Y;;:>I I\V~IIU'Q. III~" t,..t\,,1 IIU';;' 

been platted for sing I e-fam I I Y detached res I dent I a I deve I opment. The 
app I Icant I s request i ng that the front yard bu II ding setback be amended 
from 50' to 45'. 
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PUD 268-1 Minor Amendment - Cont'd 

The subject tract has an Irregular shape and Is narrower at the rear than 
at the front. The lot has a 17.5' utility easement across the rear and a 
20' minimum rear yard requirement. RevIew of the applicant's request 
Indicates that the location and shape of the subject tract merits some 
re II ef; however, the plot P I an I nd icates that the proposed structure 
cou I d be moved to the north and east to be 17.5' from the rear yard 
boundary reducing the rei lef which would be required on the front. 
Re I ocat Ion of the structure to the north and east wou I d a I so prov I de an 
Improved relationship to structures which wil I be built to the north and 
south. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 268-7 subject to moving the 
structure to the north and east to be 17.5' from the rear yard boundary 
and rei lef granted on the front as needed. Staff estimates that this would 
estab I I sh the front bu II ding setback at approx I mate I y 46.5', rather than 
the 45' requested. 

Notice of this request has been given to abutting owners. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 1 members present 

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 1-0-0 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; 
no "abstent ions"; (Doherty, Kempe, Woodard ,Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Minor Amendment to Front Yard Bu i I d i n9 Setb ack for PUD 268-7, as 
recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Z-5620-SP-5: South of the SE/c of East 91st Street and South Memorial 

Staff Recommendation: Corridor landscape Plan 

The subject tract Is located south of the southeast corner of East 91st 
Street and South Memorial, and Is zoned CO. The TMAPC and City Commission 
previously approved a Corridor Site Plan for an automobile Insurance 
office and evaluation area in Development Area "A". Construction Is now 
in the final stages of completion on the building and parking areas, and 
Corridor Landscape Plan approval Is requested. 

The Corr i dor Site P I an requ I res a 6' pr 1 vacy screen i ng fence a long the 
south boundary which abuts an existing multi-family residential 
deve I opment , and a I so "spec I a I [ I and scape] treatment" a long th Is same 
boundary_ The minimum requirement for landscaped open space is 24% 
on-site (20,600 square feet) and 13,000 square feet along Memorial. 
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Z-5620-SP-5 Corridor landscape Plan - Cont'd 

The submitted Corridor Landscape Plan shows extensive treatment of the 
entire Interior site area and the south perimeter In particular. A line 
of trees Including Oak (10' to 12' tall), Pine (5' to 6' tall), and 
Dogwood (6' to 8' ta I I) I s shown a long the south boundary. A legend 
identifying the type and sizes of all plant materials is Included on the 
P I an and the I ocat i on of each var I ety I s noted on the plot P I an. The 
min Imum I andscap i ng requ irement for the I nter lor area of the site is 
satisfied; however, Staff notes that the Plan does not specify treatment 
of that remaining portion of the site referred to as the "Exterior along 
Memorial". Staff would be supportive of the entire Plan if a condition of 
approval was added that the "Exterior along Memorial" shal I be sodded or 
seeded in a manner consistent with treatment given the abutting area of 
the site. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Corr i dor Landscape P I an as 
submitted and subject to the "Exterior along Memorial" being seeded or 
sodded in a manner consistent with that treatment given to abutting yard 
areas of the appl icant's property. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of VAt-EOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Woodard,Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Corridor landscape Plan for Z-562o-SP-5, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 179-C-3: East of the SE/c of East 71st Street and South Memoriai 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment for Sign 

The subject tract Is located east of the southeast corner of East 71 st 
Street and South Memor I a I and I s the site of the Centre 71 Shopp i ng 
Center. The applicant Is requesting approval of an extension to the 
existing reader board on the sign pole from 120 to 176 square feet. 

The underlying zoning for PUD 179-C Is CS which would permit ground signs 
to be a max Imum area of 3 square feet for each II nea I foot of street 
frontage. Lot 3, Block 1, E I Paseo Add it ion has 440 I I nea I feet of 
frontage on East 71st Street. Information on file (PUD 179-C-l) indicates 
that a total of 234 square feet of display surface area has been approved 
for ground signs. Staff Is supportive of this request which, If approved 
by the TMAPC, wou I d I ncrease the tota I d i sp I ay surface area for ground 
signs to 290 square feet. No increase Is being requested in the height of 
the existing sign and the sign wii i continue to be internai iy i ighted by 
constant lIght. 
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PUD 179-0-3 Detail Sign Plan - Cont'd 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 179-C-3 to increase the 
display surface area on the reader board portion of an existing sign from 
120 square feet to 176 square feet per the subm Itted plot P I an for the 
Centre 71 Shopping Center. 

NOTE: The sign which was approved by the TMAPC per PUD 179-C-l has not 
been Instal led as of this date. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Rice, VanFossen, Wi Ison, Woodard, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Kempe, Crawford, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Detail Sign Plan for PUD 179-0-3, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Ms. W! !son suggested Staff attach the March 1986 BOA minutes on PUD 217-A 
along with these TMAPC minutes for review by the City Commission. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Paddock, Parme!e, VanFossen, Wilson; "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; (Kempe, Rice, Woodard,Crawford, "absent") to INSTRUCT the 
I NCOG Staff to inc I ude the March i 986 BOA minutes on PUD 217-A a long 
with the minutes from this meeting, for transmittal to the City 
Commission. 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 3:00 p.m. 

Date 

ArrEST: 
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