TULSA METROPOL ITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of Meeting No. 1641
Wednesday, March 11, 1987, 1:30 p.m.
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center

MEMBERS PRESENT MEMBERS ABSENT STAFF PRESENT OTHERS PRESENT
Carnes ' Crawford Frank Linker, Legal

Doherty, 2nd Vice- Rice Gardner Counsel
Chalirman Setters

Draughon

Kempe

Paddock, 1st Vice=-

Chalrman

Parmele, Chalirman

Selph

VanFossen, Secretary

Wilson

Woodard

The notice and agenda of sald meeting were posted in the Office of the City
Auditor on Tuesday, March 10, 1987 at 9:50 a.m., as well as in the Reception
Area of the INCOG offlces.

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmeie called the meeting fo order
at 1:37 p.m.

MINUTES:

Approval of Minutes of February 25, 1987, Meetlng #1639:

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-1 (Carnes,
Doherty, Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard,
aye'; no "nays"; Selph, "abstentions"; (Kempe, Crawford, "absent")
to APPROVE the Minutes of February 25, 1987, Meeting No. 1639.

L7 2 1

REPORTS:

Chairman's Report: Request from Terry Young to discuss Z-6136/PUD 179=-M
for a rehearing and waiver of fees.

Mr. Terry Young (2311 North Elwood Avenue) reviewed the history of the
previous hearings before the TMAPC and City Commission In regard to Z-6136
and PUD 179-M (Woodland HIlls area), and his request for a rehearing of
the applications before the TMAPC. He also requested a waiver of the fees
on a reappiication of the above cases. Mr. Young Informed the applicant
would be responsible for any readvertising fees Involved on another
app!l ication. He suggested having this reappiication set for the same
date at the TMAPC public hearing on the amendments to the Development
Guidel ines.
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Chairman's Report: - Cont'd

Chalrman Parmele affirmed with Staff the policy on waiver of fees, and
confirmed this could be done In this case. Mr. Gardner suggested that
once the amendments to the Development Gulidel ines were out of the TMAPC
Committee revliew sesslons that the applicant advertise at that time for
rehearing of these applications. Mr. Gardner advised there were several
District Planning Teams involved with the Development Gulide!lnes and
Comprehensive Plan amendments and he felt these should be finalized before
any zoning applications were considered. Mr. Young stated that he had no
problem with a one week difference between the public hearing on the
Development Guidel Ines and the rehearing of his applications.

Mr. Paddock moved that the Commission agree to allow Z=-6136/PUD 179-M to
be refiled and to walve all application fees in connection therewith.
(As discussed above, this Item to be set for public hearing one week after
the hearing on the amendments to the Development Guldel ines.)

TMAPC ACTION:‘ 10 members present

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Pianning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes,
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson,
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") <o
APPROVE the Reflling of Z-6136 & PUD 179-M Young (Wenrick), and to walve
all application fees regarding these applications.

Discussion followed as to the time frame Involved on the amendments to the
Comprehensive Plans and the Deveiopment Guideiines. Mr. Young requested
that, due to the economic conditions In Tulsa, Staff proceed with all due
haste on the special studies. Mr. VanFossen stated he felt Staff had
presented a very reasonable time frame of having the amendments done in
possibly 90 - 120 days, when there were previousiy given six month fo
complete this project.

Mr. Paddock commented that he did not think this Commission should ever be
In the position where It could be perceived that they were acting under
any undue pressure to arrive a declsion. He pointed out the TMAPC policy
that an application should not be reheard sooner than six months after the
original appiication hearing date, which in this particular case wouid be
around July 8th. Mr. Paddock stated he was not in favor of suspending the
rules of this Commission for any particular application; because If it is
done for one, it must be done for others. Chalrman Parmele commented he
thought the Commission had just voted to suspend the rules when they voted
to allow Immediate reapplication and the waiver of fees. Mr. Paddock
stated he did not agree.

Chairman Parmele advised of a request from Mr. Pat Connelly of City
Development for the TMAPC to hold another joint work session regarding the
Neighborhood Conservation Committee (NCC) to review signiflicant changes to
the proposed Historic Preservation (HP) Ordinance. Mr. Paddock commented
that he did not feel any need for another session prior to the public
hearing on April 1st, as he thought the public Input should be received
first. Chalrman Parmele and Mr. VanFossen both voiced agreement, which
appeared to be the general consensus of the full Commission.
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ZONING PUBLIC HEARING:

Application No.: Z-6146 Present Zoning: RS-2
Applicant: Nichols (Hausam) Proposed Zoning: RM=T
Location:  South of the SW/c of 53rd & Sheridan

Size of Tract: 2.5 acres, approximately

Date of Hearing: March 11, 1987
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Bob Nichols, 111 West 5th (582-3222)

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.

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

Staff Recommendation:

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately 2.5 acres In size and
located on the west side of South Sheridan Road at East 54th Street South.
It is partially wooded, gently sloping, contains a single-family dwelling
and is zoned RS-2,

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north and west by
single famlly dwellings zoned RS-2, on the east across South Sheridan by
single-famlly dwellings zoned RS-3, and on the south by vacant property
zoned RM~T.

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: The Staff and TMAPC have concurred in
recommending approval of RM-T zoning for the subject tract In the past.
RM-T zoning has been approved on the abutting tract to the south.

Conclusion: Staff supports the requested RM-T zoning based on the same
facts as the previous case. RM-T zoning on the subject tract will insure
single~family development at a density that would permit the property to
develop residentially. Although the density will be higher than the
surrounding area, the uses wll| be compatible.

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of the requested RM-T zoning.
NOTE: For the record, access to 54th Street should be prohiblited in the
platting process. Drainage plans will need to be approved by Stormwater

Management regardless of the type of development that occurs on the
subject property.

Appl icant's Comments:

ire Bob Nichols, representing Mr. John Hausam, reviewed the Staff
recommendation for approval, pointing out the application was a "may be
found” In accordance wlith the Comprehensive Plan, and he reviewed the
physical facts of this particular tract.
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Z-6146 Nichols {(Hausam) - Cont'd

Mr. Paddock Inquired as to the status of any contracts the applicant might
have pending on the property. Mr. Nichols replied that he was not aware
of any contfracts. Mr. Paddock confirmed that this had been presented
twice to the Board of Adjustment and at least once to District Court;
however, the issues were not resolved and that was why the appiication was
belng presented at this time to the TMAPC. Mr. Nichols briefly revliewed
the history of this tract of land, and stated that this was a textbook
example of a fract of land that had beén passed over for development, as
it had never been part of the neighboring subdivision.

" Chairman Parmele advised recelpt of letters of protest from the following
people: Mr. Norman Ryser, President of Key Homeowners Association; S.W.
and Arlene M. Fruehling; Mr. Jack Willlams; and Mr. Harold E. Bockelken.

Interested Parties: Address:
Mr. Jack B. Hami{ton 5425 South Oxford 74135
Mr. Tim Harrington 5417 South Oxford "
Ms. Rex Brooks 6148 East 53rd "
Mr. JIim Elder 6042 East 56th Place n
Mr. William O. Brown 5811 East 53rd Street "
Ms. Patty B. Smith 5278 South Joplin Place "
Mr. Irving West 5930 East 54th Street "
Ms. Patricia Lamb 5435 South Oxford "
Ms. Roma Franz 5331 South Joplin "
Mr. Harold Bockeiken 5411 South Oxford ¥

All of the above parties spoke in protest of the rezoning application.
They stated thelr main concerns Involved dralnage and flooding In an area
already known for rapidiy rising waters and flood probiems. Other
concerns repeated by most of the Interested Parties, and as addressed by
Mr. Norman Ryer of the Key Homeowners Assoclation, included additional
traffic Into an already congested area, decrease in property values, the
potential for strip zoning along Sheridan, and they also felt the proposed
townhouses would detract from the continuity of their neighborhood.

Ms. Smith, Vice President of the Key Homeowners Association, submitted
several petitions (approximately 590 signatures) opposing the requested
zoning change. As spokesperson for the homeowners, she stated she felt
they were beling harassed, and suggested the TMAPC place a moratorium on
this area until such time a study could be done addressing the flooding
Issues. Mr., West suggested in his protest that the application put In a
cul-de-sac and bulld single-family homes. He also agreed to a moratorium
until the flooding was resolved, and commented this fract would provide a
good location for the City to build a retention area.
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Z-6146 Nichols (Hausam) - Cont'd

Applicant's Rebuttal:

Mr. Nichols commented that an applicant's rebuttal should address only
those substantive Issues of fact that had been ralsed by others speaking
on the application. He added that, after |istening to the protestants, he
never heard one fact raised that had not already been considered In
advance by the professliona!l staff. |In regard to the flood hazard zone, he

pointed out that there were stringent controls to be met and only 1.8
acres of the 2.6 acres was bulildable area.

In regard to the RM-T zoning to the south of this tract, Mr. Nichols
stated that when this was passed In 1980, Staff had commented this area

- was ideally suited for RM-T zoning. Therefore, as an infill project he
felt +the subject application was consistent from a conformity and
substantive standpoint. Mr. Nichois stressed the intent to maintain the
character of the proposed development to that of the adjacent homes.
He agreed that the applicant was aware of the zoning at the time of
purchase, and added It was also true that the Comprehensive Plan was In
place. Mr. Nichols stated that, considering the facts of the passed over
tract and the RM-T zoning further south, coupled with the Comprehensive
Plan that would allow RM-T on this tract (as a may be found) and the Staff
recommendation, he felt +he applicant's request was a reasonable
expectation.

In reply to Ms. Wiison, Mr. Nichols advised that he was not aware of any
changes to plans on the proposed bullding floor space, which was about
20,000 square feet or 15 - 18 residential units.

Review Session:

Mr. Paddock discussed with Mr. Linker the decision by Judge Shaffer In
District Court, with Mr. Paddock making the point that the court's
decision was based on a falrly debatable doctrine. Mr. Carnes inquired
of Staff, If this was treated as Iinfiil (as those projects on South
Lewls), would It not be 12 - 14 units versus 16 - 18 units. Mr. Gardner
stated that, based on his knowledge of this area, he felt the number would
be closer to 12 - 14 units and would be dependent on the layout.

Mr. Draughon stated agreement with the Interested Parties who felt the
best use of tThis particular property might be a detention pond or city
park. Mr. VanFossen commented that the submitted petitions appeared to be
in order within an eight block radius, and the number of signatures
appeared to be approximately 543. Mr. Doherty clarified the previous
actions by the TMAPC, City and District Court on this case.

Chalrman Parmele stated the Commission should keep in mind that they must
consider the appropriate land use and zoning for this tract of land. He
agreed that the concerns as to +raffic problems and flooding were
certainly Issues that needed to be dealt wlth, buf perhaps not by this
Commission. Ms. Wllson stated agreement with the Staff recommendation for
RM-T zoning as she considered it fo be appropriate for this tract of land.
She added that she felt a lot of the comments by the protestants were a
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Z-6146 Nichols (Hausam) - Cont'd

haboring of feelings against the previous application for an office
complex. Ms. Wilson remarked that this should be recognized as an infill
project and she did not feel RS zoning was appropriate, nor was It
appropriate to leave the tract vacant. Ms. Kempe, agreeing with Ms.
Wilson, moved for approval of the Staff recommendation for RM=T zoning.

In reply to Mr. VanFossen, Staff reviewed the Department of Stormwater
Management (DSM) comments and the density allowed. Mr. Paddock pursued
the suggestion that a cul-de-sac from East 54th Street be considered. Mr.
Gardner stated that, physically, this could be done, but more than |lkely
he felt that there would be a private street arrangement coming off of
54th Street, and a PUD would be required for the private street. Mr.
Carnes stated that at the last presentation he voted for RM-T, but he now
had a probiem with the number of units that RM-T would aliow. Chairman
Parmele commented that the floodwater Issue was belng addressed by DSM and
the TMAPC, whlle being aware of this problem, had |ittle jurisdiction as
this was controlled strictly In +the platting development process.
Commissioner Selph agreed with Mr. Carnes as to the proposed density, and
he felt the water problems should first be addressed by DSM.

Mr. Doherty, acknowledging that access from 54th Street was previously
prohibited, stated that the TMAPC should make it ciear to the appiicant
that the Commission would frown on Increasing traffic into the adjacent
neighborhoods. Chairman Parmele stated that based on the fact this was a
"may be found"™ In accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, the existing
RM-T to the south, the presence of OL zoning to the northeast, and that
RM-T was single-family attached housing, he would be in favor of the
motion.

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present

On MOTION of KEMPE, the Planning Commission voted 7-3-0 (Doherty, Kempe,
Paddock, Parmele, VanFossen, Wllson, Woodard, "aye"; Carnes, Draughon,
Selph, "nay"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6146
Nichols (Hausam) for RM-T zoning, as recommended by Staff.

Legal Descripiion:

Beginning at a point 759" north of the SE/c of the NE/4 of Section 34,
T-19-N, R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to
the US Government Survey thereof; thence north 396' to a point, 165" south
of the southeast corner of the NE/4 of the NE/4; thence west 281.53!
thence south 396'; thence east 281.53' to the POB, containing 2.57 acres,
more or |ess.
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Application No.: Z-6149 & PUD 426 Present Zoning: AG
Applicant: Terral (Francis) - Proposed Zoning: RS-2
Location: 102nd Street South & W/side of Louisville

Size of Tract: 42.5 acres, approximate

Date of Hearing: March 11, 1987
Presentation to TMAPC by:

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:

The District 26 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa
Metropol itfan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -
Residential/Deveiopment Sensitive and Speclial District 1.

According to the "Matrix |Illustrating District Plan Map Categories
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested RS=2 District 1Is In
accordance with the Plan Map and Special Disfrict 1 considering PUD 426.

Statf Recommendation: Z-6149

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately 42.5 acres In size and
located south of the southwest corner of East 101st Street South and South
Louisville. It Is partlially wooded, gently sloping and steeply sloping In
parts and contains one large residential estate type dwelling, and Is
zoned AG.

Surrocunding Area Analysls: The tract Is abutted on the north by four
single-family dwellings and vacant land zoned RS-1/PUD 376; on the east
across South Louisville by single-family dwellings zoned RS-1; on the
south by single family dwellings zoned RS-1; and on the west by vacant
property zoned AG, FD and overlay FD.

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: The majority of the surrounding area
has been developed for large lot single~famlly residentlal dwelllings In an
RS-1 or RS-2 District.

Conclusion: The requested RS-1 zoning district is in accordance with the
Comprehensive Plan for Low Intensity - Residential and would also be found
in accordance with Special District 1 based on the companion application
for PUD 426, Staff Is supportive of RS~2 zoning, subject to approval of
PUD 426.

Therefore Staff recommends APPROVAL of RS-2 zoning, subject fo approval of
PUD 426.

NOTE: The applicant amended the rezoning request from RS-Z fto RS~1 at the

opening of the public hearing and also presented other revisions to PUD 426,
as described in these minutes.
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Z-6149 & PUD 426 Terral (Francls) - Cont'd

Staff Recommendation: PUD 426

The subject tract has an area of 42.5 acres and is located south of the
southwest corner of East 101st Street and South Louisville. The tract Is
presently zoned AG; however, the Staff Is supportive of RS-2 zoning
(Z-6149) per PUD 426. The proposed development will consist of one estate
lot for an existing house, and 69 large lot homesites. The tract has a
gently fto moderately sloping terrain with large masses of mature +tfrees,
and a spring fed lake of approximately 3.3 acres located along the west
boundary. The lake will become the focal point of a privately maintained
common open area and private park area which will fotal over seven acres
In size. Staff would recommend that a pedestrian access point to the lake
areas, similar to that shown on the south, also be provided on the north.

The Internal private street system (26' wide) will be curvilinear In
design and connect to an existing street stub from the south. The main
entrance to the development will Include 10' wide landscaped areas on both
sides of a boulevard/median type design from Louisviile. The nature of
the existing public street to which the connectlion will be made on the
south Is not +typical of public streets throughout the City and the
publ ic/private street connection could be acceptable in this case due to
the extremely low density of PUD 426 and the abutting development. It Is
noted that the Traffic Engineer objected to the private street system In a
note dated 2/27/87 to the TAC minutes flle of 2/26/87. The sanitary sewer
service will be provided by an on-site package treatment plant and no
septic systems wiil be used.

The Staff has reviewed PUD 426 and finds that it is: (1) consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan; (2) In harmony with the exlIsting and expected
development of surrounding areas; (3) a unified +treatment of the
development possibiiities of the site and, (4) consistent with the stated
purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code.

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 426, subject to the following
conditions:

1}  That the appiicantis Outiine Deveiopment Plan and Text be made
conditions of approval, except as modifled herein.

2) Development Standards:

Land Area (Gross): 42.5 acres (Net) 41.5 acres
Permitted Uses: Detached single-famlly residences and accessory
‘uses.

MaxImum No. Dweliing Units (DU):  64-70 total (69 new; 1 existing)
[as revised at the TMAPC meeting]
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Z-6149 & PUD 426 Terral (Francis) - Cont'd

Development Standards =~ cont'd

#%

3)

4)

5)

6)

NOTE:

Minimum Lot Width: 90' * (see note below)
Minimum Lot Area: 12,000 sf "
Minimum Land Area per DU: 16,000 sf "
Minimum Livabll ity Space per DU: 7,000 sf "
Max imum Structure Height: 351
Minimum Bullding Setbacks:
Front Yard - 30!
Rear Yard 25t
Side Yard 5% one side; 10t other side
Side Yard, corner lot
abutting a private street 20°
Yard abutting a nonarterlal
public street 351
Open Space/Recreational/Private
Park Area 7 acres ¥¥

On cul-de-sacs, ple shaped lots may have less than the minimum
frontage, as measured at the bullding |ine.

Malntenance of the prlvate, recreational and detention areas shall
be by a homeowners association created for that purpose. Landscaped
open space shall Include the existing lake, a 15' landscape buffer
along Louisville, a 10' landscape buffer along the median/boulevard
main entrance from Loulsville, and landscaped center Islands for
cul-de~sacs, where appropriate.

Subject to review and conditlons of the Technicai Advisory Committee
(TAC). It Is specifically noted that Limits of No Access shall apply
where lots abut South Loulsville. Note comments from the Traffic
Engineer which are separate from the TAC minutes.

That the development be In general compliance with the RS-1 Zoning
Code provisions, unless modified by the PUD Text and approved by the
TMAPC.

That a Homeowner's Assoclation be created to provide for maintenance
and operation of private facillities such as dralnageways, interior

“streets, parks and landscaped areas and related private Improvements.

A drainage ditch shall be constructed and maintained along the west
side of South Loulisville to prevent water from running across the
street surface eastward from the subject tfract.

That a Detalil Site Plan shall be submitted and approved by the TMAPC
prior to Issuance of any Building Permits, Including detalls of
exterlor screening and landscaping treatment of public and other

areas. The Final Piat may be substituted for this Plan if the
required Information Is shown.

As revised at the TMAPC meeting.
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Z-6149 & PUD 426 Tervral (Francis} - Cont'd

7) That a Detall Landscape Plan shall be submitted and approved by the
TMAPC prior to granting occupancy of any residential unlts in the
development. Landscape buffers shall be provided as noted in the
Development Standards. Access to the lake area shall be provided for
the north portion similar to that shown on the Outline Development
Plan on the south.

8) That a Detall Sign Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the TMAPC
prior to installation of any subdivision Identification signs. Signs
shall be In compliance with the PUD Chapter 1130.2.b of the Zoning
Code. ’ ' :

9) That no Buiiding Permit shall be Issued until the requirements of
Section 260 of the Zoning Code have been satisfled and approved by
the TMAPC and filed of record in +the County Cierk's office,
Incorporating within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of
approval, making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to sald Covenants.

Comments & Discussion:

Mr. Gardner reiterated that the applicant had recently amended the zoning
appl ication from RS-2 to RS~1, and noted there was a question as to a
street connection with the subdivision to the south of the subject tract.
Mr. Gardner remarked the City prefers the connection, but the developer
does not, as there were two entrance ways off of Loulsville. He added
that, other than providing a connection between *Two single~family
subdivisions, there was no necessity to connect except to provide an
additional access point. Mr. Gardner commented there were no storm sewers
or bar ditches along Loulsville, whilch caused the water to flow downward
and to the east Intc the houses sitting below Loulsville. However, this
has been addressed through a conditlion In the PUD (condition #5), so as to
direct the flow of water directly north into the major street drainage.

In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Gardner advised the applicant amended the
zoning to RS-1 after a meeting with the neighborhood residents. He
reviewed for Mr. Paddock the other amendments fto the PUD text: decreasing
the number of homesites from 79 o 64 - 70 (with one existing structure);
fot width Increasing from 75' to 90' and lot area from 9,000 square feet

~ to 12,000 square feet; and Increasing land area per dwelling unit from
10,875 square feet to 16,000 square feet. The other development standards
remained as orliginally presented, except as modifiled to meet RS-1
standards.

Appl icant's Comments:

Mr. Bland Pittman, Engineer (10820 East 45th) representing the appl icant,
briefed the Commission on the meeting with +the homeowners and +the
subsequent changes made to the PUD based on thelr suggestions. He
stressed thelr desire to have Jamestown closed off to the subdivision to
the south. Mr. Pittman reviewed the land drawings and site plans as to
the proposed lake, drainage, terraln, landscaping, etc. He advised of the
appl icantts iIntent to build private sitreets with curb and gutter, and
provide green belt areas on each lot within the PUD and along the maln
entrance and South Loulisville.
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Z~-6149 & PUD 426 Terral (Francis) - Cont'd

In response to Commissioner Selph, Mr. Pittman pointed out the proposed
site of the sewage treatment plant In the northwest corner of the fract,
and he reviewed the dralnage plans for Mr. Draughon. Mr. Pittman stated
the specifics of the sewage treatment plant would be reviewed by Mr. Bill

Lewlis.
Interested Parties: Address:

Mr. Ted Larkin 9901 South Sandusky 74137
Mr. John Sacra 10136 South Marion "
Mr. Mark Lyons 8939 South Norwood "
Mr. Gene Payne 10152 South Marion "
Mr. Larry Stone 10441 South Knoxville "
Mr. Rich Blevins 10416 South Jamestown "
Ms. Fioy Schrage 3605 East 104th Place "
Mr. Robert Holmes , 3505 East 104+th Place "
Ms. Carol Oxley 10900 South Louisville "

Mr. Ted Larkin, as developer of the Woodlar Subdivision, stated his
concerns as to the RS~2 had been remedied; however, he still had concerns
regarding the drainage to Loulsville and the sewage treatment plant and
its malintenance. Mr. VanFossen advised that concerns such as these would
be addressed In the platting process.

Mr. John Sacra stated that, in regard to the existing drainage probiems
off Loulsville and +this particular +tract, he had contacted Cilty
administrators and was Informed that they would be placed on an already
long list. He voiced concerns as to the traffic on Louisville and felt
that 69 new reslidences would add to thls dangerous situation. Mr. Sacra
stated he felt the concerns regarding the sewage plant should be addressed
before development, and that more In-depth planning overall should go Into
this projJect. In reply to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Sacra ldentified the drainage
and waterflow from the hlll at 103rd and Loulsville and the effect on the
neighboring homes. Ms. Wlilson relterated the traffic situation on
Loulsville as she had recently been fto the area.

Mr. Mark Lyons, representing Mr. John Wheatley (3300 East.101st), stated
the neighborhood was not opposed to the development, but they felt It was
poorly planned. Mr., Lyons stated that Silver Chase (to the north} while
zoned RS-2 was developed as RS-1, and they were in favor of this
development under RS-1 guidelines. He stated that the proposed sanitary
sewer system was one of the first proposed for the Tulsa area, and the
appl icant had not provided that much information about the system, as It
appeared they were not sure of thelr final plans for the plant. He added
that the sewage plant would be used only by the residents of Louisvilie
Estates and the surrounding subdivislons would not have access, and It
appeared there were no contingency plans should the system break or fall
to operate. Mr. Lyons also pointed out that, as yet, there was no access
road shown to the sewage system plant, and he felt [t a reasonable request
to have these plans submitted before deveiopment. Mr. Lyons stated
the appllicant should be required to submit more definite plans for this
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Z-6149 & PUD 426 Terral (Francis) - Cont'd

development as to the drainage, sewage system plant, etc. as the appllcant
was not able to answer some of these questlions raised at the meeting with
the homeowners. Mr. Lyons advised the homeowners objJected to the manner
In which this application was being moved through so quickly, and they
requested this be delayed long enough to advise of more definite detalls

1]
3
Q.
v)
0
3
3

Mr. Gene Payne stated he, too, had drainage and water problems on his
property and he feared more problems with thls development. He requested
removal of +the connection with Jamestown, as he felt this would help
eliminate a traffic hazard.

Mr. Larry Stone commented that the City was asking for an entrance into
the back of the subject addition {(aiong Jamestown). However, as a
resident In this area, he requested this not be done. Mr. Stone agreed
that the sewage treatment concerns and traffic concerns should be
considered and addressed before development.

Mr. Rich Blevins alsoc requested that no opening be placed into South
Jamestown, as there were several families with children in this area, and
the opening would create hazards for the children with additional traffic,
as well as hinder the residents backing out of their driveways.

Ms. Floy Schrage informed the Commission of a previous situation where she
had to deal with City agencles and utilities to remedy a drainage problem
caused by the sandy solls In this area. She was concerned +this
development would add to an existing water/drainage problem.

Mr. Robert Holmes echoed the requests to keep the entry at Jamestown
closed due to the steep hill coming down this street. He also felt the
lake presented an additlional hazard to the children living In this area.

Mr. Carol Oxley, speaking as a friend and nelighbor to the applicant,
requested that the Planning Commission address this issue seriously due to
the road concerns and sewage treatment concerns, and to proceed with due
speed.

Applicant's Rebuttal:

Mr. Pittman advised the appllicant had been working on this project since
January 1987, therefore, he did not feel as if this was being presented
without proper planning. Referring to the submitted ftext for the
development, Mr. Pittman pointed out that no building permits would be
Issued without +the proper platting requirements being met and the
appl icant made a great effort to cover as many of the anticipated concerns
of the homeowners as possiblie through the Site Plans, Landscaping Plans,
etc. In regard to the drainage concerns, Mr. Pittman stated that only a
small part of this development (1.8 acres) might contribute to waterfiow
problems, and he felt that much of the water that was running off to the
surrounding neighbors was coming from other areas.
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Z-6149 & PUD 426 Terral (Francis) - Cont'd

Mr. Pitiman clarified that the freatment plant was not in a floodplain
area or even In the FD area. He stated that an access road to the
treatment plant was planned but, due to an oversight, was not labeled on
the site plan. He added that this access road would also provide a
walkway for pedestrlan access to the north end of the park. In regard tfo
concerns of the homeowners as to detention, Mr. Pittman Informed that
final design pians for stormwater detention were not usuaily done prior o
obtaining zoning approval, as this would be handied in the platting stage
and proper approvals from DSM would be required before building.

In regard to the connection to Jamestown, Mr. Pittman advised +the
applicant had no problem eliminating this connection, If the City
approved.  Mr. Doherty asked Mr. Pittman for a suggestion to remedy this,
since the City wanted the connection; the homeowners did not. Mr. Pittman
and various members of the TMAPC discussed an amicable soluftion. Mr.
Paddock suggested handling this as a condition of approval In the PUD.

Mr. Doherty asked, as there were no reasonable grounds to oppose RS-1,
why the applicant chose to go with a PUD. Mr. Pittman stated there were
several reasons for going with a PUD, some of which were beneficlal to the
developer and some of which were beneficial to the surrounding
nelghborhood. One reason for a PUD was a desire to have private streets
so as to allow a guard gate entrance and provide security. Mr. Pittman
stated another beneficlal reason for the PUD was that I+ assured a
commitment to the landscaping buffer along Louisville, maintenance of the
boulevards, park and entire area. In regard to the park factllity and
lake, Mr. Pittman pointed out that none of the other subdivisions in this
area had such a facility.

in regard to the entrance on the north part of the property, Ms. Wilson
Inquired If It could, In fact, be eliminated or possibly moved further
south. Mr. Pitiman stated this entry was provided to meet emergency
vehicle standards, as that the applicant wouid ilke to expand the main
entrance and, more than |lkely, they would keep the northern entrance
closed to ali but emergency vehicles.

in repiy to Mr. Draughon, Mr. Bill Lewls reviewed the history of +th

sewage development plans for this area. Mr, Lewis also explained the
standards for an aeration type plant facliity, based on the criteria of
the City and the Health Department. Mr. Draughon inquired If this type of
plant was subject to being flooded. Mr. Lewls stated it was not, due to
the fact that I+ would be a tank with an aeration system (that sits on the
top), and the tanks, although built+ at ground level, would be 12'-14!
high. He reiterated that this area was not in a floodplain.

Further discusslion clariflied that this facility would require City (and
City-County Health Department) approval and would be then maintained by the
City, under Environmental Protection Agency standards. Mr. Doherty added
that this might be the first facility of this type for the City of Tulsa,
but was not the first in this area as the City of Sand Springs had such a
facility and he knew of no problems assoclated with the facllity. In
reply to Mr. Carnes, Mr. Lewis agreed that It would take six to nine
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Z=-6149 & PUD 426 Terra! {(Francls) - Cont'd

months (or longer) to get all of the required permits. Mr. Carnes
inquired if the City would own the right-of-way from the plant to the
Arkansas River. Mr. Lewls confirmed this to be correct.

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes,
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson,
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") to
APPROVE Z-6149 Terral (Francis) for RS-1 Zoning, as amended by the
appl icant and as supported by Staff. '

Legal Description:

RS-1 zoning: The south 27-1/2 acres of the NW/4 of the NW/4 of Section
28, T-18-N, R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according
to the US Government survey thereof; AND the north 15 acres of the SW/4 of
the NW/4 of Section 28, T-18-N, R-13-E of the [BM, Tulsa County, State of
Ok lahoma, according to the US Government survey thereof.

Addlitional Comments and Discussion:

Continuing with discussion on PUD 426, Mr. VanFossen assured the
Interested Parties that the PUD was belng approved oniy as to concept and
that there was many months of analysls yet to be done on this project. On
this baslis, Mr. VanFossen moved for approvai of PUD 426, as amended.

Mr. Paddock stated that an Important condition should be added that
anything that was done on the PUD with respect to the sewage treatment
facllities must have the approval of the City-County Heaith Department
(and/or other appropriate City agency) before construction. Mr. VanFossen
commented that this was handled in the platting requirements, but he would
accept adding this conditlion. Mr. Paddock stated that he felt it shouid
also be added that South Jamestown would be kept closed and a cul-de-sac
provided. Mr. Vanfossen stated he would not Include this In his motion,
as he did not want this limitation placed on the City staff that dealt
with these decisions., Mr. Doherty commented That he feiT iT was premature
Yo ban I+ at this point, there might be a more appropriate opporfunity
during the platting process to decide this matter. Mr. Carnes remarked he
did not see anything wrong with putting a cul-de-sac on Jamestown, as it
appeared the resldents to the north and south wanted it. Mr. Paddock made
a motion to amend Mr. VanFossen's motion to Include a condition that
Jamestown be kept closed and stubbed.

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 6-4-0 (Carnes,
Draughon, Paddock, Parmele, Wllson, Woodard, "aye"; Doherty, Kempe, Selph,
VanFossen, "nay"; no "abstentlons™; (Crawford, "absent") to APPROVE the
amendment to the main motion to include conditions that: Jamestown be kept
closed and stubbed; and the sewage treatment facllity shall have the
approval of the City=-County Health Department (and/or other appropriate
City agency) before construction.
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Z-6149 & PUD 426 Terral (Francis) - Cont'd

Commissioner Selph reiterated that [t was obvious the TMAPC was not
opposed to the zoning, and he did not think they were opposed to the PUD
as a concept. He added that every member realized there were some real
problems to face during the platting and permitting process, and he did
not feel 1t could be done In six to nine months, If at all. However, he
was not opposed to the PUD as a concept. For the benefit of those In
attendance, Chalirman Parmeie added that the =zoning and +the concept
approval of the PUD was the first step in the planning process for the
developer. He contlinued by stating this was all very preliminary and
needed to be done first in order to commit the funds and proceed with the
balance of the planning.

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission- voted 10-0-0 (Carnes,
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson,
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") +o
APPROVE PUD 426 Terral (Francis), as modifled and supported by Staff and
further amend to include conditions that: (1) Jamestown be kept closed
and stubbed; and, (2) the sewage treatment facility shall have the
approval of the City-County Health Department (and/or other approprlate
City agency) before construction.

Legal Description:

PUD 426: The south 27-1/2 acres of the NW/4 of the NW/4 of Section 28,
T-18-N, R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to
the US Government survey thereof; AND the north 15 acres of the SW/4 of
the NW/4 of Section 28, T-18-N, R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa County, State of
Okiahoma, according fo the US Government survey thereof.

¥ %k % ¥ ¥ X ¥

Appl ication No.: Z-6150 Present Zoning: RS=3
Appi icant: Holmboe Proposed Zoning: OL
Location: NW/c of East 17th Street & South Victor (1632 South Victor)

Slize of Tract: .16 acres, approximate

Date of Hearing: March 11, 1987
Requested Continuance to: May 13, 1987

Comments & Discussion:

Chalrman Parmele read a letter requesting the continuance "In order to
proceed with Board of Adjustment (BOA) actions which would either
terminate Z-6150 or amend to contain a PUD".

As an interested party, Mr. Tom Alexander (1624 South Victor) obtalined
clarification of this request from Chalrman Parmele and Staff. Mr.
Gardner explalned that the Interested parties would not be notified of the
continued TMAPC application on May 13th, but would be notified of the
upcoming BOA hearing.
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Z=6150 Holmboe = Cont'd

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present

On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Pianning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes,
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson,
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, "absent") o
CONTINUE Consideration of Z-6150 Holmboe until Wednesday, May 13, 1987 at
1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa Civic Center.

OTHER BUSINESS:

PUD 313: S/side of West 61st Street € South 28th West Avenue; Golf Estates ||

Staff Recommendation: Detail Sign Plan

PUD 313 is approximately 24.6 acres In size and located on the south side
of West 61st Street South at South 28+h West Avenue. The subject fract
has an underlying zoning of RM-T and RS-3 and contains 126 single-famlly
lots. The applicant is now requesting Detall Sign Pian approval for the
singie-family area.

The applicantis submiftted pians inciude two 24 square foot signs and two 6
square foot signs set In brick walls with a maximum helight of six feet.
The signs will be located off City right-of-way and off a 17.5 foot
utll ity easement. Staff finds the request to be consistent with the
origlnal PUD.

Therefore, Staff recommerds APPROVAL of +the Detall Sign Plan per
appl icant's submitted plot plan and elevation and as foliows: subject tfo
the City of Tulsa Traffic Engineering Department approval to insure the
proposed signs do not restrict l|ine of sight for automobile traffic at the
Intersectlon; and subject to the signs being off the City right-of-way.

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes,
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson,
Woodard, "aye'; no '"nays"; no "abstentions™; (Crawford, "absent") to
APPROVE the Detall Sign Plan for PUD 313, as recommended by Staff.

035.11.87:1641(16)



¥ % ¥ ¥ X X %

PUD 190-26: East of the SE/c of South Irvington and East 71st Street

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment & Detall Sign Plan

The subject tract Is located east of the southeast corner of South
Irvington and East 71st Street. It Is developed as the Eagle Point
Apartments and two temporary signs advertising the apartment are presently
in place. The proposed sign will be located between the apartment parking
lot and the south right-of-way |ine for East 71st Street directly north of
the clubhouse which Is 5808 East 71st Street. The sign wlll consist of
rock plllars, an apartment logo, and a sign face which Is 4'3" tall by
8'3" Jong. According fto the Sign Plan, the proposed sign will have an
east/west orientation and setback only 52' from the centerline of East
71st which is a Primary Arterial wlth 60' of half street right-of-way.
This sign Is not permitted to be bullt closer than 60' from the centerline
of East 71st Street.

Staff finds the request to be minor and would recommend APPROVAL of PUD
190-26 and the Detall Sign Plan as follows:

(1) Subject to the submitted plans revised to show the proposed sign
being setback a minimum of 60' from the centerline of East 71st
Street.

(2) That the sign be located off the public street right-of-way and
construction of the sign be coordinated with applicable utilities If
the sign Is placed on a utility easement.

(3) Subject to removal of the two temporary signs presently In place
along East 71st Street.

Comments & Discussion:

Chalirman Parmele conflrmed with the applicant hls agr
recommendation and the conditions |listed.

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present

On MOTION of DRAUGHON, the Pianning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes,
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Woodard,
"aye"; no '"nays"; no "“abstentions"; (Crawford, Wilson, "absent") +o
APPROVE +the Minor Amendment and Detall Sign Plan for PUD 190-26, as
recommended by Staff.
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PUD 176-1: NW/c of East 80th Street and South Yale Avenue

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment

PUD 176 Is 32.4 acres in size and is located at the northwest corner of
East 81st Street and South Yale Avenue. It has an underlying zoning of
CS, RM-1 and RS-3. Development Area "B" which is the subject fract has
been approved for 160 multi-family dwelling units. The applicant Is now
requesting a minor amendment of the required 60 foot setback from the
centerline of South Yale Avenue to 24 feet to allow for promotional flags
for the existing apartment complex. Review of the applicant's submitted
plans and Information Indicate 6 flags measuring 3 feet by 5 feet and on
20 foot tall poles are now In place along Yale and East 80th Street. The
flags have been in place for approximateiy two years. Notice of the
amendment has been given to abutting property owners. A large permanent
sign presently exIsts at this location identifying the apartment complex.

South Yale Avenue Is designated as a 120 foot Primary Arterial with maps
showing a full 30 feet of dedication from the centerline. Staff cannot
support the location of the flags in the City right-of-way and would
recommend the flags be relocated to a point off City property. Staff could
support the flags as permitted by the Code (four times per year, 10 days
per period) subject to the location off the right-of-way.

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of the minor amendment as requested and
APPROVAL subject 1o the provisions of the Zoning Code for promotional
signs with sald signs being placed In the same general location off the
City right-of-way and a minimum distance of 60 feet from the centerl ine of
South Yale In accordance wlith the Major Street and Highway Plan.

Comments & Discussion:

Mr. VanFossen Inquired as to the status of flags of this nature city-wide.
Mr. Frank advised that flags such as this were being cited, but they were
permitted as promotional advertising. Chairman Parmele conflirmed the
appl icant had no comments, as he was In agreement 1o the Staff
recommendation.

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present

On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 9-0-0 (Carnes,
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Woodard,
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Crawford, WIllson, "absent™) ‘o
APPROVE the Minor Amendment to PUD 176-1, as recommended by Staff.
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In regard to the Rules and Regulations Committee meeting scheduled to start
at 2:45 p.m. this date, Mr. Frank commented that Mr. Murrel Wilmoth had
advised there were some technical Issues to be work out among the various
agencles providing Information on the septic system study. Therefore, the
group will be getting back with the Commission at a later date. Mr. Paddock
suggested rescheduling a follow-up meeting after April 1st, as he would be out

of town unti! after that date.

There being no further business, the Chalirman declared the meeting adjourned
at 5:04 p.m.
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