
TULSA METROPOL I TAN AREA PLANNI~ CO~ISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1655 

Wednesday, June 24, 1981, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

IoEN3ERS PRESENT 
Carnes 
Doherty, 2nd Vlce-
Chairman 

Draughon 
Parmele, Chairman 
Selph 
VanFossen, Secretary 
WII son 
Woodard 

MEN3ERS ABSENT 
Crawford 
Kempe 
Paddock 
Rice 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 
Gardner 
Lasker 
Matthews 
Setters 
Wi I moth 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 

Counsel 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, June 23, 1987 at 10:00 a.m., as wei I as in the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele cal led the meeting to order 
at 1 :32 p.m. 

MINJTES: 

Approval of Minutes of June 10, 1981, Meeting 11653: 

On K>TION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-2 (Carnes, 
Draughon, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Doherty, Wilson, "abstaining"; Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, 
"absent") to APPROVE the Minutes of June 10, 1987, Meeting #1653. 

REPORTS: (none) 
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ZON I t{; PUBL I C HEAR I t{; 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Application No.: Z-6162 
App I tcant: Wi II lams 
Location: West side of 
Size of Tract: 4 acres, 

South Sheridan Road at East 85th Place 
more or less 

Date of Hearing: June 24, 1987 
Continuance Requested to: July 22, 1987 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

RS-l 
OL 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to CONTINJE 
ConsIderation of Z-6162 Williams until Wednesday, July 22, 1987 at 
1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

* * * * * * * 

Appl ication No.: Z-6163 
App I Icant: Snow 
Location: South of the SW/c of South Peoria 
Size of Tract: .41 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: June 24, 1987 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

and East 53rd Street 

OL/CS 
CS 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Gerald Snow, 820 N. Lynn Lane, Catoosa (234-3187) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Medium Intensity -
Commercia! and Corridor. 

Accord I ng to the "Matr Ix III ustrat I ng D i str i ct P I an Map Categor I es 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested CS District is in 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Anaiysis: Ine subject tract is approximately .41 acres in size and 
is located south of the southwest corner of East 53rd Street South and 
South Peor I a Avenue. I tis nonwooded, f I at, conta I ns a car wash and Is 
zoned OL and CS. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by a service 
station, zoned CS; on the east across Peoria by a drive through 
convenience store, zoned CS; on the south by a bake shop, zoned CSj and on 
the west by residential single-family uses, zoned RS-3. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Commercial zoning has been permitted 
along South Peoria Avenue. 
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Z-6163 Snow - Cont'd 

Conclusion: Staff can support the requested CS zoning based on the 
Comprehens I ve P I an and the tract be I ng abutted on three s I des by CS 
zoning. Staff feels the request Is consistent with existing zoning and 
development patterns. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of CS zoning for Z-6163 as requested. 

NOTE: The area along South Peoria from East 52nd to 58th Streets Is one 
of the areas be I ng cons I dered for des I gnat I on as a Med I um I ntens I ty 
Special Consideration Area. 

Applicant's Comments: 

In reply to Chairman Parmele, the Mr. Snow stated agreement to the Staff 
recommendation. In response to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Snow explained the 
Intended use was for a shopping center, as he had already developed one 
just east of this site. 

TMAPC ACTiON: 8 members present 

On K>TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6163 Snow for CS, as recommended by Staff. 

legal Description: 

Lot 1, LESS the north 150' thereof, Block 2, R I verv I ew V II I age Second 
Addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according 
to the recorded plat thereof. 

* * * * * * * 

Application No.: Z-6164 Present Zoning: RS-3 
Applicant: Cannon Proposed Zoning: IL 
Location: North of the NE/c of East 61st Street & South 107th East Avenue 
Size of Tract: 4.91 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: June 24, 1987 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. David Cannon, 10301-A East 51st (622-7456) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District 1 -
Industrial. 

According to the "Matrix Illustrating District Plan Map Categories 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested IL District may be found 
in accordance with the Plan Map. 
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Z-6164 Cannon - Cont'd 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is 4.91 acres In size and Is located 
north of the northwest corner of East 61 st Street and South 107th East 
Avenue. It Is partially wooded, flat, and Is partially developed for 
residential and partially vacant. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north, south and 
east across South 107th East Avenue by s I mil ar res I dent i a I uses, zoned 
RS-3 and IL; and on the west by the proposed Mingo Val ley Expressway zoned 
RS-3. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Sunmary: Several recent rezoning cases have 
been approved along South 107th East Avenue changing the zoning to IL. 

Conclusion: As mentioned In previous zoning cases, the area north of 
East 61 st Street South and east of the proposed Mingo Va I I ey Expressway 
Is In transition to Industrial. The request represents an orderly 
transition which is consistent with the Development Guldel tnes and 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of IL zoning for Z-6164 as requested. 

Comments & Discussion: 

In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Gardner clarified that the f)roperty to the 
east of the subject was zoned Industrial, and as best as he could recal I, 
the property to the north, wh II e zoned RS-3, was abandoned res I dent I a I 
property. 

APD! lcant's Comments: 

Mr. David Cannon advised his intent for the zoning request was to put a 
development on the property dealing with a helicopter service business, 
which would be relocated to this site. 

Mr. Cannon stated that the most of the he I I copter to be repa i red were 
brought I n and out on tra!! ers, a I though there was to be a he I ! copter 
I and I ng pad. He rev I ewed the plot P I an show I ng the he Ilcopter approach 
path, which has also been submitted to the Federal Aviation 
Administration. 

In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Cannon explained that the helicopter service 
business was currently In leased space of only 3,000 square feet, and 
relocating the business to the new site would offer 5,300 square feet of 
floor area. Mr. Cannon added that the new bu II ding was custom des I gned 
for th I s type of bus I ness. He adv I sed that there were I ess than six 
helicopter landlng/take-ofts per week. In reply to Mr. VanFossen, Mr. 
Cannon stated the aool Icant was aware of the screen Ina fence reaulrements . •• - - - __ . ____ - ________________ .;;;} . __ . __ - _.,_ .. _____ .. v_, 

as well as being aware of the necessary BOA Special Exception for the 
landing pad. 
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Z-6164 Cannon - Cont'd 

Interested Parties: 

Ms. Betty Buckles (5630 South 107th East Avenue> stated that, while not 
opposed to the rezoning, she requested hours of operation be restricted to 
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. If the hours could not 
be restr I cted, she req uested the rezon I ng be den [ed. Cha I rman Parme I e 
explained that the TMAPC could only act on the rezoning of the property, 
and the BOA was the agency that would hear the application for permitted 
use of the helicopter landing site, and could Impose restricted hours. 
Mr. Gardner commented that the residents within 300' would be notified of 
the BOA hearing and could submit their petitions at that time. 

Appl [cant's Comments: 

Mr. Draughon vo iced concerns as to the safety hazards assoc I ated with 
hel lcopter operations. He also stated that, due to the DSM comments, he 
cou I d not support th Is zon I ng change as he fe I tit wou I d add to the 
flooding down Mingo. Mr. Selph stated he felt the Interested parties had 
a legitimate concern and this would be addressed by another board. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On K>TlON of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 7-1-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Draughon, 
"nay"; no "abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to 
APPROVE Z-6164 Cannon for IL zoning, as recommended by Staff. 

Legal Description: 

A part of Lot 2, Block 2, GOLDEN VALLEY ADDITION, to the City of Tulsa 
cons I st I ng of: Beg inn I ng at the northeast corner a d I stance of 301.03' 
west; thence south a d I stance of 162.53' i thence east a d I stance of 
319.76'; thence north a distance of 161.48' to the POB; AND 

A part of Lot 3, Block 2, GOLDEN VALLEY ADDITION, to the City of Tulsa 
cons I st I ng of: Beg I nn I ng at the northeast corner a d I stance of 319. 7f:J' 
west; thence south a d I stance of 162.53'; thence east a d I stance of 
338.49'; thence north a distance of 161.48' to the POB; AND 

A part of Lot 4, Block 2, GOLDEN VALLEY ADDITION, to the City of Tulsa 
cons I st I ng of: Beg I nn I ng at the northeast corner a d I stance of 339.49' 
west; thence south a d I stance of 161.47'; thence east a d I stance of 
337.89'; thence north a distance of 161.48' to the POB; AND 

A part of Lot 5, Block 2, GOLDEN VALLEY ADDITION, to the City of Tulsa 
consisting of: Beginning at the northeast corner a distance of 337.89' 
west; thence south a d I stance of 161.47'; thence east a distance of 
337.28'; thence north a distance of 161.48' to the POB. 

As a matter of c I ar I f I cat I on, th I sis the easter n port Ion of the above 
mentioned tracts. The western portion of these tracts Is the rlght-ot-way 
for the Mingo Va!! ey Expressway and a I I be I ng located I n the County of 
Tulsa, State of Oklahoma. 
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* * * * * * * 

Application No.: Z-6165 Present Zoning: 
Applicant: Brown Proposed Zoning: 
Location: East of the NE/c of East Admiral Place & Quincy Avenue 
Size of Tract: .14 acres, more or less 

Date of Hearing: June 24, 1987 

RM-2 
IL 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Alfred Brown, 1603 South Delaware . (583-1144) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D I str I ct 3 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property High Intensity - No 
Specific Land Use. 

Accord I ng to the "Matr I x II I ustrat I ng D I str I ct P I an Map Categor I es 
Relationship to Zoning Districts", the requested IL District Is In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff RecommendatIon: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately .14 acres In size and 
is located east of the northeast corner of East Admiral Place and Quincy 
Avenue. It Is partially wooded, flat, vacant, and is zoned RM-2. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by 
Industrial uses, zoned 1M; and on the east, west and south across Admiral 
Place by single-family dwel lings, zoned RM-2. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: The two previous cases approved for IL 
zoning have been located on the perimeter of a block. A similar request 
was denied due to It's Interior block location. 

Conclusion: The Staff recommendation for Z-5570 stated that redevelopment 
to industrial should occur on the perimeter first, In order to lessen any 
negative Impacts to the remaining residences; Staff continues to hold to 
this pol Icy. The subject tract is surrounded on three sides by 
single-family dwel lings which must be considered during the transition of 
this area form residential to Industrial. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of IL zoning for Z-6165 as requested. 

Appl 'cant's Comments: 

Mr. Alfred Brown stated his Intent, should the zoning be approved, was to 
Install a metal prefab storage building. Mr. Carnes inquired if this 
appl icant could go to the BOA to obtain permission for a storage building. 
Mr. Gardner adv I sed that any type of a bu 11 ding wou I d requ I re a use 
varlance. 
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Z-6165 Brown - Cont'd 

Interested Parties: 

Ms. Cllffle Schausten (1427 East Admiral Place), the adjacent property 
owner, stated she was not aware of what the applicant Intended to build, 
but she was concerned about any business that would make excessive noise. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Gardner commented that, should the zoning be approved, there were no 
assurances as to what type of use would be established; however, there was 
a building setback requirement from residentially zoned areas. He added 
that, more than lIkely, there would be a requirement to go the BOA to use 
th I s property. Mr. Gardner acknow I edged the long range p I an for th Is 
property was to develop industrial. However, Staff's concern was the 
location being In the middle of the block with residents on three sides, 
as opposed to being on the end of the block. 

Mr. VanFossen stated that If th I s were on the corner or a part of a 
package with the entire block being developed he would be In favor of the 
request. But, as this was located In the middle of the block, he could 
not recommend approval. Therefore, he moved for denial as recommended by 
Staff. Chairman Parmele, agreeing with Mr. VanFossen, stated he feit this 
area was I n trans I t lon, but start I ng I n the m I dd I e and work I ng out was 
Inappropriate. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MlTION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to 
DENY IL zoning for Z-6165 Brown, as recommended by Staff. 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

Braum's Second (2803) SE/c of Woodrow Place & North Harvard (CS) 

On MlTION of WOODARD, the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Final Plat of Braum's Second and release same as having met 
a!! conditions of approval. 
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OTHER BUSINESS: 

PUD 347-2: Sand E of the SE/c of West 61st Street & South 27th West Avenue 

Staff RecommendatIon: Minor Amendment for Building Setbacks, Including Waiver 
of the Subdivision Regulations 

PUD 347 Is 28.9 acres Ins I ze and is located south and east of the 
southeast corner of West 61 st Street and South 27th West Avenue. The 
I nIt I a I amendment to th Is deve I opment (PUD 347-1) was approved by the 
TMAPC to decrease the number of dwelling units, and reduce the overall 
density by increasIng the minImum lot sIze. A prelimInary plat, "Fairway 
Park Amended", has been filed. 

At the time PUD 347-1 was submItted the applIcant IndIcated that a 
proposal was beIng made to the CIty of Tulsa that prIvate streets withIn 
the deve I opment (w hi ch were present I yin p I ace) be accepted as pub I I c 
streets. This included basically cul-de-sac type streets only. Setbacks 
were establIshed by PUD 347-1 as fol lows: 

MInImum Yard SIgns: 
Side Yard 
Front Yard Abutting 

a Pub I I c Street 
Front Yard Abutting 

a Private Street 

5' one side; 5' other side 

20' 

20' with garage 
15' without garage (PUD 347-2 proposed 
to increase thIs setback to 18') 

A condition of City acceptance of the private streets whIch Is being 
discussed I s that a 15' right-of-way, p I us a 10' roadway easement be 
dedicated for street purposes, and that an 18' util tty easement be granted 
on the various lots abutting these streets. Note that a vehicle parked on 
the lot wou I d a I so be parked on the 10' roadway easement, and the 18 
uti Iity easement, even though the setbacks from the street right-of-way 
and property line would be met. If the buIlding setback was measured from 
the edge of the pavement, PUD 347-2 would be more restrictive than PUD 
347-1. 

Staff had a plot plan prepared Illustrating how houses and vehicles would 
be sited and respectiveiy parked around a cui-de-sac in order to make a 
determination as to the feasibilIty of this proposal. The results of the 
Technical Advisory Committee reviews (6/11/87, 5/14/87 and 5/28/87) are 
Inconclusive at this point. Staff plans additional discussions with the 
applicant and City departments prior to the June 17, 1987 TMAPC meetIng. 
If the matter contInues to be unresolved, a recommendation to continue 
this Item untIl June 24, 1987 wll I be presented. 

June 24, 1987: Reference Is made to the ietter dated June 17, 1987 from 
Will lam H. Thomas; P.E. to Robert Parmele, Chairman; T~APC (Subject: PUD 
347-1) • 
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PUO 347-2 Morgan - Cont'd 

It is understood that additional Information wll I be forthcoming from the 
City Engineer's Office on this matter; however, It Is not avaIlable at the 
pub I I cat I on of th I s agenda. A more comp I ete Staff ana I ys Is w II I be 
prepared when th I s I nformat I on Is rece I ved. Staf f wou I d note at th Is 
point that the ultimate decision on acceptance of the private streets can 
on I y be made by the City Comm I ss Ion at the t I me the f I na I p I at Is 
presented. 

Revised: June 24, 1987 

The I etter dated June 17, 1987 from the Traff Ic Eng ineer to the TMAPC 
Chairman was received at the last meeting. Since that meeting, 
dIscussions between the TMAPC Staff and Charles Hardt, CIty Engineer have 
conf I rmed that on an adm I n I strat I ve bas I s, the City Staff w II I support 
dedIcation of the private streets to the City conditioned upon removal of 
islands presently constructed In the private streets. The conditions In 
the June 17, 1987 letter are also condItIons of acceptance, including, but 
not limited to a 25' setback from the property line for garages on all the 
private streets to be dedicated. A 20' setback for houses, permitting no 
car park I ng or dr Iveways between the house and street wou I d al so be 
required. 

Staff wou I d note that a sign I f I cant port I on of the streets In th Is 
subdivision are, In fact, private streets constructed and In place. The 
precedent of pub lic acceptance of pr Ivate streets for ma i ntenance I s a 
major pol icy Issue and Is being requested by the developer since the 
lender Is concerned about the practicality of a homeowners association In 
th I s I nstance be I ng ab I e to prov! de cont I nued, long term ma! ntenance of 
streets and other private facti ltles held in common. Staff agrees with 
the i ender's assessment of pr I vate streets In subd I v I s Ions conta I n I ng 
sma iii ots and modest pr Iced houses, and wou I d note for the record that 
the Commission should discourage private streets for these types of 
developments In the future. We recommend that the TMAPC and City 
CommissIon review and approve this amendment, thereby answering the pol Icy 
questIons, before the platting procedures occur. 

Therefore, Staff would support the posItion of the City Engineer and 
Traffic Engineer with the condition that PUD 347-2, subject to TMAPC 
approval of the requested waivers of the Subdivision Regulations, requires 
approval by the City Commission and as fol lows: 

1) Subject to approva I of recommendat I on by the Techn lca I Adv I sory 
Committee by the TMAPC concerning technical details of the 
preliminary and final plat, and In particular the recommendation of 
the City Engineer. 

2) That any such future proposals for dedication of existing private 
streets to the public in PUD's require approval of the City or County 
Commission as appropriate. 
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PUD 341-2 Morgan - Cont'd 

3) That the applicant's Outline Development Plan and Plat exhibit be 
made a condition of approval, unless modified herein. 

4) Development Standards and building setbacks be established as fol lows 
per PUD 347-2: * 
Land Area (Gross): 

(Net): 

Present Zoning: 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Number Dwel ling Units: 

Land Area Per Dwel ling Unit: 

Minimum Lot Area: 

Average Lot Area: 

Minimum Lot Width: 

Minimum Lot Depth: 

.Mlnlmum Yard Sizes: 
Side Yard 
Front Yard Abutting 
Public Street with 50' R/W 

Front Yard Abutting a Public 
Street with less than 50' R/W 

Rear Yard 

Minimum L1vabll Ity Space per 
Dwelling Unit: 

Maximum Building Height: 

28.9 acres 
23.5 acres 

RS-3 and RM-T (unchanged) 

Detached single-family residences 

132 

9,537 sf average overal I 

4,500 sf average overal I 

7,755 sf 

50' ** 
90' 

5' one side; 5' other side 

20' 

25' with garage; 20' for house 
with no vehicle parking permitted 
within this setback 
15' no portion of a dwelling 
permitted on a utility easement 

4,000 sf average 

35' *** 

* Construction on lots not meetIng these standards requires approvai of 
a minor amendment and Detail Site Plan by the TMAPC. 

** Pie-shaped lots on cul-de-sacs or other Irregular lots are permitted 
to be less that 50' wide. 

*** Appl icant proposed 26', but Staff recommends 35' which is consistent 
with RS-3 standards and cons I stent with a recent amendment to the 
Zoning Code for measuring building height. 

5) That signs shal I meet the requirements of Section 420.2(d) (2) of the 
Zoning Code. Approval of a Detail Sign Plan by the TMAPC shall be 
required prior to construction of any permanent signs. 

6) Subject to revIew and approval of conditions, as recommended by the 
Technical Advisory Committee. 
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PUD 341-2 Morgan - Cont'd 

1) That no Bu II ding Perm It sha II be Issued unt II the requ I rements of 
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by the 
TMAPC and flied of record In the County Clerk's office, Incorporating 
within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of approval, 
making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said Covenants. 

8) Approval of the Final Plat shall satisfy the requirement "for Detail 
Site Plan approval by the TMAPC (except as noted In the "Development 
Standards" above) unless the entrances to the development will be 
marked with decorative walls, or landscaped areas. In those cases 
Detail Site Plan and Detail Landscape Plan approval shal I be required 
by the TMAPC prior to construction of said facilities. 

It should be noted that the appl icant has submitted standards for dwel ling 
sizes and garage requirements. Staff finds the minimums to be consistent 
with area development, but does not make them a condition of approval 
herein. 

Staff would be supportive of early transmittal of this Item to the City 
Commission with concurrence of the TMAPC. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Frank advised receipt of a memo from Mr. Charles Hardt, City Engineer, 
advising concurrence with changing the private streets to publ Ie streets, 
subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

a) Remove the ex I st I ng I s I ands and pave the I s I and areas I n a 
proper manner; and 

b) Provide a 25' garage setback as a minimum for each lot. 

Mr. Frank also suggested that, although listed as a minor amendment, the 
TMAPC might consider referring this on to the City Commission due to the 
the private/public street Issue. 

In reply to Chairman Parmele, the applicant stated he had no problems with 
the cond!tlons of the Staff recommendation. Mr. Wilmoth verlf!ed that the 
TMAPC was not being asked to approve the plat at this time. 

Mr. Carnes confirmed with Staff that the 4,500 square feet of minimum lot 
area was an overall average. fn regard to Mr. Hardt's letter, Ms. Wilson 
verified that with the garage setback this would not allow a circle 
dr Ive. Mr. Frank stated that th I s wou I d not be a II owed on the 20 foot 
dimension, and added that the letter from the City Engineer was a part of 
the Staff recommendat I on. Ms. W II son asked If th I s type of deve I opment 
might be some sort of a trend for the future, i.e. where the private 
streets were already constructed. Mr. Frank stated that the Issue Staff 
was ra! sing was that sma II lot deve I opments \II lth modest pr Iced homes, 
private streets, common open spaces and homeowners' associations were not 
reai Iy too feasible. 
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PUD 341-2 Morgan - Cont'd 

Mr. Draughon stated concern as to the noncommittal position of the 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). Mr. Wilmoth commented this was 
similar to a waiver of the Major Street and Highway Plan, In that the TAC 
never offers an affirmative to waive the Major Street and Highway Plan. 
He pointed out that the TAC had reviewed this at three previous meetings, 
and wou I d be rev lew I ng the p I at I n the future. Mr. Gardner added that, 
physically, the Commission was dealing with existing conditions and the 
alternative would be to let the land lay as Is with the streets Improved 
wIth no houses being constructed. He cautioned the Commission that, In 
the future, shou I d th I s type app I I cat Ion be the ru I e rather than the 
except Ion, the the TMAPC shou I d not approve any PUD t s with sma I! lot 
development because, physically, they would most likely not work as 
homeowners' associations were usually not willing or able financially to 
maintain the private streets as Is done In larger lot developments. 

Mr. VanFossen moved for approval of the Staff recommendatIon, as well as 
early transmittal of the TMAPC minutes. Mr. Doherty stated he felt that 
I f the deve I oper had good reason for pr I vate streets I n the beg I nn lng, 
then that reason shou I d st II I stand, and he was not comfortab lew I th 
taking less than standard city streets and "throwing" them to the City for 
maintenance. In response to Mr. Doherty's comment, Mr. VanFossen remarked 
that a good portion of private streets were granted due to security 
reasons, such a security gates, etc. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On K>TlON of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted .5-3-0 (Carnes, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; Doherty, Draughon, Wilson, 
"nay"; no "abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minor Amendment for BuildIng Setback, Including Waiver of the 
Subdivision Regulations pertaining to street width and cul-de-sac radius 
for PUD 341-2, subject to the conditions as recommended by Staff and the 
City Eng I neer; and to APPROVE ear I y transm I tta I of these minutes to the 
City Commission. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 288-4: Lot 7, Block 1, Eight Acres Addition 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment to Building Setbacks & Yard RequIrement 

The subject tract Is described as Lot 7, Block 1, Eight Acres Addition and 
has RS-l underlying zoning. AI I streets In this addition are curvi-I I near 
and private. The tract Is pie-shaped, Irregular and has a 30' building 
! !ne on the front with a 15' and 10' utl!lty easement on each side. The 
house wll I be located on a diagonal on the lot which causes difficulty in 
meet i ng bu II ding II ne and yard requ I rements. On I y m I nor encroachments 
will be made and Staff Is supportive of waiving the rear yard requirement 
per the plot plan. 
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Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 288-4 per the submitted plot 
plan, noting that no portion of the dwel ling unit Is permitted to encroach 
upon the utility easements. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, Woodard, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minor Amendment for PUD 288-4, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 405: South of the SW/c of East 91st Street & South Memorial Drive 

Staff Recommendation: Detail Sign Plan 

The subject tract I s located south of the southwest corner of East 91 st 
Street and South Memorial Drive and Is Included In Development Area l-A of 
PUD 405. This development area has been approved for the sale of new and 
used automobiles and has been developed for several automobIle dealerships 
for wh !ch ground and monument signs have been requested. One monument 
sign and six ground signs are proposed to be located along Memorial, East 
91st and 92nd Streets. 

The signs are designed with a coordinated style of materials and 
architecture, and display surface areas and sign heights are in accordance 
with the Development Standards of PUD 405. Therefore, Staff recommends 
APPROVAL of the proposed monument and ground signs as fol lows: 

1) Subject to the submitted plans and locatlonal drawings. 

2) That no 
Further, 
private 
affected 

portion of a sign be located over a publ ic right-of-way. 
that no portion of a sign be constructed on a public or 
utli Ity easement without the prior concurrence of any 
agency. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Frank advised Staff had received this date revisions to the Sign Plan; 
therefore, he suggested a cont I nuance of th Is app I I cat I on unt II J u I Y 8, 
1987. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions": Crawford. Kemoe. Paddock. Rice. Woodard. "absent") to 
CONTIJ.lJE Cons'tderatlon of the' Detal I Sign Plan 'for PlID 405 Marina until 
Wednesday, July 8, 1987 at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City 
Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. (see Additional Comments) 

06.24.87:1655(13) 



PUD 405 Marina - Cont'd 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

At the end of the public hearing portion of the TMAPC meeting, Mr. Frank 
commented that the app I I cant had a time prob I em with an upcom I ng grand 
opening, and there was one sign of the seven submitted that met al I of the 
development standards, and which Staff could support. Mr. Frank asked the 
Comm I ss Ion to recons I der the cont I nuance vote I n order to ass I st the 
applicant. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of CAR~ES; the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, Woodard, "absent") to RECONSIDER 
the previous TMAPC vote on the Detail Sign Plan for PUD 405 Marina. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 
On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no t1abstentlons"i 
Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, Woodard, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Detail Sign Plan (the main sign only) to PUD 405 Marina, as 
recommended by Staff, and CONTINUE action on the remaining six signs until 
Wednesday, July 8, 1987. 
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PUBLI C HEAR I N3: 

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS TO PARTS 
OF THE COMPREHENS I VE MASTER PLAN, BE I NG THE METROPOLITAN 
DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES, ZONING MATRIX, DISTRICT 18 PLAN MAP 
AND TEXT, PERTAINING TO ESTABLISHMENT OF SPECIAL 
CONSIDERATION AREAS FOR LOW AND MEDIUM INTENSITY 
DEVELOPMENT, POLICIES FOR IMPLEMENTING CORRIDOR ZONING, 
REDEFINING SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND RELATED MATTERS. 

Comments & Discussion: Development Guldel ines 

Mr. Gardner reviewed the amendments and the suggested modifications to the 
Development Guidelines. He commented these changes were needed to update 
the Guidelines and were based, In part, on the changing physical 
circumstances In some areas of the City. Mr. Gardner briefed the 
Comm I ss Ion on Staff's recommendat Ions as to low and med I um I ntens I ty 
speciai consideration areas (see attached). 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. William D. Hunt (6004 East 62nd Street), a representative from the 
Hidden Valley Homeowner's Association, voiced strong concerns as to 
encroachment of deve i opment into the res I dent I a i areas a i ong 61 st and 
Sheridan. He specifically mentioned problems associated with the Shadow 
Mountain Institute and concerns about any future expansion of this 
facility. In regard to the special consideration areas, Mr. Hunt stated 
he felt this was just another way to get special exceptions and variances, 
and the neighborhood was against these kinds of changes. Mr. Hunt 
submitted petitions from those In the Homeowner's Association protesting 
the redefining of special districts; stating they felt "such proposals to 
be regressive In nature, Inconsistent with development guidelines upon 
which area property owners have specifically relied In the past and 
Inherently Injurious to established residential neighborhoods and property 
values". 

Mr. Gardner advised the Shadow Mountain Institute was a Use Unit 5, which 
required a BOA Special Exception even In an OL district. He added that 
the adoption of the Development Guidelines would not permit any privileges 
to Shadow Mountain as they would stll I be required to go to the BOA, and 
that In the future any use would require a PUD. 

Mr. Charles Norman, Attorney (909 Kennedy Building), commented as to some 
housekeeping type suggestions. Page 8 (Nodes), Item 1: Insert the word 
"planned" before the word "capacity" In order to be consistent with other 
practices. Page 9 (Subdistricts - Intensities), Item 2: Change verbiage 
from "may also be al lowed" to "Is al lowed". Also add the RM-T 
c I ass if I cat I on to the RD category as Ie I ates to th I s Item. Page 15 
(Special Districts - Criteria): Change the word "repel"; "discourage" was 
suggested, I.e. 1I ••• may also discourage a wide range ••• ". In regard to 
the criteria under Medium Intensity Special ConsIderation Areas, Mr. 
Norman suggested using the wording of Item #3 as a preface to Items #3 and 
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Additional Comments and Discussion: 

At the end of the public hearing portion of the TMAPC meeting, Mr. Frank 
commented that the app I I cant had a t I me prob I em with an u pcom I ng grand 
opening, and there was one sign of the seven submitted that met al I of the 
deveiopment standards, and which Staff couid support. Mr. Frank asked the 
Comm Iss I on to reconsi der the cont I nuance vote I n order to ass I st the 
applicant. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, Woodard, "absent") to RECONSIDER 
the previous TMAPC vote on the Detail Sign Plan for PUD 405 Marina. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 
On MOTION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, Woodard, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Detail Sign Plan (the main sign only) to PUD 405 Marina, as 
recommended by Staff, and CONTINUE action on the remaining six signs until 
Wednesday, July 8, 1987. 
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PUBLIC HEAR I toG: 

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS TO PARTS 
OF THE COMPREHENS I VE MASTER PLAN, BE I NG THE METROPOL ITAN 
DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES, ZONING MATRIX, DISTRICT 18 PLAN MAP 
AND TEXT, PERTAINING TO ESTABLISHMENT OF SPECIAL 
CONSIDERATION AREAS FOR LOW AND MEDIUM INTENSITY 
DEVELOPMENT, POLICIES FOR IMPLEMENTING CORRIDOR ZONING, 
REDEFINING SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND RELATED MATTERS. 

Comments & Discussion: Development GuIdelines 

Mr. Gardner reviewed the amendments and the suggested modifications to the 
Development Guidelines. He commented these changes were needed to update 
the Guidelines and were based, In part, on the changing physical 
circumstances In some areas of the City. Mr. Gardner briefed the 
Comm I ss Ion on Staff's recommendat Ions as to low and med I um I ntens I ty 
special consideration areas (see attached). 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. WI II lam D. Hunt (6004 East 62nd Street), a representative from the 
Hidden Valley Homeowner's Association, voiced strong concerns as to 
encroachment of deve I opment I nto the res I dent I a I areas a long 61 st and 
Sheridan. He specifically mentioned problems associated with the Shadow 
Mountain Institute and concerns about any future expansion of this 
facility. In regard to the special consideration areas, Mr. Hunt stated 
he felt this was just another way to get special exceptions and variances, 
and the neighborhood was against these kinds of changes. Mr. Hunt 
submitted petitions from those In the Homeowner's Association protesting 
the redefining of special districts, stating they felt "such proposals to 
be regressIve In nature, Inconsistent with development gu!dellnes upon 
wh Ich area property owners have spec I fica II y re lied I n the past and 
Inherently Injurious to established residential neighborhoods and property 
values". 

Mr. Gardner advIsed the Shadow Mountain Institute was a Use Unit 5, which 
required a BOA Special Exception even In an OL district. He added that 
the adoption of the Development Guidelines would not permit any privileges 
to Shadow Mountain as they would stili be required to go to the BOA, and 
that In the future any use would require a PUD. 

Mr. Charles Norman, Attorney (909 Kennedy Building), commented as to some 
housekeeping type suggestions. Page 8 (Nodes), Item 1: Insert the word 
"planned" before the word "capacity" In order to be consistent with other 
practices. Page 9 (Subdistricts - Intensities), Item 2: Change verbiage 
from "may also be allowed" to "Is allowed". Also add the RM-T 
classification to the RD category as relates to this item. Page i5 
(Special Districts - Criteria): Change the word "repel"; "discourage" was 
suggested, I.e. It ••• may also discourage a wide range ••• ". In regard to 
the criteria under Medium Intensity Special Consideration Areas, Mr. 
Norman suggested using the wording of Item #3 as a preface to Items #3 and 
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#4 I n the cr Iter I a for Low I ntens Ity Spec I al Cons I deration Areas. Mr. 
Gardner commented that th I s had been ment loned I n the Comm I ttee rev lew 
sess Ion Just pr lor to th I s pub Ilc hear I ng. Mr. Norman a I so suggested 
changing the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) from a maximum of 1.25 to 2.00 FAR 
(page 10, Intensities). 

Mr. Norman stated his major concern was centered around the changes to the 
Corridor District, specifically right-of-way being acquired as a criterion 
and development condition (pages 9 & 10 of the Guidelines). He commented 
he felt that, If a property owner was made to hold development until the 
right-of-way was acquired, that this would essentially be abandoning the 
concept of the Corr I dor D I str I ct I the purpose of wh I ch I s to encourage 
people to locate higher Intensities next to expressways. Mr. Norman 
referred to the Mingo Va I I ey Expressway In th I s regard, and po I nted out 
that planning, design, acquisition and construction of our expressway 
system has taken over 25 years; therefore, his concern as to the time 
frames I nvo I ved and ask I ng peop I e to ho I d deve I opment. Mr • VanFossen 
commented he had some concern as to al lowing high Intensity development in 
an area that would possibly not end up with a proposed or planned 
expressway. Discuss Ion fo I lowed on th I s top I c among the Comm I ss Ion 
members and Mr. Norman, with references made to problems associated with 
the Creek Expressway, Mingo Val ley Expressway, Riverside Expressway, etc. 

Ms. Wilson asked Mr. Norman to comment as to his opinion on the special 
consideration areas being referred to as low and medium, and If he felt 
there would be any benefit Initiating this In the City planning process. 
Mr. Norman stated he felt this was a positive proposal by the Staff and 
was one that recognized existing conditions and would prevent applicants 
from hav I ng to come before the TMAPC, as I s current I y done, to ask for 
this recognition of the physical facts. 

Mr. Terry Young (PO Box 3351), reinforced comments and concerns expressed 
by Mr. Norman. In regard to the Corridor District, he stated It appeared 
the dilemma was In definitions of proposed, planned and existing 
expressways, and that some additional study might be needed on what 
exactly was meant by Corridor. 

Mr. Gordon Miller (6751 South 71st East Avenue) advised he was concerned 
as to how the plan would affect the arterial streets, especially Sheridan 
Avenue between 61st and 71st. He questioned how the proposed amendments 
wou I d make the s Ituat Ion better for the res I dents, and not Just the 
commercial developers. 

Referr I ng to a map of the area, Mr. Gardner po I nted out that there was 
on I y 800' of frontage not a I ready deve loped, and the amendments to the 
District 18 Plan encourage the use of PUD's. He stated that, obviously, 
the physical facts call for some recognition of what has developed and 
what wit I be developed in order to regulate It to be compatible with what 
was already there. Mr. VanFossen added that the Intent of this study and 
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the reason the TMAPC Is Involved with this Issue Is to assure It does have 
purpose for the Individual as well as the developer, one purpose being a 
clear understanding from both parties of what Is expected and/or 
permitted. Mr. VanFossen commented that In the past the Commission has 
yielded, due to the lack of controls In many areas of the city. 

Mr. Jim Bfddick (5735 East 63rd Place) voiced concerns that the citizen 
was be I ng I eft out, and that th I s wou I d prov I de add I tiona I avenues for 
developers to continually reapply Just to wear the citizens down. He also 
agreed with the previous comments as to the congested traffic along 
Sheridan. 

Mrs. Ray Cosby (8705 East 21st) stated she feared the proposed amendment 
wou I d a I low str I p zon I ng. Mrs. Cosby rev I ewed I nformat Ion she and her 
husband had submitted to the Commissioners supporting this concern. 

Mr. Howard Greiner (6411 South Kingston) suggested an Environmental Impact 
Statement be done for the area along Sheridan between 61st and 71st before 
continuing with this study, and voiced concern about the rezoning of the 
residential areas. Chairman Parmele reIterated that no zoning was being 
changed at this tIme and the proposed amendments only suggested areas that 
may be considered for zoning at some point in the future. 

Mr. A.J. Solow (10400 South Memorial), former District 26 Chairman, 
mentioned concerns with the low and medium Intensity areas In this 
district. He was Informed that the District 26 Comprehensive Plan 
amendments would be reviewed at the public hearing on July 8, 1987. Mr. 
Solow agreed to hold his comments until that time. 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Draughon commented that due to Importance of the Development 
Gu I de I I nes, he fe I t the TMAPC shou I d postpone vot I ng on the proposed 
changes In order to give the absent TMAPC members the opportunity to state 
their comments and recommendations. Mr. Doherty stated he would feel more 
comfortable seeing a final draft, with the modifications suggested at the 
Committee meeting and this hearing, before voting. Therefore, he 
concurred a cont I nuance wou I d be I n order. Mr. VanFossen suggested 
continuing this portion to the July 8th public hearing. Chairman Parmele 
agreed, and asked that the Legal Department review the final draft prior 
to the July 8th hearing. 

Discuss Ion centered on the I ssue of word I ng for the Corr I dor D i str I ct 
I ssue, I. e. right-of-way acqu lsi t Ion. Mr. Carnes stated that, with the 
work that has been done on this matter over the past three years, he felt 
the Commission should go with the wording as suggested by Staff. 
Therefore, he moved for the wording as relates to right-of-way acquisition 
remain as proposed by Staff. Mr. Doherty agreed, In that he felt too much 
caut Ion was better than not enough, and he was comfortab lew Ith the 
I anguage as proposed. Ms. W II son commented on the high I ntens I ty uses 
being reviewed at the Detail Site Plan stage. 
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Chairman Parmele recognized Terry Young for comment. Mr. Young stated 
that there may be some additional considerations submitted prior to the 
July 8th hearing; therefore, the Commission may not want to lock 
themselves with a vote today. Chairman Parmele commented that he would 
prefer to have no motions on this partlcu!ar Item at this time, as he felt 
some further refinement might be In order before the July 8th hearing. He 
added that the Staff had a very good I dea of what the Comm I ss lon's 
thinking was on this, and he felt a motion was not needed at this time. 
After discussion, Mr. Carnes withdrew his motion. Mr. Gardner Interpreted 
the Commission's feel ing that the Corridor Issue, while not totally 
resolved, stili left the Commission with problems as to how to award 
zoning where It might affect the ultimate outcome of acquiring land. 

Mr. Roy Johnsen (324 Ma I n Ma II), Attorney, asked I f there was some 
direct I ve to the Staff to dea I with the I ssue of those areas that had 
a I ready been zoned Corr I dor with deve I opment pend i ng. Cha I rman Parme Ie 
commented that he had previously suggested a modification to the wording 
so that It would not affect these areas. Mr. Gardner stated that maybe 
the wording should be "high Intensity corridor development". Mr. Johnsen 
po I nted out that, I f the deve I opment somehow did not meet the corr I dor 
standards, then It would revert back to a subdistrict, which meant 
single-family. He stated there were a number of corridors zoned where the 
expressway right-ot-way had not yet been acquired, but the existing 
development patterns were such that to limit them to single-family 
development would be totally unreasonable. The Commission and Staff 
agreed to review the wording on this Issue. 

Comments & Discussion: District 18 Comprehensive Plan & Text 

Mr. Gardner rev I ewed the areas under cons I derat I on for low and med I um 
I ntens Ity des i gnat Ions In D I str i ct 18 and the proposed text amendments 
(see attached). 

In regard to development Impact fees, as mentioned in Item 2.a of the 
med I urn I ntens I ty text, Cha I rman Parme I e stated he did not fee I th I s Vi as 
the appropriate time to discuss this as It relates to the District 18 
Plan. He agreed this was an Issue that needed some study, but not at this 
particular time. Mr. Doherty. commented that, while not opposed to an 
Impact fee, he was opposed to applying It specifically to District 18, as 
he felt It was bad timing. Mr. Carnes recommended this particular item or 
sect Ion be de I eted pend t ng discuss Ion at a I ater date. Ms. W II son 
questioned when or where was the appropriate time or place to bring up 
this Issue, as It did need to be addressed. General discussion followed 
on the topic of development Impact fees, with Mr. Parmele, Mr. Doherty, 
Mr. Carnes, Mr. VanFossen and Mr. Selph generally In agreement that now 
was not the appropriate time and further study might be In order before 
Imposing fees on a specific district. Mr. Doherty, therefore, moved to 
delete paragraph 2.a dealing with Impact fees from the medium IntensIty 
text of the District 18 Comprehensive Plan amendments under consideration 
this date. Ms. WI !son and Mr. Draughon both agreed with Including this 
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provision 
discussion 
dIrective 
discussion 

at this time to Initiate an Impact fee process. After 
of the mot Ion, Mr. Doherty amended the mot Ion to I nc I ude a 
to Staff to explore the possibility of impact fees for 
at the July 8th hearing. 

Mr. Terry Young pointed out that, from a procedural standpoint, fees were 
decided by the City Commission and usually resulted In an ordinance. 
Therefore, he stated that discussion of the need for fees at this level 
was Inappropriate, and the question should be posed to the City 
Commission. He added that, during his term as Mayor, there was a 
committee appointed to determine whether there would be development Impact 
fees, but that committee had not yet submitted Its report. Mr. Young 
stated that, from his experience with this Commission, there appeared to 
be a tendency to not approve requests unt II there was an author I ty that 
covered the ent I re City to support the request so as to not set a 
precedent. He commented that this was a very similar circumstance, and he 
felt It Inappropriate to suggest applying a fee to only this area. 

Mr. Doherty agreed that the City Commission was the proper authority to 
of fer f I na I approva I on fees, but he po I nted out that any group cou I d 
Initiate a request for such fees, and It was entirely approprIate for 
this agency to provide that Initiative. Ms. Wilson, as a member of the 
task force appointed by Mayor Young, advised that the committee did 
deliberate for many months and a final report was submitted to the Mayor's 
office. This report was also reviewed by and received approval from the 
various committees of the Chamber of Commerce, which were In favor of the 
Impact fees. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 5-2-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Parmel e, Sel ph, VanFossen, "aye"; Draughon, W II son, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, Woodard, "absent") to 
DELETE paragraph 2.a, dealing with development Impact fees, from the 
medium Intensity text of the District 18 Comprehensive Plan amendments. 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. W II I I am Hunt, regard I ng the 61 st and Sher I dan area, re I terated that 
the 270 signatures on the petitions he submitted opposed the proposed 
changes, but they were In favor of the text wording which required PUD's. 
He requested the Comm I ss i on cons I der that these amendments might be an 
avenue for their opponents (developers) to take advantage of the 
resIdents, and he asked that the Commission not give them that 
opportunity. 

Mr. VanFossen questioned what difference might be made, In the future, If 
th I s part t cu I ar area was not I nc I uded as a spec I a I cons I derat Ion area. 
Chairman Parmele pointed out that one of the major concerns of the 
residents was the Shadow Mountain Institute, and as mentioned earlier, 
even under the present zoning of RS a Use Unit 5 was al lowed by exception, 
and was allowed by right under RM zoning. The proposal for considering 
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this a low Intensity area would not grant any more rights than currently 
al lowed, and might even permit fewer rights. Mr. Carnes pointed out that 
a developer can now, by right, build smal I lot homes, whereas If the area 
were zoned for office, It would offer monetary and aesthetic protection to 
the res I dents. Mr. Carnes commended Staff on the I r efforts on th Is 
particular proposal. DIscussion contInued on this topic, with the 
Commissioners offering assurances that the proposals were worded to offer 
protect I on to the res I dents by encourag I ng the use of the PUD process. 
Mr. Jim Blddlck reiterated his concerns about any further development In 
th Is 800' area a long Sher I dan, and stated that I f the proposa I s, I n any 
way, granted an opportunity to develop property, then he would be against 
this. 

Mr. VanFossen moved that thIs portion of the DIstrIct 18 proposal, South 
SherIdan (west side) between East 62nd and 70th Streets, be withdrawn from 
cons I derat I on as a low I ntens I ty spec I a I cons I derat I on area, as he was 
having a problem with It since the area was not developed. Mr. Doherty 
stated he felt this would be a severe mistake, as the neighborhood stood 
to suffer more In the long run should this be withdrawn. Mr. Carnes 
agreed with Mr. Doherty, as he felt the Staff was offering the 
neighborhood protection, as opposed to leaving It open without controls. 
Cha I rman Parmel e agreed with Mr. Doherty and Mr. Carnes, I n that the 
amendments offered additional future protection for the 800' not presently 
developed. Ms. Wilson concurred with Mr. VanFossen as she was not sure 
that this would, Indeed, offer protection. 

Cha I rman Parme I e asked Lega I whether the de I et I on of th is area from 
consideration would be a fair action and no penalize some else; or, could 
the TMAPC arbitrarily say that this area would not be considered at this 
time. Mr. Linker advised that, even If the proposal were not accepted, 
the TMAPC cou I d refuse to perm It OL zon i ng without an accompany I ng PUD, 
and protect ion cou I d st II I be given. However, he cou I d not I nd I cate 
whether, I ega I I y, th Is wou I d have an affect on Shadow Mounta In. After 
continued general discussion, with Mr. Gardner clarifying Staff's position 
and recommendation that was written to offer protection, Mr. VanFossen 
withdrew his motion. Mr. Gardner suggested an alternative would be to 
continue the portion dealing with District 18 until the public hearing on 
July 8, 1987, therefore, offering additional time for study and review. 

I n response to comments made by the I nterested part I es, Mr. Doherty 
stressed that th I s was not a proposa I to change any zon I ng, and the 
Commission was Just being asked to flag areas for consideration. Mr. 
Linker adv J sed th I s was a prob I em that Lega I has had I n these kinds of 
procedures, because It raises the question "how far do you go with your 
p I an and where do you come In with your zon I ng". Mr. LI nker commented 
that Legal felt It would be enough If the Commission just had the general 
guldel fnes and not the plan map, since the map has sometimes confused 
the Issue In court cases. 
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Mr. Doherty moved that further consideration on this matter be continued 
until July 8,1987. Chairman Parmele advised he had received a letter 
from the Department of Stormwater Management express I ng the I r concerns, 
and this would be distributed to the Commission for review. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 
On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstent Ions"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, Woodard, 
"absent") to CONTINJE Consideration of the Public Hearing relating the to 
District 18 Comprehensive Plan Amendments pertaining to establishment of 
Special Consideration Areas until Wednesday, July 8, 1987 at 1:30 p.m. In 
the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 
On MOTION of DOHERTY, the Planning Commission voted 6-0-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Parmele, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, Woodard, 
"absent") to CONTINJE Consideration of the Public Hearing relating the to 
Amendments to the Zoning Matrix until Wednesday, July 8, 1987 at 1:30 p.m. 
In the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 4:47 p.m. 

Chairman I f 
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I NTROOUCT ION 

The Metropolitan Development Guidelines consist of four elements: 

Development District Goal and ObJectives, Functional Area Goals and 

Ob J ect (ves, Deve I opment D I str f ct Concept, and Deve I opment D f s.tr I ct 

I mp I ementat Ion Po I Icy. The Deve I opment Gu I de I l nes are I ntended to 

provide Increased efficiency and consistency in the decision making 

process. They are directed tow ard the f ssues of the qua I f ty of 

deve I opment and the I I v I ng env J ronment, and are essent f a I I Y neutra I 

f n regard to the Ba I anced Metropo I I tan Growth Po I icy. They shou I d 

not be Interpreted as a land use plan or as a zoning code, but rather 

as a framework or guide within which sound planning, zoning, 

subdivision, Investment and building decisions can be made by 

Individuals and publIc officials and agencies. It Is Intended that, 

In the applIcation of the Development Guidelines, an evaluation of 

existing conditions, including land uses, existing zoning and site 

characteristics, shall be considered. 
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DEVELOPtIENT DISTRICT GOAl MD <BJECTIVES 

GENERAl GOAl 

Provide a quality living environment {housing, working, shopping and 
leisure> for all residents In a diversified community, so that every 
citizen has available a choIce of a variety of lifestyles, and In a manner 
which will maIntain or Improve the quality of the natural and manmade 
envIronment. 

GENERAl <BJECTIVE 

GuIde the metropolitan area's physIcal growth so that It may become an 
even more pleasant, desirable and attractive place tn which to live, work 
and play I n an area offer I ng stab II I zed deve I opment , good I f v I ng and 
working conditions, and a sound economic base and tax structure; and to 
assure maximum benefit to the people from publIc expenditures and private 
Investment, through economical employment of resources, prevention of 
duplication and waste, and enhancement of property value. 

DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES 

1. Develop a flexible framework for decision making responsive to 
change, I n order to ma t nta I n long-term v lab i Iity and cont i nu Ity In 
metropolitan development pol Icy. 

2. Differentiate and classify components of the metropolitan area so that 
a more rational approach to land use planning can be effectuated. 

3. Locate varIous Intensities of development In accordance with manmade 
and natural systems. 

4. RecognIze existing high Intensity areas established within the 
metropol itan area, and place additional uses of this type In optImum 
locations. 

5. Develop areas only to the intensity that wll I not overload or 
overcrowd the planned public servIces and facti Itles. 

6. Develop areas considering slope, SOil, rock, vegetation and natural 
drainage characterIstics. 

7. Encourage qual fty development by the use of more responsive 
development tools, e.g. Planned Unit Development (PUD), site plan 
review, etc. 

8. Initiate 8 major effort to make zonIng e positive torce in 
metropol itan development, rather than a negatIve one. 

9. Develop reasonable planning standards for site design. 

- 2 -



FUNCTIONAL AREA GOAlS AND OBJECTIVES 

RES I DENT I Al 

.22&: 
Prov I de safe, qu let, heal thy and eeonomrea II y v f ab I e ne fghborhoods 
throughout the metropolItan area. 

OBJECTIVES: 
1. ProvIde a variety of housing types throughout the metropolitan 

area, ranging from highly urban to a suburban environment. 

2. Aggregate ne I ghborhoods into I arger areas of compat I b I e 
deve I opment that perm I taw I der range of pub I I c serv f ces and 
f ac I I It i es • 

3. Provide for safe pedestrIan and vehicular circulation In 
residential neighborhoods. 

EfaA. OYM::NT AND C(M£RCE 

GOAl: 

Prov I de and promote an econom t ca I I Y hea I thy range of commerc I a I ; 
Industrial and office uses throughout the metropolitan area. 

OBJECTIVES: 
1. Group together Industrial activities In areas and districts 

planned for Industrial development. 

2. Provide commerclal areas of sufficIent size and In locatIons 
which will conveniently serve the people of the area In relation 
to their needs. 

3. Deve lop the Centra I Bus I ness 0 r str i ct to accommodate a vast 
array of metropolitan administrative, governmental and cultural 
activities/servIces. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE 

GOAl: 

Provide a quality system of parks, recreatIon facilitIes and open 
space to serve the needs of the entire metropolItan area. 

OBJECTIVES: 
1. Utll fze signifIcant elements of the natural 

of the metropolitan open space/recreation 
where possIble, pleasant settings for 
facll (ties. 

environment as part 
system to prov ide, 
parks and pub I I c 



2. Provide large and small open spaces within the metropolitan area 
for active and passive use of leisure time. 

3. Protect and enhance suitable natural features and resources for 
forests, flood control, adequate water supply, air qualIty 
Improvement, w tid I I fe hab I tats, natura I vegetat I on and natura I 
beauty. 

TRANSPORTATION 

GOAl: 

Develop a balanced transportation system consIsting of a variety of 
highways and air, rail, mass transit and water modes of travel to 
provide for safe, convenient and effIcient movements of people, goods 
and services. 

OBJECTIVES: 
1. Locate the most I ntense bus I ness and res I dent i a I deve I opments 

close to hIgh level transportation systems (freeways, railways 
and transit). 

2. Design the transportatfon network for the safe movement of goods 
and people by minimIzing conflict between vehicle and vehIcle, 
and pedestrian and vehicle. 

3. Maximize the interrelation between land use and transportation 
and, In particular, encourage development patterns compatible 
with the evolution of transIt systems. 

PUBliC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

~: 

Provide and maintain a full range of publ ic facti 'ties and services 
at a level which fosters the health, safety and welfare of the 
residents. 

OBJECTIVES: 
1. Relate the size and distribution of public and private 

facll !tles to the nature of the services provIded and the 
populatIon served. 

2. Provide various levels of cultural, educatIonal and recreational 
facilities to serve the needs of all types of people. 

3. Locate and design public facilitIes to be easi Iy accessible to 
the peop I e they serve, so that they can serve more ,than one 
purpose where feasible. 



DEVELc:>M£NT DISTRICT CONCEPT 

The Development DistrIct Concept (Figure 1, Page 6) Is based on a division 
of the metropolitan area Into carefully defined districts, corridors, nodes 
and subdIstricts. Delineation of these elements Is by Intensity of land use 
based upon the publIc services and facilIties they requIre. The varyIng 
capacIties of different types of trafffcways was used as the basic structuring 
element In relating land uses to IntensIty. 

GENERAL OfARACTER I ST ICS 

.The fundamental components of this concept are the Development Districts. 
These are broad, multi-functional areas bounded by major traff Icways, 
signIficant physical features or by Jurisdictional boundaries. A 
Development District should have the fol lowing general characteristics: 

1. Each dIstrict should be multi-functional In nature, contain a strong 
resIdential base and a wide range of servIces, uses and facti Itles. 

2. High capacity transportation facll (tIes should be maintaIned along 
edges of the districts and should be fed by arterial trafflcways and 
other secondary systems from wIthin the districts. 

3. Uses that are more Intense In nature should be located In corridors 
along the freeway edges with progressIvely less Intensity of 
development as one penetrates the distrIct. 

4. A wfde range of lifestyles and housing types, close to employment, 
recreation, educatIon and shopping should be maintained In each 
district. 

5. Future urbanizatIon should continue to feature close Integration of 
arter f a I streets, freeways and other forms of trans It f nto the 
overall development process. 

6. Pol Jctes should be dIrected toward eventual development of an 
effIcient metropolitan transIt system. 

7. The use of PUD' s shou I d be encouraged throughout the Deve I opment 
Districts. 

8. ExistIng land uses wlth'n the given Development Districts of the city 
shou I d I nf I uence the type and f ntens tty of use of undeve loped or 
redevelopment parcels withIn the area. 
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FIGURE 1 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT CONCEPT 

~ Intensity Corridor == Freeway 

Intensity Nodes -- Primary Arterial 

--............ Secondary Arterial 



SUBO I SlR ICTS 

Development DistrIcts are divided by primary arterial streets Into 
Subdistricts. The Subdistrict comprises, on the average, four square 
miles of lower IntensIty residentIal development with schools, churches, 
recreation areas and other necessary accompanyIng functions. The 
Subdistrict: 

1. Clusters neighborhoods Into a unit that facilitates a wIder range of 
public services, such as a centrally located Junior high school. 

2. Should provide a portion of the basic population support for 
activities that locate within adjacent corridors. 

3. Shou I d be t ted together by transportat I on and open space systems 
which provide for pedestrian I fnkages, and that de-emphasize through 
vehicular traffIc. 

CORRIDORS 

Corridors are located along freeways and are to contain major employment 
and reg ion-serv I ng functIons I n concert w tth a rei at Ivel y high dens Ity 
resIdential base. The basic characteristics of this component are: 

1. Uses that are more intense f n nature shou I d have high exposure and 
convenient access to high capacity, metropolitan transportation 
fac i Iltles. 

2. ThIs multi-functional grouping of land uses should be Interrelated by 
I nterna I veh Icu I ar and pedestr I an traff Ic systems, and the ent Ire 
corridor should be ultimately connected to a metropolitan wide 
transit system. 

3. Corr f dors shou I d have appropr late access to pr I mary and secondary 
arterial streets. 

4. Corridors should have a maximum depth from the adjacent freeway. 

5. WIthin corridors, the higher IntensIty development should be designed 
by utilization of setbacks, transitional uses, and other separations 
to be compatible wIth low Intensity development. 

t«DES 

Nodes are located throughout the Development DIstricts around the 
Intersections of arterial streets. Depending upon the types of arterial 
streets involved, differing intensIties of uses are permitted. 
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Nodes should have the following characteristics: 

1. The Intensities of development at arterial street intersections 
shou I d be cons t stent w t th the type and capac I tv of the arter i a I 
streets. 

2. Districts servIng shopping and services activities should be located 
at the intersection of a primary/parkway arterial street with any 
other type of arterial street. 

3. Convenience service activIties for Subdistricts should be located at 
the Intersection of secondary arterIal streets. 

4. Deve I opment of the nodes shou I d be des I gned to be compat I b lew r th 
surrounding neIghborhoods. 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

CertaIn parts of the metropolitan area, which include the Central BusIness 
District, Industrial dIstrIcts, airports, hospItals, unIversItIes and 
regional shopping centers, and Neighborhood Development Plans, are 
cl ass I f led as Spec lal D I str Icts due to the tr un (que I and use 
character 1st Ics, deve I opment patterns and J nf I uences on adjacent areas. 
The land uses In these SpecIal D!strlcts have locatlonal and functional 
requirements that necessitate their being classified separately from the 
Development Districts. 

SPEC I AI. CONS IDERAT ION AREAS 

Identifiable parts of the metropolitan area which do not meet the 
criteria for designation as a node, corridor or special district, but are 
I nf I uenced by ex I st I ng I and uses w tth I n prox Imate spec f a I d I str I cts or 
corr I dors, or are I nf I uenced by ex I st f ng I I near zon I ng patterns to the 
extent that subdistrict development I Imitations are not approprIate. 
These parts of the metropolitan area may be designated wIthin the District 
Comprehens Ive PI an as "Spec la I Cons tderatlon Areas" with I n wh Ich certa i n 
modifications of intensity would be permItted. The permitted Intensities 
are dependent upon several criteria enumerated In the Implementation 
Section. 



DEVElOPt£NT DISTRICT I~EtENTATION POLICY 

To Implement the Development District Concept, the following pol tctes are 
establ (shed. 

SUBD I STR I CTS 

The criteria, permitted IntensIty and development conditions of the 
Subdistricts are as fol lows: 

CRITERIA: 

Land areas that are outside of corrIdor nodes, special districts or 
special consideration areas. 

INTENS ITIES: 

1. RE and all RS categories are permitted within the subdistricts. 

2. A 300 foot deep strip of RD, RM-T and/or RM-O zoning may be allowed 
in the subdistricts as a transitional Intensity separating the 
subd I str I ct from adjacent high or med I um I ntens tty areas. The RD 
zon Ing c J ass I f icatlon may al so be allowed I n the subd I str Icts In 
Instances where, by reason of physIcal features (I.e. narrowness, 
shallowness, shape, topography, or other unusual situation, condition 
or circumstance to a part i cu I ar property) , the I I mIt I ng of 
subd t str I ct deve I opment to RE and a I I RS categor I es, as set out In 
Subdistricts 11 Is not merited. 

DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS: 

Single-family uses wIthin the subdistrict will back or side onto the 
major arterial street system. 

CORRIDORS 

The cr iter i a, perm Itted t ntens Itles and development cond ftions of the 
COrridor are as follows: 

CRITERIA: 

Land situated adjacent to exIsting, programmed (right-of-way 
acquired) or planned expressways (freeways) will generally be 
considered to be within either a Subdistrict or a Node, as are other 
areas of the Development District. However, such land may be deemed 
appropriate for hIgh Intensity multi-functional uses. Such high 
Intensity development will only be encouraged In these areas If the 
expressway Is built or the right-of-way acquired, unless in the 
part t cu I ar I nstance the conf f gurat I on of the corr I dor or ex I st i ng 
development has significantly Impaired the accesslbtl tty to the 
corridor, or rendered the achievement of sound land use relationships 



Impractical. Thus, In order for high IntensIty uses to occur, an 
application must first be made and granted placIng a parcel In the 
Corr I dor D t str I ct. Once a parce I has been des i gnated as be I ng In 
this zoning classIfication, high intensity development would only be 
allowed In compl lance wIth an approved site plan. Additional 
criteria which apply are: 

1. The arterial streets (parkway, prImary and secondary) that bound 
land adjacent to expressways and Intersect or Interchange with 
expressways area designated as Freeway Access Arterial Streets 
(see Figure 2, page 11). The arterial streets (parkway, 
prImary and secondary) that bound land adjacent to expressways 
and that do not Intersect or Interchange wIth an expressway are 
designated as Corridor Access Arterial Streets (see Figure 2, 
page 11>. 

2. In order that the capacity of the arterial street and expressway 
sy stem may be ma I nta J ned, access for a corr I dor deve I opment 
shal I be principally from corrIdor collector streets. 

3. No f u I I movement access to the Corr I dor w II I be a I lowed a long 
the freeway access arterIal street wIthin 600 feet of the 
arterial Intersection, or withIn 600 feet of the centerline of 
the freeway ramp. 

4. There should be a maximum of three col lector Intersections, with 
ful I movement access, al lowed along any segment of the corridor 
access arterial street. A spacing standard of 1,000 feet 
between co I I ector streets connect I ng w J th a corr t dor access 
arterIal street should be used unless topography would prohibit 
meeting this standard. 

5. The Corridor internal collector street system, as shown In 
Figure 2 (page 11), should provide access to all tracts. This 
system should intersect as near as possible to the mIdpoint of 
the freeway access arter I a I street where access restr I ct Ions 
permIt. 

INTENS ITIES: 

1. Permits consIderation of all uses wIthin all Use Units, EXCEPT the 
followIng: 3,24,25,26 and 27. 

2. Maximum permitted Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is 1.25; however, the actual 
approved floor area wll I depend upon the proposed development and the 
public Infrastructure needed to serve the development when completed. 

DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS: 

1. Only land situated adjacent to exIsting or programmed (right-of-way 
acquired) expressways and which are bounded by arterial streets wi!! 
be considered for Corridor zoning and development. 

2. The Corridor shall have a maximum land area of 3,000 square feet for 
every foot of expressway frontage. 
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FIGURE 2 

PROTOTYPE CORRIDOR COLLECTOR STREET SYSTEM 
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NODES 

The land area allocated to each type of node Is a basic figure which may 
be altered In consideration of existing development or site 
characteristics around the arterial intersections (see Figure 3, page 13). 
The cr I ter I a, perm I tted t ntens It f es and deve I opment cond I t Ions of the 
nodes are as fol lows: 

CRITERIA: There are three basic types of nodes. 

Type I Node: Type I Nodes are def I ned as the I and located at the 
Intersections of two secondary arterial streets. The total land area 
allocated to this node Is 20 acres, distributed equally to each 
corner (five acres per corner). Each five acre tract Is to be of a 
square configuratIon, 467 feet x 467 feet, measured from the 
center I fne of the rights-of-way of the arterial streets. 

Type II Node: Type II Nodes are defined as the land located at the 
Intersection of primary/parkway arterial streets with secondary 
arterial streets. The total land area allocated to this node is 40 
acres, distributed equally to each corner (ten acres per corner). 
Each ten acre tract Is to be of a square configuration, 660 feet x 
660 feet, measured from the center I I ne of the rights-of-way of the 
arterial street. 

Type III Node: Type I I I Nodes are defined as the land located at the 
Intersection of the prImary/parkway arterial streets. The total land 
area al located to this node Is 60 acres, distributed equally to each 
corner (15 acres per corner). Each 15 acre tract I s to be of a 
square configuration, 808.5 feet x 808.5 feet, measured from the 
center I Ine of the rights-of-way of the arterial streets. 

INTENSITY: 

1. In all types of nodes the following zoning classifications may be 
perm I tted: a I I "R" zon I ng c I ass If i cat Ions EXCEPT RM-3; a I I "0" 
zoning classifications EXCEPT OHi and CS Is permitted. In Types II 
and II I Nodes, OMH, CG, IR and Il zoning classifIcatIons may also be 
permitted. 

2. The i"and area a II ocated to each type of node I s based on typ I ca I 
roadway capacities and trip generation characteristics of surrounding 
development, gross land ~se requirements and the need for a 
structuring of a hierarchy of land use intensities to support a range 
of I I festy I es. The bas I c I and a I I ocat Ions are made I n terms of 
medium Intensity development (CS, IR, OM and RM-2), and additional 
land for less-than-medlum Intensity (Ol, RM-l, RM-O, RM-T and RD) may 
be Included In the node. For less-than-medlum Intensity development, 
the amount of land available at a partIcular corner may be determined 
In the following manner: 

(Basic allo­
(catton to 
(the corner 

Amount of medium) 
MInus Intensity devel- ) 

opment at corner ) 
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Examp I es of potent t a I deve I opment at nodes us i ng th I s forma I wou I d 
be: 
• 

• 

• 

A Type I Node corner wIth no medium IntensIty development would 
al low ten acres of Ol zoning. 

(5 acres - 0) x 2 = 10 acres 

A Type II Node corner with five acres of proposed commerc I al 
development would also allow ten acres of RM-t zoning. 

(10 acres - 5 acres) x 2 = 10 acres 

A Type II I Node corner with twelve acres of proposed RM-2 zonIng 
would al low six acres of RD zonIng. 

(15 acres - 12 acres) x 2 = 6 acres 

DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS: 

1. A transition and/or buffer shall be provided between medIum intensity 
uses at nodes and the surroundIng Subdistrict. In undeveloped areas, 
this transition may also Include a 300 foot deep strip of RD, RM-T 
and/or RM-O zoning In the Subdistrict Immediately adjacent to the 
Node. 

2. Access to nodes wIll be limIted to only right turn access wIthin 550 
feet of primary or parkway arterial Intersections. 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

The following land uses, as defined herein, are classified as Special 
DistrIcts: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Central Business DlsiTlct: The Centra! BusIness District (CSO> Is 
the area bounded by the Inner d I spersa I loop of Tu I sa's expressway 
system. 

Industrial Districts: These areas are delIneated and described In 
the INCOG Regional IndustrIal Land Use Plan (1984). 

Airports: Major Interstate and Intrastate transportation modes, as 
delineated In the adopted Airport Plan. 

Hospitals/Universities: Existing hospitals and universities. 

ReQional ShoppIng Centers: Existing retail shopping facti ltles 
containing one mill fon square feet or more of leasable floor area. 

He Ighborhood Dave I opment PI an (N)P): Spec I f I c areas de II neated as 
NDP areas by the Tulsa Development AuthorIty (TDA), and approved by 
the Tulsa City Commission. 
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The criteria, permitted IntensIties and development conditions for Special 
Districts are: 

CRITERIA: 

Characteristics of land uses which are unique and Influence 
surround I ng uses because they attract, generate or requ Ire one or 
more of the following: 

1 • Intense traff f c 

2. Variety of specialized activities, I.e. emergency vehicles, 
entertainment events, etc. 

3. Related or dependent uses 

4. SpecIalized locatfonal or operational characteristics 

5. Special transportation requirements 

6. Special planning needs, i.e. relocation, rehab I I Itatlon or 
redevelopment on a large scale. 

Special Districts may also repel a wide range of less Intense urban 
land uses. 

INTENSITIES: 

Any zon tng cl ass If icatlon cou I d be found in accordance w fth the 
specIal district desIgnations, provIded the uses permitted by the 
zon I ng c I ass f f I cat Ion were cons f stent with the I and use and other 
existing physIcal facts In the area, and supported by the pol fcles of 
the District Comprehensive Plan. 

DEVELOPMENT CONDiTiONS: 

1 • At rports sha I I meet the deve I opment cond f t f ons as set forth I n the 
adopted Airport Plan, augmented by the detat led plans for Planning 
Districts 5 and 16 and any subsequent plans prepared by the Airport 
AuthorIty and adopted by the TMAPC. 

2. Industrial distrIcts shall meet the development conditions as set 
forth In the adopted INOOG RegIonal Industrial Land Use Plan (1984). 

3. Regional shopping centers require one mIll Ion square feet or more of 
leasable floor area. 

4. NDP areas must be set forth as required by law and planned In detatl 
by the lOA, or other entity, as designated. 

- 15 -



SPECiAl CONSIDERATION AREAS 

A description of low and medium Intensity special consideratIon areas are as 
follows: 

Low Intensity Special Consideration Area 

CR ITERIA: 

1. land must be designated a low Intensity specIal consideration 
area by the District Comprehensive Plan Map and Text. 

2. land must be adjacent to an arterial street. 

3. Established I inear zoning patterns of Ol, RM-1 or higher 
Intensity extending 600 feet or more beyond the node. 

4. Unique natural features, I.e. steep slopes, scenic views, sump 
areas, floodplaIn, 50115, rock outcrop, etc. 

INTENSITY: 

1. Restricted to RE, RS, RD, RM-T, RM-O, RM-l and Ol zonIng 
cl assft Icatlons. 

2. RezonIng of frontage properties shal I not exceed a maximum depth 
of 330 feet, measured from the centerline of the arterial 
street. 

DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS: 

1. RezonIng to Intensltres exceeding the cust~~ary subdistrIct 
I ntens I ties sha I 1 be accompan I ed by a PUD I n order to assure 
appropriate development Intensities and compatible land use 
relationships, uniess the District Comprehensive Pian reflects 
that existing circumstances have removed the necessity of 
requirIng PUD's. 

2. Other conditions as enumerated by the District ComprehensIve 
Plan. 

Mad I um I ntens tty Spec t a I Cons I derat i on Area 

CRITERIA: 

1. land must be designated a medium intensity special consideration 
area by the District ComprehensIve Plan Map and Text. 

2. land must be adjacent to an arterial street. 

3. Must possess one or both of the following established zoning and 
development patterns: 

_ 11\ _ 



a. Lrnear patterns of commercfal or Industrial zoning which 
extend 1,400 feet or more from the center II ne of each 
arterIal intersection node, resulting In less than 1/2 mile 
of arterial street frontage not already zoned commercial or 
Industrial; or 

b. The entire area must be within one mile or less of a 
designated corridor and/or commercial/IndustrIal special 
district which has been designated within the District 
Comprehensive Plan provided, however, that the area Is not 
already zoned and developed as a low Intensity residential 
subdistrict. 

INTENSITY: 

1. Permits RE, RS, RD, all RM zoning classifications EXCEPT RM-3; 
all "0" zoning classificatIons EXCEPT OHi and permits CS zoning. 

2. Rezoning of frontage properties shal I not exceed a maximum depth 
of 330 feet, measured from the centerline of the arterial 
street. 

3. CG zoning may be granted, but only in areas where CH and/or IL 
zoning Is already establ ished. 

DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS: 

1. Rezoning to Intensities exceeding the customary subdistrict 
intensities shall be accompanied by a PUD in order to assure 
appropriate development Intensities and compatible land use 
relationships, unless the District ComprehensIve Plan reflects 
that existing circumstances have removed the necessity of 
requIring PUD's. 

2. Other· cond I t Ions as enumerated by the 0 I str I ct Comprehens I va 
Plan. 

- 11 -





7. IDw Intensity Special Consideration Area: 

South lewis Avenue between E. 52nd and 57th Streets. (District lS/CZM 47) 

S. Low Intensity Special Consideration Area: 

East 51st Street (south side) between S. IDuisville and Toledo Avenues 

(District lS/CZM 47) 

Criteria and Requirements: 

(1) Planned Unit Developrrents are encouraged in order to minimi ze the 

impact of proposed uses on adjacent low intensity residential uses. 

Building setbacks, transitional uses, and other means of separation 

should be used to increase compatibility of uses with adjacent and 

abutting low intensity residential areas. 

(2) Encourage t..~e asserrbly of small lots resulting in a rrore orderly 

develop:rent pattern and improved points of ingress and egress 

throughout this Area. 

( 3 ) Encourage shared access dd ves. 

(4) Parking areas within the development shall be screened fram abutting 

residential properties by screening fences. 



(5) Variances to lot width requirem:mts of the Zoning Code should be 

discouraged to avoid a fragmented and incremental approach to 

developrent. 

(6) Development Sensitive Areas should be given special attention in the 

development process. 

Draft 6-24-87 .,4. IlJt.7 INTENSITY SPOCIAL CONSIDERATION AREA ' ( 2) 
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10. Low Intensity Special Consideration Area: 

East 7lst Street (north side) between canton and Norwood. 

(District l8/CZM 53) 

NOTE: A PORTION OF THE REX:nMMENDED AREA' 'ro BE INCUJDED WILL BE REMJVED FRCM 

SPOCIAL DISTRIC'r 2 (IE., THAT AREA IMMEDIATELY ABU'lTING THE EAST SIDE 

OF CANTON). 

11. Low Intensity Special Consideration Area: 

South Sheridan Road (west side) between E. 62nd and 70th Streets • 
• 

(District l8/CZM 53) 

Criteria and Requirements: 

(1) Planned Unit Developrents will be required to reduce the impact of 

the underlying zoning in terms of intensity of develo);l'l'eIlt and to 

properly regulate the location of high traffic generators. Proposed 

POD's shall include design considerations which address factors 

related to land use, including, but not limited to the following: 

Ca) Compatibility with proximate existing and planned uses. 

(b) Strip develo);l'l'eIlt should be avoided by assembling small parcels, 

to result in a m:::>re orderly development pattern and improverl 

points of ingress and egress throughout this Area. 



(c) Through traffic into adjacent low intensity residential 

subdistricts shall be discouraged by designing collector streets 

which would not function as direct avenues of neighborhood 

cut-through. 

(d) Parking areas within the developnent should be screened fran 

abutting residential properties and arterial streets by fences, 

peripheral benns and landscaping. Setbacks, transitional uses, 

and other separations shall be used to increase compatibility of 

uses with adjacent and abutting low intensity residential areas. 

(e) Variances to lot width requirements of the Zoning Code should be 

discouraged to avoid a fragm:mted and incremental approach to 

develO{:XTent. 

(f) Sign controls shalf. be established to assure a uniform character 

throughoot this Area'to guard against visual clutter and provide 

increased safety to the traveling public within public and 

private thoroughfares. 

(g) DevelO{:XTent Sensitive Areas should be given special attention 

and indicated in all develO{:XTent proposals. 

h) The spreading of intensities permitted by the underlying zoning 

will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, to ensure the maxiIrum 

coopatibili ty with existing and planned leSs intense uses. 

Draft: 6-24-87 10. & 11. IJ:JN INTENSITY SP:OCIAL OONSIDERATION AREA (2) 



(2) The integrity of the Major Street and Highway Plan should be 

preserved and traffic carrying capacity of abutting arterials 

protected as follows: 

(a) Restrict the granting of additional curb cut~, median cuts, 

or traffic signals beyond those presently planned. 

(b) Private access points to' the major arterial and collector 

streets should be consolidated, limited and ooordinated by 

the private and pililic sector. Private parking areas which 

require mutual access ways shall be designed to facilitate 

development of the subject tract and adjacent properties. 

Draft: 6-24-87 10.' 11. IJ:JIl INTENSITY SPOCTAL o)NSIDERATION AREA ( 3 ) 
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12. Low Intensity Special COnsideration Area: 

South Mem:lrial Drive between E. 74th and 89th Streets.(District 18/CZM 53) 

Criteria and Requirements: 

(1) Planned Unit Developn:mts will be required to reduce the irrpact of 

the urrlerlying zoning in terms of intensity of development and to 

properly regulate the location of high traffic generators. Proposed 

PUD's shall include design considerations which address factors 

related to land use, including, but not limited to the follOW'ing: 

(a) Compatibility with proximate existing and planned uses. 

(b) Strip development should be avoided by assembling small parcels, 

to result in a rrore orderly development pattern and ircproved 

points of ingress and egress throughout this Area. , 

(c) 'lbrough traffic into adjacent low . intensity residential 

subdistricts shall be discouraged by designing collector streets 

which would not function as direct avenues of neighborhood 

cut-through. 

(d) Parking areas within the development should be screened fran 

abutting residential properties and arterial streets by fences, 

peripheral berms and landscaping. Setbacks, transitional uses, 

and other separations shall be used to increase compatibility of 

uses with adjacent and abutting low intensity residential areas. 



(e) Variances to lot width requirerrents of the Zoning COOe should be 

discouraged to avoid a fragnented and increrrental approach to 

develop:rent. 

(f) Sign oontrols shall be established to assure a uniform character 

throughout this Area to guard against visual clutter and provide 

increased safety to the traveling public wi thin public aM 

private thoroughfares. 

(g) DevelOJjXleIlt Sensitive Areas should be given special attention 

and indicated in all develop,nsmt proposa.ls. 

h) 'Ibe spreading of intensities permitted by the urXIerlying zoning 

will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, to ensure the naxirwm 

carpatibili ty with existing and planned less intense uses. 

(2) '!he integrity of the M3jor Street and Highway Plan should be 

preserved and traffic carrying capacity of abutting arterials 

protected as follows: 

Draft 6-24-07 

(a) Restrict the granting of additional curb cuts, median cuts, . 
or traffic signals beyond those presently planned. 

(b) Private access points to the major arterial and oollector 

streets should be oonsolidated, limited and ooordinate:l by 

the private and public sector. Private parking areas which 

require mtual access ways shall be designed to facilitate 

development of the subject tract and adjacent properties .. 

(2) 



ICLOSED) 

RM·I 
PUD \96 

(J N{< g. - r 
,. @) 

I .. ' 

RM·\ 
.......... n 





1. Medium Intensity Special Consideration Area: 

South Peoria between E. 52nd and 58th Streets.(District 18/ CZM 46 and 41) 

Criteria and Requirements: 

(1) Planned Unit Devel~ts (PUD's) will be required to develop at 

Jredium intensity to reduce the inpact of the underlying zoning in 

terms of intensity of devel~t and to properly regulate the 

location of high traffic generators. Proposed medium intensity PUD's 

shall include design considerations which address factors related to 

land use, including, but not limited to the following: 

(a) Compatibility with proximate existing and planned uses. 

(b) Encourage the asserrbly of small parcels for the purposes of a 

l10re orderly develot;m:mt pattern and irrproved points of ingress 

and egress throughout this Area. 

(c) The Jredium intensity use designation within this Area excludes 

any industrial uses. 

(d) Parking areas within the devel~t should be screened from 

abutting residential properties and arterial streets by fences, 

peripheral berms and landscaping. Setbacks, transitional uses, 

and other separations shall be used to increase carpatibili ty of 

uses with adjacent and abutting low intensity residential areas. 



(e) Variances of minimum lot width requirements of the Zoning Code 

should be discouraged to avoid a fragnented and incre.mental 

approach to devel~t. 

(f) Sign controls shall be established to assure a unifonn character 

throughout this Area to guard against visual clutter and provide 

increased safety to the traveling p.ililic wi thin public and 

private thoroughfares. 

(g) The spreading of intensities ~tted by the underlying zoning 

will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, to insure maximum 

compatibility with existing and planned less intense uses. 

(2) The integrity of the Major Street and Highway Plan should be 

preserved and traffic carrying capacity of abutting arterials 

protected by limiting the nurrber of curb cuts, encouraging nutual 

access easements, or shared points of ingress and egress where 

possible. 

(2) 







9. Medium Intensity Special Consideration Area: 

E. 7lst Street between Rockford and Yorktown Avenues. (District l8/CZM 52) 

Cd teria and Requirements: 

(1) Planned Unit Developrrents (POD's) will be required to develop at 

nedium intensity to reduce the irrpact of the underlying zoning in 

tenns of intensity of developrrent and to properly regulate the 

location of high traffic generators. Proposed nedium intensity POD's 

shall include design considerations which address factors related to 

land use, including, but not limited to the following: 

(a) Compatibility with proximate existing and planned uses. 

(b) Strip cc:mrercial developrent should be avoided by assembling 

small parcels, resulting in a more orderly development pattern 

and inproved points of ingress and egress throughout this Area. 

(c) Through traffic into adjacent low intensity residential 

subdistricts shall be discouraged by designing collector streets 

which would not function as direct avenues of neighborhoo::1 

cut-through. 

(d) The nedium intensity use designation within this Area excludes 

any industrial uses. 



(e) Parking areas within the develor:m:mt should be screened fran 

abutting residential properties and arterial streets by fences, 

peripheral berms, and landscaping. Setbacks, transitional uses, 

and other separations shall be used to increase coopatibility of 

uses with adjacent and abutting low intensity residential areas. 

<f> Variances of minimum lot width requirements of the Zoning Code 

should be discouraged to avoid "a fragnented and incremental 

approach to develq;:m;mt. 

(g) Sign controls shall be established to assure a uniform character 

throughout this Area to guard against visual clutter and provide 

increased safety to the traveling pililic wi thin pililic and 

private thoroughfares. 

(h) Development Sensitive Areas will be given special attention and 

will be highlighted in all development proposals. 

(i) . The spreading of intensities permdtted by the underlying zoning 

will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, to insure maximum 

compatibility with existing and planned less intense uses. 

(2) The integrity of the Major Street and Highway Plan should be 

preserved and traffic carrying capacity of abutting arterials 

protected as follows: 

Draft: 6-24-87 9. MEDIUM INTENSITY SPOCIAL CDNSIDERATION ARFA (2) 



(a) An integrate3 approach to developnent utilizing a system of 

frontage roads or internal collector roads and. nutual 

access easenents should be developed. If the project.Erl 

traffic cannot be handle:1 by service roads or internal 

collector roads, any additional costs· for street 

improvements any additional water and sewer facilities that 

might be nee3e3 to rceet developrrent requirements over and 

above lC'JW intensity (sub:Hstrict) developyent nee3s should 

be share3 by the developer. 'Iberefore, a developrrent 

inpact fee should be establishe3 for 71st Street between 

Rockford and YorktC'JWn Avenues, except for the nodes, if the 

land is developed for retail usage. 'Ibis fee could be 

assesse3 at the time a building permit is sought. 

(b) Restrict the granting of additional curb cuts, median cuts, 

or traffic signals beyond those presently planne3. 

(c) Private access points to the major arterial and collector 

streets should be consolidate3, limite3 and c::oordinate3 by 

the private and public sector. Private parking areas Which 

require nutual access ways shall be designe3 to facilitate 

developrrent of the subject tract and adjacent properties. 

Draft: 6-24-87 9. MEDIUM INrENSITY SPECIAL OONSIDERATION ARPA (3) 
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10. Medium Intensity Special Consideration Area: 

E. 7lst Street between S. 87th and 93rd E. Avenues. (District 18/ CZM 53) 

'Criteria and Requirements: 

(1) Planned Unit Developnents (POD's) will be required to develop at 

rre:Uum intensity to reduce the irrpact of the umerlying zoning in 

terms of intensity of development and to properly regulate the 

location of high traffic generators. Proposed medium intensity POD's 

shall include design considerations which address factors related to 

land use, including, but not limited to the follCMing: 

Ca) Compatibility with proximate existing and planned uses. 

(b) Strip camercial developrrent should be avoided by assembling 

small parcels, resulting in a more orderly development pattern 

ar.d irrproved :p::>ints of ingress and egress throughout this Area. 

(c) Through traffic into adjacent lCM intensity residential 

subdistricts shall be discouraged by designing collector 

streets which WOlld not function as direct avenues of 

neighborhood cut-through. 

(d) The medium intensity use designation within this Area excludes 

any industrial uses. 



(e) Parking areas within the developyent should be screened fran 

abutting residential properties and arterial streets by fences, 

peripheral benns and landscaping. Setbacks, transitional uses, 

and other separations shall be used to increase canpatibili ty of 

uses with adjacent and abutting low intensity residential areas. 

<f> Variances of mininum lot width requirenents of the Zoning Ccrle 

should be discouraged to avoid a fragrrented and increnental 

approach to developyent. 

(g) Sign controls shall be established to assure a uniform character 

throughout this Area to guard against visual clutter and provide 

increased safety to the traveling r;:ublic wi thin pililic and 

private thoroughfares. 

(h) Developrent Sensitive Areas should be given special attention 

and indicated in all developrent proposals. 

(i) The spreading of intensities permitted by the underlying zoning 

will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, to insure maximnn 

canpatibility with existing and planned less intense uses. 

(2) The integrity of the Major Street and Highway Plan should be 

preserved and traffic carrying capacity of abutting arterials 

protected as follows: 

Draft: 6-24-87 10. MEDIUM lN1'ENSITY SP:ocIAL CONSIDERATION AREA (2) 



(a) An integrated approach to development utilizing a system 

of frontage roads or internal collector roads and mutual 

access easezrents should be developed. If the projected 

traffic cannot be handled by service roads or internal 

collector roads, any addi tional costs for street 

improvezrents such as widening 7lst Street to 8 lanes and 

any additional water and sewer facilities that might be 

needed to meet development requirezrents over and above low 

intensity (subdistrict) developrent needs should be shared 

by the developer. Therefore, a development irrpact fee 

should be established for 7lst Street between Me!Torial 

Drive and the Mingo Valley Expressway, except for the 

nodes, if the land is developed for retail usage. This 

fee could be assessed at the tine a building penni t is 

sought. 

(b) Restrict the granting of additional C"..rrb cuts, nedian 

cuts, or traffic signals beyond those presently planned. 

(c) Private access points to the major arterial and collector 

streets should be consolidated, lind ted and coordinated by 

the private and public sector. Private parking areas which 

require rutual access ways shall be designed to facilitate 

development of the subject tract and adjacent properties. 



Recamended text arrendment: 

Anend the Special District boundaries of WOOdland Hills Mall to exclude the 

east portion zoned P Parking and let the Special Consideration Area apply to 

the South 330 feet. 'Ihe attached map deronstrates this concept •. 

In the alternative, the Special District 3 - WOOdland Hills Mall boondary 

CX>Uld rerra.in unchanged and verhage added to the text as follows: 

3.3.10. Planned Unit Deve10prents will be required for additional m=dium 

intensity retail develot;nent within Special District 3 where the 

District abuts Fast 7lst Street and the Medium Intensity Special 

Consideration Area to the east and south of Fast 7lst Street. '!be 

POD requirerrents should be generally the sane for these areas in 

Special District 3 as they are in the abutting and adjacent Medium 

Intensity Special Consideration Area, and be considered supplenental 

criteria to develor;m:mt policies presently in effect for Special 

District 3. 

Draft: 6-24-87 lO. MEDIUM INrENSI'lY SPE:IAL OONSIDERATION AREA (4) 
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PLAN 

CATEGORIES 

LOW INTENSITY • 
Low-Residential 

Low-Corridor 

MEDIUM INTENSITY • 
Medium-Residential 

Medium-Office 

Medium-Commercial 

Medium-I ndustrial 

Medium-Corridor 

HIGH INTENSITY • 

High-Residential 

High-Office 

High-Commercial 

High Industrial 

High-Corridor 

SPECIAL DISTRICT 

SPECIAL CONSIDERATION AREA 
L ow Intensity 

Medium Intensity 

PUBLIC 

AGRICUL TURAL 

·No Specific Land Use 
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