
TUL SA METROPOLI TAN AREA PlANN I NG COtlfai I SS ION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1689 

Wednesday, March 16, 1988, 1:30 p.m. 
CIty Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MEN3ERS PRESENT 
Carnes 

MEN3ERS ABSENT 
Crawford 
Draughon 
Harris 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 
Counsel 

Connelly, City 
Development 

Coutant, Secretary 
Doherty 

Gardner 
Matthews 
Setters Kempe, Chairman 

Paddock, 2nd Vice- WII moth 
Chairman 

Parmele, 1st Vlce-
Chairman 

Wi I son 
Woodard 
Selph, County Designee 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted in the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, March 15, 1988 at 10:15 a.m., as wei I as In the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

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

MINUTES: 

Approval of Minutes of March 2, 1988, Meeting 11681: 

REPORTS: 

On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon. Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minutes of March 2, 1988, Meeting '1687. 

Report of Receipts & Deposits for the Month Ended February 29, 1988: 

Mr. Paddock asked how the current figures compared with the same 
per lod a year ago. Mr. Gardner adv i sed that the averages for the 
past coup I e years have been I n the $7,000/month range; however, 
$10,000 - $12,000/month was the normal business range. In reply to 
Ms. Wilson, Mr. Gardner explained that BOA fees and revenue was shown 
on this report since the INCOG Staff services both the TMAPC and the 
City and County Boards of Adjustment. He added that this report was 
to advise of the amounts of money received by INCOG and that zoning 
and BOA fees were transmitted to the City or County accordingly. 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, flaye"; no "nays"; Coutant, 
"abstainIng"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Report of Receipts & Deposits for the Month Ended February 29, 1988. 
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REPORTS - Cont'd 

Chairman's Report: 

Chairman Kempe requested former TMAPC Commissioner Gary VanFossen to 
come forward in order to receive a Resolution of Appreciation for his 
service to the TMAPC, as approved by the TMAPC on March 9, 1988: 

RES 0 L UTI 0 N 

WHEREAS, the Tulsa Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (TMAPC) 
wishes to acknowledge members who have made significant contributions 
toward the orderly growth and development of the Tulsa Metropolitan 
Area; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Gary VanFossen has served on the TMAPC from 
October 2, 1984 until January 18, 1988, a total of three years and 
three months; and 

WHEREAS, he served as Secretary to the Commission in 1987, and 
Chairman of the Comprehensive Plan Committee during 1985, 1986 and 
1987; and 

WHEREAS, he has given freely of his time, experience and 
abilities toward the development of a better environment for present 
and future citizens; and 

WHEREAS, such serv 1 ce has been g! ven at cons j derab I e persona I 
sacrifice. 

THEREFORE, the members of the Comm i ss Ion wish to express our 
deepest appreciation for the concern and service which was given by 
our former member, Gary VanFossen. 

Con:mlttee Reports: 

Mr. Carnes, Chairman of the Comprehensive Plan Con:mlttee, advised the 
Comm I ttee had met th I s date to rev i ew Cap ita I I mprovements Program 
(CIP) projects for FY 88-89, and had voted to recommend approval as 
be I ng in conformance with the Comprehens ive P I an. Therefore, he 
moved for approval by the TMAPC. 

In reply to Mr. Paddock, Mr. Pat Connelly of the Department of City 
Development, reviewed the standards and/or criteria for Secondary 
Arterial Alternates providing for five lane widening to accommodate 
left turn lanes, as established by the City Traffic Engineers. Ms. 
Dane Matthews of the INCOG Staff confirmed that Secondary Arterials, 
as shown on the Major Street and Highway Plan Map, were constructed 
at the discretion of the City Traffic Engineers as far as determining 
the appropriateness of four or five lanlng. She added that the INCOG 
Staff concerns would be passed on to the Traffic Engineering 
Department. 
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REPORTS: Committee - Cont'd 

Mr. Paddock a I so stated concern as to the I nc I us Ion of Stormwater 
Management projects where the Master Drainage Plans (MDP) had not yet 
been submitted for adoption. Mr. Carnes commented this concern had 
a(so been raised In the Committee meeting and, accordingly, he 
rev I sed his mot Ion to make the Department of Stormwater Management 
(DSM) projects subject to adoption of the applicable MDP's, which was 
aiso Included In the recommendation of the Comprehensive Plan 
Committee. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-0-1 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Selph, 
"abstaining"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the 
FY 88-89 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) projects as being In 
conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, EXCEPT for the Department of 
Stormwater Management projects which shal I be subject to adoption of 
the applicable Master Drainage Plans as a condition of approval. 

* * * * * * * 

Mr. Paddock advised the Rules & Regulations Committee would be 
meet i ng on Wednesday, March 23rd, to cons i der amendments to the 
Subd I v I s Ion Regu I at Ions perta I n i ng to requ I rements for deve I opment 
of septic tank systems. 

* * * * * * * 

Mr. Parmele advised the Budget & Work Program Committee had scheduled 
a meeting on Tuesday, March 22nd, with Mr. Jerry Lasker at the INCOG 
offices to review the FY 88-89 budget and work program. 

Director's Report: 

Request to call for a Public Hearing April 13,. 1988 to consider 
approval of an amendment to the Comprehensive Master Plan, being the 
DistrIct Plan t.1ap and Text for District 8, pertaining to changes 
resulting from the Arkansas River Corridor Task Force report; and for 
District 11 to change the district boundaries. 

Ms. Matthews rev I ewed the proposed amendments; and conf I rmed for 
Mr. Parmele that District 8 was In agreement with the proposals. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE a 
Pub I I c Hear I ng for Apr II 13, 1988 to cons I der amendments to the 
District 8 ana District 11 Plans, as outi Ined above and as 
recommended by Staff. 
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SUBDIVISIONS: 

PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL: 

Owasso Assemb I y of God (2114) South of the SE/c of East 96th North and 
North 129th East Avenue (AG) 

Southbrook V (784) S & W of the SWlc of East 71st Street & Garnett Rd. (CO) 

On K>TION of PADDOa<.. the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant I Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstent ions"; Crawford, Draughon, Harr I s, "absent") to CONTI NUE 
Consideration of the Preliminary Plats for Owasso Assembly of God and 
Southbrook V unti I Wednesday, Apri I 20 .. 1988 at 1 :30 p.m. in the City 
Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

* * * * * * * 

Amberjack (Z-6010-SP-3)(2994) NW/c of East 51st & S. 129th E. Ave. (CO, CS) 

On 10/11/84 the TAC reviewed a plan titled "Corporate Center" and that 
plan was incorporated Into the Corridor District (CO) approval of zoning. 
Subsequently State Farm Insurance Is purchasing the entire tract, 
Including the platted corner ("Motel Site") for development of a regional 
office complex. In the previous review TAC and Staff was concerned about 
stub streets to the west and north. The street be i ng prov I ded I n the 
present application more nearly aligns with proposals made a number of 
year s ago for an east-west co I I ector system. A I so at that time Cit i es 
Service had not platted their development to the north and a stub street 
was recommended If Cities did not plat to the north I ine of this 
development. Cities did plat and according to the previous TAC review, a 
stub street Is no longer required to the north. 

An amendment to the original site plan review Is In process and is 
scheduled 3/16/88 along with this plat. 

The Staff presented the plat to the TAC with the applicant represented by 
Jack Cox, BII I Montgomery, Brown and Gould. 

There were numerous graphics to be changed or shown on the plat. However, 
In the Interest of "fast-tracking" this project, there was no objection to 
preliminary approval, subject to a ful I TAC review of the draft final plat 
prIor to release. 

Traffic Engineering had numerous Items of discussion and/or requirements, 
which are briefly itemized herein, and being made a part of the conditions 
of approval. Comments were: 
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AmberJack/Z-6010-SP-3 - Cont'd 

a) Medians recommended on 48th Street as 14' with 4' minimum islands, 
and 12' from curb to right-of-way. 

b) Provide 10' minimum clearance from face of curb to the silos. 
c) No I eft turns south of the most souther I y dra I nage ditch on 129th 

East Avenue; right turns only on 51st Street. 
d) Show 30' property line radius at 48th Street and 129th East Avenue 

Intersection; 24' median is OK. 

The Fire Department advised that access should be provided to the building 
site dur I ng construct Ion. There were other deta II s of dra I nage, etc. 
discussed, but the applicant would be having a subsurface coordinating 
meet I ng In wh I ch a I I the necessary requ I rements wou I d be out I I ned In 
deta I I. 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the PRELIMINARY plat of 
Amberjack, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. A I though the southeast corner of Lot 2, Block 1 I snow platted as 
"Mote I Site" It shou I d be set as I de as a separate lot even I f the 
plat Is vacated. It Is zoned CS and does not have any Corridor Zone 
restr I ct ions and shou I d be separated from the rest of the tracts. 
The vacat I ng process sha II comp I y with present I ega I requ i rements, 
through the City and the D!str!ct Court If necessary. 

2. I f the app I I cant des I res, the "Mote I Site" tract can be I eft out of 
this plat since It Is already platted. If It Is left In, condition 
#1 above applies. Also, an additional 8' of right-of-way Is required 
parallel to 129th East Avenue for a right-turn lane In accord with 
the Major Street Plan. 

3. All conditions of Corridor DistrIct Site Plan #Z-6010-SP-3 shall be 
met prior to release of final plat, Including any appl icable 
prov I s Ions I n the covenants or on the face of the p I at. I nc I ude 
approval dates and references to Section 800-850 of the Zoning Code; 
In the covenants. 

4. Format of plat: (Show the fol lowing on the face of plat) 
a) AI I easements and the storm water detent I on area shou I d be 

outl lned by dashed, not solid lines. 
b) Extend p I at boundar i es to the center I I ne of South 129th East 

Avenue except where previously dedicated either by plat or 
separate Instrument. 

c) Identify the entry boulevard as "East 48th Street South". 
d) Show building lines in accordance with the CO District 

provisions: 
Lot 1, Block 1: 60' on the north; 50' on the east; and 100' on 
the south and west 
Lot 2, Block 1: 50' on the north; 150' on the east (129th) 
Lot 3, Block 1: The Motel Site tract; 50' on east and south 
Lot 1, Block 2: 50' on a I I per i meter s except w here easements 
are greater 
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Amberjack/Z-6010-SP-3 - Cont'd 

e) Show a location map; Show total acres and number of lots 
f) Include under title that this Is a resub of Motel Site and a 

subdivision of the SE/4 of Section 29-19-14 
g) Identify adjacent land as "unplatted" or by name of plat of 

record 

5. Show a!! dimensions; bearings; curve data; etc. on perimeter of plat 
and where required In the Interior. 

6. Limits of Access or (LNA) shal I be shown on the plat as approved by 
Traff I c Eng I neer I ng. Show LNA a long Broken Arrow Expressway and 
other locations as recommended. 

7. Show name and address and phone of owner / deve I oper. Show same for 
engineer/surveyor. 

8. Utility easements shal I meet the approval of the utilities. 
Coordinate with Subsurface Committee If underground plant is planned. 
Show additional easements as required. Existing easements should be 
tied to or related to property lines and/or lot I ines. (Easements 
paral lei to the dralnageways may be required.) 

9. Water plans shal I be approved by the Water and Sewer Department prior 
to release of final plat. 

10. Pavement or landscape repair within restricted water I ine, sewer 
line, or ut II lty easements as a resu I t of water or sewer I I ne or 
other utility repairs due to breaks and failures, shal I be borne by 
the owner(s) of the lot(s). See #20(b). 

11. A request for creat I on of a Sewer Improvement D i str 1 ct sha I I be 
submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. 

12. Paving and/or drainage plans shal I be approved by Stormwater 
Management and/or City Engineer, Including storm drainage, detention 
design and Watershed Development Permit application subject to 
criteria approved by City Commission. 

13. A request for a Privately Financed Public Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submitted to the City Engineer. 

14. A topo map shal I be submitted for review by the Technical Advisory 
Committee (Subdivision Regulations). Submit with drainage plans as 
directed. 

15. All curve data, Including corner radii, shall be shown on final plat 
as appl icable. 

16. It Is recommended that the 
during the early stages 
order I ng, purchase, and 
(Advisory, not a condition 

developer coordinate with Traffic Engineer 
of street construction concerning the 
I nsta I I at I on of street marker sl gns. 

for release of plat.) 

17. It is recommended that the applicant and/or his engineer or developer 
coord i nate with the Tu i sa City-County Hea I th Department for so I I d 
waste disposal, particularly during the- construction phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of solid waste is prohibited. 

03.16.88:1689(6) 



AmberJack/Z-6010-SP-3 - Cont'd 

18. All lots, streets, building lines, easements, etc., shall be 
completely dimensioned. 

19. A Corporation Commission letter (or Certlf Icate of Nondevelopment) 
shal I be submitted concerning any 011 and/or gas wei Is before plat Is 
released. A building line shall be shown on plat on any wells not 
officially plugged. 

20. Covenants: 
a) Add dates and Information supplied by staff In paragraph #4, 

page 1. 
b) Omit Section I I (D), renumber paragraph E to D. Add a separate 

number as follows: "3. LANDSCAPING AND PAVEMENT REPAIR: THE 
OWNER SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT OF ANY 
LANDSCAPING AND PAVING LOCATED WITHIN THE UTILITY EASEMENTS IN 
THE EVENT IT I S NECESSARY TO REPA I R ANY UNDERGROUND WATER OR 
SEWER MAINS, ELECTRIC, NATURAL GAS, COMMUNICATIONS OR TELEPHONE 
SERVICE." 

c) Add Information from Staff review for Section I (site plan 
review standards). (This would Include the basic square 
footages al lowed on each block, along with the heights, etc. set 
forth In Staff review.) 

21. A "Letter of Assurance" regard I ng I nsta I I at i on of 1 mprovements sha I ! 
be submitted prior to release of final plat, including documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations. 

22. AI I (other) Subdivision Regulations shal I be met prior to release of 
final plat. 

NOTE: Mr. Wilmoth advised the fol lowing was presented In conjunction with the 
Preliminary Plat for Amberjack, as they both dealt with applications for the 
State Farm Headquarters Office. 

Z-6010-SP-3: West of the ~Wic corner of East 51st & South 129th East Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: Detail/Corridor Site Plan 

The total area of Z-6010, which has CO zoning, Is approximately 128 acres 
and Is located west of the northwest corner of East 51st Street and South 
129th East Avenue. The first phase of deve I opment I s a parce I of 46.1 
acres located a long the west and south boundary on wh Ich the reg I ona I 
corporate headquarters for State Farm I nsurance I s to be bu II t. The 
purpose of Z-6010-SP-3 Is to realign development area boundaries within 
the tract and establ Ish tentative al locations of floor areas, open space, 
and similar design considerations based on first phase construction. The 
maximum floor area ratio (FAR) for Z-6010 has been established at .75 FAR 
with a total of 4,220,964 square feet permitted. Initial approval also 
established that: Initial al locations to Development Areas A-K could be 
changed by the Deta I I Site P I an process (wh I ch does not requ Ire City 
Commission approval); plans Include elevations of proposed buildings; and 
that commercial fioor area (non-hotei/non-offlce) allocations may not be 
transferred to another development area plus be limited to areas south of 
the east/west col lector street which accesses South 129th East Avenue. 
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Amberjack/Z-6010-SP-3 - Cont'd 

The appl lcant for this Detail Site Plan Is processing a Preliminary Plat 
at this time for which notice has been given to al I property owners within 
300' and requests that the TMAPC not requ I re any add it I ona I not I ce for 
this amendment. Staff Is supportive of this request and considers this a 
way In wh I ch the deve I opment can be fast-tracked through the approva I 
processes and Into construction. The site of first phase construction is 
included within an original development area that was intended for 
corporate offices (Area G). 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of Z-6010-SP-3 Minor Amendment and 
Detail/Corridor Site Plan for Phase I construction as fol lows: 

1) That the applicant's Detail/Corridor Site Plan, Text, and Elevations be 
made a condition of approval, unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 
land Area (Total/Z-6010): 127.6808 acres 

SU~y OF CORPORATE OFF ICES 
(Formerly Development Areas A, B, C, G & H) 

land Area (Net): 61.4 acres 

Permitted Uses: As permitted within an OMH Office District 
(excluding Use Unit 8 Multifamily Dwellings) and 
as permitted within an IR industria! Research 
District. 

Floor Area AI location: 

Maximum Coverage of Buildings: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from interior col lector (C/l) 
from S. 129th E. Avenue (C/l) 
from Broken Arrow Expwy (R/W) 
from other development boundaries 

Minimum Internal landscaped 
Open Space: 

2,751,468 sf 

30% of Net Area 

2 stories If within 150' of north 
or east development boundaries 

As required by the applicable Use 
Units 

100' 
100' * 
100' 
50' 

20% of Net Area ** 
* Add one foot of setback for each one foot of bu II d 1 ng he Ight 

exceeding 35 feet. 

** Internal required landscaped open space shal I include perimeter 
landscape area within the development area boundaries, parking 
Islands and plazas, but shall exclude walkways which solely 
provide minimum pedestrian circulation. 
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Amberjack/Z-6010-SP-3 - Cont'd 

Sign Standards: Signs accessory to the office uses are permitted and 
shal I comply with the fol lowing additional restrictions: 

a) Ground Signs: For each bui Idlng ground signs shall be limited 
to two monument signs identifying the office building and not 
exceed I ng 6 feet I n he Ight and not exceed I ng a tota I d I sp lay 
surface area of 120 square feet. 

b) Wall or Canopy Signs: Shall be permitted for each principal 
building not to exceed a display surface area of 0.5 square feet 
per lineal foot of the building wal I to which the sign or signs 
are affixed. Wall or canopy signs shal I not exceed the height 
of the building. 

SUt44ARY OF CO...:RC I At/OFF ICE 
(Formerly Development Areas F, I, J) 

Land Area (Net): 24.7 acres 

Permitted Uses: As permitted within an OMH District and the uses 
Included within Use Unit 12, Entertainment 
Estab I I shments; Use Un It 13, Conven i ence Goods 
and Services; and Use Unit 14, Shopping Goods and 
Services; but excluding Use Unit 8, Multifamily 
Dwellings. * 

Floor Area AI location: 

Maximum Coverage of Buildings: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from S. 129th E. Avenue (C/l) 
from Broken Arrow Expwy (R/W) 
from Interior col lector (C/l) 

Minimum internal Landscaped 
Open Space: 

1,106,859 sf * 
30% of Net Area 

NA 

As required by the appi icabie Use 
Un its 

200' ** 
100' 
100' 

20% of Net Area *** 
* Within each commercial/office development area, non-office use 

shal I not exceed 20% of the total floor area al location and not 
more than 10% of the floor area al location shal I be free 
standing non-office use. 

** Add one foot of setback for each one foot of bu II ding he i ght 
exceeding 35 feet. 

*** Internal required landscaped open space shal I Include perimeter 
landscape area within the development area boundaries, parking 
islands and plazas, but shall exclude walkways which solely 
provide minimum pedestrian circulation. 
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AmberJack/Z-6010-SP-3 - Conttd 

Sign Standards: Signs accessory to the principal uses are permitted 
and shal I comply with the fol lowing additional restrictions: 

a) Ground Signs: For each building ground signs shall be limited 
to two monument signs identifying the building and not exceeding 
6 feet In height and not exceeding a total display surface area 
of 120 square feet. 

b) Wall or Canopy Signs: Shall be limited to one sign for each 
pr I nc i pa I bu II ding and sha II not exceed a d I sp I ay surface area 
of one square foot per I ineal foot of the building wal I to which 
the sign or signs are affixed. 

SUMMARY OF CO~C I Al 
(Formerly Development Area D) 

land Area (Net): 6.3 acres 

Permitted Uses: As permitted within a CS District, but excluding 
Use Unit 8, Multifamily Dwel lings 

Floor Area AI location: 96,050 sf 

Maximum Coverage of Buildings: 30% of Net Area 

Maximum Building Height: 2 stories 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from S. 129th E. Avenue (C/L) 
from Interior col lector (C/l) 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Internal landscaped 
Open Space: 

200' 
50' 

As required by the applicable Use 
Units 

15% of the Net Area * 

* I nterna I requ I red I andscaped open space sha I I I nc I ude per I meter 
landscape area within the development area boundaries, parking 
Islands and plazas, but shall exclude walkways which solely 
provide minimum pedestrian circulation. 

Sign Standards: Signs accessory to the commercial uses shal I comply 
with the fol lowing restrictions: 

a) Ground Signs: 
S. 129th E. Avenue frontage 
Maximum Display Surface Area 
Maximum Height above Grade 
of Abutting Street 

One 
120 sf 

20' 

b) Wall or Canopy Signs: Wall or canopy signs shall not exceed a 
display surface area of 1.5 square feet per each lineal foot of 
building wall to which the sign or signs are affixed. Wal I or 
canopy signs shal I not exceed the height of the building. 
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Amberjack/Z-6010-SP-3 - Cont'd 

land Area (Net): 

SUJlMARY OF HOTEl/COtl£RC I Al 
(Formerly Development Area E) 

10.2 acres 

Permitted Uses: Hotel and the uses permitted within a CS 
District, but excluding Use Unit 8, Multifamily 
Dwellings. 

Floor Area AI location: 

Maximum Coverage of Buildings: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from S. 129th E. Avenue (C/l) 
from Interior col lector (C/l) 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Internal landscaped 
Open Space: 

266,587 sf 

30% of Net Area 

NA 

200' * 
50' 

As required by the appl icable Use 
Units 

15% of the Net Area ** 
* Add one foot of setback for each one foot of bu II ding he Ight 

exceeding 35 feet. 

** Internal required landscaped open space shal I Include perimeter 
landscape area within the development area boundaries; parking 
Islands and plazas, but shall exclude walkways which solely 
provide minimum pedestrian circulation. 

Sign Standards: Signs accessory to uses within the hote!/commercial 
development area shal I comply with the fol lowing restrictions: 

a) Ground Signs: 
S. 129th E. Avenue frontage One 
Maximum display surface area 120 sf 
Maximum Height above Grade 
of Abutting Street 20' 

b) Shopping Area Wall or Canopy Signs: Aggregate display surface 
area limited to 1.5 square feet per each lineal foot of the 
building wal I to which the sign or signs are affixed. Wall or 
canopy signs shal I not exceed the height of the building. 
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Amberjack!Z-601O-SP-3 - Cont'd 

SU~Y OF COf.M>N OPEN SPACE 
(Formerly Development Area K) 

Land Area (Net): 12.7 acres 

Permitted Uses: Open space, landscaping, detention and other 
drainage facilities 

It Is intended that the dralnageway traversing the project shal I be 
Improved to not only meet City of Tulsa drainage criteria, but also 
to ach I eve a project amen Ity through the planned scu I pt i ng of the 
dralnageway, provision of a wet detention area, and selective 
I andscap i ng and I I ght I ng. The I mproved area w III be conveyed to a 
property owners' association for maintenance. In the alternative, 
the amenities provided by the dralnageway may be Included as a 
feature of the various development areas within Z-6010-SP-3 and all 
future phases of development. 

PHASE DEVElOPJ£NT: CORPORATE OFF ICE 

land Area (Net): 46,097 acres 

Permitted Uses: As permItted by right within an OMH District 
(excluding Use Unit 8 Multifamily Dwellings) and 
as permitted within an iR, industrial Research 
District. 

Maximum Building Height: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 

Maximum Building Coverage: 
First floor maximum 
Phase I total/construction 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from C/l of boulevard on north 
from west boundary 
from south boundary (R/W) 
from east boundary 

Minimum Internal landscaped 
Open Space: 

60' 

600,000 sf * 

30% of Net Area Maximum 
300,000 sf proposed ** 
As required by applicable Use 
Units H 

100' 
100' 
100' 
50' 

20% of Net Area *** 
* 2,151,468 sf of corporate office floor area remaining to be 

allocated. 

** A parking ratio of one space per each 300 sf of gross floor area 
is required for general office uses. 600,000 sf of general 
office space requires a minimum total of 2,000 parking spaces. 

*** Internal required landscaped open space shal I Include perimeter 
landscape area within the development area boundaries, parking 
Islands and plazas, but shal! exclude walkways which solely 
provide minimum pedestrian circulation. 
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AmberJack/Z-6010-SP-3 - Cont'd 

Sign Standards: Signs accessory to the office uses are permitted and 
shal I comply with the fol lowing additional restrictions: 

a) Ground Signs: For each building ground signs shall be limited 
to two monument signs I dent i fy I ng the off Ice bu II ding and not 
exceed i ng 6 feet I n he Ight and not exceed I ng a tota I d I sp lay 
surface area of 120 square feet. 

b) Wa II or Canopy Signs: Wa II or canopy signs sha II be perm Itted 
for each principal building not to exceed a display surface area 
of 0.5 square feet per lineal foot of the building wal I to which 
the sign or signs are affixed. Wal I or canopy signs shal I not 
exceed the height of the building. 

3) Entry and Expressway SIgnage: In addition to other slgnage, a 
monument sign Identifying the project not exceeding 6 feet In height 
nor exceed I ng a d I sp I ay surface area of 120 square feet may be 
located at each of the principal entrances to the project. 

In addition to the accessory slgnage permitted within the various 
development areas, and the entry signage above provided for, a sign 
Identifying the development may be located along the expressway 
frontage, not exceeding 40 feet in height and a display surface area 
of 240 square feet. 

4) Floor Area Allocation: The maximum aggregate floor area within the 
project shall not exceed a floor area ratio of .75 (4,220,964 sf). 
An al location of floor area has been made by major use categories per 
Z-6010-SP-3. It Is Intended that this initial allocation may be 
changed upon Detailed Site Plan approval by the TMAPC not to exceed 
the aggregate max I mum above set forth, prov I ded however, that the 
commercial floor area (non-hotel/non-offlce) allocations may not be 
transferred to another development area and shall be limited to 
Deve I opment Areas south of the co I I ector street entrance at South 
129th East Avenue (formerly Areas D, E, F, I and J). 

5) That a Detail Site Plan for each Development Area be approved by the 
TMAPC prior to the Issuance of a Building Permit, including 
elevations of all exterior wal Is showing the architectural treatment 
to be used. 

6) That a Deta II Landscape P I an sha II be subm itted to the TMAPC for 
review and approval and Installed prior to Issuance of an Occupancy 
Permit. The landscaping materials required under the approved Plan 
shal I be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continued condition 
of the granting of an Occupancy Permit. 

7) 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 filed 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. 
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Amberjack/Z-6010-SP-3 - Cont'd 

8) That all parking lot lighting shall be directed downward and away 
from adjacent residential areas. 

9) AI I signs shal I be subject to Detail Sign Plan review and approval by 
the TMAPC prior to Installation and In accordance with Section 
1130.2(b) of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. 

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

11 ) Genera I conceptua I and I and use re I at i onsh I ps estab I i shed by the 
Initial approval of Z-6010-SP shal I continue to serve as guidance for 
delineation of future developments beyond Phase I. 

Comments & Discussion: 

The applicant, represented 
were In agreement with 
Pre I 1m i nary P I at, as we I I 
Detail/Corridor Site Plan. 

by Jack Cox and Bil I Montgomery, responded they 
the I isted conditions of the TAC for the 

as Staff's recommended conditions for the 

Mr. Frank commented that Staff found this presentation a much more forward 
thinking arrangement of the street system, as other properties would also 
be served by th is co I I ector system. Mr. Parme Ie comp I I mented Staff for 
their assistance and cooperation to the applicant In "fast-tracking" this 
through the system. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On M>TION of CARNES" the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Preliminary Plat for Amberjack" and the companion Detail/Corridor Site 
Plan for Z-6010-SP-3" subject to the conditions as recommended by the TAC 
and Staff. 

REQUEST FOR WAIVER (Section 260): 

CZ-161 (Unplatted)(3214) North of E. 69th St. N. & Mingo Val ley Expwy ( IU 

This Is a request to waive plat on a tract of approximately 2.5 acres at 
the above location. The applicant is expanding the existing use to the 
south which was In place prior to zoning (Z-4737, 1/24/75). This area Is 
part of a special study approved by TMAPC on 12/4/74 to allow industrial 
uses a long the expressway in th I s I ocat Ion. Other zon I ng and Board of 
Adjustment cases have been processed since the special study. Only one 
plat was ever processed In this area, at the northeast corner of East 66th 
Street North and the Expressway. That p I at was never comp I eted and 
expired. Owners of the property to the south of this application are also 
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CZ-161 (Unplatted) Cont'd 

the applicant In this request. Board of Adjustment approval was granted 
on a setback variance 9/25/81 and a building permit Issued. (Property was 
"subject to platting" at that time; Case #115.) No plat waiver 
application has ever been processed on this property even though permIts 
have been issued. 

Since th is tract on I y I nvo i yes about 2.5 acres, the rights-of-way area 
a I ready ded I cated, the app I I cant may be ab I e to meet the prov I s Ions of 
Section 260 If the fol lowing conditions are met: 

a) Grad I ng and dra I nage approva I by the County Eng I neer through the 
permit process. (Check minimum floor elevation If required In the 
permit process.) 

b) Health Department approval of septic system If requlred.* 
c) Grant utility easements If required by utilities. (Provide 17.5' 

utility easement along service road It not already filed of record.> 
(The applicant should be made aware of screen fencing requirements through 
the building permit process.) 

* No water or sewage proposed for the additional warehouse buildings so 
no septic system will be needed. Existing building has sanitary 
facilities. 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the waiver of plat 
subject to the conditions outlined by Staff and TAC. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock I nqu I red as to the number of perm Its I ssued by the County 
without either a plat or plat waiver approval. Mr. Wilmoth stated he did 
not have a total number, but guessed this has occurred three or four times 
In various parts of the County. He added that the County was now catching 
more of these tracts that were subject to platting, but recommended the 
County Building Inspector use the record search process as establ lshed for 
the City. In reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Wilmoth advised that the inspection 
of the screening In an IL zoned area was a function of the Building 
Inspector and that the screening fence usually had to be In place before 
the Occupancy Permit was granted. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On M:>TION of PARtELE, the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the Waiver 
Request for CZ-161 (Unplatted), subject to the conditions as recommended 
by the TAC and Staff. 
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Z-6182 Tracy (Stokely) Cont'd 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Dav I d Tracy, represent I ng Stoke I y Outdoor Advert I sing, stated the 
applicant was attempting to preserve the status quo at this location that 
has been In existence for approximately four years. He commented the sign 
compiled with the City Code as It existed In April of 1984, and the 
rezon ! ng app! I cat i on was to sat I sfy the requ I rements of the Ok I ahoma 
Department of Transportation In regard to the Outdoor Advertising Highway 
Control Act of 1972. In response to Mr. Parmele, Mr. Tracy reiterated 
that the sign was In compl lance with the Zoning Code regulations of 1984, 
and they were here today to meet State requirements. 

NOTE: Staff advised that they had been given information from the 
Inspections Department that this sign gained a permit through a different 
address than where the sign was actually constructed. Discussion 
followed, with the applicant stating they had not been approached in 
regard to legal ity of their city permit. 

Mr. Tracy po I nted out that the i r rezon I ng to I L wou I d not block any 
planned construction access. He further added that there were currently 
several signs in the city located within railroad right-of-way where there 
was also Department of Transportation right-of-way on either side. 
tv1r. B iii Stokei y (1011 i East 45th Pi ace) submitted and rev iewed 
photographs Indicating such locations. He added that this was the first 
he has heard about the sign being II legal, as the sign had been In place 
for four years. In reply to Ms. Kempe, Mr. Stokely confirmed the signs 
In the pictures were zoned either commercial or Industrial, with the 
except i on on a b I I I board adj acent to the ra II road and the Broken Arrow 
Expressway (behind Tulsa Screw Products) which was possibly zoned 
resldentla! • 

Mr. Paddock asked If the State has singled out the subject billboard to 
raise questions, but has not questioned the appl icant's other btl I boards. 
Mr. Stoke I y stated he fe I t 'th is to be correct, and contended that the 
State's concern was not with the right-of-way, but with proper zoning. 

Mr. Tracy stressed that the photos were presented only to indicate that 
there were currently several other signs In various part of Tulsa 
involving highway right-of-way, and this case would not be setting a 
precedent. 

Additional Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Parme I e commented that the Comm I ss Ion shou I d conf I ne themse I ves to 
the Issue of appropriateness of the IL zoning, and not the sign. He 
po I nted out that, had the City acqu I red the ra II road right-of-way, It 
would obviously also be expressway right-of-way; however, this was not the 
case. Mr. Parmele further stated that the surrounding zoning was IL and 
It was Improbab I e and lmpract I ca I that anyone wou I d present a p I at for 
this 50' strip of land. Additionally; strictly from a land use 
standpoint, he did not feel the IL zoning was Inappropriate. Therefore, 
Mr. Parmele moved for approval of IL zoning. 
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Z-6182 Tracy (Stokely> Cont'd 

Commissioner Selph agreed with Mr. Parmele that the questions about the 
sign were irrelevant, and the IL zoning was totally appropriate at this 
i ocat i on. Mr. Doherty a I so agreed that the sign was not an issue; 
however, he did feel the Issue was whether the Industrial use on 
expressway right-of-way was appropriate, and agreeing with Staff, he could 
not support the requested IL zoning. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On M>TlON of PAR~LE, the TMAPC voted 4-.5-0 (Carnes, Parmel e, Sel ph, 
Woodard, "aye"; Coutant, Doherty, Kempe, Paddock, Wilson, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6182 
Tracy for IL zoning, as requested by the applicant. 

That motion fall ing, Mr. Doherty moved for denial of the request. 
Mr. Paddock commented that he would have preferred the opportunity to sort 
out the facts in this case; however, as the location of the sign was the 
State's concern and not an Issue with the Comm iss Ion, he fe I t they 
could proceed with voting. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On K>TlON of DOHERTY, the TMAPC voted .5-4-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Kempe, 
Paddock, Wilson, "aye"; Carnes, Parmele, Selph, Woodard, "nay"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to DENY Z-6182 Tracy 
for IL zoniag, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Z-6180 Jones SE/c of the proposed Riverside Pkwy & East 91st St. (OL to CS) 

Z-6178 & PUD 306-8 Jones (Grupe Development) NE/c & SE/c of East 95th Street 
and South Delaware (RS-3 to CS) 

Z-6185 Norman (Elson 011 Co.> NW/c of South Delaware & East 95th Street 
(jenks Bridge) AG to CS 

On M>TION of PAR~LE, the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Kempe, Parmele, Paddock, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to CONTlrtJE 
Consideration of the Above Listed Zoning/PUD Applications until Wednesday, 
April 20, 1988 at 1:30 p.m. In the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa 
Civic Center. 
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OruER BUSINESS: 

PUD 142-5: 3809 East 66th Street South 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment & L-17009 to Modify Lot Line 

PUD 142 Is a residential development located on the north and south sides 
of East 66th Street South at South New Haven Avenue. The PUD contains 
129 lots and considerable open space. The applicant is requesting to 
modify a rear lot I ine, by decreasing abutting open space 204 square feet 
(4' x 51'), and attaching It to the subject tract to accommodate an 
existing 3.7' addition encroachment. The TMAPC approved a similar 
modification, PUD 142-A, on January 25, 1984 for a 3.4' encroachment. 
Notice of the application has been given to abutting property owners. For 
the record, the applicant has provided a consent letter from the 
homeowners association evidencing written support by more than 65% of the 
present property owners. 

The subject tract I s located at 3809 East 66th Street South and Is 
described as Lot 5, Block 7 of the Point South Addition. Review of the 
applicant's plan also indicates encroachment into a 20' utility easement. 
Staff can support the requested amendment based on the open space 
reduction being a minor percent of the overal I per the fol lowing 
conditions: 

1. The applicant obtain for the file a release from the homeowners 
association for title to the open space and receive approval from the 
TMAPC for the necessary Lot Spl it and filing of a tie-contract. 

2. The applicant properly vacate the easement encroached upon or enter 
I nto agreements with the ut i I I ty compan I es w hi ch wou I d a I low the 
encroachment to remain. 

3. Per applicant's submitted plans. 

Comments & Discussion: 

In reply to Chairman Kempe, the applicant stated agreement to the listed 
conditions of Staff's recommendation. 

TMAPC ACTiON: 9 members present 

On K>TION of PADDOa<, the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty I 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor 
Amendment to PUD 142-5 and L-17009 to Modify the Lot Line, as recommended 
by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

PUD 325-1: 5335 South Harvard 

Staff Recommendat!on: Minor Amendment and Detatl Sign Plan 

The subject tract Is located at 5335 South Harvard and Is the site of the 
Elks Lodge 946. PUD 325 has underlying zoning of RM-2 and has been 
approved for clubhouses and multifamily uses, plus private lodge 
facilities. Sign standards for the lodge permit one Identification sign 
on Harvard not to exceed 32 square feet of d I sp I ay surface area and a 
maximum of 15 feet tal I. 

The appl icant Is requesting approval of a sign with a display surface area 
of 40 square feet that Is 15 feet tal I which would be located north of the 
Harvard entrance to the lodge. The location of the sign (less than 150 
feet from a residential area) would require approval of a variance from 
the Board of Adjustment (BOA). 

Cons I der I ng the character of deve I opment with In th I s genera I area and 
retail uses with similar signs In place across Harvard, Staff considers 
the request for Increased d I sp I ay surface area m I nor recogn I zing the 
proposed location would require a variance from the BOA. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of PUD 325-1 subject to the submitted 
plans and subject to APPROVAL of a variance as to sign location from the 
BOA unless the location Is revised to meet the PUD Chapter of the Zoning 
Code. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On K>TION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parme Ie, Se I ph, W I I son, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor 
Amendment and Detail Sign Plan for PUD 325-1: as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 385-4: NW/c of East 71st Street and South Utica Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment and Detail Sign Plan 

PUD 385 Is approximately 1.7 acres In size and Is located on the northwest 
corner of East 71st Street and South Utica Avenue with underlying zoning 
of CS and OLe It is abutted to the north by a developing office park, to 
the west by the Joe Creek Channel, to the south, across East 71st Street, 
by an apartment complex and to the east across Utica by an office park. 
The applicant Is requesting approval of a Minor Amendment and Detail Sign 
Plan to change the center Identification sign to include tenant 
Information and to Increase the height of the sign from 11'-0" to 15'-3". 
The TMAPC approved minor amendments (PUD 385-2 & PUD 385-3) for Increased 
slgnage and established overal I sign design criteria for PUD 385. 
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PUD 385-4 Minor Amendment - Cont'd 

As noted In previous mInor amendments, "When PUD 385 was approved, uniform 
cons I derat I on was gIven to the tenants by a I low I ng 12" vert I ca I bands 
with sewn or s II kscreened I etters on awn I ngs for tenant s I gnage [as 
submitted by the applicant]." Staff would also note, that this Is not a 
reta II area and the structure and abutt i ng structures are of f I ce In 
nature. 

PUD 385 was approved and Intended to be an In-fll I development (the last 
vacant parcel In this Immediate area) surrounded by quality off Ice and 
multifamily developments. RIgorous sign controls have been placed upon 
PUD 385 as previously offered by the owner as a condition of TMAPC 
approval. The pylon/ground sign should be reserved for a center 
Identification sign and Include limited signage for major tenants only 
not hav I ng exposure on East 71 st Street; a large sign with a tenant 
reader board wou I d not be appropr I ate at th I s I ocat I on based on the 
character of adjacent developments and slgnage. 

PUD 385 permits the tenant which has frontage on East 71st Street to have 
a 3' tall wall sign; therefore, no tenant advertising for thIs space 
shou I d be perm I tted on the center I dent I f I cat Ion sign. Further I tenant 
Information on the ground sign should be lImited to a maximum area not to 
exceed that proposed per PUD 385-4, approx I mate I y 47 square feet. The 
total area of the sign Is approxImately 110 square feet. 

Plans submitted for the sign Indicate that the exterior facade of the sign 
wil I be textured to match the building. Sign face lettering and materials 
wll I be designed to match or be compatible with similar materials used on 
the buIlding awnings, etc. according to the submitted plans. The sign 
location would be unchanged. Staff is conditionally supportive of the 
Minor Amendment and Detail Sign Pian, and recommends APPROVAL as fol lows: 

1. Subject to the submitted plans and Information demonstrating design 
compatlbl I tty and coordination of sign materials with the existing 
building. 

2. Tenant Information on the center Identification sign permit only 
identification of businesses In the center not having a wal I sign on 
East 71st Street and that the maximum display surface area for tenant 
advertising be 47 square feet per the submitted Detail Sign Plan. 

3. The sign shal I be Internally lighted by constant light and no 
flashing or Intermittently lighted signs are permitted. Neon tubing 
around the sIgn perimeter Is permitted according to the submitted 
Detail Sign Plan. 

4. AI I other sign standards for PUD 385, as previously approved by the 
TMAPC, shall remain in full force and effect unless speclf Ically 
revised herein. 
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PUD 385-4 Minor Amendment - Cont'd 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Parmele confirmed the appl icant was In agreement to Staff's 
recommendation and, therefore, moved for approval. Ms. Wilson Inquired if 
there was a possibility that other "major" tenants might want additional 
s I gnage 'n the future, and how best to def I ne "major" tenant. Mr. Frank 
stated that a basis of Staff's support was that this envelope of slgnage 
should be the maxImum, and the appl icant could place whatever tenant name 
within the proposed display surface area so long as It was done with good 
design and materials consIstent wlht the building. Ms. Kempe confirmed 
that, essentially, al I tenants would have to use thIs signage, should the 
need arise. 

TMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On M>TION of PARN::LE, the TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor 
Amendment and Detail Sign Plan for PUD 385-4, as recommended by Staff. 

There being no further business, the ChaIrman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 3: 15 p. m. 
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