
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNIt17 CO~ISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1690 

Wednesday, March 23, 1988, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

tEN3ERS PRESENT 
Carnes 

MEN3ERS ABSENT 
Crawford 
Coutant 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 
Counsel Doherty 

Draughon Harris 
Gardner 
Setters 

Kempe, Chairman 
Paddock, 2nd Vice-

Wi I moth 
Lasker 

Chairman 
Parmele, 1st Vice­
Chairman 

WII son 
Woodard 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted in the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, March 22, 1988 at 10:18 a.m., as wei I as in the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Kempe called the meeting to order 
at 1:30 p.m. 

MI t-lITES: 

~Rroval of Minutes of March 9, 1988, Meeting 11688: 

REPORTS: 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 6-0-1 (Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, 
Parmele, Wilson, Woodard. "aye"; no "nays"; Doherty, "abstaining"; 
Coutant, Crawford, Draughon, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the Minutes 
of March 9, 1988, Meeting #1688. 

Chairman's ReRort: 

Cha I rman Kempe asked Mr. Parmel e to report on the Budget & Work 
Program Committee. He advIsed this Committee had met yesterday to 
review Items for the work program, ongoing activities, new projects, 
etc. Mr. Parmele stated a consensus of the Committee was to Issue a 
letter soliciting Input from the District Planning Team Officers, the 
City and County Commissioners, the Metropolitan Tulsa Chamber of 
Commerce, the Metropolitan Board of Rea I tors, the Tu I sa Bu II ders 
Association, Southeast Tulsa Homeowners Association, and the National 
Association of Industrial & Office Parks (NAIOP). The Committee has 
scheduled a fol low-up meeting to review this input on April 12th. 
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REPORTS - Cont'd 

Committee Reports: 

a) Mr. Carnes advised the Comprehensive Plan Committee would be meeting 
on Wednesday, April 6th at noon, to review amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plans for District 8 and District 11, which are set for 
public hearing on April 13th. 

* * * * * * * 
b) Mr. Paddock advised the Rules &. Regulations Cc:mnlttee had met this 

date to consider the draft of the proposed changes to the 
Subdivision Regulations and the City Ordinance relating to 
development of subdivisions util izlng Individual septic systems. As 
a result of this meeting, Mr. Paddock stated the Committee recommends 
to the TMAPC that the draft of the amendments be approved as 
subm Itted by Staff I and he added that some form of "grandfather 
clause" may need to be considered at the public hearing, which was 
suggested for April 20th. Mr. Paddock then moved for approval of the 
Committee's recommendation. 

On K>TION of PAODOa<, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
no "abstentIons"; Coutant, Crawford, HarrIs, "absent") to SET a 
Public Hearing for Wednesday, April 20, 1988, to consider the 
proposed amendments to the Subdivision Regulations relating to 
development of subdivisions uti I izing Individual septic systems, as 
recommended by the Rules & Regulations Committee. 

Application No.: PUD 436 
AppJ Icant: Norman (Lashley) 

CONI I NJANCE ( S) : 

Location: East of the NE/c of South Columbia & 
Date of Hearing: March 23, 1988 
Continuance Requested to: April 6, 1988 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

44th Place 

RS-l 
Unchanged 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Coutant, Crawford, Harris, "absent") to CONTINJE 
Consideration of PUD 436 Norman (Lashley) untIl Wednesday, April 6, 1988 
at 1:30 p.m. In the CIty CommIssIon Room, City Hal I, Tulsa CIvic Center. 
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ZON I f\G PUBL I C HEAR I f\G: 

Application No.: Z-6188 Present Zoning: RS-l 
Applicant: Pittman Proposed Zoning: IL 
Location: West of the SW/c of East Admiral Place & South 177th East Avenue 
Date of Hearing: March 23, 1988 (Cont'd from 2/24/88 to readvertlse for OL) 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Harlan Pinkerton, PO Box 1409 (587-7221) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D I str I ct 17 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property as a Linear Development 
Area - Medium Intensity (PUD required) for the north 330' and Low 
Intensity - No Specific Land Use on the balance. 

According to the "Zoning Matrix" the proposed IL District would not be in 
accordance with the Plan Map for the north portion due to the lack of a 
compan Ion PUD and I s not I n accordance with the Low I ntens lty - No 
Specific Land Use portion. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is 2.55 acres In size and Is located 
west of the southwest corner of East Admiral Place and South 177th East 
Avenue. It Is partially wooded, gently sloping, contains a single-family 
dwel ling with three large accessory buildings and Is zoned RS-l. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north, across East 
Admiral Place, by an industrial use zoned IL; on the east by vacant 
property zoned RS-li on the south by vacant property zoned AG; and on the 
west by a church zoned RS-l. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Industrial zoning has been approved on 
the north side of East Admiral Place In a Special District. 

Conclusion: Although the Comprehensive Plan supports industrial zoning 
for the area north of East Admiral Place, Staff cannot support the request 
due to the tract's location In a Linear Development Area. Section 3.4.1 of 
the District 17 Comprehensive Plan requires the filing of a Planned Unit 
Development In order to minimize the Impact of the underlying zoning on 
adjacent non-Industrial uses and also in order to develop at medium 
Intensity. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENiAl of the requested I L zon I ng due to no 
PUD being filed. In the alternative, Staff would support a continuance of 
the application In order to give the applicant time to file a PUD. 

Note: The proposed use, "automobile storage", is not c I ear I y def I ned in 
the zoning code and possibly should be clarified In order to determine the 
exact zoning classification needed for the Intended use. 
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Z-6188 Pittman - Cont'd 

March 23, 1988: 

The subject application was continued from 2/24/88 In order to al low he 
applicant time to readvertlse for OL - Office Light zoning. OL zoning Is 
In accordance with the Medium Intensity Linear Development Area, and Is a 
may be found In accordance with the Low Intensity - No Specific Land Use 
portion. 

Therefore, based on the Comprehens I ve P I an and zon I ng patterns I n the 
area, the staff recommends APPROVAL of OL zoning as requested. 

Comments & Discussion: 

In reply to Chairman Parmele, the applicant confirmed agreement to the 
Staff recommendations. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On t«>TION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Coutant, Crawford, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6188 
Pittman for Ol Zoning, as recommended by Staff. 

legal Description: 

OL Zoning: The west 168.32' of the east 932.26' of Lot 7, LESS the north 
40.0' for right-of-way, Section 2, T-19-N, R-14-E, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

* * * * * * * 

Application No.: Z-6192 
Appl tcant: Norman (Sampson) 
Location: NE/c of East Admiral Place & North 
Date of Hearing: March 23, 1988 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Charles Norman, 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

Present Zoning: AG & RS-3 
Proposed Zoning: CG & CO 

129th East Avenue 

909 Kennedy Building (583-7571) 

The D I str I ct 5 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low Intensity -
Corridor. 

According to the Zoning Matrix the requested CO .DIstrict Is In accordance 
with the Plan Map, and the proposed CG District Is not In accordance with 
the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is 17.2 acres In size and is located at 
the northeast corner of East Admiral Place and North 129th East Avenue. 
It Is partially wooded, gently sloping, contains a mixture of residential 
and agricultural uses, and Is zoned AG and RS-3. 
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Z-6192 Norman (Sampson) Cont'd 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north by the 1-244 
Expressway I zoned RS-3; on the east by a vacant commerc I a I bu II ding 
previously used for furniture sales and a bar, zoned CG; on the south, 
across East Admiral, by commercial uses Including a pawn shop and plumbing 
store, zoned CS; on the west, across North 129th East Avenue, by vacant 
property, a single-family dwelling and mobile home park, zoned AG, RS-3 
and RMH. 

Zon ing and BOA Histor Ical SUlI1Dary: A var I ety of zon I ng c I ass I f icatlons 
and uses have been approved In the area. 

COnclusion: The subject tract Is designated Corridor. Based on existing 
zoning and development patterns, the typical nodal zoning pattern would be 
appropriate for the subject tract. With the other corners of the 
Intersection being zoned CS, IL and RS-3, the requested CG zoning, If 
approved to a depth from East Admiral Place to I ine up with the abutting 
CG zon I ng to the east wou I d be mer I ted. Recogn I zing the character of 
existing development and zoning patterns west of North 129th East Avenue, 
CO zon I ng wou I d be appropr I ate on the ba I ance of the subject tract 
considering that a Corridor Site Plan would be required prior to 
development. If approved, an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan Is also 
recommended for the tract. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of CG zon Ing to a depth cons lstent 
with the abutt I ng CG zon I ng and APPROVAL of CO zon I ng on the ba lance, 
subject to amendment of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock Inquired why this was In accordance with the corridor, but not 
with the P I an Map. Mr. Gar dner stated that the P I an Map shou I d have 
recognized this as a commercial type node, which was the basis of Staff's 
recommendation. In reply to Chairman Kempe, Mr. Norman stated agreement 
to the CG zon I ng depth as suggested by Staff, with CO zon I ng on the 
balance. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Coutant, Crawford, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6192 
Norman (Sampson) for CG/CO zoning, as recommended by Staff, and subject to 
amendment of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Legal Description: 

CG Zoning: A part of Government Survey Lot 4, Section 4, T-19-N, R-14-E, 
Tu I sa County, Ok I ahoma descr I bed as follows: Beg I nn I ng at the SWlc of 
Lot 4; thence east 572.41'; thence north 475.8'; thence east 100.0'; 
thence north 200.0'; thence west along the north I ine of Lot 4 for 672.41' 
to the NW/ c of Lot 4; thence south a long the west I I ne of Lot 4 to the 
POB; and 

CO Zoning: That part of the SW/4 of the SW/4 lying to the south and west 
of the Interstate Highway 244 right-of-way, Section 33, T-20-N, R-14-E, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
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* * * * * * * 

Appl icatlon No.: CZ-165 
Applicant: Knigge 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

RS 
CG 

Location: North of the NW/c of East 56th 
Date of Hearing: March 23, 1988 

Street North & North Peoria Avenue 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. W. Knigge, Col I Insvll Ie ( 1-371-2896) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The 0 I str Ict 24 P I an, a part of the Comprehens Ive P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District -
Commercial. 

According to the Zoning Matrix the requested CG District may be found In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tracts are 1.51 acres In size and located 
north of the northwest corner of East 56th Street North and North Peoria 
Avenue. Each is partially wooded, flat, contains what appears to be two 
single-family dwel lings on the north tract and four single-family 
dwe I I I ngs on the south tract, and I s zoned RS. A lot conta I n I ng one 
single-family dwel ling zoned RS spl Its the subject tract in approximately 
half. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tracts are abutted on the north by mixed 
Industrial uses, zoned RSj on the east, across North Peoria by Industrial 
uses and vacant land, zoned CH and AG; on the south by vacant property, 
zoned lL; and on the west by vacant property zoned RS. 

Zoning and BOA Historicai Summary: The area is zoned and developed In a 
mixture of commercial and Industrial uses which meets the purposes of the 
Development Guidelines for consideration of CG zoning. 

Conclusion: Based on the Comprehensive Plan, Development Guidelines and 
existing zoning and development, Staff can support the requested CG 
zon I ng, however, on I y on the southern two lots at th 1st I me. The 
Isolation of a single-family dwelling and lot between two commercial 
tracts Is not an orderly transition of land uses. Ideally, the remaining 
lot between the two should seek rezoning simultaneously, and be considered 
as one appl icatlon. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of the requested CG zon I ng on on I y 
the south portion and DENiAl of CG zoning or any less intense zoning in 
the alternative for the north portion. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Parmele confirmed that Staff's recommendation for denial of CG on the 
two north lots was due to a residential dwel ling on the lot separating the 
two subject tracts. Mr. Doherty inquired if any communication had been 
received from the property owner of this middle lot. Chairman Kempe 
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CZ-165 Knigge - Cont'd 

advised receipt of a letter from Ms. Flora Campbell Johnston (5810 North 
Peoria Avenue) whose property abuts the applicant's lots, whereby 
Ms. Johnston wrote that she has had her fence and house damaged by traffic 
between these lots on a roadway that had once been a driveway. Therefore, 
she was "opposed to any heavy activity, or anything that would be heavier 
traffic". 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Knigge advised he was requesting the zoning change to accommodate a 
mobile home parts and supply business. He stated that he, basically, 
concurred with Staff's recommendation. Mr. Knigge pointed out the 
manufacturing plant abutting his property, and other commercial projects 
In the RS zoned area. 

Ms. W II son I nqu I red if the app I I cant ant' c I pated any type of repa I rs to 
be done on the premises, or If the business would be limited mobile home 
parts sales. Mr. Knigge repl led there would be some repair work done. 

Review Session: 

Mr. Parmele commented that he was more Inclined to reverse the lots from 
what Staff was suggesting, as CG would be more appropriate across from CH 
zoned property (on the north); however, he was not opposed to rezoning the 
both tracts CG. in reply to Mr. Paddock, Mr. Gardner clarified that there 
were Industrial uses In this RS zoned area, and this was also part of the 
Turley business community. He added that Staff could have easily 
supported this application if It had Included the middle lot. The reason 
for Staff's recommendat Ion for CG on the southern lot was Its I ocat i on 
abutting IL zoning on the south. 

Discussion followed as to the Industrial and commercial uses, and the 
problem with the middle lot remaining residential In this transitional 
area. Mr. Gardner stated that physical facts supported CG zoning, and 
Staf f wou I d not be support I ng CG I fit were not a I ready present I n the 
area. He added that the Comm i ss lon's pos I t I on was to determ I ne I f the 
physical facts outweighed the unfortunate, last remaining residential 
dwel I ing on the middle lot. 

Mr. Parmele made a motion of approval of CG zoning on both tracts based on 
the manufacturing facility on the north, the high Intensity CH to the 
east, and the IL to the south. However, the motion died due to lack of a 
second. 

In response to Mr. Doherty, Ms. Kempe stated that the Commission has done 
similar zoning around elementary school tracts. Mr. Carnes confirmed the 
applicant had no objection to having CG on the north tract, Instead of the 
south tract. Mr. Doherty commented that he could support CG on one tract, 
with CS on the others. Mr. Carnes moved for CG zoning on the north tract 
and denial of zonIng on the south tract, which was a reversal of Staff's 
recommendat I on. Mr. Parme I e offered an amendment to Mr. Carnes' mot I on 
for CG on the northern tract, and CS on the southern tract. In response 
to Ms. Wilson, Mr. Parmele explained his reasoning for the amended motion 
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CZ-165 Knigge - Cont'd 

was that he felt the zoning patterns Indicate a use other than 
residential, and CS on the south tract might provide a transition from the 
abutt I ng I Land CG zon i ng. Mr. Doherty agreed that res I dent I a I was no 
longer an appropriate use, as this area was in a special district 
Indicating that It wll I develop commercial. Therefore, due to his concern 
that It not develop too Intensely, he felt CS was appropriate for a 
portion of the application, In I leu of total CG zoning. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, WIlson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Coutant, Crawford, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE CZ-165 
Knigge for CG zoning on the north tract and CS zoning on the south tract. 

Lega I Oeser i pt ion: 

CG Zoning: Beginning 200' south of the NE/c of the SE/4 of the SE/4 of 
Section 1, T-20-N, R-12-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, thence west 341.0'; 
thence south 100.0', thence east 341.0', thence north 100.0' to the POB; 
and 

CS Zon Ing: Beg I nn I ng on the east boundary II ne of the SE/4 of the SE/4 
of Section 1, T-20-N, R-12-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, and 400.0' south of 
the NE/c of said tract, thence west 291.0' I thence south 50.0', thence 
east 291.0 i; thence north 50.0' to the POB; AND Beg i nn I ng at a po i nt 
350.0' south of the NE/ c of the SE/4 of the SE/4 thence west 341.0', 
thence south 50.0'; thence east 341.0'; thence north 50.0' to the POB. 

* * * * * * * 

Appl lcatlon No.: Z-6193 & PUD 437 
Applicant: Johnsen CTulsa Heart Center) 
Location: East of the Intersection of East 
Date of Hearing: March 23, 1988 
Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Roy Johnsen, 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

Present Zoning: RS-3 
Proposed Zoning: OL 

14th Place & South Utica Avenue 

324 Ma I n Ma I I (585-5641> 

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

According to the Zoning Matrix the requested OL District Is not In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff Recommendation: Z-6193 

Site Analysis: The area requested for OL zoning is described as the west 
25' of Lot 8, Block 3 and the west 25' of Lot 24, Block 5 of the Terrace 
Drive Addition. The subject tract is approximately .2 acres and Is 
located east of the Intersection of South Utica and East 14th Place being 
both north and south of East 14th P I ace. I tis present I y deve loped for 
single-family detached residences (one on each lot), and Is zoned RS-3. 
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Z-6193 & PUD 437 Johnsen (Tulsa Heart Center) Cont'd 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north and east by 
single-family residences, zoned RS-3; on the south by a duplex, zoned Ol; 
and on the west by office uses, zoned CS and OLe 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Nonresidential zoning has been limited 
along the east side of Utica Avenue to those properties having frontage on 
Utica. 

Conclusion: Ol zoning In the area has been limited to a depth of two lots 
by the Comprehensive Plan; also, the established zoning and land use 
patterns have limited nonresidential zoning and development to only those 
properties having frontage on Utica Avenue. The residential and 
nonres I dent I a I zon I ng I s de I I neated at the west boundary of the subject 
tract In a manner keeping with good zoning practice. To approve the 
request would be to encourage encroachment of nonresidential uses Into a 
relatively stable residential area. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of Ol zoning on the west 25' of lot 8, 
Block 3, and the west 25' of lot 24, Block 3, Terrace Drive Addition. 

NOTE: Considering that Staff Is not supportive of Ol zoning per Z-6193, 
nonsupport of the compan Ion PUD 437 Is a I so expressed I n a separate 
recommendation. 

Staff Recommendation: PUD 437 

The subject tracts have a combined area of approximately one acre and are 
located east of the intersect I on of East 14th PI ace and South Ut i ca 
Avenue. The tract to the north of East 14th Place Is planned for parking 
for the expanded medical office building which presently exists at the 
southeast corner of South Ut I ca and East 14th P I ace; th I s park I ng area 
will have access to South Utica and East 14th Place. The tract to the 
south of East 14th P I ace w' I I have access to South Ut I ca and East 14th 
Place. An existing 2950 square foot general office building which has 
frontage on East 15th Street I s a I so I nc I u ded In PUD 437. The med I ca I 
office building Is planned for an 11,650 square foot expansion. The PUD 
Text Indicates that the general office building which has frontage on East 
15th Street will be retained at this time. The difference In elevations 
of the medical and general office buildings would make vehicular 
Integration of the two sites difficult. The maximum building height of 
the proposed expans Ion of the med I ca I off Ice bu II ding I s three stor I es 
above ground with a basement. Elevations should be Included In the 
Outline Development Plan to evaluate any east facing windows on the second 
and third floors. 

Staff Is not supportive of the requested Ol zoning per Z-6193; therefore, 
recommends DENIAL of PUD 437. If the Commission Is supportive of OL 
zoning per Z-6193, Staff suggests the fol lowing Development Standards: 
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Z-6193 & PUD 437 Johnsen (Tulsa Heart Center> Cont'd 

1) That the applicant's Outline Development Plan (to Include elevations) 
and Text be made a condition of approval, as modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 
land Area (Net): 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Building Height 
Above Ground level: 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 
General office 
Medical office 

TOTAL 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: ** 
Medical office building 
General office building 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from residential property line 
from Utica 
from E. 14th Place C/l 
from E. 15th Street C/l 

Minimum landscaped Open Space: 

44,204 sf 1.01 acres 

As permitted by right In an Ol 
District, excluding drive-In banks 
and funeral homes 

2 stories * 

2,950 sf 
18,400 sf 
21,350 sf 

space/250 sf of gross floor area 
space/300 sf of gross floor area 

45' 
65' /BOA 
50' * 
85' 

10% of net area*** 

* Three story construction Is permitted within an area limited to 105' 
south of the center I Ine of East 14th Place and 45' west of the east 
boundary with no exceptions per Section 220 of the Zoning Code being 
granted beyond three stories unless OM building setbacks are met as 
required by the Zoning Code. 

** Although the floor area maximums are withIn zoning and PUD 
guidelines, It Is questionable whether the Outline Development Plan 
prov I des the requ I red number of park I ng spaces (84) I n accordance 
with the Zoning Code. Specifically, the proposed number of compact 
spaces exceeds the 25% max I inurn a I I oVlab I e per the Zon I ng Code. The 
situation would require adjustments In floor area, plot plans, or 
variances In order to receive approval of a Detail Site Plan. 
Standard parking spaces per Chapter 13 of the Zoning Code must meet 
the following minimums: 7.5' x 15' for compact, and 9' x 20' for 
standard. 

*** landscaped open space shal I Include Internal and external landscaped 
open areas, parking lot Islands and buffers, but shal I exclude 
pedestrian walkways and parking areas designed solely for 
circulation. Minimum landscape buffers, including trees, shall be 
prov I ded a long the res I dent I a I bou ndar I es and the park I ng areas. 
The size of the site would Indicate a buffer may need to be provided 
on adJacent property. The Out i i ne Deve i opment Pian I nd i cates no 
landscape buffer north of East 14th Place between the parking lot and 
residential lot. 
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Z-6193 & PUD 437 Johnsen (Tulsa Heart Center) Cont'd 

Signs: Signs accessory to the office use shall comply with the 
restrictions of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code and the fol lowing 
additional restrictions: 

Ground slgnage shall be limited to one monument sign, to be 
located along the Utica frontage, Identifying the project, not 
exceeding 6' In height, and not exceeding a display surface area 
of 32 sf, and one monument sign to be located a long the 15th 
Street frontage Identifying the general office building or 
tenant therein, not exceeding 6' In height and not exceeding a 
display surface area of 32 sf. Existing signs, If any, which 
exceed these requirements are exempt from these standards. 

3) That al I trash, mechanical and equipment areas shal I be screened from 
pub I I c v lew. 

4) That all parking lot lighting shall be directed downward and away 
from adjacent residential areas. Light standards shall be limited to 
an 8' maximum height within 45' of the residential boundary and a 20' 
maximum height on the balance. 

5) Al I signs shall be subject to Detail Sign Plan review and approval by 
the TMAPC prior to Installation In accordance with Section 1130.2(b) 
of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code, and as further limited herein. 

6) That a Detail Landscape Plan shall be submitted to the TfllAPC 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 grant I ng of an Occupancy Perm It. Buffers sha II be prov I ded 
In accordance with the Development Standards. 

7i Subject to TMAPC review and approval of conditions, as recommended by 
the Technical Advisory Committee. 

8) That a Detail Site Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
TMAPC prior to Issuance of a Building Permit. 

9) That no Bu II ding Perm It sha II be Issued unt II the requ I rements of 
Sect I on 260 of the Zon I ng Code have been sat I sf I ed and approved by 
the TMAPC and flied of record In the County Clerk's office, 
Incorporating within the Restrictive Covenants the PUD conditions of 
approval, making the City of Tulsa beneficiary to said Covenants. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Doherty commented that It appeared the zoning request was basically 
for about 2/3 of a lot, as the PUD enclosed all of the lot, of which the 
west 25' was requested for zoning. Mr. Gardner confirmed that 25' would 
be about half of the lot width, and further clarified that part of the 
zoning pattern, If approved as requested, would stll I remain residential, 
but would permit professional office, parking, etc. per the PUD plan. 
Mr. Gardner stated that Staff's recommendation was based on the 
Comprehensive Pian recognizing that the requested OL zoning extended 
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Z-6193 & PUD 437 Johnsen (Tulsa Heart Center) Cont'd 

beyond the I nd I cated off Ice zon I ng I I ne on the P I an Map. Mr. Parme Ie 
conf I rmed the app I I cant wou I d need the OL zon I ng on the two lots to 
accommodate the building square footage requirements. Mr. Gardner further 
c I ar I fled the app I I cant needed a port Ion of the Jot to get the square 
footage, and al I of the lot the make the parking and development work. In 
response to Mr. Paddock regarding the Internal circulation of the 
deve I opment 1 Mr. Gardner commented that the app I I cant was propos I ng to 
keep the office building currently facing 15th Street (on the south lot), 
but some excavat Ion wou I d be needed to accommodate the park I ng areas. 
However I the PUD wou I d not need the southern lot other than to prov I de 
potential parking space. 

Chairman Kempe advised receipt of a letter from Mr. Noel Eden supporting 
the requested zoning and the proposed PUD. 

Appl icant's Comments: 

Mr. Roy Johnsen stated he was represent I ng Dr. L. Basta and the Tu I sa 
Heart Center, and Mr. Char I es Norman wou I d be represent I ng Hi I I crest 
Hospital, which had a direct Interest in this application. In regard to 
the zoning request, Mr. Johnsen stated that enough OL zoning was needed to 
permit 1,595 square feet of floor area being added to the existing 
structure, I.e. an additional 13 feet (3,987 square feet) of OL zonIng. 
Mr. Johnsen advised the main service prompting the expansion, In addition 
to the serv ices a I ready of fered by the Tu I sa Heart Center, was the 
opportunity to establ Ish a heart catheterization lab offering services on 
an outpatient basis. He stressed the Importance of the Center's location 
to the two significant hospital facilities In the area, i.e. St. 
John's Medical Center and HII (crest Hospital. Mr. Johnsen added that this 
facility was efficient from the physician's standpoint and the proximity 
to the Broken Arrow Expressway provided major regional accessibility. 

Mr. Johnsen reviewed the proposed parking and expansion on the Site Plan, 
pointing out that the two abutting property owners were not objecting to 
the proposal. He pointed out that the Center has acquired both sides of 
14th Street to accommodate these parking and expansion needs, which 
offered an opportunIty for uniformity of landscape treatment at this 
entrance. Mr. Johnsen circulated photographs Indicating the existing 
Center and the sites of the proposed expansion along Utica, comparing the 
project to the development of the "medical corridor" between St. John's 
and H III crest Hosp Ita I. I n regard to the three story structure, Mr. 
Johnsen stressed the des I gn estab I I shed sign If Icant setbacks from the 
entry to the single-family properties to the east, and most of the three 
story structure fel I within the CS zoned portion. He further pointed out 
that the two I eve I structure a I so exceeded the norma I setbacks. Mr. 
Johnsen reiterated that the existing office building fronting 15th Street 
would remain at this time. 

I n regard to the zon i ng boundar I es, Mr. Johnsen adv i sed his research 
Indicated that the existing OL boundary along Utica on the east had 110' 
frontage, which was among the smal lest frontages where office or 
commercial properties have been permitted. He pointed out that the 
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frontage on the west s I de, direct I y across the street from the subject 
property, had a standard dimension of 145'. The appl icant was proposing 
the existing 110' of zoning plus an additional 13', which would 
approximately align with the zoning line established south of 15th Street. 
Mr. Johnsen remarked that the D I str I ct P I an mere I y took ex I st I ng zon I ng 
lines, which had been established by previous owners, and may not 
necessar II y ref I ect the depth that genera I I Y ex I sts In th I s area. He 
commented that, I f the 15th & Ut I ca I ntersect Ion was cons I dered as an 
arterial node with normal depths of zoning, there would be 467' from that 
Intersection zoned In a commercial fashion; and normal transition zoning 
would offer 300'. Therefore, 160' of use the applicant was requesting was 
very reasonable, and the amount of zoning was less than that found In the 
Immediate area. Mr. Johnsen stated he felt that what the District Plan 
contemplated was that, If there was to be change, It should be done with 
a PUD and assembly of tracts that have frontages on the arterials. 

Mr. Johnsen advised that al I of the conditions of the Staff recommendation 
were agreeab I e to the app I I cant. Mr. Johnsen spoke on the sign If Icance 
and Importance of this medical facility to the City. In response to Mr. 
Doherty, Mr. Johnsen confirmed that, although they had originally 
requested zoning on the west 25' of the lot, they could make the project 
work with 13' of zoning. Mr. Johnsen reviewed the elevations as requested 
by Mr. Doherty. 

Mr. Paddock inquired If there was a contingency sales contract pending for 
the purchase of the needed propert I es. Mr. Johnsen stated he had not 
handled the sales contract, but normal transactions on matters such as 
th I s do have cont I ngency contracts. Mr. Paddock asked I f the app I I cant 
had given any thought to "P" Park I ng zon I ng on the eastern 25' of 
the lots with the west 25' rezoned OLe Mr. Johnsen replied he had not 
thought of this approach, but It would be acceptable to them. 

Mr. Charles Norman, representing HII (crest, spoke of the high regard 
Hillcrest Hospital had for Dr. Basta and the Tulsa Heart Center, to the 
extent that Hi I I crest wou i d be an equ I ty partner with the Center. Mr. 
Norman reiterated the Importance of a facll tty such as this, not only to 
the St. John's and Hillcrest Hospitals, but to the general publ Ie. As the 
presenter of the PUD's for the St. John's and Hillcrest medical 
facilities, Mr. Norman stated that the proposed development conformed to 
the standards approved and estabJ tshed by this Commission for these 
facti Itles. Therefore, he supported approval of the request for rezoning 
and the PUD for the Tulsa Heart Center. 

Interested Parties: Address: 

Ms. Betty M. Spencer 1415 South Utica 74104 
Mr. Jim Rand 2019 East 14th Place " 
Ms. Cindy Patton 1723 East 15th Street " 
Mr. W. H. E I I I ott, Jr. 1424 South Utica " 
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Ms. Betty Spencer spoke In support of the application, and remarked on the 
undesirable conditions associated with the empty and dilapidated buildings 
a long Ut I ca. Ms. Spencer ment loned her property on Ut I ca has been for 
sale for over year, and she felt the proposed project would further enhance 
the area. 

Mr. Jim Rand, representing the Terrace Drive Neighborhood Association, 
stated the residents felt this development would have a negative Impact on 
the neighborhood. He requested denial based on their feel ings that this 
project was not in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, and would not 
harmonize with the existing residential. They also felt the PUD did not 
preserve open space and they did not agree with the PUD treatment of the 
parking area. Mr. Rand commented the residents were also concerned this 
development might create or add to water run-off Into the neighborhood. 

Ms. Cindy Patton, a landscape architect off Icing on 15th Street, spoke In 
favor of the proposed expansion of the Heart Center, but was concerned 
with the long-range planning for the applicant's structure on 15th 
Street. Ms. Patton commented that she felt this house was a part of the 
Integrity of 15th Street atmosphere and would reflect a 1055 to the area 
I f removed. She requested a restr I ct Ion be made for not I f I cat I on to 
neighbors along 15th for any alterations to the structure. In reply to 
Ms. Wilson, Ms. Patton clarified that she did not wish notice for 
platting, site plan, etc., but notice should the structure be proposed for 
demolition to accommodate parking. 

Mr. W.H. EI I lott, Jr., who has maintained an office In this area for 27 
years, differed with comments made by some of protestants as to any 
flooding, as he has never experienced a problem with water run-off. Mr. 
Elliott acknowledged the traffic problems In this area, but stated that 
th I s was through no fau I t of the app I i cant, and he fe I t the proposed 
development would upgrade this area. 

Appl 'cant's Rebuttal: 

In regard to Ms. Patton's comments, Mr. Johnsen reviewed the public 
hearing notification process for a major amendment, as the plan presented 
shows the house rema I n I ng, and wou I d requ I re a major amendment to be 
removed. To address concerns about water run-off, Mr. Johnsen stated th!s 
was subject to Department of Stormwater review at the time of platting. 

Mr. Paddock Inquired, should the Commission decide· to approve the OL 
zoning on the west 25', If the applicant would be agreeable to "PH zoning 
on the east 25' with the requirements that contains for landscaping, etc. 
Mr. Johnsen stated he would be agreeable to the "P" district, and the 
Commission would determine the landscaping requirement through the PUD. 
He pointed out that the proposal submitted provided a minimum 10% of net 
of the ent I re project; however, he cou I d not commit to 10% with I n that 
particular "P" area. 
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Review Session: 

Mr. Carnes spoke In favor of the applicant's proposal as he felt this was 
an attempt to keep this neighborhood In a healthy condition, and would be 
an asset to th I s area. Mr. Doherty asked Staff If remov I ng the off Ice 
structure on 15th Street wou I d, I n fact, be a major amendment, as he 
wished to ensure notice would be given for demo I Itlon or major alteration. 
Mr. Gardner advised that, as a general rule, removing one structure to add 
park I ng wou I d not necessar II y be a major amendment. However I In th Is 
case, It would be major due to the circumstances along 15th Street. 

Mr. Gardner c I ar I fled for the Comm I ss Ion that on I y the west 25' was 
advert I sed. He adv I sed that the Comm I ss I on cou I d cons i der w hat was 
presented at this time and make a recommendation to the City Commission 
that, I f proper I y advert I sed, the TMAPC wou I d prefer "P" Park I ng on the 
eastern portion, then the applicant could readvertlse before the City 
Commission hearing. 

Mr. Carnes made a motion for approval of OL zoning on the west 25', as 
advert I sed, with a I etter to the City Comm I ss I on for "P" Park I ng on the 
east 25', and for approval of the PUD as presented. 

Mr. Parmel e commented that one of the new projects proposed for the FY 
88-89 Work Projects was a Corr I dor Study a long Ut I ca Avenue between 
Hillcrest and St. John's, which was a good Indication that there was 
Increased pressure along this corridor for higher Intensity and/or 
medically-related uses. Mr. Paddock stated that the development proposed 
could not but help be beneficial to this City, and It was also In line 
with the ment loned "med I ca I corr I dor"; therefore, he wou I d be vot I ng In 
favor of the motion. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On R>TiON of CARNES, the TtMPC voted 7-0-1 U';arnes, Doherty, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon, 
"abstaining"; Coutant, Crawford, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6193 
Johnsen (Tulsa Heart Center) for OL Zoning on the west 25' as advertised, 
wIth a letter to the City Commission recommending riP" zonIng on the 
eastern portion of the PUD, and APPROVAl of PUD 431, subject to the 
conditions as recommended by Staff. 

Mr. Johnsen requested a waiver of the customary cut-offs In order to file 
the application for the recommended "P" zoning, In order to present It to 
the City Commission at the same time as the OL and PUD application. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MlTlON of DOHERTY, the TMAPC voted 1-0-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, 
Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon, 
"abstaining"; Coutant, Crawford, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE a Waiver of 
the Customary Cut-off In order file an appl icatlon for the recommended flP" 
zoning on the east 25' of Z-6193 & PUD 437 Johnsen (Tulsa Heart Center), 
as recommended by the TMAPC. 
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Lega I Oeser i pt Ion: 

Z-6193: The west 25' of Lot 8, Block 3, and the west 25' of Lot 24, Block 
2, a subdivision of part of Block 5, TERRACE DRIVE ADDITION, to the City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

PUD 437: Lot 14, Block 5, I ess the south 150', TERRACE DR I VE ADD IT IONi 
AND the north 54' of the south 194' of Lot 13, Block 5, TERRACE DR I VE 
ADDITION; AND Lot 8 and Lot 9, Block 3, a subdivision of part of Block 5, 
TERRACE DR I VE ADD IT ION; AND Lot 24, Block 2, a subd Iv I s Ion of part of 
Block 5, TERRACE DRIVE ADDITION, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

FINAL APPROVAL AND RELEASE: 

Church of the Holy Cross, Episcopal (2114) South of the SE/c of East 96th 
Street North and North 129th East Avenue (AG) 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmel e, Wi I son, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays" i no 
"abstentions"; Coutant, Crawford, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the Final 
Plat of Church of the Holy Cross, Episcopal and release same as having met 
al I conditions of approval. 

OTHER BUS I NESS: 

PUD 349-1: NE/c of South Peoria and East 37th Street 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment and Detail Site Plan 
The subject tract has underlyIng CH/OL zoning and Is located at the 
northeast corner of South Peoria and East 37th Street. PUD 349 has been 
approved for a max I mum floor area of 12,192 square feet d I v I ded between 
retail use (8,512 square feet) on the first floor, storage use (3,680 
square feet) on the second floor, with uses as permitted by right In a CS 
District. The applicant is requesting approval of a Minor Amendment and 
Deta II Site P I an to perm I t a one story add I t Ion to the south of the 
existing building. 

BOA 14762 was approved on March 3, 1988 and granted a var I ance to the 
requ! red setback from the center II ne of East 37th Street from 50' to 
37.5', a variance of the parking requirement from 54 to 39, and also a 
variance to the maximum Floor Area Ratio to permit a 13,962 square foot 
building. The building setback granted by the BOA Is the same as exists 
for development south of East 37th Street at this location. 
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Based on approval of BOA 14762, Staff recommends APPROVAL OF PUD 349-1 
subject to the subm Itted Deta II Site PI an, and subject to a II other 
cond I t Ions and requ I rements of PUD 349 rema I n I ng I n effect except as 
varied by the BOA per 14762. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Coutant, Crawford, Harris, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor 
Amendment and Detatl Site Plan for PUD 349-1, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 221-1: 13438 East 46th Street South 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment of Rear Yard 

PUD 221 contains 160 acres (being the northwest quarter of Section 28) and 
has an underlying zoning of CS, RM-l, RD and RS-3. The subject tract Is a 
residential single-family lot approximately .2 acre in size and located In 
Lot 11, Block 2 of the Quail Ridge subdivision, which al lows 131 
single-family lots, 17 duplex lots and i office iot. The appl icant 15 

request I n9 a m I nor amendment of the requ I red 20' rear yard to 15' to 
permit a greenhouse type addition to the existing dwelling. Property to 
the south of the subject tract Is zoned AG and Is vacant. According to 
the minor amendment procedures, notice of the appl ication has been given 
to the abutting property owners. 

After review of the applicant's submitted plot plan, Staff finds the 
request to be mInor In nature and consIstent with the original PUD. The 
proposed addition wit I not encroach Into a 15' rear yard utility easement 
and wll I be on a permanent foundation. 

Therefore, based on the above Information. Staff recommends APPROVAL of 
PUD 221-1 per plans submitted. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Paddock, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Coutant, Crawford, Harris, Kempe, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor Amendment 
to PUD 221-1, as recommended by Staff. . 
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There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 3:30 p.m. 

Date 
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