
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING CXM4ISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1747 

Wednesday, June 7, 1989, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MaBERS PRESENT 
Carnes, 2nd Vice 
Chairman 

Coutant 
Doherty, Chairman 
Draughon, Secretary 
Kempe 
Parmele 
Selph 
Wilson, 1st Vice 
Chairman 

Woodard 

MOOERS ABSEh'T 
Paddock 
Randle 

STAff PRESENT 
Gardner 
Setters 
Stump 
Wilmoth 

OTHERS PRESS,'T 
L1 nker, Lega I 
Counsel 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
AudItor on Tuesday, June 6, 1989 at 10:45 a.m., as well as In the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

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

Mlt~UTES: 

Approval of the Minutes of May 17, 1989, Meeting 11745: 

On K>TION of WOODARD.. the TMAPC voted 7-0-1 (Carnes, Coutant, 
Doherty, Draughon, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Kempe, 
"abstaining"; Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minutes of ~~y 17, 1989, Meeting 11745. 

Approval of the Minutes of May 24 .. 1989, Meeting 11746: 

On ~TION of DRAUGHON, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe,Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
no "abstentions"; Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minutes of May 24 .. 1989, Meeting #1746, noting the correction to 
page 19 as requested by Ms. Wilson to clarify her position regarding 
Z-6251. 
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REPORTS: 

CommIttee Reports: 

Mr. Parmele advised of a Budget & Work Program Committee meeting this 
date to review the recommended work program for FY 89-90. He stated 
the Committee voted unanimously to recommend approval as amended. 

TMAPC ACrION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; no "abstentions"; Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to 
APPROVE the FY 89-90 Budget and Work Program, as amended. 

o I rector's Report: 

Request to call a public hearing for July 12, 1989 to consider annual 
housekeeping-type amendments to the District Plan Maps for Districts 
4,5,9,16,17,18,25, the North Tulsa County Plan Map, and the 
Major Street & Highway Plan. 

Hearing no objection from the Commission members, Chairman Doherty 
requested Staff prepare the public hearing notices as required. 

SLBDIVISIONS: 

PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL: 

Forest Park South III (2783) East 106th & South Joplin Avenue ( RS-2) 

Since this tract Is presently zoned AG and application (Z-6245) Is pending 
for RS-2 and scheduled for Planning Commission hearing on 4/26/89; Staff 
has no objection to review by TAC at this time, but transmittal to the 
Planning Commission wi I I be withheld until the zoning has been approved by 
the City Commission. 

The Staff presented the plat with the applicant represented by LO. 
Sumner, Adrian Smith, Phi I Smith, Bob Lemons and Gary Burton. 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the PRELIMINARY plat of 
Forest Park South I I I, subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. In order to break up long continuous runs of the collector streets, 
the street pattern has been designed to provide the Intersections to 
accomnl Ish this. The street lavout and widths therefore are subiect 
t~-~pP~~~~1 ·~f-Trafflc -a~d--Clty-'Englneerlng Departments. (The layout 
as submitted has been recommended by Traffic Engineering.) 
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Forest Park South III Cont 

2. Covenants: 

a) Section I-A; 5th line: Omit "and rIghts-of-way" and all after 
the word "aforesaid". 

b) Section II-A: Omit paragraph regarding Halkey Creek treatment 
plant. 

c) Section III, 1st Paragraph; line 5: Omit " ••• and the City of 
Tulsa" since this Is not a PUD. 

d) Section III, Item 8: Add, "Buildings abutting a side street 
may be constructed up to the 15' b u 1 I ding I I ne (except where 
easements are greater), prov J ded that I f the garage abuts the 
side street, the setback shall be twenty feet. All but Idlngs 
must face the most restrictive building line." 

e) Section IV-B; 4th line; add after "Commissioners": n •••• or 
their successors". 

3. Utility easements shall 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 andlor lot lines. 

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

5. Pavement or landscape repair wIthin restricted water line, sewer 
II ne, or utili ty easements as a resu I t of water or sewer II ne or 
other utiiity repairs due to breaks and faiiures, shall be borne by 
the owner(s) of the lot(s). 

6. A request for creation of a Sewer Improvement District shall be 
submitted to the Water and Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. 

7. Pav 1 ng andlor dra 1 nage plans sha II be appr'oved by Stormwater 
Management and/or City Engineer, Including storm drainage, detention 
design and Watershed Development Permit application subject to 
crfteria approved by City Commission. (Limited capacity downstream 
storm sewer. If development run-off exceeds capacity, measures must 
be taken not to exceed capacIty. Fee can be paid for acreage that 
does not exceed downstream storm sewer capaCity.) 

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

9. Street names shal I be approved by City Engineer. 

10. AI I curve data, Including corner radii, shal I be shown on final plat 
as applicable. 

11. It Is recommended that the 
during the early stages 
ordering, purchase, and 
(Advisory, not a condition 

developer coordinate with Traffic Engineer 
of street construction concerning the 
Installation of street marker signs. 

for release of plat.) 
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forest Park South III - Cont 

12. It Is recommended that the applicant and/or his engineer or developer 
coord I nate w t th the Tu I sa City-County Hea i th Department for so lid 
waste disposal, partIcularly during the construction phase and/or 
clearing of the project. Burning of solid waste Is prohibited. 

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

14. The key or location map shal I be complete. (Show Wexford) 

15. A Corporat I on Comm t ss I on letter (or Cert I f I cate of Nondeve I opment) 
shall be submitted concerning any oil and/or gas wei Is before plat Is 
released. A building line shall be shown on plat on any wells not 
officially plugged. 

16. The zoning application (Z-6245) shall be approved and the ordinance 
or reso I ut I on therefore pub II shed before f I na I p I at Is re I eased. 
Plat shal I conform to the applicable zoning approved. 

17. A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Instal (atlon of Improvements shall 
be submitted prior to release of final plat, Including documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of Subdivision Regulations. 

18. Ai i (other) Subdivision Regulations shail be met prior to release of 
final plat. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Wilmoth conf I rmed the app II cab Ie zon I ng case had been processed 
through the TMAPC and City Commission. In reply to Ms. Wilson, he 
clarified that the reference In condition 62(d) to facing "the most 
restrictive building I ine" was In agreement with the zoning changes that 
have now been made. 

~ /CT ION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PARMElE, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the Preliminary Plat 
for forest Park South III, subject to the conditions as recommended by the 
TAC and Staff. 

* * * * * * * 
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Richmond Hills (POD 88-8)(483) East 69th St. & South Richmond (RS-3, RM-l) 

this plat received sketch plat approval by the TAC on 2/9/89, subject to 
the conditIons as listed in the agenda of that date. An additional area 
has been added to the plat for a stormwater detentIon facility as part of 
the stormwater requirements. 

Staff rev I ew of the p I at revea I s that a I I PUD cond I t Ions can be met by 
thIs plat without any amendments except the 25' buildIng line In Blocks 4 
and 5. The PUD requirement Is "RS-2 standards for setbacks" which Is a 
30' front yard setback. Should the applicant file an amendment to the PUD 
to permit the 25' as shown, It should not affect any of the remaInder of 
the plat and/or conditions. However, It Is Staff's understanding that the 
buildIng line wI I I be changed to 30' to comply wIth the PUD. 

A copy of the prevIous TAC minutes was provIded with Staff comments In the 
marg In. The Department of Stormwater Management (DSM) had prev I ous I y 
adv I sed that a port I on of th Iss I te Is wIth I n a proposed stormwater 
detention facIlIty. There are no requirements at thIs time other than 
those listed In the agenda, but thIs long-range plan Is mentIoned for the 
record (see DSM letter dated 1/3/89). 

The Staff presented the p I at 'It I th the app!! cant represented by Robert 
Jones and Joe Donelson. 

The TAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the PRELIMINARY PLAT of 
Richmond HII Is, subject to the fol lowIng condItIons: 

1) All conditions of PUD 88-8 shall be met prior to release of final 
plat, including any applicable provisions In the covenants or on the 
face of the p I at. I nc I ude PUD approva I date and references to 
Sect Ion 1100-1170 of the Zon I ng Code I n the covenants. ( I nc I ude a 
separate "SectIon III" In covenants for all PUD conditions.) 

2) The underlying portions of WI i low Creek plat should be properly 
vacated (If required) In accordance with the current legal practices. 
(Not a condition of approval of thIs plat sInce the TM~PC does not 
normally process vacations. Advisory only.) 

3) To avoid any confusion, the covenants should Indicate that the houses 
must " ••• face the most restrictive but Idlng line, EXCEPT Lots 21 and 
22, Bloc 4, whIch shall face Sandusky." (There Is a 35' but Idlng 
line on 71st Street, but no access Is permitted as that functIons as 
the rear yard on these two lots.) 

4) 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 lines. (Make sure 
that easements In Reserve Area B can be accurately located from the 
dImensions shown. Also see #2. Relocation of facIlities at owner's 
expense. ) 
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Richmond Hi lis - Cont 

4) 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 lines. (Make sure 
that easements In Reserve Area B can be accurately located from the 
dimensions shown. Also see #2. Relocation of facilities at owner's 
expense. ) 

5) Water plans shall be approved by the Water & Sewer Department prior 
to release of final plat. 

6) Pavement or landscape repair within restricted water lIne, sewer 
II ne, or utili ty easements as a resu I t of water or sewer II ne or 
other utility repairs due to breaks and failures, shal! be borne by 
the owner(s) of the lot(s). 

7) A request for creation of a Sewer Improvement District shall be 
submitted to the Water & Sewer Department prior to release of final 
plat. (Some relocations required.) 

8) Paving and/or drainage plans shall be approved by Storrnwater 
Management and/or CIty Engineer, Including storm draInage, detention 
design and Watershed Development Permit application, subject to 
criteria approved by the City Commission. On-site detention 
requ I red. Pub II c/ pr 1 vate rna 1 ntenance for f I oodp I a I n through 
property. Include language for maintenance of stormwater facilities 
as directed by the DSM. 

9) A request for a Privately Financed Public Improvement (PFPI) shal I be 
submitted to the City Engineer. (Start PFPI before plat Is 
released.> 

10) A "Letter of Assurance" regarding Installation of Improvements shall 
be subm I tted pr lor to re I ease of f I na I p I at ~ I nc I ud I ng documents 
required under Section 3.6-5 of the Subdivision Regulations. 

11) AI I (other) Subdivision Regulations shall be met prior to release of 
ft na I p I at. 

Comments & Discussion: 

I n response to Mr • Coutant, Mr. Wilmoth ver I fled that a II of th I s was 
originally platted as Willow Creek, which did not have any detention 
areas. This plat provides detention and drainage areas for the 
subdivision. Mr. Wilmoth further explained that the PUD for WI I low Creek 
(PUD 88) was first submitted In 1970 and has since been amended, and this 
application now platted Individual lots for single-family development. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOT ION of WOODARD, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the PrelimInary 
Plat for Richmond Hills, subject to the conditions as recommended by the 
TAC and Staff. 
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FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

Kayo III (PUD 378)(2683) SW/c of East 101st Street & South Memorial ( CS> 

On I«>T ION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Parmeie, Wi ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays;'; no 
"abstentions"; Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absentft) to CONTINUE ConsIderation 
of Kayo III until Wednesday, June 14, 1989 at 1:30 p.m. In the City 
Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

VACATION OF PLAT: 

Fairway Park (PUO 347)(382) West 65th Street & South 27th West Ave (RT, RS-3) 

The above named plat was processed as PUD 347 and filed of record as plat 
14624. Subsequently, the PUD was amended, assigned a new file number 
(347-2) and a new plat was processed, meeting al I of the PUD conditions as 
amended. The new plat Is titled "Fairway Park Amended" (plat 64751). 

The present owners were also the owners of the former plat; therefore, to 
clear title, the old underlying plat Is being vacated. Since the new plat 
contains ai i the PUD reqUirements and the easements necessary to serve the 
development, the old underlyIng plat Is to be vacated. 

It Is recommended the request be APPROVED, subject to format by the Legal 
Department. (Also to include releases from the utilities and applicable 
City Departments routinely reviewing these requests.) 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the Vacation 
of Plat for Fairway Park, as recommended Staff. 

EXTENSION OF APPROVAL: 

University Center at Tulsa (3602) North Greenwood & East Haskel I Street 
(2nd request - 1 year extension recommended) 

On I«>TION of KEJPE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to Ar~VE a One Year 
Extension for the University Center at Tulsa, as recommended by Staff. 
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LOT SPL ITS fOR RAT If I CAT ION Of PRIOR APPROVAL: 

L-17178 (2093) Wiggins 
L-17179 (2893) City of Tulsa 
L-17180(2993) Stanberry 
L-17181 ( 693) Strtngfel low 
L-17182 (2774) James 

L-17183 (3602) TDA 
L-17184 (3602) TDA 
L-17185 (3602) TDA 
L-17186 ( 483) Angora 

On MOTION of KEJPE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
tlabstent Ions"; Paddock, Rand I e, Se I ph, "absent") to APPROVE the Above 
LIsted Lot Splits for Ratification of Prior Approval, as recommended by 
Staff • 

ZONING PWlIC HEARING: 

Appi ication No.: Z-6174-SP-1 
Applicant: Heidinger (Corridor Site Plan) 
Location: West of East 81st Street & the proposed 
Date of Hearing: June 7, 1989 

Present Zoning: CO 
Proposed Zoning: Unchanged 
Mingo Valley Expressway 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. CraTg Heidinger, 10505 East 81st (250-3177) 

Staff Recommendation: 

The Heidinger property consists of 1.92 acres of land located on the north 
s I de of 81 st Street west of the proposed Mi ngo Va II ey Expressway. It 
contains a large estate home that has been the principal residence of the 
He i d i nger fam i I y for 10 years. The character of the area I s chang i ng 
primarily due to the Tulsa Junior Coi lege - Southeast Campus located south 
of the Heidinger property. 

As a result of the changing character of the area the property was rezoned 
to CO Corridor In 1987. The applicant now proposes to convert the estate 
home to a restaurant. No modifications to the exterior of the building 
are proposed. On I y m I nor I nter I or mod I f I cat Ions are ant I c I pated. The 
majority of the existing landscapIng and the mature trees wi I I be 
retained. The only alteration to the site will be construction of 
off-street parking spaces and driveways for vehicular circulation. Only 
one point of Ingress and egress Is planned which Is the existing access 
point dIrectly across from the main entrance to Tulsa Junior Col lege. 

After review of the applicant's proposed Corridor Site Plan Map and text 
staff finds the Site Plan wIth the modifications presented below to be: (1) 
Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; (2) In harmony with the existing 
and expected development of surrounding areas; (3) a unified treatment of 
the development posslbll ttles of the site; (4) contains proper 
accesstbtllty, Circulation, and relationship of uses; and (5) consistent 
with the stated purposes and standards of the Corridor District Chapter. 
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Z-6114-SP-l Heidinger - Cont 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of Z-6174-SP-l Corridor Site Plan Map 
and text subject to the followIng conditions: 

1) That the app Ilcant's Corridor Site Plan Map and text be made a 
condition of approval, unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 

Area (Gross): 
(Net): 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Floor Area: 

Maximum Building Height: 

Minimum Building Setback: 

Minimum Off Street Parking: 

1 .92 acres 
1.57 Acres 

Restaurant 

7,112 sf (existing structure) 

30' 

Setback of the existing structure. 
No new structures are a I lowed 
unless amended Site Plan Is 
approved. ) 

71 spaces, setback at least 60' 
from the C/l of East 81 st Street 
South 

Minimum Open Space Area: 15% 

Signs: 
a) One ground sign not to exceed 25' In height, with a maximum 

display surface area of 150 square feet. 

b) One monument sign not to exceed 4' In height with a maximum 
display surface area of 80 square feet. 

c) Wall or canopy signs shall be limIted to two square feet per 
each I inear foot of building wal I to which the sign Is affIxed. 

d) No outdoor advertising signs wll I be allowed. 

3) All signs shal I be subject to a Detail Sign Plan Review and approval 
by the !MAPC pr I or to t nsta I I at I on to assure comp Ii ance with the 
approved Corridor Site Plan. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Stump advised that, In a conversatIon with the engineer working on the 
construction drawings, It was stll I unknown as to whether 60' right-of-way 
from center I t ne was adequate for the slop I ng requ 1 red. He stated the 
engineer's "best guess" was that the 60' would be adequate. Mr. Stump 
suggested proceeding with this review process and present any additional 
right-of-way needed at the City Commission's hearing, as information 
should be ava! lable by that time to confirm the amount needed for the 
sloping. 

06.07.89:1147(9) 



Z-6174-SP-l Heidinger - Cont 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Wayne A I berty (4325 East 51 st Street, Sui te 115), represent I ng the 
applicant, stated agreement with the Staff recommendation except for the 
prohibition of outdoor advertIsIng sIgns. Mr. Gardner confirmed that the 
Code would permit consideration of outdoor advertising signs, but Staff did 
not feel It to be appropriate at this location. 

Mr. Craig Heidinger, applicant, requested more Information or explanation 
on the position regarding the outdoor advertising sign. Mr. Gardner 
reviewed the ordinances before and after the 1985 revisions, and reiterated 
Staff's position that these would not be appropriate In this area. 

TMAPC Review Session: 

In regard to the right-of-way issue, Ms. Wilson questioned If it would be 
appropriate to add a condition stating, "subject to modification of 
right-of-way required by action of the City Commission." Mr. Linker 
agreed there should be more explanation and he felt these minutes would 
reflect the Intent of the TMAPC's position. Chairman Doherty confirmed 
it was the TMAPC's Intent that, if approved, the action would be subject to 
any additional modifications (from ODOT) between now and the City 
Commission hearing. 

TMAPC ICT ION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted a-o-o (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE the CorrIdor 
Site Plan for Z-6174-SP-1 Heidinger, as recommended by Staff, and subject 
to any additional modifications (from ODOT) to right-of-way requirements 
between this date and the City Commission hearing date. 

OTHER BUS I NESS: 

Z-562o-SP-3: Minor Amendment to a Corridor Site Plan 
SE/c of East 91st Street South & Memorial Drive 

Staff Recommendation: 

The applicant Is requesting an additional ground sign fronting Memorial 
Drive to his Corridor Site Plan for the Texaco gas station at the 
southeast corner of Memor I a I Dr i ve and East 91 st Street South. The new 
ground sign I s to be used as a changeab! e message board. The present 
Corridor Site Plan allows one ground sign per street frontage with each 
having a maximum height of 30' and display surface area of 80 square feet. 
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Z-5620-SP-3 Defat I SIgn Plan - Cont 

Ground signs were Installed fronting Memorial Drive and East 91st Street 
South at the approved locations. These signs do not, however, meet the 
requirements of the approved Site Plan because they contain approximately 
twice the display surface area approved for each sign. No mInor amendment 
to the Corridor Site Plan has been requested to correct this violation. 

This requested minor amendment Is to add an additional ground sign with 50 
square feet of display surface area. If this additional sign was approved 
the total display surface area fronting Memorial Drive would be 
approximately 210 square feet, which Is 35 square feet greater than 
al lowed in a Corridor District. Because this gas statIon Is no different 
than hundreds of others In the City of Tulsa, Staff can find no reason why 
they should be al lowed more slgnage than others Tn the same situation. In 
addition, the added ground sign would produce an even more cluttered and 
confusing appearance than exists on the site now. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENiAl of the amendment to the Corridor Site 
Plan for Z-5620-SP-3. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Charles Hare (6515 East Independence), representing the applicant, 
clarified that the changeable letter board was requested to advertise 
spec I a I pr Ices. Mr. Parme I e asked t f the app I I cant wou I d cons I der 
removing an existing sIgn and al low this as a replacement sign. Mr. Hare 
stated the applicant wanted the additional sign. In response to 
Ms. Wilson, Mr. Hare verified this was not an electronic or flashing 
board, as It only had changeable lettering. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Larry Henry (1000 Oneok Plaza) stated the Texaco station currently had 
more sTgnage than permitted, and he could see no reason to approve this 
request. Mr. Henry pointed out the residentIal areas to the north, east 
and west of th I s tract, and stated the II ghts from these signs were a 
distraction. He urged the Commission to deny this application. 

Chairman Doherty confirmed with Staff that the current sIgns on the premises 
were twice as large as approved. He then asked Staff to forward these 
comments to the appropriate agencies and request a fol low up to the TMAPC. 

Mr. Stan Livingston (7815 East 92nd), representing Joe Marina Autos, 
agreed that this site did not need any additional slgnage, and he echoed 
the request for denial. 

lMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PARMElE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Draughon, Kempe, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to DENY the Minor 
Amendment to Z-5620-SP-3 Howard, as recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

POD 422: Detail Site Plan - lot 4, Block 1 of Crow Creek Office Park 
West of the NW/c of East 33rd Street & South Peoria Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: 

The proposed Detal I Site Plan for lot 4, Block 1 of Crow Creek Office Park 
Includes a two story office building containing 2,937 square feet and 11 
parking spaces. The exterior of the proposed building Is compatible with 
the required residential type Williamsburg facade. The maximum building 
floor area for the entire PUD Is 36,000 square feet. Buildings already 
approved have a floor area as fol lows: 

lot 1 7,885 sf 
lot 2 3,330 sf 
Lot 3 3,500 sf 
Lot 5 5,736 sf 
lot 6 4,500 sf 
Lot 7 3&574 sf 
Total 28,525 sf 

This app Ilcation does not exceed the maximum. 

Lot 4 2£937 sf 
New Total 31,462 sf 

The proposed building Is also less than the maximum floor area al lowed for 
Individual buildings (6,000 square feet). 

The building meets the setback requirements of the PUD and there Is more 
landscaped open than the minimum 20% that Is required. The 11 parking 
spaces meet the off-street parking requirement. The building height Is, 
however, 31.5' which does not comply with the 30' maximum height 
requ i rement for bu II dings greater than 165' west of Peor I a. The he 19ht 
requirement was reduced from the 35' recommended by TMAPC and Staff to 30' 
by the City Commission when It approved PUD 422. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of the Detal I Site Plan for lot 4, 
Block 1 of PUD 422 conditioned on the building height being reduced to 30' 
or less. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Stump clarified that the 1.5' over the 30' maximum was to accommodate 
a craw I space as the b u I I ding was des I gned at 30'; therefore, the 31.5' 
tot a I • He adv I sed the app II cant I nd I cated he wou I d meet by the 30' by 
changing the roof, or placing the building on slab, etc. Therefore, Staff 
would recommend approval If the 30' height requirement was met. 

lMAPC ACTION: 9 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 7-0-2 (Carnes, Coutant, Doherty, 
Kempe,· Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon, Selph, 
"abstaining"; Paddock, Randle, "absentfl) to APPROVE the Detail Site Plan 
for PUD 422, as modified and recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * * * * 

roo 179-R-1: Minor Amendment to Area C 
East of the SE/c of East 71st Street and South 92nd East Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: 

The applicant Is proposing three minor amendments to the outline 
deve I opment p I an for Area C of PUD 179-R. These amendments are as 
follows: 

1. Allow a maximum building height of 28' for the manager's quarters 
(one building) only. All other buildings are to be less than the 
max Imum a II owab I e of 14' as set forth I n the PUD. (The app II cant 
provided a picture which was similar In design to the proposed 
bu II ding. 

2. AI Iowa chain I Ink fence along part of the north property line, which 
Is at the rear of the commercial strip on Block 2 and 385.33' from 
71st Street. The east, south and west sides of the subject property 
(ab utt I ng res I dent I a I deve I opments) are to be comp I ete I y screened 
with solid masonry walls. 

3. Reduce the maximum allowable But Idlng Area for the storage but Idlngs 
from 68,363 square feet to 68,000 square feet, and a! low a 
residential building (manager's quarters) of 1,574 square feet, for a 
TOTal of 69,574 square feet. 

The app I i cant has a I so stated that there 'II 1 I I be no open storage for 
vehicles, etc. 

Staff fee I s the manager's quarters and off I ce be I ng 28' I n he I ght I s a 
minor change and wi I I have no adverse impact on the concept of the PUD as 
long as no signs other than directional signs are allowed on the east, 
west and south sides of the building. However, since this Is a greater 
than a 20% increase In the bui iding height, under TMAPC's policies this Is 
considered a major amendment. 

Concerning amendment '2, Staff feels there is a need to screen the storage 
actl vi tt es a long the north property It ne t n some manner. The screen 1 ng 
requirement COUld, however, be reduced from a masonry wal I (blank wal I of 
the building) to a wood screening fence on that side of the Development 
Area. Staf f can endorse the m I nor ch anges In b u I I ding area (1.8%) to 
al low for the customarily accessory manager's quarters and office 
bu II dIng. 

Therefore, Staff recommends Approval of Minor Amendment 179-R-1 for 
Development Area C subject to The conditions: 

n That all existing conditions of PUD t79-R continue to apply unless 
modified below. 
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2) Development Standards: 

Site Area: 

DEVELOPMENT AREA C 

179,920 sf 
Maximum Building Area: 68,000 sf for mini-storage 

1,600 sf Mgr's quarters & office 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
East property line 17 .5' 

11' 
45' 
50 ' 

South fI fI 

West fI fI 

North" fI 

Development Area B l' 

Maximum Building Height: 14' (1 story) for mini-storage 

Slgn(s), maximum: 

Permitted Uses: 

28' manager's quarters and office 

One ground sign shall be permitted on 71st Street 
placed adjacent to the west property Itne of Area 
C, subject to BOA approva I. No wa II signs or 
other signs of any kind are al lowed on any 
building walls or screening fences on the 
exterior of the development with the exception of 
the north side of but (dings wlth!n 160' of the 
center I Ine of East 71st Street South. 

Mini-storage, except no open storage Is al lowed. 

3) A 6' high so II d wood screen I ng fence may be subst I tuted for the 
requ t red masonry wa lion the east 550' of the east-west boundary 
between Development Areas Band C. 

Comments & Discussion: 

In regard to the screening fence, Mr. Stump explained that, since 
this area was adjacent to and back of commercial developments (north of 
the mini-storage), then a masonry wall would probably not be necessary, 
but some sort of interIm screenIng was needed untt! such time as the 
commercial development was bul It. 

In reply to Ms. Wilson regarding the manager's quarters, Mr. Gardner 
verified that this would be located at the north end. Further, whl Ie the 
bu II ding was part of the or I gina I presentat 1 on, the pitched roof of 
the manager's quarters was not known or planned at that time. Staff 
ver I fled that manager's quarters I n a min I-storage was a customary and 
accessory use. 

Mr. LI nker adv 1 sed that he fe It th t s shou I d be presented as a major 
amendment for three reasons: (1) the increase In the buIlding height; (2) 
the change to residential use (for the manager's quarters); and (3) the 
change In the screening requirement. 
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Having had a similar case recently before the TMAPC, Mr. Carnes stated 
that the Comm! ss ton shou I d first dec! de whether to hear th I s case as a 
major or minor amendment. Therefore, he moved this application be 
considered as a major amendment. 

Mr. Draughon commented that the Commission couid use some clarification as 
to what constituted major/minor amendments, and he asked for Staff 
comment. Mr. Gardner stated that there was a provision In the Zoning Code 
which allows minor changes; otherwise, every change, regardless of the 
degree, would have to come before the City Commission. He commented that 
when the TMAPC approved this for mini-storage, they did not approve who 
was going to build It or what It was going to look like. But the 
Commission did place some parameters to meet the spirit and Intent of the 
ordinance. Further, the original applicant had no way of knowing whether 
the office and/or manager's quarters would be a 14' one story building or 
If It might, In fact, have a slanted roof on one side which went beyond 
the approved 14'. Mr. Gardner commented that he therefore fe I t the 
ordinance was written in such a way to accommodate these type of changes, 
which he considers to be minor. He added that manager's quarters was a 
customary and accessory use of mini-storage facilities throughout the 
City. 

Mr. Parmele remarked that he feels the Commission sometimes gets too 
techn I ca I on sma I I deta I Is. I f an I ncrease I n the he I ght of the entl re 
mini-storage was requested, then he would consider that a major amendment. 
However, this case was requesting an Increase on one side of a very small 
portion of the total 68,000 square feet, as an architectural feature only. 

Commissioner Selph stated that It was extremely disturbing to him that the 
Commission was continuing to have this conflict over what was a major and 
what was a minor amendment. He suggested Staff and Legal sit down In the 
near future and resolve this Issue. 

Mr. Carnes commented that had thIs been an architectural feature 
mod I f I cat Ion on I y, he "OU I d cons I der th Ism I nor. However, there were 
three modifications under consideration and he felt this was major. 

In response to Legal Counsel, Mr. Gardner clarified that the Staff 
recommendation referred to the major amendment only because of the TMAPC 
policies, but Staff did not consider this major. Mr. Doherty added that 
the TMAPC had the option, should they so decide, to waive a policy. 

In reply to Chairman Doherty, Staff advised of the names on the 
notification list, which comprised the abutting property owners and those 
speaking at the previous hearing, which covered the 300' notice range. 
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I n regard to the he I ght Issue, Mr. Gardner remarked that the one story 
(14') limitatIon, without question, applied to the mini-storage buildings. 
However, there was not another building in this vicinity that was not at 
least 35' In height, and the 28' height request for the manager's quarters 
constituted only 2.5% of the entire mini-storage buildings. But, In 
reality, It was less than that because the 28' heIght applIed to only one 
edge of the quarters to accommodate the pitched roof. Therefore, Staff 
felt thIs to be minor. 

ChaIrman Doherty commented that, had the screenIng Issue been on the sIde 
abutting the apartments, he would not consIder this minor. However, this 
beIng on the opposIte side, with the bufferIng to the apartments In place, 
this did not seem to be a sIgnIficant point. He stated that, If the 
residentIal use of the manager's quarters/office was, In fact, a customary 
and accessory use, then thIs would also be a minor change. In regard to 
the height Issue, one of hIs concerns was adequate notice, and he felt 
th I s had been proper I y addressed. The rema t n I ng quest I on I nvo I ved the 
I eg I s I at I ve funct I on as re I ates to the he I ght Increase, wh I ch was Lega I 
Counse I 's op I n Ion. However, he persona I I Y be II eved that th I s was not a 
legislative function, and he felt the Issue were adequately defined so as 
to allow the TMAPC to vote on that basis. 

Mr. Carnes commented it appeared that the Interested parties and required 
property owners had been notIfied, but none were In attendance, and after 
hearing the views of his fellow members, he would withdraw his motIon to 
consider this case as a major amendment. 

Mr. Coutant stated that he felt the policy was clear and, although Staff 
may not agree with the policy, he felt it should be fol lowed. Therefore, 

he resubmitted a motion to consider this case as a major amendment. 

Ms. Kempe Inquired as to who else would be notified If this was considered 
a major amendment. Mr. Gardner adv I sed that there wou I d be no others 
since these were large tracts of land surrounding the subject site, and 
the property owners had already received notice. In regard to the TMAPC 
General Policy on major amendments, Mr. Gardner stated the Commission 
would have to waive this policy or the case would automatically become a 
major amendment. He continued to stress that the pitched roof wIth the 
28' height on one side only was an architectural feature, and he compared 
this to other PUD's having a specific unique and/or architectural feature 
which the CommissIon had approved as minor. 

Mr. Linker commented on the danger In zonIng when one party was treated 
one way, and another party another way. He further po I nted out that a 
major amendment not only required notice to the property owners within 
300', but also required publIcation and a zoning change sign on premises. 
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Discussion continued with Mr. Carnes stating opposition to consideration 
as a major amendment, and Mr. Draughon agreeing with Commissioner Selph 
that a clearer determination between major and minor was needed. 
Ms. Wilson stated support for the motion as a major. She agreed that 
Staff had fo I lowed the correct procedure to I et the Comm I ss I on members 
decide the major/minor issue, and not indicate one way or the other to the 
applicant. Mr. Parmele agreed that the problem appeared to be with the 
policy, but he emphasized that the General Policies were meant to be 
flexible to allow the TMAPC the discretion to make determinations as to 
whether a case was major or minor. He also agreed that Staff had acted 
accordIngly and had used the proper judgment to let the Commission make 
this determination. Discussion continued on the major/minor Issue. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 8 lDeIIlbers present 

On *>TION of COUTANT, the TMAPC voted 3-.5-0 (Coutant, Draughon, Wilson, 
"aye"; Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, Parmele, Selph, "nay"; no "abstentions"; 
Paddock, Rand I e, Woodard, "absent") to CONS IDER PUD 179-R-l as a Major 
Amendment. 

That mot I on fa I II ng, Mr. Parme I e moved to wa 1 ve the TMAPC po I I cy and 
consider this case as a minor amendment. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of PARMElE, the TMAPC voted 4-3-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, 
Parmele, "aye"; Coutant, Draughon, WIlson, "nay"; Selph, "abstaining; 
Paddock, Rand I e, Woodard, "absenttt ) to CONS IDER PUD 179-R-1 as a MI nor 
Amendment, as recommended by Staff. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Jerry Wilson (6520 South Lewis) reviewed the Site Plan indicatIng the 
areas for storage, the manager's quarters, setbacks, screening, etc. 
Mr. Wilson clarified the manager's quarters/office was not a two story 
building as the pitched roof was an architectural feature only, and there 
would be no rooms on a second floor. He also pointed out that they have 
exceeded the open space requirements. 

Mr. Joe Westervelt (QulkTrlp Corporation) advised that he has spoken with 
adjacent property owners and the on I y concern mentioned was that the 
mini-storage buffering/screening be expedited as quickly as possible. He 
stated he fel t the trend to make the manager's quarters b I end with a 
res I dentl a I look was an asset to th I s development I partl cu I ar I yin th I s 
area which had multi-famt Iy uses surrounding the subject tract. 

Mr. Wilson reiterated that the height of these multi-family uses was 35', 
and the height limitation for the retail strip center In this PUD was 28'. 
Therefore, he did not fee I the request for 28' on one edge of the 
manager's quarters/off I ce was unreasonab Ie since the rema I nder of the 
mini-storage area was limIted to 14'. 
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Mr. Parmele moved for approval per the Staff recommendation, except for 
development standard #3, In order to allow chain link fencing wIth 
landscaping (In lieu of solid wood fencing), subject to approval of a 
Detail Landscape Plan. 

~ ACTION: 8 members present 

On KlTION of PARMElE, the TMAPC voted 5-1-2 (Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, 
Parmele, Selph, "aye"; Draughon, "nay"; Coutant, Wilson, "abstaining; 
Paddock, Rand I e, Woodard, "absent") to N>PROVE the Mi nor Amendment to 
PUD 179-R-1 Wilson (QulkTrip), as recommended by Staff, amending Item #3 
to substitute chain link fencing with landscaping for solid wood fencIng, 
subject to review and approval of a Detail Landscape Plan. 

CommissIon Selph requested the Rules & Regulations Committee and Legal 
Counsel meet with Staff to review the TMAPC General Policy on major/minor 
amendments. Chairman Doherty asked that Mr. Paddock, as chairman of that 
Committee, be notified In this regard. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 417: Detail Site Plan and Detail landscape Pian for Area K 
SE/c of East 17th Street & South Victor Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: 

The Detal I Site Plan Is for off-street parkIng on the east side of Victor 
Avenue between 17th Street and 17th Place. The parking area contains 79 
spaces I nc I ud I ng three hand I capped spaces and is setback 25' from 17th 
Street and 15' from the adjacent residences to the east. The landscaping 
Is consistent with standards established tn the PUD and off-street parking 
Is a permitted use tn Area K. 

Therefore, Staff finds the Detal I Site Plan and Landscape Plan consistent 
with the PUD requirements and recommends the APPROVAl of PUD 4i7. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Chairman Doherty noted that two Interested parties who had signed to speak 
had to leave since this case was tabled to the end of the agenda, but he 
asked that copies of the Detal I Landscape Plan be forwarded to: Ms. Nel I 
Bradshaw (1628 South Victor), and Ms. June Drummond (1871 East 16th 
Street). 

~ ACTION: 6 members present 

On KlTION of KEJlPE, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, 
Parmele" WIlson, Selph; "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Coutant, Paddock, Randle, Woodard, "absent") to APPROVE the Detail Site 
Plan and Detal I Landscape Plan for Area K, as recommended by Staff. 
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* * * * * * * 

Request from Bryan Close, Palos Verdes Homeowners Association, to submit 
specific concerns regarding the western portion of the Creek Turnpike 
alIgnment, spec!flca!!y the Jenks community area. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Those subm I tt I ng wr I tten statements and/or address I ng the TMAPC In th Is 
regard were: 

Bryon Close, Palos Verdes Homeowners Association 
Hal Watts, 727 West 108th, Jenks 
Charles Creekmore, 10801 South Houston, Jenks 
Dr. John D. Capehart, 10600 South Elgin, Jenks 

A summary of the specific concerns submitted Is as fol lows: 

1. The proposed alignment Is a deviation from the Jenks Comprehensive 
Plan. That Plan has been relied upon by municipal planners and local 
land owners for the guidance of development In that area. 

2. The prevailing southwesterly winds would blow emissions from the 
proposed tol I plaza toward an area of older homes occupied by elderly 
residents. 

3. The Impact of the turnpike on area drainage has not been adequately 
addressed. There Is lack of hydrological Information and, In 
part! cu I ar, concerns were expressed about adequacy of cu I verts for 
Polecat Creek tributaries. The spokesmen were especially concerned 
that the damming effect of the road would create "swamps" very close 
to residences. 

4. The Palos Verdes Association has received some Indication that there 
Is poss lb I e loss of flood Insurance ava II ab liity If appropr I ate 
standards are not met. 

D!scusslon followed with Chairman Doherty advising these concerns 
wou I d be forwarded I n a I etter from the TMAPC to Dewey Bart i ett, Jr. , 
local representative for the Oklahoma Turnpike Authority. 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 3:44 p.m. 

ATTEST: 
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