
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANN I NG CXM41 SS ION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1770 

Wednesday, November 29,1989, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

Members Present 
Coutant 

Members Absent 
Carnes 

Staff Present 
Gardner 
Setters 

Others Present 
Linker, Legal 
Counse I Doherty, Chairman 

Draughon, Secretary 
Parmele 

Kempe 
Paddock 
Randle 

Stump 
Matthews 

Selph 
Wilson, 1st Vice 
Chairman 

Woodard 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, November 28,1989 at 11:10 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 :40 p.m. 

MINUTES: 

Approval of the Minutes of November 8, 1989, Meeting 11768: 

On MOTION of WOODARD, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, 
Draughon, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minutes of November 8, 1989, Meeting #1768. 

Approval of the Minutes of November 15, 1989, Meeting 11769: 

REPORTS: 

On MOT!ON of WilSON, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, 
Draughon, Selph, Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minutes of November 15, 1989, Meeting #1769. 

Report of Receipts & Deposits for the Month Ended October 31, 1989: 
On MOTION of WOODARD, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, 
Draughon, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Parmele, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Report of Rece J pts & Depos i ts for the Month Ended October 31, 1989. 
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REPORTS - Cont 

CommIttee Reports: 

Mr. Coutant advised the City Commission had recently reviewed the 
proposed amendments to the District 18 Plan relating to the Mingo 
Val ley Corridor. They did not approve resolutions, but had referred 
the matter back to the TMAPC for further study. Mr. Coutant 
commented the objections raised by the City Commissioners were those 
anticipated; however, the Board of Realtors expressed concern that 
they had not had an opportun I ty to speak at the pub II c hear I ng. 
Chairman Doherty agreed that the Comprehensive Plan Committee would 
again review this matter upon receipt from the City. 

Director's Report: 

a) Mr. Gardner advised the City could begin the budget review process as 
early as February. Therefore, he suggested the TMAPC members advise 
Staff of any programs to be Included in the next fiscal budget. 

b) Mr. Gardner requested the TMAPC consider possible cancellation of the 
December 27th meet J ng, as gett I ng a quorum at that t I me may be 
difficult. He advised there were no zoning cases scheduled for that 
date. After poll ing fellow Commissioners, Chairman Doherty advised 
the consensus was to cancel that meeting, and Staff was so directed. 

PUBLIC HEARING: 

CONSIDER AMENDMENTS TO THE 
DISTRICT 5 & 16 PLAN MAPS & TEXT 

AS A RESULT OF THE TULSA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
FAR PART 150 NOISE STUDY AND OTHER HOUSEKEEPING AMENDMENTS 

Comments & Discussion: 

Ms. Dane Matthews, INCOG Staff, presented an overview of the proposed 
amendments re I atl ng to the Nol se Study and the few housekeep lng-type 
amendments for the District 5 and 16 Plans. Ms. Matthews Introduced 
Mr. Ryk A. Dunkelberg, Consultant and Airport Planner, who reviewed 
specific Information from the FAR Part 150 Noise Study. Mr. Dunkelberg 
then answered questions from the Commissioners regarding the Study. 

Mr. Coutant adv I sed the Comprehens I ve P I an Committee had rev I ewed th I s 
matter and voted unanimously to recommend approval of the amendments to 
the District 5 and 16 Plans as proposed. Chairman Doherty noted there 
were no Interested parties In attendance on this matter. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of COUTANT. the TMAPC voted 6-0-1 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Selph, "abstaining"; Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE the Amendments to the 
District 5 & 16 Plan Maps & Text, as recommended by the Comprehensive Plan 
Committee and Staff. 
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ZONING PUBLIC HEARING: 

Application No.: PUD 455 
Applicant: Moody (HMB 71) 
Location: 660' North of the NE/c of East 
Date of Hearing: November 29, 1989 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

71st & South Yale 

OM 
OM/CS (pend I ng) 

Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. John Moody, 2520 Mid-Continent Tower (583-7766) 

Staff Recommendation: 

The applicant Is proposing a retai I shopping and restaurant development on 
a 4.7 acre tract 660 feet north of the northeast corner of 71 st Street 
South and Yale Avenue. The District 18 Plan designates this area Special 
District 2 and Development Sensitive. Special District 2 is proposed to 
be limited to hospital-medical and related activities, office, commercial 
shopping, residential and cultural activities. The Plan also states that 
Development Sensitive areas be given special attention during the review 
process and be highlighted in al I development proposals. The proposed PUD 
appears to give no special attention to the steep slopes (15% to 25%) on 
the site. The proposal Is for a standard looking restaurant and shopping 
center with a detention pond between this development and Yale Avenue. If 
the PUD were developed In this manner, the entire tract would need to be 
either cut away or fl I led, producing a need for massive retaining wal Is to 
keep adjacent land from col lapsing onto the tract. Virtually al I existing 
trees on the tractwou I d be lost as we I I • Th I sis why the area was 
Identified as Development Sensitive. Commercial development of this type 
necessitates the total destruction of the naturai environment on a steeply 
s loped site such as th Is. Because of th Is, Staff does not support the 
proposed CS zoning on a portion of the tract nor the proposed design and 
uses In the PUD. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DEN IAl of PUD 455. I f the TMAPC dec I des to 
approve the PUD, Staff recommends PUD 455 be approved subject to the 
fol lowing conditions: 

1) The applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a condition 
of approval, unless modified herein. 

2) Deveiopment Standards: 

Area (Gross): 
(Net) : 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Floor Area: 

5.37 acres 
4.70 acres 

233,959 SF 
204,920 SF 

Those uses perm I tted as a matter 
of right In the CS - Shopping 
Center Commercial District and 
Christmas tree sales lots, 
Interior design and selected home 
building materials sales and/or 
sales rep. with TMAPC review; but 
excluding Use Units 16 and 19. 

29,400 SF (O.i3 FAR) 
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PUD 455 Moody (Hm 71) Cont 

Minimum Bui Idlng Setback: 
West Boundary (C/l of So Yale) 
South Boundary 
East Boundary 

220' 
40' 
25' 

North Boundary (excluding panhandle 
which al lows no buildings) 

Reta I I Shops 
Restaurant Court 

Minimum Off Street Parking: 

Minimum Open Space: 

Minimum landscaped Open Space: 
On Each lot 
Northern Boundary 
Western Boundary 

Preservation of Existing 
Vegetat I on: 

SIgns: 

25' 
70' 

As required by the applicable Use 
Unit of the Tulsa Zoning Code 

47,900 SF (for entire PUD) 

10% 
20' 
8' (west of detention pond) 

East 15' of panhandle on north 
side of tract 

Ground Signs: One project Identification monument style sign at 
each entrance to Yale Avenue and 68th Street Is permitted so 
long as they do not exceed 6' In height or 32 SF In display 
surface area. 

Each lot In the Restaurant Court Is permitted one ground sign no 
greater than 25' In height with a maxImum display surface area 
of 125 SF. 

No ground signs are al lowed In the retail Shopping area except 
the project identification sign mentioned above. 

Wall Signs: As al lowed by Section 1130.2(B) of the Tulsa Zoning 
Code. 

3) No zoning clearance permit shall be Issued within the Planned Unit 
Development until a Detail Site Plan, which Includes all buildings 
and required parking, has been submitted to the TMAPC and approved as 
being In compliance with the approved PUD Development Standards. 

4) A Detal I landscape Plan shal I be submitted to the TMAPC for review 
and approva I • A I andscape arch I tect reg I stered I n the State of 
Oklahoma shal I certify to the zoning officer al I required landscaping 
and screen I ng fences have been I nsta I led in accordance with the 
approved landscape plan 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 continuing condition of the 
granting of an Occupancy Permit. 
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PUD 455 Moody (HMB 71) Cont 

5) No sign permits shal I be Issued for erection of a sign within the PUD 
untl I a Detal I Sign Plan has been submitted to the TMAPC and approved 
as being In compliance with the approved PUD Development Standards. 

6) All trash and mechanical equipment areas shall be screened from 
public view. 

7) A II park i ng lot II ght I ng sha II be directed downward and away from 
adjacent residential areas. Light standards shall be limited to a 
maximum height of 24 feet. 

8) The Department of Stormwater Management or Profess I ona I Eng I neer 
registered in the State of Oklahoma shall certify that all required 
Stormwater drainage structure and detention areas have been Instal led 
in accordance with the approved plans prior to Issuance of an 
occupancy permit. 

9) That no Bu I I ding Perm I t sha II be Issued unt i I the requ I rements of 
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by the 
TMAPC and fJ led 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. Gardner c!arifled Staff's Intent In the wording of "Permitted Uses" so 
as to assure there would be no large trucking or wholesaling activities at 
this location. He added "Christmas tree sales" was added to avoid the 
problems that currently exist In PUD's where a portion might be needed on 
a short term basis for this type sales. Mr. Gardner advised a point of 
contention remaining In Staff's recommendation was the placing of 
freestanding signs for the restaurant court, and the applicant's request to 
place the slgnage along Yale frontage. 

App! lcant!s Comments: 

Mr. John Moody, representing the applicant, agreed a point remaining to be 
resolved was the location of ground sign(s). He advised the applicant 
does not agree with placing the signs back behind the detention pond, 
which was of concern to the potential retail users. Mr. Moody requested 
the app 11 cant be perm I tted to locate the ground signs with i n 4' of the 
detention pond retaining wal I as shown on the plan, which would set the 
signs back off the street curbs. In reply to Mr. Coutant, Mr. Moody 
verified the retaining wall must be set back a minimum of 8' from the 
property line. He reiterated the applicant wanted to keep the signs close 
to the retaining wall. Mr. Moody also requested an 8' height (48 square 
feet) for the monument signs Instead of Staff's suggested 6' height (32 
square feet), as these two monuments would be primary Identification for 
the retal I shops In the rear. 
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PUD 455 Moody (HMB 71) Cont 

TMAPC Review Session: 

Mr. Draughon I nqu I red if pi ac I ng the signs as proposed by the app II cant 
might create a traffic hazard. Mr. Gardner replied he did not think It 
was a matter of safety, but Staff feels that placing the signs on the street 
frontage brings the commercial to the street and does not keep It back In 
the retal I center. 

Ms. Wilson asked If the City Forester had reviewed the landscaping plans, 
and If Staff had considered this In their recommendation. Mr. Stump 
stated at the t I me of rev i ew of the Deta II Landscape P I an, Staff wou I d 
consult with the Forester. Commissioner Selph suggest adding this as a 
condition; Staff and applicant agreed. 

Discussion ensued on the slgnage proposed, as compared to other slgnage In 
the area, and sign height limitation versus setbacks. Mr. Parmele 
suggested consideration of monument type signs closer to Yale and only 
al low the tal I ground signs back close to the restaurants. He felt that 
the farther back from Yale Avenue the signs were placed, the more height 
would be needed. Mr. Gardner commented the condition for slgnage could be 
written "either/or"; I.e. If a freestanding pole sign reached 25' In 
height with 125 square feet of surface area, then It must be behind the 
detention area on the lot with the restaurant; or monument signs not to 
exceed a certain standard. 

Mr. Parmele moved for approval of PUD 455 per Staff, subject to the 
fol lowing changes: 1) Project Identification sign on Yale Avenue at 68th 
Street be permitted, not to exceed 8' height with 48 square feet of 
display surface area; (2) each lot of the restaurant court Is permitted 
one ground sign no greater than 25' in height with a maximum display 
surface area of 125 square feet OR a monument sty I e sign on the Ya Ie 
Avenue frontage not to exceed 6' In height with 32 square feet of display 
surface area. 

Mr. Draughon stated concern with the steep slopes and possible stripping 
of al I the trees. Mr. Gardner commented the conceptual Site Plan submitted 
by the applicant indicated a landscaped area. The TMAPC could reverse the 
process by requiring Detal I Landscape Plan approval prior to issuance of 
any earth change permits. Discussion fol lowed with Ms. Wilson suggesting 
word I ng to be I nc I uded as a cond I t I on, "The urban forester sha I I rev lew 
the Detal I Landscape Plan prior to the Earth Change Permit, and recommend 
to the TMAPC the number, type and placement of trees, shrubbery and 
ground covering." Mr. Parmele accepted this suggested wording as a part 
of his motion. 

Mr. Coutant commented the type of PUD presented "Is as sensitive as 
possible within the range of reasonable to the concerns that gave rise to 
the Development Sensitive desIgnation." Ms. Wi Ison stated favor for the 
motion since one of her major concerns has been just stripping that land 
bare of every tree. She felt this project offers the opportunity to look 
at the land first and then how to best develop It. 
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PUO 455 Moody (HMB 71) Cont 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE. the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Rand I e, "absent") to APPROVE 
PUO 455 Moody (HMB 71), as recommended by Staff, subject to the fol lowing 
amendments: 

1) One project Identification sign at each entrance to Yale Avenue 
permitted, not to exceed 8' height nor 48 square feet of display 
surface area. 

2) Each lot of the restaurant court, excluding the stormwater detention 
area, Is permitted one ground sIgn no greater than 25' In height 
with a maximum display surface area of 125 square feet OR a monument 
style sign on the Yale Avenue frontage not to exceed 6' In height nor 
32 square feet of display surface area. 

3) Add word I ng to cond It i on 64: "The urban forester sha I I rev i ew the 
Detal I Landscape Plan prior to Issuance of any Earth Change Permit and 
shal I recommend to the TMAPC the number, type and placement of trees, 
shrubbery and ground covering." 

Chairman Doherty advised transmittal of the related zoning case (Z-6263) as 
heard on October 25th was withheld pending approval of the PUD. 
Therefore, TMAPC approval was needed for transmittal of these minutes. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of COUTANT, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentIons"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE the TransmitTai of 
Z-6263 Moody (HM3 71>' The TMAPC also APPROVED early tranmlttal of the 
zoning and PUD to the City Commission. 

legal Description: 

PUO: Part of the W/2 of the SW/4 of the SW/4 of Section 3, T-18-N, R-13-E 
of the IBM, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the US 
Government Survey thereof, 'be I ng more part I cu I ar I y descr I bed as fo I lows: , 
to-wit: Commencing at the SW corner of said Section 3, thence due north 
along the west line a distance of 661.01'; thence S 89° 49'36" E a 
distance 60.0' to the POB; thence continuing S 89° 49'36" E a distance of 
434.91'; thence N 00°00'17' E a distance of 425.47'; thence N 89°50'02" W 
a distance of 82.5'; thence N 00°00'17" E a distance of 140.0'; thence 
S 89°50'02" E a distance of 35.0'; thence N 00°00'17" E a distance of 
94.30' to a po 1 nt on the south right-of-way of East 68th Street South; 
thence N 89°50' 02" W a long the south right-of-way of East 68th Street 
South a d I stance of 27.5'; thence a long a curve to the left, with a 
central angle of 25° and a radius of 120.0' a distance of 52.36'; thence 
S 65°09'58" W a distance of 43.23'; thence S 00°00'08" W a distance of 
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PUD 455 Moody (HMB 71) Cont 

Legal Description: (cont) 

179.71'; thence due west a distance of 269.97'; thence due south and 
paral lei wIth the west line of said SectIon 3 a distance of 449.72' to the 
POB; LESS AND EXCEPT an undivided one-half Interest In the 01 I and gas In 
and under such property. 

LESS AND EXCEPT: Commencing at the NE corner of the E/2 of the W/2 of the 
SW/4 of the SW/4 of Section 3, T-18-N, R-13-E, Tulsa County, State of 
Oklahoma, said point being the NW corner of Lot 2, Block 2, BURNING HILLS, 
an Addition to the City and County of Tulsa, Oklahoma; thence 
N 89°50'02" W along the south line of East 68th Street South and the north 
line of said e/2 a distance of 212.50' to the POB; thence S 0°00'17" W a 
d I stance of 94.30'; thence N 89° 50' 02" Wad I stance of 35.0'; thence 
S 0°00'17" W a distance of 140.0'; thence N 89°50'02" W a distance of 
22.0'; thence N 0°00'17" E a distance of 230.62' to the south right-of-way 
of East 68th Street South; thence N 75°56'25" E a distance 0.00'; thence 
along said south right-of-way line on a curve to the right of having a 
central angle of 14°13'33" and a radius of 120.0' a distance of 29.79'; 
thence S 89° 50' 02" E a long sa I d south right-of-way 11 ne a d I stance of 
27.5' to the POB. 

* * * * * * * 

Application No.: Z-6271 
Applicant: Norman (Gussman) 
Location: SE/c of East 81st Street & South 
Date of Hearing: November 29, 1989 
Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. Charles Norman, 

Relationship to the C~mprehenslve Plan: 

Present Zoning: AG 
Proposed Zoning: CS, RM-O & RS-3 
Sheridan Road 

2900 Mid-Continent Twr (583-7571) 

The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Medium and Low 
Intensity - No Specific Land Use. 

According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested CS zoning Is In accordance 
with the Plan Map for a 467' x 467' Node at the Intersection, the requested 
RM-l and RM-O may be found In accordance with the Low Intensity portion of 
the Plan Map, and the requested RS-3 Is In accordance. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately 140 acres In size and 
I s located at the Southeast corner of East 81 st Street South and South 
Sheridan Road. It Is wooded, rol I lng, vacant, and Is zoned AG. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by both 
commercial and residential uses zoned CS, RM-O, RS-3 and PUD 300; on the 
east and south by developed single-family subdivisions zoned RS-3j and on 
the west by commercial and residential uses zoned CS, RM-O, RS-3 and PUD 
271-A. 
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Z-6271 Norman (Gussman) Cont 

Zoning and BOA HIstorical Summary: Prevlous rezon I ng actions a II owed 
commercial development at the Intersection buffered by multi-family as a 
transition to single-family. 

Conclusion: Based on the existing zoning pattern In the area and the 
Comprehensive Plan, Staff can support rezoning to a configuration simi lar 
to the other three corners. Staff supports CS zoning at the 467' x 467' 
(5 acre) Node, a 300' wraparound buffer of RM-O and the balance of the 
subject tract RS-3. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of CS, RM-O and RS-3 zon 1 ng I n the 
above mentioned pattern. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Charles Norman, attorney for the applicant, stated agreement wlth the 
Staff recommendation for approval of the zoning pattern outlined. In 
response to Ms. Wilson regarding the Department of Stormwater Management 
(DSM) report indicating the existing pond should be preserved. Mr. Norman 
clarified that his client was not a developer and did not anticipate 
deve I op I ng the property persona II y. He added that th I s suggest I on wou I d 
not be possible to Incorporate Into a typlca! subdIvision plat unless a 
PUD was filed. Mr. Norman remarked that the advantages of a PUD for a 
tract this size would be sufficient Incentive to attract an ultimate 
deve I oper through that process, wh I ch wou I d be the t I me to take th Is 
Into consideration. 

Mr. Draughon asked for Input on DSM's request for "a study by applicant's 
consu I tants on watershed I mpact of the tota I tract pr i or to platt I ng." 
Mr. Norman commented DSM was recognizing that a parcel of this size wouid 
not be developed In a single plat, but In parcels of 20 - 30 acres at a 
time, and thIs was an appropriate suggestion before the first plat was 
submitted. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Patrick S. MUlvany 
Mr. Larry Henry 
Mr. Michael Merrick 
Mr. Michael Wilkerson 
Mr. Jan-Noel Jouas 
Mr. Bob Carpenter 
Mr. Dan Stiverson 
Ms. Nadine Worthen 
Mr. Victor Sobol 

7315 East 81st Place 
1000 Oneok Plaza 
8736 South 68th East Ave 
8527 South 68th East Ave 
8202 South 73rd East Ave 
6567 East 85th Street 
7417 East 84th Street 
6609 East 86th Place 
8260 South 73rd East Ave 

74133 
74103 
74133 
74133 
74133 
74133 
74133 
74133 
74133 

Mr. Patrick MUlvany read from a letter of opposition stating his reasons 
for denial, mainly due to what he considered detrimental Impact to the 
conservat Ion of w I I d II fe and the env I ronment ex I st I ng on th I s AG zoned 
tract. 
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Z-6271 Norman (Gussman) Cont 

Mr. Larry Henry advised he represented Chimney HI I Is Homeowners Association 
which abuts the subject tract on the south and east. Mr. Henry commented 
he was 1 nterested 1 n be I ng on record as an 1 nterested party so as to 
receive notice when any development did occur on the property. 
Additionally, he wished to make very clear the Association's concern that 
much study should go Into the stormwater management Issue for any future 
project on this tract. 

Mr. Michael Merrick, current president of Chimney HI I Is Homeowners 
Association, supported the comments made by Mr. Henry. Mr. Merrick 
advised of serious structural problems to homes In this area due to 
underground streams. He echoed concerns as to future stormwater 
management Issues as this tract Is developed. 

Mr. MI chae I WI I kerson concurred with concerns expressed by the above 
parties. Mr. Wi Ikerson expressed his main concern involved problems of 
traffic flow in and around this part of south Tulsa. 

Mr. Jan-Noe I Jouas a res 1 dent of Southern H I I I s Estates requested an 
env I ronmenta I impact study be done before any deve I opment occurred. Mr. 
Jouas shared concerns that whatever was developed on this tract would be 
tastefu i i Y done. Cha i rman Doherty adv I sed that an env I ronmenta I Impact 
study was not a requirement for zoning. 

Mr. Bob Carpenter, representing Huntington Place Homeowners Association, 
agreed with the views already expressed regarding drainage. Mr. Carpenter 
also agreed with concerns as to traffic, especially "cut-thrun traffic In 
the nearby res I dent I a I subd I v lsi ons • He stated he wou I d II ke a very 
str I ngent traH i c study to be conducted pr I or to approva I of any deve I opment. 
Mr. Carpenter commented he was not opposed to development, but he too was 
Interested In being on record so as to be a part of any future the PUD 
process for this tract. He suggested consideration of the posstbl I ltv of a 
greenbelt buffer between commercial and residential uses as he did not 
feel multifami Iy uses would serve as a proper buffer. He also expressed a 
desire to work with the developer to assure simi lar uses and lot sizes as 
the existing adjacent residential development on the south side of 
Huntington Place. Mr. Carpenter agreed the ponds/lakes should be 
preserved to help control future drainage and waterflow problems for the 
entire area. 

Mr. Dan Stl verson, a res I dent of Southern H II I s Estates, spoke on the 
number of res I dences In th I s part I cu I ar area served by Darnaby Schoo I, 
which he felt was currently overloaded. Mr. Stiverson expressed concern 
that future multlfami Iy and single-family development would drastically 
overload this school. He commented that he felt future apartment complex 
development would bring down property values. Mr. Stiverson mentioned 
areas where the streets continually have water from existing runoff. He 
reinforced that something was need to prevent further cut-thru traffic, 
and he advised of current traffic safety problems. 
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Z-6271 Norman (Gussman) Cont 

Ms. Nadine Worthen concurred with al I statements made regarding traffic, 
drainage, etc., and she stressed that apartment zoning was not needed In 
this area. Further, she requested the zoning for multifamily be tabled 
tl I I a later date as a consideration to the existing single-famIly 
subdivisions. 

In order to receive notice of future activity on this tract, Mr. Victor 
Sobol signed as an Interested party for the record but did not speak at 
the hearing. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 

In regard to concerns with conservation of wi Idllfe, Mr. Norman commented 
that this part of Tulsa County was not a rural area, but has been an urban 
area for several years. Further, the urban changes In this area have also 
Impacted the applicant's property, Including drainage and water runoff. 
Mr. Norman remarked that each of the speakers mentioned problems common In 
th I s area to the deve I opment of a I I property. He asked them to simp I y 
recognize and respect the fact that this tract of land has not contributed 
In any way to those problems which they have experienced living In a 
metropolitan area. Mr. Norman also pointed out this tract of land would 
be supervised and managed under the same regulations and standards that the 
surround I ng res I dent I a I subd i v I s Ions were deve loped. He added that the 
standards today were probab I y higher than in the past because, as the 
urban process continues, the requirements for development have been 
Increased In almost every Instance. 

Mr. Norman reiterated that no one has presented a specific development 
proposa I at th 1st I me. However, I f the res I dents of Hu nt I ngton P I ace 
object to a stub street, he suggested they go to the City of Tulsa and 
request It be vacated and closed at this time. Otherwise, the ultimate 
developer of the subject tract would be required by the standards adopted 
by the TMAPC and City Commission to honor the stub street and connect to It 
in order to property an Internal circulation system. Mr. Norman added he 
felt It would be a mistake to prevent the applicant's section of land 
from hav i ng access to the other streets I n the area or to deny th I s 
quarter section access from the elementary school. 

TMAPC Review Session: 

Mr. Parmele Inquired If aligning the RM-O zoning with that existing across 
the street west of Sher I dan wou I d be cons I stent with the Deve I opment 
Guidelines. Mr. Gardner advised It would be a "may be found" In 
accordance, as the Commission could grant more than just the standard 300' 
wraparound. He stated that If aligned, It would give approximately 11 or 
12 acres Instead of the current 8 acres. Mr. Norman stated that It might 
not be this extensive, as the dimension on Sheridan Road was 850' and the 
Staff recommendation was for 767'. Mr. Parmele commented this provides an 
opportun I ty to get the zon I ng boundar I es a I I gned, as the TMAPC has had 
problems In the past with propertIes across from a rezoning application not 
aligning. Therefore, he felt the CommIssion could use this opportunity to 
"square It up" and provide a cleaner zoning line. 
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Ms. WI I son I nqu I red of Lega I Counse I what focus the DSM had I n the 
platting process, as far as requiring the existing ponds to remain In 
place. Mr. Linker replied that, If It was necessary to keep the ponds for 
proper drainage, then It would be a legitimate function of DSM to make this 
a requirement. Ms. Wilson stated concern that, If the tract was divided 
into sma I I er tracts, It might circumvent adequate stormwater management 
needs. 

Mr. Norman stated he was somewhat surpr I sed by DSM's suggest I on that a 
pond should be retained for detention purposes, because DSM has generally 
discouraged the use of wet ponds as a detent! on resource since a pond, 
when ful I, has no detention capacity If two rains occur In a short time. 
Ordinarily DSM requires a separate detention facility so as to hold the 
water I n order to a I low s low dra I nage. He added that I f the ex I st I ng 
pond was retained, It would most likely be as an amenity through a future 
PUD and not as a detent I on resource. Cha I rman Doherty Interjected that 
any comment on the potent i a I deve I opment was specu I at I ve on the TMAPC' s 
part. Mr. Norman agreed and stated this was going beyond anything he was 
prepared to discuss since under I y I ng zon I ng was the on I y request before 
the Commission. 

Mr. Parmele moved for approval of CS zoning on the corner In a 467' x 467' 
configuration; RM-O zoning wrapping this for 300' along 81st Street and 
approximately 383' south of the CS on Sheridan Road (or the exact footage 
needed to align with the existing RM-O on Sheridan); and the balance of the 
tract to be rezoned RS-3. 

Mr. Coutant stated this case demonstrates a growing concern of his which 
Is, "the TMAPC has been cons! stent I y app I y I og an att I tude that has 
absolutely no regard for the current existence of public facilities." He 
added this was a dramatic example of the deficiencies of that process; 
I. e. zon I ng of an I ntersect Ion as though improvements were in pi ace. 
However, he would be in favor of the motion. 

Mr. Parme I e commented the Comprehens I ve P I an and Deve I opment Gu i de lines 
recogn i ze the fact that zon! ng and ! and use was based on lip! anned" 
Infrastructure. He compared this to the "chicken and egg concept" In 
that, do you walt and see where there wi I I be development before planning 
for major street Improvements; or do you spend funds on Improvements first, 
and hope that development wi I I gravitate to them? Chairman Doherty added 
that the Planning Commission faces a continuing dilemma, as grounds for 
denial could be based on a safety and welfare Issue if there Is a lack of 
Infrastructure. However, In this particular case, where the subject 
tract was completely surrounded by development, the TMAPC might be placing 
themselves In jeopardy If they did so. 
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TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE. the TMAPC voted 6-1-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Parmel e, 
Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Draughon, "nay"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6271 Norman (Gussman), as 
recommended by Staff for CS, RM-O and RS-3 zoning in the following 
pattern: 

CS zoning: 467' x 467' (five acres) at the node; 
RM-O zoning: Wrapping around the CS, 300' on 81st Street and 383' on 
Sheridan Road so as to align with existing RM-O patterns; and 
RS-3 on the remainder of the tract. 

Legal Description: 

CS: Five acres In the NW corner of the subject property described as 
follows: Beginning at the N~I corner of Section 14, T-18-N, R-13-E, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma, thence due East a distance of 467'; thence due South a 
distance of 467'; thence due West a distance of 467'; thence due North a 
distance of 467' to the POB. 

RM-O: A tract described as follows: Beginning at a point 467' East of 
the NW corner of Section 14, T-18-N, R-13-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, 
thence East a distance of 300 1 ; thence South a distance of 850'; thence 
West a dIstance of 767'; thence North a distance of 383 1 ; thence East a 
distance of 467'; thence North a distance of 467 i to the POB. 

RS-3: NW/4 of Section 14, T-18-N, R-13-E, Tulsa County, Okiahoma LESS AND 
EXCEPT the above described portions for CS and RM-O zoning categories, and 
the S/2 of the SW/4 of said NW/4. 

* * * * * * * 

Appl icatlon No.: PUD 32o-A 
Applicant: Morris (Kennebunkport) 
Location: South of the SE/c of East 81st 
Date of Hearing: November 29, 1989 

Present Zoning: RS-2 & RD 
Proposed Zoning: Unchanged 

Place South & South Delaware Avenue 

Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. Clayton Morris, 7935 East 57th Street (664-3337) 

Staff Recommendation: 

The applicant Is proposing to abandon the previously approved PUD 320 
development standards and substitute, by major amendment, new development 
standards with significantly reduced dwelling density. The original PUD 
a I lowed 119 attached dwe I II ng un I ts wh tie PUD 320-A I s propos I ng 78 
single-family detached units. The existing private roadways will be 
uti Ilzed to the maximum extent possible. The underlying zoning is 
primarily RD with RS-2 on the east 50'. 
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After review of the proposed PUD, Staff finds the uses and Intensities of 
development proposed to be in harmony with the spirit and Intent of the 
Code. Based on the following conditions, Staff finds PUD 320-A 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 possibilities of the site and; (4) consistent 
with the stated purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zon I ng 
Code. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 320-A sUbject to the fol lowing 
conditions: 

1) The applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a condition 
of approval, unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 

Site Area (Net): 16.054 acres 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum No. of Dwel ling Units: 

Minimum Lot Area: 

Minimum Lot Width: 

Minimum Llvabl I Ity Space 

Maximum Building Height 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
(From lot line) 

Front Yard 
Rear Yard 

Detached Single-Family Dwelling 
Units & Customary Accessory Uses 

78 

5,500 sf 

50' 

2,500 sf (per lot) 

35' 

20' 
20' 

Side Yard 5' 
From North, East and 
South Boundary lines 20' 

From South Delaware Ave R/W 35' 

Minimum Off-Street Parking 
Spaces per DU: 4 (2 In garage & 2 In driveway> 

3) No zoning clearance permit shall be Issued within the Planned Unit 
Development untl I a Detal I Site Plan, has been submitted to the TMAPC 
and approved as being In compliance with the approved PUD Development 
Standards. 

4) A homeowners association shal I be created and vested with sufficient 
authority and financial resources to properly maintain all private 
roadways and common areas I nc I ud I ng any stormwater detent I on areas 
within the PUD. Language creating a homeowners association shal I be 
made a part of the PUD covenants. 
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5) AI I private roadways shall be a minimum of 20' In width for two-way 
roads and 18' on one-way loop roads, measured face of curb to face of 
curb. All roadways shall have a minimum 30' right-of-way. All 
curbs, gutters, base and paving materials used shal I be of a quality 
and thickness which meets the City of Tulsa standards for a minor 
residential pub!lc street. 

6) That no Building Permit shall be Issued until the requirements of 
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has been satisfied and approved by the 
TMAPC and fl led 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. Gardner advised the Development Standards proposed In this PUD were 
essentially the RS-4 standards as to lot sizes, frontages, etc. Staff has 
a concern, In terms of future development, with off-street parking. 
Therefore, Staff added wording to condition #4, which addresses the 
private streets, regarding language to be a part of the PUD covenants 
relating to creation of a homeowners association. Mr. Gardner commented 
the City Engineer has advised his department wi I I Inspect private streets, 
as proposed In this PUD, but anything less than 50' rlght-of~way wi I I not 
be accepted by the City now or In the future should the homeowners wish to 
convert to public streets and maintenance at a later date. 

Ms. Wilson Inquired as to the number of lots being reduced to accommodate 
on-site detention requirements. Mr. Gardner remarked the applicant wi II 
lose some of the proposed 78 dwel ling units to meet the 35' setback off 
Delaware Avenue, In addition to losing some lots to meet drainage 
requirements. 

In regard to condition #5, Mr. Gardner confirmed the applicant can meet 
the standards out II ned by Staff In th Is cond I t Ions. However, these 
roadway dimensions would not meet the City's m!nlmum pavement width 
standards, nor the right-of-way standards. Therefore, the City wll I not 
accept these as public streets now or In the future. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Clayton Morris concurred with the Staff recommendation except on the 
setback requirements. Mr. Morris requested a 20' setback from Delaware 
Instead of 35'; and a 15' rear yard setback Instead of a 20' setback. He 
added that most of the rear yards would meet the 20' standards, but there 
were a few lots needing 15'. Therefore, rather than having to come back 
ask I ng for a wa I ver, he des I red to address th I s I ssue now. I n regard to 
detent I on, Mr. Morr I s ad v I sed storm sewers were a I ready In p I ace for a 
portion of this addition, and were designed to carry a 100-year flood. He 
adv I sed DSM has not I ssued a f I na I determ I nat Ion on whether detent Ion 
wou I d even be needed s! nce the sewer des 1 gn cou I d accommodate the I r 
drainage. 
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TMAPC Review Session: 

Wording was suggested and discussed for addition to condition #5 to advise 
of the CI ty' s pos I t Ion not to accept rna I ntenance and respons I b I II ty for 
streets with less than 50' of right-of-way. 

Discussion fol lowed on the applicant's amended setback request, as 
compared to the adjoining development (TImbers Condominiums) which has a 
35' setback. Mr. Morr I sinter jected that the p I at be I ng vacated has a 
25' setback. 

Mr. Coutant moved for approva I of the Staff recommendatIon, except to 
amend the setback from De I aware Avenue from 35' to 25', and add the 
suggested notation to condition #5 In regard to the CIty's position, plus 
a notation stipulating that no residence shall face Delaware Avenue. He 
amended his motion so as to Include a reduction of rear yard setbacks from 
20' to 15'. Discussion fol lowed between Staff and Commission on the motion 
as relates to the amended setbacks, wIth Ms. Wi Ison submitting an 
amendment to the motion to stay with Staff's recommended 35' setback from 
Delaware Avenue. 

Mr. Morris advised the street backing up to Delaware Avenue (Delaware 
Place) was already In place, and If a 35' setback was maintained, It could 
requ! re the deve loper to tear out the ex! st I n9 street and sewer i I nes. 
Therefore, he fe I t the app II cant was more or less "marr I ed" to what was 
previously approved at this end of the plat. 

Mr. Gardner acknowledged the previous plat Indicated a 25' setback from on 
Delaware, and he advised this same PUD had previously approved a 20' rear 
yard on the north and east, and now the app I I cant was ask I ng for 15'. 
Staff fee I s the north and east rear yard setbacks shou I d rema in 20 I • 

However, I t was a different case for the I nter I or yards back 1 ng up to 
other houses with I n the deve I opment. Therefore, the Comm I ssl on cou I d 
make a differentiate for these Interior rear yards versus those abutting 
Delaware. 

TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTiON of WILSON, the TMAPC voted 4-2-0 (Doherty, Draughon, Wi Ison, 
Woodard, "aye"; Coutant, Parmele, "nay"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, Kempe, 
Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to AMEND the Main Motion to retain the 
setback on Delaware Avenue per Staff at 35' and not 25' as requested by 
the app II cant. 

Mr. Coutant clarified that his suggestion for the change was only for the 
Interior rear yards as It was clear on the plat drawing that the exterior 
boundar I es wou I d requ I re a 20' setback. Staf f ver I fled the I r 
recommendation for the 20' rear yard setback was for Interior rear yards, 
as there was a separate stipulation for the north, south, east and west 
boundaries on page two of the recommendation. 
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TMAPC ACTION: 6 members present 

On MOTION of COUTANT, the TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Randle, Selph, "absent") to APPROVE PUD 32o-A Morris 
(Kennebunkport), as recommended by Staff, except as fol lows: 

• Amend Interior rear yard setback to 15'. 

• Add to Cond I ti on #5: The pr I vate street system proposed does not 
meet the standards of the CI ty of Tu I sa for a pub Ii c street and, 
therefore, wi I I not be accepted for maintenance by the City now or in 
the future. 

• Add to Condition #2: No dwel ling shal I front or obtain access from 
Delaware Avenue. 

Legal Description: 

AI I of Lots 1 - 4, Block and Reserves A & B, Southwood Condominiums, a 
subdivision to the City and County of Tulsa, State of Oklahoma. 

* * * * * * * 

Application No.: PUD 457 
Applicant: Poe & Associates (Stephens Propi 
Location: NE/c of East 81st Street & South 
Date of Hearing: November 29, 1989 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Yale Avenue 

RS-3 
Unchanged 

Continuance Requested to: December 13, 1989 (timely request by applicant) 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Mer I Whltebook (2431 East 51st, Suite 200), attorney representing 
Marquis Design Inc., one of the major developers for a portion of Mlnshal I 
Park I V, presented a I etter of protest from J .R. Crews, Sen i or Vice 
President of Val ley National Bank, which is the current owner of lots In 
Minsha!! Park IV. Mr. Wh!tebook advised the letter expressed fee! Ings 
that Canton Avenue be extended into Hoi I and Lakes, and that a stub be 
required for Canton Avenue that wouid provide future access to 81st 
Street. He requested the stub street Issue be addressed at this time, or 
that the Commission offer an advisory position to the developer In thls 
area. Mr. Wh i tebook expressed a des I re to work with the app I i cant 
through the TAC process on the stub street Issue. 

Chairman Doherty advised It was not TMAPC policy to take any portion of a 
PUD I n a tIp i ece mea I" fash Ion. He noted the request was subm I tted I n a 
t I me I y manner and the TMAPC genera I I Y fo I lows I ts po I icy to grant a 
timely continuance request submitted by either side. Chairman Doherty 
advl sed the TAC meet! ng was an open meetl ng for those I nterested In 
attending. 
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Mr. Mike Copeland (3800 First National Tower), representing Heartland 
Federal Savings & Loan, also expressed a desire to work with the developer 
on the stub street matter. He commented he did not think It necessary to 
come back on this case If this Issue could not be resolved. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 5-0-2 ( Doherty, Draughon, Parmele, 
Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Coutant, Selph, "abstaining"; Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to CONTINUE Consideration of PW 457 Poe 
& Associates untl I Wednesday, December 13, 1989 at 1:30 p.m. In the City 
Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

* * * * * * * 

Application No.: PUD 458 Present Zon I ng: RS-3 
Applicant: Poe & Assoc I ates (American Land Dev) Proposed Zoning: Unchanged 
Location: East side of Yale Avenue at East 83rd Street 
Date of Hearing: November 29, 1989 
Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. Bland Pittman, 10820 East 45th, #101 (665-8800) 

Staff Recommendation: 

The applicant Is proposing a single-fami Iy subdivision at a density 
significantly lower than that al lowed by the underlying RS-3 zoning 
(approximately two dwelling units per acre). The site quite hilly with 
s lopes of between 20 and 30% I n some areas. The lower dens I ty Is 
certa J n I y more appropr I ate on th I s type of site. The PUD ! s a I so 
propos I ng pr I vate streets throughout the project with the rna I n entrance 
off Yale Avenue, with a secondary entrance from South Canton Avenue tn the 
Southern Poi nte Add I tl on. Traff I c Eng i neer I ng has stated they have no 
objection to this PUD having private streets as long as the streets are 
open to the pub II c at a II times because the connect i on to South Canton 
Street I s needed to prov! de the planned second poi nt of access for 
Southern Po! nte. Staff a! 50 feel5 that an open connect! on to these 
subdivisions Is desirable. 

Staff finds the uses and Intensities of development proposed to be In 
harmony with the spirit and Intent of the Code. Based on the fol lowing 
conditions, Staff finds PUD 458 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 possibl I Ities of the site and; (4) consistent with the stated 
purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD 458 subject to. the fol lowing 
conditions: 
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1) The applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a condition 
of approval: unless modified herein. 

2) Development Standards: 

Site Area: 46.8 acres (Gross) 
44.5 acres (Net) 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum No. of Dwel ling Units: 

Minimum lot Size: 

Minimum lot Width: 

Minimum Building setbacks from 
Private Drive Easement: 

Front Yard 
Rear Yard 
Side Yard 
Side abutting Private Drive 

Minimum Bui Idlng Setback 
from C/l of Yale Avenue: 

Maximum Bul Id!ng He!ght: 

Minimum Off-Street Parking: 

Single-family detached dwel lings 
and customary accessory uses 

97 

12,000 sf 

90' 

25' 
25' 
10' 
15 I 

95' 

35' 

2 spaces 

3) No zoning clearance permit shall be Issued within the Planned Unit 
Development untl I a Detal I Site Plan has been submitted to the TMAPC 
and approved as being In comp!lance with the approved PUD Development 
Standards. 

4) The pr I vate streets with I n the PUD sha II be open to the genera I 
public to provide access between Yale Avenue and South Canton Avenue 
at the southeast boundary of the site. 

5) A homeowners association shal I be created and vested with sufficient 
author I ty and f I nanc I a! resources to proper! y rna i nta! n a II pr I vate 
street and common areas I nc I ud I ng any stormwater detent i on areas 
within the PUD. 

6) AI I private roadways shal I be a minimum of 26' In width for two-way 
roads measured face of curb to face of curb. AI I roadways shal I have 
a minimum of 30' right-of-way. All curbs, gutters, base and paving 
mater 1 a I s used sha I I be of a qua II ty and th I ckness wh I ch meets the 
City of Tulsa standards for a minor residential public street. 

7) That no Bu i I ding Perm I t 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 fl led 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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Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Gardner adv I sed the CI ty Eng I neer has I nd i cated there cou I d be an 
extensive cut In the hll I along this portion of Yale Avenue which would 
affect th I s partl cu I ar p I at. Mr. Gardner commented th I s wou I d be one 
reason for a cont I nuance of th I s case to December 13th. He suggested 
another reason for continuance would be to al low time for Staff and TMAPC 
to consider a pol Icy which deals with private streets In PUD's since this 
situation appears to be on the rise. He briefly reviewed a survey Staff 
made regarding private streets In previously approved PUD's. 

Mr. Parmele commented he did not understand Staff's concern for a 
continuance. He added that the realignment of Yale Avenue would be 
addressed In the platting process. Therefore, he did not see why the 
TMAPC cou I d not proceed and give the deve I oper some parameters to work 
with In his discussions with the City Engineer on this project. 

Mr. Terry Davis, co-developer for this project (Signal Hi II), remarked 
that up untl I a few moments ago, he felt they would be concurring with the 
Staff's recommendat Ion. He adv I sed he was a I so co-deve I oper I n the 
Brighton Oaks, Hunter's Point and Hunter Hi I Is project. Therefore, he was 
very wei! aware of and sensitive to the topography and conservation of 
trees I n the deve I opment • Mr. Dav I s commented the reason they were 
desiring private streets In this projects was that. If platted with 
ded I cated streets, It wou I d requ I re cutt I ng a 50' path of trees out of 
the subdivision. He stated the past projects were an Indication of 
successful use of the concept of leaving trees and working with the 
topography, as they only take the amount of right-of-way needed (approxi­
mately 30 1 ) for the private streets. 

I n response to Cha I rman Doherty, Mr. Dav I s stated he was prepared to 
proceed with the hearing on the PUD. Mr. Gardner repeated Staff's desire 
to continue in order to consider a policy to address these PUD's with 
private streets. He reiterated the City Engineer's position that the City 
wi I I no longer al low conversion of private streets to public streets if 
they contain less than 50' of right-of-way. 

Chairman Doherty expressed he was uncomfortable holding up an application 
untl J such time as the TMAPC could develop and adopt a policy. 
Commissioner Selph stated understanding of Staff's concern as he felt It 
would be wise to adopt such a policy. However, he agreed Mr. Doherty that 
It wou I d not be fa i r to ho I d th I s app II cant "hostage". 

Mr. Linker acknowledged that private streets have always been a concern of 
Lega I Counse I. He fe I t the best approach wou (d be to have the TMAPC 
Instruct him to review the State Statute's requirements as to private 
streets. He commented there were some pretty st Iff requ I rements I n the 
statutes and various planning acts which he felt the Commission might now 
be v!olatlng or In the future could be vlo!atlng. 

11.29.89:1770(20) 



PUD 458 Poe & Associates (AmerIcan land Dev) Cont 

Cha I rman Doherty I nforma II y po II ed the Interested partl es sign I ng to 
speak, with the consensus being to proceed today with hearing the case. 
The Commission members discussed a possible continuance. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of WllSON_ the TMAPC voted 3-4-0 (Draughon, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; Coutant, Doherty, Parmele, Selph, "nay"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to CONTINUE Consideration of PUD 458 Poe 
& Associates until Wednesday, December 13. 1989 at 1:30 p.m. in the City 
Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

The above motion failing, Chairman Doherty announced the case would be 
heard at this time. Mr. Gardner submitted an amendment to the Staff 
recommendation for a maximum number of dwelling units In a range of 76 -
90 units. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. B I and Pittman, represent I ng the app II cant, rev I ewed the PUD as to 
layout, proposed street construction, access points and topographical 
treatment. He emphas I zed the qua II ty of projects comp I eted by the 
developer In the past. Mr. Pittman reviewed the conceptual drawings as 
to slopes, drainage, landscaping, etc. He pointed out that they were only 
proposing two units per acre, but could be al lowed to build almost double 
that amount by the RS-3 zoning. Mr. Pittman stressed the large amount of 
trees being preserved throughout this development and the amount of 
meaningful open space associated with the lake area. He stated another 
I mportant factor of the I and p I an was the sma I I "eyebrow" areas, wh I ch 
provided more than just a parking court or access point to the lots, as 
they also preserved a number of the trees. 

In response to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Pittman advised of discussions with the 
City Engineer who Instructed his staff to try and hold the existing grade 
at access point as proposed when redesigning Yale Avenue. Mr. Bl I I Lewis, 
engineer for the applicant, answered questions regarding grade cuts, 
e!evatlons, etc. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Phi I Beyeruheimer 
Mr. Bob VanHoecke 
Mr. Stu Waldron 

5137 East 86th Place 
4555 East 85th Street 
4825 East 84th Street 

74137 
74137 
74137 

Mr. Phil Beyeruheimer advised he was speaking on behalf of neighbors who 
shared concern as to the number of un I ts proposed and the I mpact on 
traffic along Yale. He commented he was glad to see the quality of 
project proposed and the efforts to preserve a large number of the trees. 
He added that they were also concerned about drainage control. 
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Mr. Bob VanHoecke, representing the board of directors for the Brookwood 
I I Homeowners Association, stated they shared the developer's appreciation 
of the aesthet I c va I ue of the I and, and he fe I t th I s was a very nice 
deve I opment proposa I. He commented he did share the concern regard I ng 
traffic and the Impact of this project on Yale Avenue. He advised of 
current traffic problems In the 81st Street and Yale area, and he suggested 
the City conduct a study In order to have better traffic management. He 
also suggested the access point be aligned with an existing intersection 
on Yale Avenue. 

Mr. Stu Waldron agreed with the statements made regarding effective 
traffic management as this was one of his major concerns. 

Appl icant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Davis stated they would leave the access going to Southern Point at 
the bottom of the subd i v I s I on I as they have exper I enced sat I s factory 
transition from private to public streets In their other projects. Mr. 
Davis agreed with condition #4 as to the private streets being open to 
pub I i c use. 

I n rep I y to ~1r. Parme Ie, Mr. Dav i s stated they have a prob i em with 90 
max i mum dwe I II ng un I ts as suggested by Staff as they preferred the 97 
un I ts as or 1 gina I I Y requested. He added they wou I d cooperate 100% with 
the City on the access points, traffic study, etc., but they would I Ike to 
have the capab i I I ty of doi ng proper I and p I ann I ng to ach I eve good lot 
usage. 

Mr. Coutant Inquired If the desire for private streets was the reason for 
submitting a PUD or If there were other concessions above what would be 
permitted In RS-3. Mr. Davis replied It was not concessions, but 
capabi litles to adjust setbacks, street right-of-way width p etc. He added 
there was no material advantage or dollar gain other than being able to do 
a better job of development. 

TMAPC Review Session: 

In regard to the suggested range of dwel ling units, Mr. Parmele commented 
he was not sure how an applicant would to submit a site plan; i.e., does 
the applicant submit drawings with 76 lots, 90 lots or both. He feels the 
applicant should be able to know the recommendation for a set number In 
order to do the street plan, lot sizes, frontages, etc. 

I n rep I y to Mr. Coutant, Staff rev i ewed the current status of plans to 
straighten/widen Yale Avenue. Mr. Coutant asked if the TMAPC was to make 
zoning decisions based upon engineering proposals with regard to 
realignment that may not necessari Iy be embodied in the Major Street and 
Highway Plan, and If so, this presented a new angle to planning. He 
discussed further with Staff the Impact of this possible realignment on 
the PUD and possible amendment to the PUD. 
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Ms. Wi I son commented the app I i cant has I nd I cated a w I III ngness to work 
wi th the CI ty Eng i neer on the roadway; she suggested I eav i ng the. max Imum 
dwelling units at 97 with a footnote, "subject to the Traffic Engineer's 
f I na I determ I nat I on on the rea II gnment of Ya I e Avenue." Ms. Wi I son 
submitted this as a motion. Mr. Gardner suggested amending condition #6 
to read, 1I, •• qual lty and thickness which Is certified by the City Engineer 
as meeting the City of Tulsa standards for a minor residential public 
street." Ms. Wilson amended her motion accordingly. 

Mr. Coutant initiated discussion on the number of dwel ling units and the 
ambiguity of awaiting a final determination from the City Engineer on the 
alignment. Mr. Parmele suggested the footnote be amended to read, 
"subject to an agreement between the developer and the City Engineer as to 
a proposed alignment." Ms. Wilson amended her motion to this wording for 
the footnote with the number of dwel ling units. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of WILSON. the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE PUD 458 Poe & 
Associates (AmerIcan land Development Co.), as recommended by Staff with 
the fol lowing revisions: 

• Maximum Number of Dwell ing Units: 97 (Subject to an agreement 

• 

between the developer and the 
City Engineer as to a proposed 
alignment of Yale Avenue.> 

Amend Condition #6 to read: AI I private roadways shal I be a minimum 
of 26' in width for two-way roads measured face of curb to face of 
curb. A I I roadways sha I I have a min I mum of 30 I right-of-way. A I I 
curbs. gutters, base and paving materials used shal I be of a quality 
and thickness which Is certified by the City Engineer as meeting the 
City of Tulsa standards for a minor residential public street. 

Legal Description: 

Part of Sections 15 and 16, T18N, R13E of the IBM, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, 
more particularly described as fol lows: Beginning at a point 1100' south 
and 95.48' west of the NW corner of said Section 15, said point being on 
the easterly right-of-way of Yale Avenue; thence N 89°58'29" E and 
paral lei to the north line of Section 15, 756.21' to a point on the west 
line of the W/2 NW/4 NW/4; thence S 00°02'32" E along said west line of 
218.91' to the NW corner of the E/2 SW/4 NW/4; thence N 89°59'20" E along 
the north Ii ne 660.71' to the NE corner; thence S 00°02' 02" E a long the 
east line 1319.08' to the SE corner; thence N 89°59'49" W along the south 
line 660.58'to the SW corner; thence S 00°02'23" E along the east I ine of 
the N/2 NW/4 NW/4 SW/4 of Section 15, 329.73' to the SE corner; thence 
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Continued Legal Description: 

N 89°59'36" W along the south line 660.55' to the SW corner; thence 
S 89°59'41" W 108.48' to a point on the easterly right-of-way of Yale 
Avenue thence continuing along said right-of-way the fol lowing: Northerly 
119.41' along a curve to the right with a radius of 171.60'; N 16°27'17" E 
975.76'; northerly 275.32' along a curve to the left with a radius of 
391.10'; N 23°52'43" W 375.34'; N 23°37'17" W 238.71' to the POB, 
containing 46.80 acres more or less. 

Appl icatlon No.: CZ-178 
App II cant: INCOG 

* * * * * * * 

Location: East of the SE/c of East 131st Street South & 
Date of Hearing: November 29, 1989 
Presented to TMAPC by: INCOG Staff, 201 West Fifth, #600 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

Present Zoning: AG 
Proposed Zoning: FD 

South Mingo Road 

(584-7526) 

The Bixby Comprehensive Plan designates the subject tract for open space. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract is approximately eight acres in size and 
is located east of the southeast corner of East 131st Street & South Mingo 
Road. It is wooded, gently sloping, vacant and is zoned AG. 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract is abutted on the north, south and 
east by vacant property zoned AG; and on the west by vacant property zoned 
AG, but it has been approved for commercial zoning. 

Zoning & BOA Historical Summary: None 

COnclusion: Based on the Bixby Comprehensive Plan and the subject tract's 
location being In a flood prone area, Staff can support the requested 
rezoning. According to the Tulsa County Building Inspector's flood hazard 
rev i ew, no bu i I dings or structures w I I I be perm i tted on th i s tract. If 
various upstream projects are completed that remove the subject tract from 
flood I ng prob I ems, Staff wou I d recommend the owner f i I e the necessary 
rezoning application. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAL OF F loodway (FD) zon i ng for the 
subject tract. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 6-0-1 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Selph, "abstaining"; Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE CZ-178 INCOG for FD Zoning, 
as recommended by Staff. 
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Legal Description: 

FD: Part of the N/2 N/2 NW/4, Section 7, T17N, R14E, LESS AND EXCEPT the 
fol lowing described tract: Beginning at a point 600' east of the 
northwest corner of Section 7, T17N, R14Ez thence due west along the north 
line a distance of 600'; thence south along the west line a distance of 
660 i i thence east and para I I e I to the north I I ne a distance of 600 I; 
thence northwest a d I stance of 390' to a po I nt; thence northeast a 
distance of 270' to the POB, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma. 

SUBDIVISIONS: 

PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL: 

Camelot Park Estates (2783) East 104th & South Granite Avenue (RS-l ) 

(Continue to 12/20/89 pending City Commission review of PUD 454) 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Selph, Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to CONTINUE Consideration of 
Camelot Park Estates unti I Wednesday, December 20,. 1989 at 1 :30 p.m. in 
the City Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

FINAL PLAT APPROVAL' RELEASE: 

Gilcrease Oaks (PUD 413-A)(392) NEic of Gi Icrease Museum Rd & Keystone Exprwy 

(Continuance requested to 12/6/89) 

On MOTION of COUTANT, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Selph. Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to CONTINUE Consideration of 
Gilcrease Oaks unti I Wednesday, December 20,1989 at 1:30 p.m. in the City 
Commission Room, City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center. 

* * * * * * * 
Eastland Baptist Church (994) 1835 South 129th East Avenue (RM-l, RS-3 ) 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Selph, Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE the Final Plat of 
Eastland Baptist Church and release same as having met al I conditions of 
approva I • 
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OlHER BUS INESS: 

PUD 272: TMAPC Review of Administrative Decision of Staff 
Ref: Major or Minor Amendment to permit Christmas Tree Sales 

The Staff, following the guidelines set out for them by TMAPC, has made a 
determ i nat! on that the fo II ow i ng request I s a major amendment to PUD 272. 
because I tis the add i ti on of a use that is not a I lowed I n the PUD. The 
app I i cant Is appea ling th I s dec 1 s i on to the TMAPC and requests that they 
classify it as a minor amendment. 

The request is for a Chr i stmas tree sa I es lot In PUD 272 wh I ch I s located 
approximately 300' west of the Southwest corner of East 81st Street South and 
South Sheridan Road. A Christmas tree sales lot Is a Use Unit 2 use, which is 
a I lowed by spec I a I except Ion ina CS d I str I ct. The PUD a I lows on I y those 
uses al lowed by right in a CS district. 

Staff recommends that TMAPC not alter its adopted policies and classify the 
request as a major amendment. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Parmele commented that the Commission "is going to keep having these, 
and, being a very seasonable business, it seems these could be placed on 
the II st as minor amendments. Therefore. he moved to treat th Is as a 
minor amendment, waive notice requirement, and place on the December 6th 
agenda as requested. Cha i rman Doherty agreed that the process cou I d be 
simp I If i ed by arr I v i ng at a set po II cy as to how to treat these type of 
cases. 

Mr. Mi chae I Merr i ck (8736 South 68th East Avenue) stated he was not 
aga i nst Chr I stmas trees sa I es as such, but he po I nted out th i s was the 
same lot where truck rentals had been conducted. He commented that the 
ru i es were one th i ng, but enforcement was qu I te another Issue. Mr. 
Merr i ck remarked that, 1 n the past, the owners of th i slot appear to do 
whatever they want, and then come back after the fact and then ask for 
TMAPC permission. He reiterated he was not against the tree sales, he 
just wanted the Commission to be aware that this is, and has been, a 
problem lot for years. 

TMAPC ACTION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 6-1-0 (Doherty, Draughon, Parmele, 
Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; Coutant, "nay"; no "abstentions"; Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE placing PUD 272 on the 
December 6,1989 TMAPC agenda as a Minor Amendment, and waive policy on ten 
day notification. 
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* * * * * * * 

PUD 360-A: Detail Site Plan for Lot 1 Block 1 Homeland Addition 
North of the NW/c of East 91st Street & South Memorial Drive 

Staff Recommendation: 

Staff has reviewed the proposed Detal I Site Plan for the Homeland Store on 
Lot 1, Block 1 of Homeland 0102 Addition In PUD 360-A and finds It 
complies with the Development Standards for the PUD. The proposed grocery 
store contains 53,663 square feet, therefore 164,137 square feet of floor 
area remains for development on the other lots in the PUD. 

The PUD requires that a screening fence be erected on the north property 
line. This Is not shown on the Detal I Site Plan, but Is stl I I a condition 
of occupancy. 

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Detai I Site Plan for Lot 1, Block 1 in PUD 
360-A subject to the erection of a screening fence along the north 
property line. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Jeff Andrews, Architects Collective, stated he was representing 
Home I and Store, Inc. f·1s. WI I son 1 nqu 1 red 1 f the app 11 cant was aware of 
approval being subject to a screening fence on the north property line. 
Mr. Andrews replied that the PUD required screening only when abutting 
residential, and this did not abut residential uses since the application 
was for Lot 1 only. Staff clarified that PUD 360 did require a screening 
fence along the north property line. Mr. Andrews Indicated no objection. 

Mr. Michael Merrick, as an Interested party, stated he had no objection to 
the application as long as the fence was required. 

TMAPC ACT!ON: 7 members present 

On MOTION of DRAUGHON, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absent") to APPROVE the Detail Site Plan 
for PUD 36D-A (Homeland), as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

lMAPC ACT ION: 7 members present 

On MOTION of PARMELE, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Coutant, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, Selph, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Carnes, Kempe, Paddock, Randle, "absentfl) to APPROVE the 1990 TMAPC 
Planning & Meeting Calendar, as recommended by Staff. 
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There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 5:47 p.m. 

ATIEST: 
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