
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING CoMMISSION 

Minutes of Meeting No. 2214 
Wednesday, August 18, 1999, 1:30 p.m. 

City Council Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

Members Present 
Boyle 

Members Absent 
Carnes 

Staff Present 
Beach 

Others Present 
Swiney, Legal 

Counsel Harmon 
Hill 
Jackson 
Ledford 
Midget 
Pace 
Westervelt 

Dick 
Horner 

Bruce 
Dunlap 
Huntsinger 
Matthews 
Stump 

The notice and agenda said meeting were posted in the Reception Area of 
INCOG offices on Monday, August 16, 1999 at 11:30 a.m., posted in the Office of the 
City Clerk 11:31 a.m., as well as the office of the County Clerk at 11:28 a.m. 

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

Minutes: 
Approval of the minutes of July 28, 1999, Meeting No. 2212 
On MOTION of LEDFORD the TMAPC voted 5-0-1 (Boyle, Hill, Jackson, Ledford, Pace 
"aye"; no "nays"; Westervelt "abstained"; Carnes, Dick, Harmon, Horner, Midget 

APPROVE meeting of 28, 1999 Meeting No. 12 
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* * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * 
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PLAT WAIVER: 

Boa 18471 (593) 
712 South Delaware Avenue 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 

(Boyle, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
, no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Dick, 

Village to August 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

(PD-4) (CD-4) 

Mr. Boyle that applicant and an interested party have requested a 
continuance to September 1, 1999. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

8-0-0 (Boyle, Harmon, Hill, 

* * * * * * * * * 

a 

* * 

, none "abstaining"; Carnes, Dick, 
BOA 184 71 to September 1 , 1999 

081 
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SUBDIVISIONS: 

LOT-SPLITS FOR WAIVER OF SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS: 
L-18895 - Robert E. Grant (2394) 
161 00 East 41st Street 

(PD-17) (CD-6) 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
site is located on the north side of 41st Street on the half-section between 161 st 
Avenue and 17th East Avenue. The site is 400' x 455' in size and is a portion of a 

parcel. The proposed use of the site is as an electrical substation (PSO). 

The request is to waive the subdivision regulations that require public water service for 
each lot [Sections 6.5.4 (d) and (e)]. The Public Works Department will allow a septic 
system; water service is not available at the present time. 

was requested to review the item and to make a recommendation to the TMAPC. 
heard the item at the regular meeting of August 5 and recommends approval of the 

with condition that right-of-way sufficient to accommodate 
(1 , 50' on each side) obtained. No water is required the 

APPROVAL waiver of subdivision regulations for 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
MOTION of JACKSON, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, Harmon, 

, no "nays"; none "abstaining"; 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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8) 

are in 

were no interested 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

* 

1 



acres). The site is situated southeast of the intersection 
Ave. Observation subdivision containing an 

abuts the northwest. Quail Ridge containing 
the southeast and unplatted, vacant land is the east. 

were discussed August 5, 1999 at the Technical Advisory 

1. Streets/access: 
• Beach, staff, noted some of the requirements from the PUD: 
,.. Lot 1 would have its primary access to 1291

h East Avenue at its northwest corner 
through a mutual access easement with Lot 2. 

> D does not prohibit access from Lot 1 onto 43rd Place but it does prohibit 
access from 2 and Lot 3 to 43rd Place. 

> access from 2 be to 1291
h East Avenue or to 41 51 through Lot 

> All access Lot 3 will be to 41st Street or 1291
h East Avenue through Lot 2. 

A mutual access easement should be shown through Lots 2 and 3 to provide 
access for both lots to both arterial streets. Limits of No Access should be 

along Lot 2's entire frontage on 43rd Place. Right-of-way is being 
the of both arterial 

Sewer: 
• were no comments regarding the sanitary sewer system. 

Water: 
• the applicant provide plans for water system so he 

and determine requirements. He agreed approval of the preliminary 
subject to satisfactory design of water system service and 

appropriate easements. 
Storm Drainage: 

• were no comments regarding the storm sewer system. 

18 99:2214(7) 



was aware was on 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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3 VORABLEtoa 
waiver: 

1) J 
2) Are restrictive in a previously filed plat? J 
3) Is property adequately described by surrounding platted properties 

or street RNI/? 

NO 

YES answer to the remaining questions would generally NOT be favorable to a 
plat waiver: 

Is right-of-way dedication required to with major street and 
highway plan? J 
Will restrictive covenants be filed by separate instrument? J 
Infrastructure requirements 

Water 
i) Is a main line 0 J 
ii) Is an internal J 

additional 

a 
a 

access 

0 
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if staffs is if dedications on the 

was given up 
Planning Commission 

agreed to accept that. If there will be no access this project off of this residential 
collector street why is staff concerned. Mr. Beach stated that staff could make a 
concession regarding Victor and the 25' radius is a standard that Traffic Engineering 
likes to see. Mr. Beach further stated that if this would serve no useful purpose then he 
does not have a real strong concern about waiving the subdivision regulations. Mr. 
Boyle asked Mr. Beach if staff believes this does not serve a useful purpose. Mr. Beach 
stated that he does not think it serves a useful purpose and it should be waived. 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION WESTERVELT, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Boyle, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Dick, Horner, 
Midget "absent") to APPROVE the Plat Waiver for PUD-614 subject toLNA being 
accepted by Traffic Engineer, filing covenants consistent with the requirements of 
the PUD as recommended by the Planning Commission. 

is concerned with Plat Waivers 
place. He requested staff 

this occurs. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Memorial 

too many of the 
give more information in the 

1) 



the following 3 generally VORABLE a 

1) 
0 

or 

to a 



9) Is the property in a PUD? 
a) If yes, was plat recorded for the original PUD? 

0 ../ 
N/A 

10)1s this a Major Amendment to a PUD? 0 ../ 
a) If yes, does the amendment make changes to the proposed physical 

development of the PUD? N/A 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Westervelt stated that he has ordinary and business relationships with this bank and 
he has no conflict, therefor he will be voting on this item. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of HARMON, the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Boyle, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Ledford, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Dick, Horner, 
Midget "absent") to APPROVE the Plat Waiver for Z-671 0 as recommended by staff. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Midget in at 1 :55 p.m. 

ZONING PUBLIC HEARING 

Application No.: Z-6711 RS-3 toIL 
Applicant: John Moody (PD-9) (CD-2) 
Location: West side South US 75 and Redfork Expressway (1-44) 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The District 9 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan Area, 
designates the subject tract as Special District 3. Plan policies state that this is an 
industrial area and that future industrial development should be located here. 

According to the Zoning Matrix the requested IL zoning may be found in accordance 
with the Plan Map. 

Staff Comments: 

Site Analysis: The subject property is approximately ten acres in size and is located on 
the west side of U. S. Highway 75 South and West 1-44. The property is sloping, 
wooded, contains railroad right-of-way, and is zoned RS-3. 
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Surrounding Area Analysis: The subject tract is abutted on the north and south by 
railroad right-of-way, zoned RS-3; to the west by vacant property, zoned AG; to the east 
by the Red Fork Expressway right-of-way, zoned IL; and beyond the expressway by 
industrial businesses, zoned IL. 

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: No zoning activity has occurred in this area. 

Conclusion: Based on the existing zoning, recommendations of the District 9 Plan and 
uses in this area, staff recommends APPROVAL of IL zoning for Z-6711. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION of WESTERVELT, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, Harmon, Hill, Jackson, 
Ledford, Midget, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Dick, 
Horner "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of IL zoning for Z-6711 as recommended 
by staff. 

Legal Description for Z-6711: 
NE, SE, NE, Section 22, T-19-N, R-12-E, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Application No.: PUD-587-A 
Applicant: Roy D. Johnsen (PD-18) (CD-8) 
Location: South and west of southwest corner East 81 5t and South Yale 
(Major Amendment) 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Planned Unit Development No. 587 contains 23.57 acres and is located at the 
southwest corner of East 81st Street South and South Yale Avenue. Development Area 
C, located at the southwest corner of the PUD, contains 3.78 acres and was approved 
for a maximum of 12 single-family dwelling units. One of the requirements of the PUD 
was that there be a public street connecting East 83rd Street South and South Urbana 
Avenue. This would create a second point of access for the subdivision by connecting 
Urbana with Toledo by way of 83rd Street. This amendment proposes as an alternative 
use of Development Area C that a maximum of four single-family residences be 
permitted with access derived from a private drive connection to 83rd Street and that a 
cul-de-sac be provided at the north terminus of South Urbana Avenue with no access 
from Development Area C to South Urbana Avenue. The cul-de-sac depicted on the 
conceptual site plan does not meet the standards for the City of Tulsa. It is also 
proposed that the south boundary lines of the southernmost two lots be designated as 
the rear lot lines. 
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If a cul-de-sac is approved at the 
access from Development Area C to South Urbana 

will be created, which would be 
Regulations for the 

not exceed 500 feet in II, a platted RS-2-zoned 
containing 95 lots, abuts Development Area C on the south. There is only 

one way into and out Brookwood II at this time and that is from East 851
h Street South 

Brookwood II platted with stub streets, Vandalia 
the north. 

Public Works has stated that waterlines need to be connected between the dead-end 
on South Urbana Avenue and the dead-end main on East 83rd Street. Traffic 

Operations and the Fire Department recommend that East 83rct Street South and South 
Avenue be connected. 

requirement t11at there be a public street connecting East 83rct Street South and 
is removed and a cul-de-sac is constructed at the terminus of South 
there will continue to 95 lots (Brookwood II) with only one access 

2150-foot long cul-de-sac would be created in violation of the subdivision 
and emergency vehicles only one access point 
II and will be impaired. 

circulation and safety staff recommends DENIAL of 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Boyle asked if staff would recommend approval if two streets discussed were 

connected. response, Dunlap answered affirmatively. 

or 
in 

5) 





stated that the original was units, 
would like to amend application to one-single family dwelling, one 
and not required to extend the street He commented that one lot 

need for the it would serve no 
is a 

connection, cul-de-sac Urbana and a drive access from 83rd over to Toledo. This would 
better serve his clients and the neighborhood. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Johnsen why his client did not want to put the street in and why it is 
a Johnsen stated that if were connected his clients would lose 
their secluded large tract and traffic would be brought right into his clients' front steps. 
This changes the private character of the property and the traffic circumstances 
substantially, and his client would go ahead with developing twelve homes rather than 
the home. 

stated that if 
be the same problems 
cT<=~rcn that whoever lives 

client goes and builds the twelve houses there would 
topography and a sharp turn. In response, Mr. Johnsen 

would have the problems. 

that there are some mitigating factors, but if the 
is developed with twelve lots, then street connection will be a requirement. 

does not a connecting street then there are several 
problems circulation safety. He commented that he is trouble 
understanding why a cul-de-sac should be made too long. response, Mr. Johnsen 

it is a question the Planning Commission any a 
and there have been no circumstances where there has been an 

that he is aware of. Mr. Johnsen further stated that there haven't 
could get a or a 

1899221 7) 





is a possibility that in 
development and that would mean more housing and 

II being available 
indicated 

new traffic have to exit onto Urbana and 
Brookwood II. 

17 South Urbana, Tulsa, Oklahoma 7 4137, stated that his property 
property. reminded majority 

the residents were against connecting the He Wilson has 
offered a solution to one of his problems by building a cul-de-sac on Urbana. 
explained that vehicles use his driveway to turn around once they discover that it is a 

street. 

Knap stated that he has never heard of one incident regarding an emergency 
situation where emergency vehicles could not get through. He explained that backed­
up traffic will cut through Toledo and go through his neighborhood, where the grade is 

steep and it is a blind hill. Mr. Knap expressed concerns with the neighborhood 
safety. 

stated that the interested parties have stated that are supportive 
with turnaround and do connected. He 

regard to Lot 5, the detP'ltion area, it would be difficult to develop for 
use because grade and topography. likelihood its developing is 
is probably not a valid consideration for this application. 

9) 



if the applicant is 
much more 



1"""'·tan'""'t- stated that he would like to add an amendment to 
line connection that needs to occur, the motion needs 

satisfied. asked Mr. Westervelt if 
In rac~nr•n 

motion that if 
include that water 

would like to amend 

Stump stated that the subject property will have to be platted and water and sewer 
be addressed at that 

Ledford stated that all stub streets create this type of problem and it is addressed 
many times. The older subdivisions are fifteen or twenty years old and still have stub 
streets. The argument that connecting the stub streets will change the neighborhood 
will be a problem because anytime a stub street is tied, the traffic pattern in the 
neighborhood is changed. time a stub street is created by development in a new 
neighborhood in an unplatted area, at some time in the future the neighborhood is going 

be changed when another developer ties into a stub street. The Yale Avenue 
connection is platted as 50 feet and a subdivision single entry is divided with a 

right-of-way in order to have two lanes on each side of the raised median, so 
event there is a blockage there is a lane of traffic for an emergency vehicle to 
subdivision. 

Ledford stated that an 8% grade has been a design criterion since 1968 and it does 
it is not a vehicle is going up the grade it has a 

concluded problem with the argument is that it has now 
the for not connecting stub streets to other 

that neighborhood. 

and the circulation is needed in 



* * * * * * * * * * * * 



1, for no 
a PUO. 

Analysis: The subject property is approximately ten acres in and is located in 
the intersection of 121 51 Street South and South Sheridan 

wooded, vacant and zoned 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The subject tract is abutted on the north by a single­
family dwelling, zoned RS-1; to the west by vacant land and a dwelling, 
""''"'nAG; and to south and east by vacant property, zoned AG. 

BOA Historical Summary: The most recent 
when a 14.3-acre tract located northwest of the 

D a 

in this area was 
was 

Comprehensive Plan, existing zoning patterns and 
recommends APPROVAL of zoning on the southeast 

121~ and 
on 

1, staff sees no benefit in 

were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

applicant indicated with staff's recommendation. 



* * * * * * * * * * * * 

as 



as 
Planning Commission the mcmosa1 
1999, meeting and recommended 

APPROVAL 

application. 

Mr. Midget in at 3:00 p.m. 

There were no interested 

TMAPC Action; 8 members 
HARMON, 
Pace, 

Horner "absent") to recommend 

c 

Harmon, 
, no "nays"; none "abstaining"; , Dick, 

zoning for CZ-255 as recommended 

acres more or 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

1 





to recommend APPROVAL the 
as submitted. 

Boyle, Harmon,' Jackson, Westervelt 

due to a 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

OTHER BUSINESS: 
Review Urban Renewal Plan Amendments; finding them accord with the 
Comprehensive Plan 

Planning Commission that their is to revie'N the 
the Comprehensive Plan. Staff has 

Development staff and in 
Staff recommends that the Planning 

* 
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