


























Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: Recent rezoning action in this area
approved IL zoning on a tract just south and west of the subject tract that fronts
on West 57" Street South and also approved IL zoning on two small lots located
south and east of the subject property and fronting South 45" West Avenue
between West 56" Place and West 57" Street South.

Conclusion: The District Plan recognizes that this area is in transition to
industrial and related uses. The subject tract has an existing motel located on it
and has been a nonconforming use for several years. Based on the existing
zoning and uses in this area, staff recommends APPROVAL of the requested
CH zoning.

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 HORNER, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon, Hill,
Horner, Jackson, Pace, Westervelt "aye”; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Collins,
Ledford, Midget "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of the CH zoning for CZ-
263 as recommended by staff.

Legal Description for CZ-263:

Lots 3 and 4, Block 1, Bozarth Acres, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma. From
RS (Residential Single-family District) to CH (Commercial High intensity
District).
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APPLICATION NO.: Z-6749 RS-3I/IRM-1 TO PK
Applicant: Stephen Schuller (PD-6) (CD-9)
Location: East of southeast corner 37" Place and South Peoria

Staff Recommendation:

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan:

The District 6 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan
Area, designates the subject tract as Low Intensity — Residential within the
Northern Brookside Special Consideration Area. Plan policies that pertain to the
adjacent Northern Brookside Business Area Special District (Section 3.4.1)
indicate that PK zoning is appropriate if contiguous to commercial zoning or off-
street parking lots. In this case, the proposed PK zoning is adjacent to existing
parking and commercial uses. Policy 3.4.2.7 recommends use of the PUD in any
proposed (re)development to ensure compatibility with existing residential uses.
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Staff Comments:

Site Analysis: The subject property is approximately .457-acres in size and is
located east of South Peoria Avenue fronting East 37" Place South and East 38"
Street South. The property is flat and non-wooded and is being used as a church
parking lot on the north half of the tract and a parking lot on the south half. The
property is zoned RS-3 on the north and RM-1 on the south.

Surrounding Area Analysis: The subject tract is abutted on the north by a
parking lot, zoned OL, and a single-family dwelling, zoned RS-3; to the east by
single-family homes, zoned RS-3 on the north half and a condominium complex
on the south half; to the west by a church and commercial businesses, zoned
CH; and to the south across East 38" Street South by an apartment complex and
parking, zoned RM-1.

Zoning and BOA Historical Summary: The history of zoning action in this area
indicate that parking uses have been permitted north of the subject tract and
when contiguous to commercial lots that front South Peoria. The east 120’ of the
north 140’ of the subject tract was approved in 1965 for off-street parking for
church use (Lots 5 and 6, Block 1, Lee Dell Second) also the west 15 of the
north 140" of the subject tract was approved for a church building that was
constructed on the tract. The need for additional parking to serve this area is
well documented.

Conclusion: The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject tracts as
residential but they are included in the Northern Brookside Special Consideration
Area. Plan policies for the adjacent Special District recommend PK zoning if
adjacent to existing commercial zoning and/or existing parking lots. The west
lots of the subject property have been used as parking lots for some time and the
easternmost lot is vacant. The subject property is contiguous to the commercial
tract to the west. Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAL of PK zoning for Z-
6749. If the Planning Commission is inclined to approve this application, it would
be appropriate to direct staff to prepare related amendments to the District 6
Plan.

There were no interested parties wishing to speak.
The appiicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation.

TMAPC Comments:

Ms. Pace expressed concerns regarding the line of the zoning districts. In
response, Ms. Matthews stated that if the PK zoning could go one additional lot
deep, then it would line up with the zoning boundary north of 37" Place. Ms.
Matthews explained that staff strives to have uniform lines, but typically one
follows the lot fines and the subject lot line is not regular. Ms. Matthews stated
that there is a fine line that keeps creeping, as the parking problem becomes
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worse. Ms. Matthews indicated that part of the provisions of the Infill Task Force
report were to address this issue and staff also relies on the merchants and the
neighborhood associations in the area to resolve any differences they might
have. Ms. Matthews stated that without having a concrete agreement from the
merchants and neighborhood associations nor a concrete recommendation from
the Infill strategy, staff has no alternative but to recommend approval, since this
is adjacent to existing parking and being used for parking.

Mr. Boyle stated that he feels that the key difference in this case is that the
property is already being used for parking and the Planning Commission would
be allowing other properties to use the subject parking area as well. Ms.
Matthews stated that staff and the Planning Commission have encouraged
flexible use of parking facilities in the past.

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of BOYLE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon, Hill,
Horner, Jackson, Pace, Westervelt "aye”; no "nays"; none "abstaining”; Collins,
Ledford, Midget "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of the PK zoning for Z-
6749 as recommended by staff.

Legal Description for Z-6749:

The East 45' of the West 305’ of the South 165.57’ of Lot 3, Section 19, T-19-N,
R-13-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, and the East 15’ of the West 275’ of the North
2.5 acres of the South 5 acres of the West 20 acres of Lot 3, Section 19, T-18-N,
R-13-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, and Lots 5 and 6, Block 1, Lee Dell Second
Addition, an Addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma
according to the Plat thereof, from RS-3 and RM-1 (Residential Single-family
High Density District and Residential Multifamily Low Density District} fo
PK (Parking District).
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APPLICATION NO.: PUD-602-1 MINOR AMENDMENT
Applicant: Charles Norman (PD-18) (CD-8)
Location: Northwest corner of East 71% Street and South Garnett Road

Staff Recommendation:
The applicant is requesting Minor Amendment approval to modify the existing
development specifications as follows:

1. A reduction in building setback from the north PUD boundary for 183 feet of
the north-facing building wall from 75 feet to 42 feet for 43 feet of north-facing
building wall and from 75 feet to 60 feet for 140 feet of north-facing building
wall (Exhibit A).
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2. A reduction of the buffer-planting strip along the north boundary from 15 feet
to five feet for a 160-foot portion of the 1,215-foot northern boundary (Exhibit
A).

An increase in permitted height of light standards from 40 feet to 43 feet.

An increase in the permitted height of the two centers and tenant identification
ground signs at principal entrances to East 71 and S. Garnett from 25 feet to
35 feet (Exhibit C).

hw

Staff has examined a draft detail site and landscape plans submitted as part of
the request. The request for reduced building setback along the north boundary
relates to the building location and configuration proposed by the anchor tenant.
The reduction in setback necessitates a corresponding reduction in a portion of
the landscaped and fenced buffer strip to allow truck access.

The increase in the height of light standards is for the purpose of installing a 40-
foot standard on top of a three-foot concrete base. The request for increased
tenant identification sign height from 25 feet to 35 feet along Garnett and East
71% South seeks to prominently display and identify the anchor tenant and other
tenants of the site.

Staff is of the opinion that a reduction in a portion of the north-facing building wall
setback and corresponding landscape buffer strip reduction; when combined with
the screening fence requirement, maintains the intent of the original approval by
providing an area with the potential to sufficiently buffer the rear of buildings from
the collector street and office uses to the north.

Staff would note that the original approval calls for screening to be provided by
some combination of fencing, landscaping and berming to effectively screen the
rear of the building(s) from the collector street. The Draft Site Plan indicates
approximately 160 feet of fencing and six trees. Staff is of the opinion that the
screening indicated is insufficient and recommends a continuous row of trees
and extension of the fencing along the entire 320-foot rear of the anchor tenant
building.

Similarly the increase in the height of light standards is seen as a minor change
not affecting abutting uses and is in keeping with the intensive commercial uses
in the area.

The increase in sign height from 25 feet fo 35 feet, however, does not maintain
the intent of the original approval limiting sign height along East 71* Street and
South Garnett. Existing ground signage along the south side of East 71% is
uniformly 25 feet in height. The 25-foot height limitation of the tenant and center
identification sign on Garnett was intended to limit the view of signage from
residential area 300 feet to the north. Staff believes that conditions in the area
have not changed since the March 1999 approval and do not warrant a change in
sign height. Finally, tenant and center identification signage for PUD-489 (71

02:02:00:2229(13)



Mingo Center — West of the Expressway) has maintained a tenant-center sign
height of 25 feet along East 71%. PUD-489 is positioned in an identical fashion
as the subject PUD, being one user away from the expressway.

Staff, therefore, recommends DENIAL of the increased sign height and
APPROVAL of the building setback, reduction in 15 foot screening buffer and
increase in height of light poles as submitted subject to the foilowing conditions:

1. The reduction in building setback from the north PUD boundary will be
only for 183 feet of north facing building wall as depicted on the Draft
Detail Site Plan noted as “Exhibit A.”

2. The reduction of the 15 foot buffer planting strip will be allowed for only a
160-foot portion of the 1,215-foot northern PUD boundary abutting the
collector street noted as “Exhibit A" This approval maintains the
requirement that the rear of all north-facing buildings be effectively
screened from the collector street. The effectiveness of the screening will
be determined at the time of Detail Site Plan review.

3. The increase in the height of light standards from 40 feet to 43 feet will be
allowed only for parking lot lighting south of the south-facing building wall
of the shoppmg center. Ali lighting w&l! be hooded and dtrected downward.

Mr. Westerveit stated that the Planning Commission has received two
letters from interested citizens in regard to this application, which will be
submitted as an exhibit (Exhibit B-1).

TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Boyle stated that he noticed in one of the letters received today that the
neighboring residents are concerned about the 75 setback. Mr. Boyle asked
why the reduction from 75 to the lesser setback still leaves the residential
neighborhood with the protection that they are entitled to. In response, Mr.
Stump stated that there is another PUD that allows office immediately north of
the subject property that is interposed between the residential and the back of
this shopping center. This strip, including the roadways, is 300" wide and the
residents would not notice if the setback was 60’ or 75'. Mr. Stump explained
that the normal setback from a collector street in a CS district would be 25’ for
buildings and this project is greater than 25"

Mr. Boyle asked what the zoning is for the parcel between the residential and the
proposed project. In response, Mr. Stump stated that the strip identified as PUD-
602-1 is allowed to have offices, which would back to the residential in front and
it is a separate PUD. Mr. Stump commented that staff feels that with the offices
interposed between the residential and the back of the proposed commercial, the
residents would not see the difference in the setbacks.
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Mr. Stump stated that if the PUD to the north is developed as planned, the back
of the shopping center would front onto 69" Street South along the northern
boundary. Staff was concerned that there be some reasonable plantings along
the northern boundary in order to soften the back of the shopping center.

Applicant’s Comments:

Charles Norman, 2900 Mid-Continent Building, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103, stated
that the development plans for Eastside Market pursuant to PUD-602 have been
completed and the detail site plan and landscape plans have been submitted to
the TMAPC.

Mr. Norman commented that he appreciated the explanation that was given to
make it clear regarding the 300-foot strip, which is the panhandie to the
Hammonds Hotel PUD development.

Mr. Norman stated that the anchor tenant store will contain approximately 87,000
SF and is deeper in dimension than the accessory buildings shown on the detail
site plan. PUD-602 requires a 75-foot building setback from the north boundary
and a landscape buffer at least 15 feet in width containing landscaping, berms,
screening walls or fences or combinations which screen the rear of the buildings
from the proposed east/west collector street along the north boundary of
Eastside Market.

Mr. Norman explained that in order to permit the development of Eastside
Market, which features as its anchor tenant a major retailer new to the Tulsa
area, the property owner requests approval of minor amendments to PUD-602.

Mr. Norman stated that the 75’ setback is exceeded in every instance except with
respect to two areas of the large anchor tenant. He indicated that the
landscaping being provided on both sides of the subject area are deeper than the
building setback line. He indicated that the requirement for landscaping was ten
percent and the subject site plan produces sixteen percent overall landscaping.
He stated that there is separation from the single-family area, which is 300 feet
north of the subject property, and in addition, the landscaping itself will screen it.

Mr. Norman indicated that he agrees with the recommendation of the staff except
for the recommendation for denial of the requested increase in height of the
identification sign. He explained that he requested two signs, one on Garnett
Road and one at the entrance, which is mid-point on East 71 Street.

Mr. Norman stated that the tops of the proposed signs have a decorative cap,
which it is an architectural feature that has no real advertising on it. The next
three feet is the identification of the center (Eastside Market) and the next five
feet is for the identification for the anchor tenant with three panels below for
additional tenants. He commented that if the additional ten feet is denied, then
the lower panels will only be six feet from the ground. He explained that the
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reason for this type of request is that this particular property differs from the
property across the street. He indicated that the difference is that it is a single-
ownership and single-developer shopping center. The property and the PUD to
the south have a number of different ownerships for a restaurant, bank, theatres,
apartments and an auto dealership. He stated that it is appropriate to limit the
height of signs for these kinds of out-parcels. However, on the subject location
the sign will be located in the middle of the property and only serve as an
architectural element, as well as provide adequate height of visibility for the
tenants.

Mr. Norman pointed out other properties in the subject area that were granted
35-foot identification signs. He stated that he recognizes that the subject location
is farther away from the expressway itself, but the purpose of the height request
is not to provide for any kind of identification from the expressway. It is simply to
provide an adequate and visible identification of the subject center and the
tenants inside the center. With this design and scale, he does not see where the
extra ten feet represent inappropriate or unacceptable design for the one sign
that is requested. He clarified that he is not asking for the sign on Garnett to be
considered for the additional height.

TMAPC Comments:

Ms. Hill asked Mr. Norman what type of business was going into the center. In
response, Mr. Norman stated that it would be an upper level department store
that is entering the Tulsa market. Mr. Norman compared the business to Dillard’s
and indicated that there will be three stores that are planned to open
simultaneously.

Ms. Pace asked Mr. Norman if the Planning Commission granted the ten-foot
increase in the proposed sign, why wouldn't the Planning Commission wouldn’t
do the same for the next property developing in the same area. In response, Mr.
Norman stated that when there is a project of this scope and width, plus being a
single operation with 80,000 SF, then this height for a sign does not detract from
good design or from the landscaping that is provided as a part of the center itself.
in response, Ms. Pace stated that if one followed this logic then the larger the
project the taller the sign. In response, Mr. Norman stated that he would not
argue that the sign would need to be greater than 45 or 50’ feet. Mr. Norman
indicated that the sign could be wider and still utilize the permitted display floor
area, but his particular design makes the sign higher and has different sizes of
panels for the different tenants, according to the size of their stores. Ms. Pace
asked Mr. Norman if the Planning Commission followed the staff
recommendation and denied the additional height, then his client would make the
sign wider. In response, Mr. Norman stated that he is not sure that his client
would make the sign wider, but there is a concern regarding the bottom panels
being reduced to six feet from the ground. Mr. Norman concluded that this is a
sign that is in keeping with the design of the center.
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Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Norman if the Planning Commission would have a risk by
allowing the height, because each succeeding development would feel that they
are entitled to an additional ten feet. Mr. Boyle stated that the Planning
Commission has to draw line some place regarding height of signs. In response,
Mr. Norman stated that if the proposed sign were located in straight CS zoning, it
would be permitted as far as height. Mr. Norman commented that he applauds
the Planning Commission’s effort to reduce the height of signs and he has never
argued about the height as a goal. Mr. Norman stated that the request is more of
a design issue than one of absolute height.

Mr. Carnes stated that it is not the Planning Commission’s intent to cater to an
architectural design. In response, Mr. Nurman stated that not all developments
have been restricted, particularly the two on the east side. Mr. Carnes stated
that he remembers the two signs and reminded Mr. Norman that the signs were
approved because the bases were in a hole.

Iinterested Parties Comments:

Ken Ellers, 6806 South 109" East Avenue, thanked Mr. Boyle for clarifying the
setbacks from the actual property lines. He expressed concerns regarding the
screening fence being delayed until the installation of East 69" Street South. He
commented that he has concerns with a barrier between the residents of East
68™ Street and 109", which abut the development.

Mr. Norman stated that he had originally requested that the planting of the trees
along what will be the street frontage for the new collector street be deferred until
the street is dedicated. He indicated that he has withdrawn this request and the
trees will be planted before the dedication of the street. He explained that his
client fears that some of the trees will be damaged during construction of the
street; however, if they are not, then the trees will gain a couple years of growth.

Mr. Norman clarified where the screening fence would be installed and where the
trees would be planted along the area where the new collector street would be
constructed.

Mr. Ellers expressed concerns regarding the natural pond being destroyed. He
explained that his home is at the lowest point of Southbrook 1l and the natural
pond serves as a detention pond. In response, Mr. Norman stated that the
subject pond is on the Hammond property and it will have to be addressed when
the Hammond property is before the Planning Commission.

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon, Hill,
Horner, Jackson, Pace, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining”; Collins,
Ledford, Midget "absent") to DENY of the increased sign height and APPROVE
the building setback, reduction in 15-foot screening buffer and increase in height
of light poles as submitted, subject to the following conditions: The reduction in
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building setback from the north PUD boundary will be only for 183 feet of north-
facing building wall as depicted on the Draft Detail Site Plan, noted as “Exhibit A.”
The reduction of the 15-foot buffer planting strip will be allowed for only a 160-
foot portion of the 1,215-foot northern PUD boundary abutting the collector street,
noted as “Exhibit A.” This approval maintains the requirement that the rear of all
north-facing buildings be effectively screened from the collector street. The
effectiveness of the screening will be determined at the time of Detail Site Plan
review. The increase in the height of light standards from 40 feet to 43 feet will
be allowed only for parking lot lighting south of the south-facing building wall of
the shopping center. All lighting will be hooded and directed downward, as
recommended by staff. (Language in the staff recommendation that was deleted
by TMAPC is shown as strikeout; language added or substituted by TMAPC is
underlined.)
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OTHER BUSINESS:

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-621 DETAIL SITE PLAN

Applicant: Ted Sack (PD-6) (CD-4)

Location: East side of South Harvard between East 27" Street and East 27"
Place

Staff Recommendation:
The applicant is requesting Detail Site Plan approval for a 23,942 SF one-story
office supply retail facility on 2.55 (net) acres.

In reviewing the Detail Site Plan, staff found conformance to bulk and area,
building setback and height, parking, lighting, access, screening and total
landscaped area standards of PUD-621.

Staff, therefore, recommends APPROVAL of the Detail Site Plan for PUD-621
subject to the following:

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 BOYLE, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon, Hill,
Horner, Jackson, Pace, Westervelt "aye”; no "nays”; none "abstaining”; Collins,
Ledford, Midget "absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan for PUD-621, subject
to TMAPC approval and release of the Kallay Park Center Final Plat as
recommended by staff.
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APPLICATION NO.: PUD-608 DETAIL SITE PLAN
Applicant: Ricky Jones (PD-18) (CD-8)
Location: Southeast corner East 81% Street South and South Sheridan

Staff Recommendation:

The applicant is requesting Detail Site and Landscape Plan approval for a 52,994
SF single-story building on a 9.87 acre (net) lot. The PUD specifications for
Development Area A included a reference to the provision of a landscape buffer
along the easternmost boundary as outlined in Exhibit B-1 of the Outline
Development Plan.

Staff has examined the Site and Landscape Plans and finds conformance to bulk
and area, setback, height, lighting, screening, buffering, access, parking and total
landscaped area standards of PUD-608 Development Area A. Staff also notes
conformance to landscape screening standards of PUD-608 as well as
conformance to all requirements of the Landscaped Chapter of the Zoning Code.

In addition, staff notes that the applicant has provided details regarding the
screening of roof-top mechanical equipment indicating that equipment will not be
visible from second floor offices proposed for Development Area B. The
applicant has also provided sufficient landscape buffering to screen both buiiding
and rear service areas from the residential areas to the east.

Staff, therefore, recommends APPROVAL of the Detail Site and Landscape
Plans for PUD-608 Development Area A subject to the following condition:
TMAPC approval and release of the Crescent Center One Final Plat.

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 HORNER, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, Harmon, Hiil,
Horner, Jackson, Pace, Westervelt "aye”; no "nays"; none "abstaining”; Collins,
Ledford, Midget "absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan for PUD-608, subject
to TMAPC approval and release of the Crescent Cenfer One Final Plat as
recommended by staff.
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There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned
at2:14 p.m.

Date approved: 7 2:/ / é// o)

Chiran

Secretary

ATTEST: /é;///{
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