










































































TMAPC Action; 10 members 
MOTION of HARMON, 

than AG or 
thing that 

Stump explained that the application is not 
staff not support either or 

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



PUD-533 June 1995: Request to rezone an 8.6 acre tract iocated on the 
side of Skelly By-Pass on the northeast corner of East 2ih Street South and 
South from CS and OM to CS/OM/PUD for commercial and 
multifamily development All concurred in approval of the request 

Z-6446 June 1994: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a three
acre tract from RD RM-1 to property is located on the northeast 
corner of South 93rd East Avenue and East 21st Street South. 

BOA-16799 September 1994: The Board Adjustment approved a variance 
the maximum one-story height to a three-story building in an OL-zoned 
district on property located on the northeast corner of East 21st Street and South 
93rd East Avenue. 

Z-6203/PUD-439 November 1988: Request to rezone 2.4 acres located on 
northeast corner of South agth East and East 21st Street from OL to 

overlay office and storage facility. All concurred in 
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a uses, 
moving away from the single-family residential. 

as 
Plan policies specify that new development be compatible with existing uses. 

Zoning Matrix the requested CS may be found in accordance 
Map of location a 

first requested CS zoning on a lot located 
opposite this property 

recommendation. 



APPLICATION NO.: Z-6776 
Applicant: William D. LaFortune 
Location: Northeast corner of East 

Staff Recommendation: 

RELEVANT ZONING HISTORY: 

st 

AG TOAG/CS 
(PD-17) (CD-5) 

Mingo Valley Expressway 

BOA-18321 Fe;bruary 1999: The Board of Adjustment approved a request for a 
special exception for the expansion of a church in an AG-zoned district on 
subject 

Z-6582 March 1997: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a 1 
acre tract located on the southwest corner of 41st Street and South Garnett 

of a request to rezone a 
41st Street and South 
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SURROUNDING 
family dwellings, ,.,..,,.,<:::>, 

businesses, zoned 
zoned CS; and 

and apartments 
RS-3. 

Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan 
tract as Medium Intensity -

Specific Land Use and the balance of tract on the north is designated as 
Use with a small portion of the northeast corner 

According to the Zoning Matrix the is in accordance 
Map on is not in Plan on the balance. 



a minor deviation from the Comprehensive 
request for the following reasons. 

which falls into place with this 

1) Surrounding properties are all zoned CS except for the Mingo Valley 
Expressway, which has an underlying RS zoning; 2) the request is 
reasonable because he is asking the CS zoning on a straight westward 
line from the existing CS to the Mingo Valley Expressway; 3) there is a 
creek buffer that meanders throughout the tract to the west and along the 
border of the residential property; 4) there is a 260-foot AG buffer between 
the CS and the residential area, which he specifically requested that the 
CS start 260 feet down from the residential border in order to have the 
buffer in place. 

LaFortune stated that there has already been a precedent set for the CS 
He requested that the Planning Commission grant the request in its 

Interested Parties Comments: 
Barbara Moore, 3942 South 1 ooth 

was interested in why the 
made 

already been done. 
to the rezoning. 

Michael Kay, 1 0624 East Street, 
directly behind the proposed zoning 

regarding 

Oklahoma 74146, stated 
ut'::llnT<=•n to rezone and to make sure 

impact 
have 

Oklahoma 74146, stated 
change. He expressed concerns 

what 
church has planned for the subject property after rezoning. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. LaFortune stated that 

special exceptions. 

06:07:00:2241 



TMAPC Comments: 
Ledford asked 

subject property it 
answered affirmatively. Mr. Ledford 

coming before the Planning Commission 

Mr. Westervelt asked if were 
approve the request would the Comprehensive Plan need to be amended. 
response, Ms. Matthews answered affirmatively. 

TMAPC Action; 10 members present: 
MOTION of BOYLE, the TMAPC voted 10-0-0 (Boyle, Carnes, 

Horner, Jackson, Midget, Westervelt "aye"; no 
none "abstaining"; "absent") APPROVAL of CS zoning 

described in the application, less than north 260' as requested 
and direct staff to amend the Comprehensive Plan accordingly. 



FOR 824.54'; THENCE CONTINUING ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF
WAY LINEN 01°25'48" W FOR 22.56'; THENCE N 88°37'43" E AND PARALLEL 
TO AS MEASURED 260.00' SOUTHERLY OF THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 
SAID "SHANNON PARK 6TH" FOR TO THE "POINT OF BEGINNING" 

TRACT LAND. 

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

Mr. Midget out at 3:06 p.m. 

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-476-2 
Applicant: John W. Moody 
Location: 1311 East 41 51 

MINOR AMENDMENT 
(PD-6) (CD-9) 

on 
on the east multifamily 

dwellings and a 
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and maintains 

Applicant's Comments: 
John Moody, 7146 74136-6303, 
representing 
commitment from phone 
in height will be necessary in 
informed the 

were no interested to speak. 

* * * 

corner 



standard spacing between single-family and multifamily was adopted by City 
If any increase in building height is permitted, staff recommends the 

new standard in 

Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD-460-3, subject to the following 
setback requirements Development Area 

Minimum Building Setbacks from Development Area 

Two stories or less 

Three stories 

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-460 
Applicant: Ted Sack 

Staff Recommendation: 

50FT 

75 FT plus one foot for 
every foot of height above 
35FT. 

DETAIL SITE PLAN 
(PD-18) (CD-8) 

81 st Street and 

site plan proposes multifamily dwellings on the unplatted south half 
Development Area B. The apartment buildings are up to 45' in height, which 

if PUD-460-3 is 

staff's recommendation. 
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2 
781

h Place South, Tulsa, Oklahoma 

Mr. Collins out 

The following comments were expressed by the above-listed Interested 
Parties: 
Concerned the proposed height being intrusive with the gated 
neighborhoods; apartments with balconies at this height can look down 
neighborhood yards and the neighbors privacy; continue the application 
in order meet with an attorney and developer; what type 
installed; prefer to have a instead a 
concerns; prefer that if the application is approved that it would be 
taller and 85 feet away from 

isolated 



Mr. Sack indicated that he has looked at the surrounding neighborhoods and 
tried to bring the standards up to today's standards as opposed to the 1990 
standards. He explained that the density is not being changed from the previous 
approval. stated that the was in place before the developer purchased 
the property. 

TMAPC Comments: 
Mr. Boyle asked Mr. Sack if he intends to install a six-foot masonry-screening 
wall. In response, Mr. Sack stated that he had proposed a six-foot masonry
screening wall; however, currently there is a wooden fence with brick columns 
existing on the residential development in a fence easement. Mr. Sack 
commented that he does not like to build two fences back-to-back because of the 
problems of maintaining the area between the two fences. Mr. Sack stated that 
he does not have a problem with building a masonry fence if the other fence is 
removed, or in working something out with the neighborhood. Mr. Sack indicated 
that he would be happy to meet the neighborhood and working something 
out regarding he fence. 

TMAPC Action; 8 members present: 
On MOTION BOYLE, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Boyle, 

* * * * * * * * * * 
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Staff Recommendation: 
Mr. Stump stated 
envisioned saving an existing 
buildings for office use. The 
information needed regarding 

is an a PUD 
building and some additional 

has provided staff with the additional 
areas within street yards. 

does have adequate 
landscaped area, as as total area; however, it does not comply with the 
requirement that there be a strip between the parking area 
and the street right-of-way. Lewis Avenue does have the five-foot strip that is 
required, but does not have the amount landscape required in the subject 
area. 

Mr. Stump stated that the alternative landscape compliance far exceeds the 1 
required landscaping within a PUD having 23% landscaping. This application 
does have the number of required yards through the use of islands in 
parking Staff believes that does exceed the number of 

should meeting the 
alternative landscape 

* * * * * * * * * 


