

































































Signs:

One identification may be erected that complies with the provisions
of the RM-1 district.

Landscaping:

Shall comply with the requirements of the Landscape Chapter of the
City of Tulsa Zoning Code.

No zoning clearance nermit shall be issued for a lot within the PUD until a
detail site plan for the lot, which includes all buildings, parking and
landscaping areas, has been submitted to the TMAPC and approved as
being in compliance with the approved PUD development standards.

A detail landscape plan for each lot shall be approved by the TMAPC prior
to issuance of a building permit. A landscape architect registered in the
State of Oklahoma shall certify to the zoning officer that all required
landscaping and screening fences have been installed in accordance with
the approved landscape plan for the lot, prior to issuance of an occupancy
permit. The landscaping materials required under the approved plan shall
be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continuing condition of the
granting of an occupancy permit.

No sign permits shall be issued for erection of a sign on a lot within the PUD
until a detail sign plan for that lot has been submitted to the TMAPC and
approved as being in compliance with the approved PUD development
standards.

All bulk trash containers shall be screened from public view in such a
manner that the container cannot be seen by persons standing at ground
level.

Lighting used to illuminate the subject tract shall be so arranged as to shield
and direct the light away from properties abutting the PUD. Shielding of
such light shall be designed so as to prevent the light-producing element or
reflector of the light fixture from being visible to a person standing in
properties abutting the PUD or street right-of-way.

The Department of Public Works or a professional engineer registered in
the State of Oklahoma shall certify to the appropriate City official that all
required stormwater drainage structures and detention areas serving a lot
have been installed in accordance with the approved plans prior to issuance
of an occupancy permit on that lot.
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9.  No building permit shall be issued until the requirements of Section 1107F
of the Zoning Code have been satisfied and approved by the TMAPC and
filed of record in the County Clerk's office, incorporating within the restrictive
covenants the PUD conditions of approval and making the City beneficiary
to said covenants that relate to PUD conditions.

10. Subject to conditions recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee
during the subdivision platting process which are approved by TMAPC.

11. Entry gates or guardhouses, if proposed, must receive detail site plan
approval from TMAPC, traffic engineering and Tulsa Fire Department, prior
to issuance of a building permit for the gates or guard houses.

12. Approval of the PUD is not an endorsement of the conceptual layout. This
will be done during detail site plan review.

13. All access and internal vehicular circulation shall be approved by the Tulsa
Fire Department and Traffic Engineering.

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

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:
On MOTION of CARNES, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Bayles, Carnes, Coutant,
Harmon, Hill, Horner, Ledford, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining";
Dick, Jackson, Midget "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of PUD-669 subject
to conditions as recommended by staff.

Legal Description for PUD-669:

A tract of land situated in the SE/4 of Section 28, T-19-N, R-14-E of the IBM,
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the U. S. Government survey
thereof, more particularly described as follows, to-wit: commencing at the
Southeast corner of said SE/4; thence N 89°59’18” W along the South line of said
SE/4 for a distance of 1,254.00° to the Point of Beginning, also being the
Southwest corner of Palazzo — Tulsa Addition; thence N 89°59'18” W along the
South line of the SE/4 for a distance of 500.00’ to a point; thence N 0°02’04” W
for a distance of 1,002.93’ to a point; thence N 83°27°26" E for a distance of
31.23 to a point; thence S 82°26'42” E for a distance of 309.87' to a point;
thence S 78°40'45” E for a distance of 165.06’ to a point, thence S 0°02°'04” E for
a distance of 248.70’ to a point that is the Northwest corner of Palazzo — Tulsa
Addition; thence S 0°02'04” E along the West line of Palazzo — Tulsa Addition for
a distance of 684.75’ to the Point of Beginning, and located west of the northwest
corner of East 51% Street South and South 145" East Avenue, Tulsa,
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Oklahoma, From RM-1 (Residential Multifamily Low Density District) To RM-
1/PUD (Residential Multifamily Low Density District/Planned Unit
Development [PUD-669]).
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Mr. Midget in at 2:30 p.m.

Mr. Westervelt announced that he would be abstaining from this
application and exited the room at 2:30 p.m.

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-671/Z-6579-SP-3 CO to CO/PUD
Applicant: Roy Johnson/Gregory Weisz (PD-26) (CD-8)
Location: North of northwest corner of East 101% Street and South Memorial.

Staff Recommendation:

The PUD proposes automobile and light truck sales (new and used), repair and
service (excluding body repair and painting), and also those uses permitted by
right in CS district (excluding Use Unit 12a) on 4.908 net acres located on the
west side of South Memorial Drive approximately 1/8 miles north of East 101
Street. The subject tract has 495.80 feet of frontage on Memorial Drive and the
depth, measured from the Memorial Drive right-of-way is approximately 431 feet.

The subject tract is zoned CO. The tract is abutted on the north by property

vnneﬁl loleYi»IE! AN A that hae hann nnravnd fAar nammarsial and ardAamativa
LUNICU \s\J T U “LVUUM Uil T1ao UeUIl aPPIUV AV IR AV} | \JU||||||el\J‘a atiu aultUuliiviiive

uses. The property to the east, across Memorial Drive is zoned CO/PUD-411-C
and has been approved for commercial and automotive uses. The subject tract
is abutted on the south by a convenience store and car wash zoned CS. There
is a smoke shop to the southwest of the tract zoned AG. The subject tract is
abutted on the west by a single-family subdivision (Audubon Park) zoned RS-
3/PUD-554.

Staff finds the uses and intensities of development proposed and as modified by
staff to be in harmony with the spirit and intent of the Code. Based on the
following conditions, staff finds PUD-671/2-6579-SP-3 as modified by staff, 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 Zoning Code.

Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD-PUD-671/Z-6579-SP-3
subject to the following conditions:
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The applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a condition of
approval, unless modified herein.

Development Standards:
Net Land Area: 4.908 Acres
Permitted Principal Uses:

Uses permitted by right within a CS district, excluding Use Unit 12a
uses; and automobile and light truck sales (new and used), repair and
service (excluding body repair and painting) as included within Use Unit
17. No outside repair or service of vehicles nor storage of vehicles
under repair is permitted.

Maximum Building Floor Area: 25,000 SF
Maximum Building Coverage Per Lot: 30%
Minimum Lot Frontage on Memorial Drive: 150 FT

Minimum Building Setbacks:

From Memorial right-of-way 60 FT
From West Boundary of the PUD 150 FT
From South Boundary of the PUD 40 FT
From North Boundary of the PUD 40 FT

Minimum Setback from West Boundary of PUD:

Any west-facing garage doors or vehicle access points 250 FT
Maximum Building Height: 35FT
Minimum Off-Street Parking:

As required by the applicable use unit of the Tulsa Zoning Code.
Minimum Landscaped Area:

10% of net lot area.
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Minimum Off-Street Parking or Vehicle Storage Setback:

From Abutting Residential Districts: 35FT
Minimum Access Drive Setback:

From Abutting Residential Districts 35 FT
Minimum Bulk Trash Container Setback:

From Abutting Residential Districts 150 FT
Signs:

One ground sign for each lot with frontage on Memorial Drive is
permitted, which shall be on the Memorial Drive frontage and shall not
exceed 25 feet in height nor 250 square feet of display surface area.
All promotional signs and flagpoles shall be east of all buildings on the
lot and promotional signs, including inflatable devices, shall not exceed
the height of the principal building on the lot. Wall signs shall comply
with the requirements of Section 1103.B.2. of the Zoning Code but
there shall be no wall signs allowed on the west-facing walls of building
within 250 feet of the west boundary of the PUD.

The principal access to all development in the PUD shall be from a corridor
collector street and each lot in the PUD shall have vehicular access to all
other lots in the PUD through the use of mutual access easements unless a
variance of Section 804 of the Zoning Code is obtained from the Board of
Adjustment. There shall be a maximum of two access points onto South
Memorial Drive. The northernmost access point onto Memorial shall be
mutually accessible from the adjoining tract to the north and shall be
designed to provide adequate stacking distance for automobiles waiting to
enter Memorial Drive. All access must be approved by Traffic Engineering,
the Tulsa Fire Department and TMAPC. [f the PUD contains uses other
than an auto dealership mutual access to the south of the PUD may be

required.
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A landscaped buffer strip at least 35 feet in width shall be provided and
maintained along the west boundary of the PUD. The existing topography
of this buffer strip shall be maintained, except for minor changes for
stormwater drainage or utility installation. In addition every effort shall be
made to preserve all healthy existing trees of six-inch diameter or greater in
the buffer strip. A masonry screening wall and/or additional landscaping
may be required in this buffer strip to provide adequate separation of uses.
The design and location of this wall and/or landscaping shall be determined
by TMAPC when reviewing a proposed Detail Site Plan. Landscaping
throughout the PUD shall meet or exceed the iequirements of the
Landscape Chapter and PUD Chapter of the Tulsa Zoning Code.

if the PUD is subdivided, uses and intensities of uses, access and
development standards shall be established by Minor Amendment or
recording of a subdivision plat containing such standards.

No zoning clearance permit shall be issued for a lot within the PUD until a
detail site plan for the lot, which includes all buildings, parking and
landscaping areas, has been submitted to the TMAPC and approved as
being in compliance with the approved PUD development standards.

A detail landscape plan for each lot shall be approved by the TMAPC prior
to issuance of a building permit. A landscape architect registered in the
State of Oklahoma shall certify to the zoning officer that all required
landscaping and screening fences have been installed in accordance with
the approved landscape plan for the lot, prior to issuance of an occupancy
permit. The landscaping materials required under the approved plan shall
be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continuing condition of the
granting of an occupancy permit.

No sign permits shall be issued for erection of a sign on a lot within the PUD
until a detail sign plan for that lot has been submitted to the TMAPC and
approved as being in compliance with the approved PUD development
standards.

All trash, mechanical and equipment areas, including building mounted,
shall be screened from public view in such a manner that the areas cannot
be seen by persons standing at ground level.
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10. Lighting used to illuminate the subject tract shall be so arranged as to shield
and direct the light away from properties abutting the PUD. Shielding of
such light shall be designed so as to prevent the light-producing element or
reflector of the light fixture from being visible to a person standing in
properties abutting the PUD or street right-of-way. No light standard nor
building-mounted light shall exceed 25 feet in height, and within 150 feet of
the west boundary of the PUD no such lights shall exceed 12 feet in height.
All such lights shall be set back at least 75 feet from a residential lot.

11. The Department of Public Works or a professional engineer registered in
the State of Oklahoma shall certify to the appropriate City official that all
required stormwater drainage structures and detention areas serving a lot
have been installed in accordance with the approved plans prior to issuance
of an occupancy permit on that lot.

12.  No building permit shall be issued until the requirements of Section 1107F
of the Zoning Code have been satisfied and approved by the TMAPC and
filed of record in the County Clerk's office, incorporating within the restrictive
covenants the PUD conditions of approval and making the City beneficiary
to said covenants that relate to PUD conditions.

13. Subject to conditions recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee
during the subdivision platting process which are approved by TMAPC.

14. Approval of the PUD is not an endorsement of the conceptual layout. This
will be done during detail site plan review or the subdivision platting

process.

15. There shall be no outside storage of recyclable material, trash or similar
material outside a screened receptacle, nor shall trucks or truck trailers be
parked in the PUD except while they are actively being loaded or unloaded.
Truck trailers shall not be used for storage.

16. An external public address or pager/speaker system is prohibited.

Applicant’s Comments:

Roy Johnsen, 201 West 5 Street, Suite 501, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103,
representing Bob Nelson, Mazda Dealership, stated that the zoning patterns
were established at approximately the same time by a common owner, the CO
along the Memorial frontage and the RS-3 to the west, which is Audubon Park.
On the east side of Memorial there are a number of auto dealerships that have
been approved over time. To the immediate north of the subject property is
zoned CO and an earlier PUD for Jim Norton was approved for auto dealerships
as well. Basically, this submittal mirrored the development standards that were
imposed on the tract to the north, including some rather restrictive lighting
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requirements, landscaping requirements, sign limitations, use limitations, set
backs, etc. Those issues have been dealt with and set out in the staff
recommendation.

Mr. Johnsen stated that he has one objection to the staff recommendation
regarding landscaping. He explained that the north was approved at 15-feet as a
minimum width, but there was going to be detail review and discussion that there
might be some punch-outs scattered along that boundary. Mr. Nelson is
committed on the subject property to a 35-foot landscaped area along the west
boundary, out of deference to Audubon Park single-family subdivision, which is to
the immediate west.

Mr. Johnsen indicated that he would like one modification to the staff
recommendation. He proposed 35 feet of landscaped area along the west
boundary, which is heavily covered with trees. The objective is to keep these
areas at grade so that there wouldn’t be significant tree loss, to take steps to
save trees and require detail landscape plan review so that if additional trees are
required, they could be imposed and to see if additional screening may be
required due to grade changes. When the earlier zoning was done, a screening
fence was erected along the entire west boundary of the properties to the north
and the subject property. The modification he would like to propose is as follows:
A masonry screening wall or screening fence to be determined at site plan review
to see what is really necessary to properly screen the neighborhood, given the
grades. He noted that there is already a screening fence on the west boundary
and there are 35-foot mature woods and then the subject property. He
suggested that there may be a retaining wall there in part and then a screening
fence on top. He stated that he would like to leave these options open for detail
site plan review.

Mr. Johnsen stated that he met with the Audubon Park Neighborhood
Association and had an excellent meeting. He commented that he left the
meeting with the feeling that there was good support for the project. The
neighborhood association did request that the applicant not change anything in
their submittal. He indicated that he is trying to confirm on record that he is not
changing any requirement to lessen the protection offered to the neighborhood.
The staff recommendation has added some protections and his client is
accepting those requirements.

TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Ledford stated that the conceptual site plan provides a mutual access to the
north, but not to the south (QuikTrip side). Mr. Ledford asked Mr. Johnsen if
there would be a problem with the mutual access being provided, because
typically the Planning Commission has encouraged mutual access along arterial
streets from all commercial areas. In response, Mr. Johnsen stated that it would
be a problem providing mutual access on the QuikTrip side. Mr. Johnsen agreed
that over time the Planning Commission has encouraged mutual access, but that
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has been generally designed where there are properties that aren’t at the
intersection. Mr. Johnsen compared this scenario with an example of 71% Street
where a traffic signal was being located and the plan was to have all of the
nearby properties have access to the fraffic signal by providing mutual accesses.
Mr. Johnsen stated that the more common scenario is where there is a retail
complex with various out-lots with interchangeable uses that share parking,
which makes for a clean flow among those uses. Mr. Johnsen explained that in
this instance, he doesn't think the mutual access fits, and may damage the type
of project that is proposed. He commented that QuikTrip is very knowledgeabie,
has good lawyers and engineers, and they would like to improve their access
anytime that they can, which he understands. However, they are going to do so
at the expense of this project, in his opinion. How he distinguishes QuikTrip from
a lot of the settings that in the past has required mutual access was this: 1)
QuikTrip is not in the proposed PUD, 2) QuikTrip is not in the corridor district. He
explained that the property to the north wanted mutual access because there is a
break in the median located there and that makes sense and his client is not
resisting that request. QuikTrip is located on a corner property and currently
exists. A corner property is unique because there are direct accesses to two
arterials, Memorial and 101%'. Their clientele will always be able to get where
they would like to go, one way or the other. Mr. Johnsen cited several
alternatives QuikTrip patrons have to get in and out of the business. He
concluded that the demands and concerns that are usually present on the shared
access requirement doesn’t quite fit the subject property circumstances because
the corner property has access to two arterials and has no relation to the type of
use that is being proposed. An automobile dealership has their inventory on the
front and customers walk around looking at the merchandise. When a dealership
closes, the inventory is secured by gates. QuikTrip is a 24-hour operation and to
have their traffic running through the customer service area and inventory doesn't
make practical sense. Given the circumstances that QuikTrip is located on the
corner property and the type of business being proposed on the subject
application he would like to ask for some practical business judgment of the
Planning Commission to let both parties go their own way without the mutual
access.

Interested Parties Comments:

Stephen Schuller, 100 West 5th Street, Suite 500, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103,
representing QuikTrip Corporation, stated that he did discuss this issue with Mr.
Johnsen this morning and they were unable to come to any agreement. QuikTrip
feels very strongly that there should be a mutual access driveway connection
near the southeast corner of the subject property, which is the northwest corner
of the QuikTrip property. The City of Tulsa and this Planning Commission have
historically had either recommended or required mutual access connections
between commercial developments along the primary arterial streets. In this
instance, it is important because the center median on Memorial Drive has one
median break on the northeast corner of the subject property and in order to
regulate and control the traffic flow through that central mutual median access
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point QuikTrip would recommend and urge a mutual access connection. PUD-
603 to the north of the subject property had a mutual access drive contemplated,
and the minutes of the Planning Commission meetings show that all of the lots or
tracts would be connected by interior mutual access easements. These include
the development areas along Memorial Drive and a service road extending along
Memorial Drive frontage connecting 98" Street at the north, to the median and
the median break on Memorial Drive, with a mutual access point at the southeast
corner. This configuration extends the mutual access to the subject property
and, by impilication, the same kind of mutuali access agreements that exist
through these kinds of commercial developments down to the QuikTrip property.

Mr._Schuller cited a similar PUD relating to mutual accesses.

Mr. Schuller stated that Mr. Jon Eshelman, Traffic Engineering Consultants, is
present today to discuss the technical aspects on this type of design and why it is
recommended for this area. He commented that there are two alternatives: 1) a
mutual access easement across the front to permit the various commercial
properties to enjoy the kind of access that is contemplated and is designed in
commercial development like this all over Tulsa, or 2) separate driveway along
the Memorial Drive frontage like the Joe Marina location at 91%' and Memorial.
Mr. Schuller urged the Planning Commission to continue with existing city policy
of encouraging mutual access easements and driveways along Memorial Drive
for access between the different commercial developments.

TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Harmon asked Mr. Schuller how he would address the question of security of
the car lot if there is a driveway opened 24 hours. In response, Mr. Schuller
stated that the security doesn’t seem to be a problem for Joe Marina along 91
and Memorial.

Mr. Harmon pointed out that there are car lots along Memorial that do not share
mutual access and are blocked off from each other. In response, Mr. Schuller
stated that the city has determined over the years that this is not a good idea,
and commercial developments along the primary arterials should be encouraged
to provide mutual access easements.

Mr. Midget asked if Joe Marina is located on the corner of 91 and Memorial. In
response, Mr. Schuller answered affirmatively.

Mr. Harmon pointed out that the mutual access at Joe Marina is for all of his own
dealerships. In response, Mr. Schuller stated that the question was about
security and all of the dealerships are Joe Marina’s, but cars are able to drive
from one dealership to the next. Mr. Schuller explained that the security is still in
place and is not compromised by this type of driveway.
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Mr. Harmon stated that he could understand having mutual access where Joe
Marina is located because he does own all of the dealerships and his customers
can drive from one dealership to the next.

Ms. Hill asked if there are any other kinds of commercial development, other than
Joe Marina car lots that have mutual access easements. In response, Mr. Romig
stated that he lives in the subject area, and at the southwest corner there is a
Phillips 66 gas station and the car dealerships are behind the station with an
access road along the Memorial frontage and connects to the 91%' Street
frontage.

Mr. Schuller pointed out that there are two dealerships along 89™ Street and
Memorial with mutual access, which are owned by separate dealerships.

Interested Parties Comments:

Jon Eshelman, Traffic Engineering Consu!tants 6931 South 66th East Avenue,
Suite 100, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74133, stated that it is sound traffic engineering
practice on divided roadways to encourage and require as much mutual access
and flow among parcels that could be achieved. When the development parcels
are large and they all end up with a mutual left-turn access along their frontage,
maybe it is not as important for mutual access unless someone is trying to reach
signal lighted intersection. When parcels are smaller, then some are left
between media openings. The ability to provide access to median openings is a
big advantage for traffic flow and something that should be encouraged. In the
older areas of the city that practice has not been done and there are traffic flow
problems in these areas.
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the way it is proposed on the map, there wouldn’t be an isolated parcel but if it
should be split, then there could be someone in the middle without access to a
median opening. It is true that a corner property does have access to two
arterials and that does improve the access; however, in this case the QuikTrip
doesn’t have good access to turn left heading north. He mentioned that the
QuikTrip located at 81% doesn’t have a mutual access at this time because
development has not occurred. Even though a business is located on the corner
of a major arterial intersection, the access becomes inhibited, with traffic queuing
back from the signals.

Mr. Eshelman stated that in this particular application, if the development occurs

TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Midget asked Mr. Eshelman if he was referencing enabling the customers to
the north to make a left-hand turn. In response, Mr. Eshelman stated that
customers leaving the QuikTrip site wanting to go north on Memorial would be
inhibited. Mr. Midget stated that having a mutual access to go through the
subject property enables drives to be able to make a left-hand turn. In response,
Mr. Eshelman stated that some customers would choose to go north and then
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enter at the existing median opening when there is an opportunity rather than
making a left-hand turn onto 101 with the traffic that would stack up there.

Mr. Stump stated that there is a new car wash west of the QuikTrip. Mr. Stump
asked if QuikTrip provided a mutual access to the car wash to access Memorial.
In response, Mr. Schuller stated that there is a mutual access easement that has
been drafted and filed of record.

interested Parties Comments:

Jeannine Terry, 9963 South 79™ East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74133, Lot 15,
Audubon Addition, stated that her property abuts the proposed site on the west.
Ms. Terry read a statement about her concerns. In summary, her concerns were
screening, saving trees, sound barriers, clean air and bird sanctuaries. She
expressed concerns about drainage issues and requested a detailed plan be
given to the neighborhood association.

Eric Bohne President of Audubon Homeowner’'s Association, 9836 South 77"
East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74133, stated that he lives on the west border
and doesn’'t have the same concerns as Ms. Terry, but he does have some
concerns. He thanked Mr. Johnsen and Mr. Nelson for the efforts they have put
forth to advise the neighborhood of the submittal. He requested that the
homeowners be kept informed regarding to the detail site plan. He explained
that there is a significant grade elevation from the neighborhood property line
(west border) that goes along Memorial. He stated that there is a need to save
as many of the trees as possible because it is vital to the neighborhood to protect
the subject area due to the price of homes in this area.

Mr. Bohne requested that Mr. Johnsen and Mr. Nelson to keep him informed
about the development. He stated that up to this point they have been very
courteous.

Applicant’s Rebuttal:

Mr. Johnsen stated that he did have a good meeting with the neighborhood
association and feels that there was general support for the proposal. When
Audubon Park was developed the larger zoning pattern was currently
established. The storm drainage was studied for Audubon Park and the subject
property, as well as the property to the north. He understands that the storm
drainage was sized to accommodate the development on the subject property,
take it through the Audubon system and then into the Bridal Trails detention area.
The screening fences were to be built immediately and has been done and are
currently existing.
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Mr. Johnsen stated that he feels that staff has done a very good job in their
language. He explained that there would be minor changes in elevation and
grades because there would have to be some perpendicular tie to the drainage
system. Staff did state that there would be a detail site plan review of the
landscaping and grading of the 35-foot strip area. He concurred that the
Audubon Neighborhood Association would be noticed when detail site plan
review is being heard by the Planning Commission.

Mr. Johnsen stated that the Planning Commission would require meaningful
preservation of the trees and Mr. Nelson is offering to help share the cost if the
neighborhood would like to plant more than what he Planning Commission is
requiring. The intention was that if the planting is more than the Planning
Commission requires, then he would split the cost, and he is not trying to avoid a
Planning Commission requirement.

Mr. Johnsen stated that with regard to the access, he is slightly disappointed in
Mr. -Schuller because he didn't call until Tuesday and he didn’'t know that Mr.
Eshelman was going to appear as an expert. There are a couple of issues he
would like to correct. He stated that the representative for Nelson Mazda, Mr.
Reeves, couldn’t remember any dealership or car area that didn't secure their
inventory is one fashion or another. This is true on the east side of Memorial as
well, but what makes it different is that all car dealerships have the same hours of
operation and joint customer so it works in this scenario. All of the car dealers at
the end of the day secure their cars and no one is able to drive into where the
inventory is located. He commented that he believes the same thing is true at
91% and Memorial. He stated that all of the interior drives are blocked from the
public after hours.

Mr. Johnsen pointed out that QuikTrip is a 24-hour commercial business and
their customers have no relationship to the auto dealership. He commented that
the customers from QuikTrip would drive across the auto dealership property for
400 feet to get a median break. If the detail site plan comes in for something
other than a car dealership, then the access easement issue may need to be
revisited at that time. There ‘are times when the uses are compatible to go from
one lot to the other and that is when the mutual access easement is imposed, but
none of these fit the proposed use.

TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Harmon asked if the mutual access on the northeast corner would be
secured at night. In response, Mr. Johnsen stated that the car lot would be
secured. Mr. Harmon asked why he didn't do the same on the corner by
QuikTrip. In response, Mr. Johnsen stated that the corridor collector for this
subject area is 98™ Street on the north side of the Norton property (the QuikTrip
property is not included in the corridor district) and would have access so that
each tract in the corridor development could access to 98" Street. The southern
tract (Mazda property) is the access point that can remain open for the tract to
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the north and for Mazda during working hours, but it can be gated to protect their
inventory. Persons traveling south couldn’t come into the lot once it is gated for
evening hours. QuikTrip is asking to use the Nelson driveway and customer area
for their convenience. Given these facts, the policy is good and should be
followed in most instances, but practical business judgment suggests that with a
corner lot and the nature of their and Mazda'’s businesses, it is not necessary to
have a mutual access easement, as it would harm Mazda's ability to do
business.

Ms. Hill stated that she is proponent of mutual access, but the problem she is
having with the mutual access to the car lot is concerned about the safety of
pedestrians viewing the cars and the security of the inventory. She explained
that she would expect mutual access from one shopping center to the other and
expect there to be traffic, but she wouldn’t expect as much traffic while shopping
and walking around a car lot. ‘

Ms. Hill asked Mr. Romig if the road that goes behind the store at 91% and
Memorial allows the auto dealerships to secure their lots. In response, Mr.
Romig stated that the access road is opened 24 hours and the access roads are
between Memorial and the car lots. Mr. Romig explained that the owners are
able to secure the cars from the access road.

Mr. Harmon stated that if a customer pulls into the wrong driveway after hours,
then he can’'t get to the correct lot on the access road. He explained that the
customer would have to go back out onto 91°' Street to get to the other lots.

Mr. Romig stated that the road behind the Phillips 66 station is opened 24 hours
and he uses that access road himself.

Ms. Hill stated that if she were going east on 91 and she wanted to avoid the
corner, and then she could go behind the store. In response, Mr. Romig stated
that Ms. Hill is correct.

Mr. Ledford stated that Mr. Johnsen gave a very compelling argument and he
understands Mr. Schuller's argument, too. However, on the corner of 81% and
Memorial there is also a car wash that is a 24-hour operation, as well as the
QuikTrip. The physical facts are that QuikTrip raised that site to divert the water
out to Memorial, which means that they have an extraordinarily high wall along
their north and west property lines, which makes a physical barrier to have a
mutual access. Mr. Ledford stated that he agreed with Mr. Johnsen that in this
particular case the mutual access easement is not required, but at some later
point, should this property change uses, then the Planning Commission may
want to reconsider the mutual access easement issue.

Mr. Midget recognized Mr. Schuller.
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Mr. Schuller stated that he is afraid that the Planning Commission may make a
decision on inaccurate information. The PUD does not say that it is limited to an
automobile dealership, but rather allows permitted uses or every use that is
permitted in a CS district with a few exceptions. The site plan seems to indicate
an automobile dealership, but he doesn't know if you can count on it with this
PUD.

Mr. Schuller explained that he didn’t contact Mr. Johnsen until Tuesday prior to
today’s meeting because he understood, through Friday prior to today’s meeting,
that staff was recommending a mutual access easement. Therefore, there was
no reason for him to contact Mr. Johnsen until he discovered Tuesday that the
access was not being recommended, and Monday was a holiday.

Mr. Harmon asked Mr. Johnsen if he would like to have an opportunity to rebut
since he was named directly in Mr. Schuller's comments. '

Mr. Johnsen stated that Mr. Schuller is correct about how the PUD is written
regarding the permitted uses. He explained that this is why he suggested that if
there needs to be an additional condition that if the site plan comes in with for
some use other than dealership, then the mutual access would be revisited.

Mr. Horner stated that he is an advocate of mutual access, but he can see the
merit of this situation.

Mr. Harmon stated that based on Mr. Johnsen’s presentation, he is convinced
that at this point mutual access would be inappropriate. This is not something
the Planning Commission would want to endorse as a concept, but in this
particular case there are reasons to make exceptions.

Mr. Midget agreed with Mr. Harmon’s statement. He stated that the use makes a
big difference in whether the Planning Commission would approve or disapprove
the mutual access easement.

Ms. Hill stated that she understands the need to secure the inventory and it is a
safety issue for the car buying public. In a car lot situation, there would be more
pedestrian traffic and they wouldn’t be expecting cars crossing through the lot
like one would expect cars driving through a strip mall parking lot.

Ms. Bayles stated that she agrees with Ms. Hill. She commented that when she
is shopping for a car, her mind is on looking at the cars and noting the sticker
price, and her mind is elsewhere. The safety of the public would be affected if
there were a mutual access from QuikTrip to the proposed dealership.

Ms. Bayles stated that she would be reluctant to make any changes to the staff

recommendations as they relate to a masonry screening wall or additional
landscaping.

09:04:02:2320(37)



Mr. Harmon stated that the safety of the customers is a valid reason not to have
traffic going back and forth across the lot.

Mr. Stump suggested that on Item No. 3, language be added as follows: “if the
PUD contains uses other than an auto dealership, mutual access to the south of
the PUD may be required.”

Ms. Hill agreed with Mr. Stump’s suggestion.

TMAPC Action; 9 members present:

On MOTION of LEDFORD, TMAPC voted 8-0-1 (Bayles, Carnes, Coutant,
Harmon, Hill, Horner, Ledford, Midget "aye"; no "nays"; Westervelt "abstaining"”;
Dick, Jackson "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of PUD-671/Z-6579-SP-3
subject to conditions as recommended by staff and the additional language for
ltem No. 3. (Words deleted by the TMAPC are shown as strikeout; words added
or substituted by TMAPC are underlined.)

Legal Description for PUD-671/Z2-6579-SP-3:

The N/2, S/2, SE/4, SE/4 and the S/2, S/2, N/4, SE/4, SE/4, Section 23, T-18-N,
R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the U. S.
Government survey thereof, less the East 120’ thereof and less the West
768.92’ thereof, and located north of the northwest corner of East 101! Street
South and South Memorial Drive, Tulsa, Oklahoma, From CO (Corridor
District) To CO/PUD-671 (Corridor District/Planned Unit Development).

k k k k kK kk ok kK Kk

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-431-A-6 MINOR AMENDMENT
Applicant: Randall Johnson (PD-26) (CD-8)
Location: 10106 South Sheridan

Staff Recommendation:

The applicant is requesting additional signage on a May’s Drug pharmacy drive-
through fascia.

The existing wall or canopy sign standards for Development Area A are as
follows:

The aggregate display surface area of the wall or canopy signs shall be
limited to one square foot per each lineal foot of the building wall to which
the sign or signs are affixed. Wall or canopy signs shall not exceed the
height of the building. No flashing or intermittently lighted signs are
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permitted and no wall or canopy signs are permitted on the west
elevations of buildings.

The applicant is requesting that the signage on the north fascia of the drive-
through be increased from 16 square feet to 30 square feet and from 18 square
feet to 31.31 square feet on the east fascia of the drive-through. This would
permit a display surface area of 1.875 SF per lineal foot of building wall on the
north fascia of the drive-through and 1.74 SF of display surface per lineal foot of
building wall on the east fascia of the drive-through.

There are commercial uses on CS-zoned property to the north, across East 101
Street. The subject tract is abutted on the west by a tract that is zoned CS, RM-
1/PUD-431-C and has been approved for a convenience store with a car wash.

Staff finds that the requested minor amendment does not substantially modify the
approved signage for the north side of the building and therefore recommends

APPROVAL of the request.
Applicant was not present.
There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of HORNER, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Bayles, Carnes, Coutant,
Harmon, Hill, Horner, Ledford, Midget "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Dick,
Jackson, Westervelt "absent") to APPROVE the minor amendment for PUD-431-
A-6 as recommended by staff.
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OTHER BUSINESS:

APPLICATION NO.: PUD-186-A Hardesty Regional Library
Applicant: Charles E. Norman (PD-18) (CD-7)
Location: 6737 South 85" East Avenue

Staff Recommendation:

Staff has reviewed the first amendment to Declaration of Covenants of Blocks 4
and 5, Woodland Hills Mall, Blocks 2, 3, 4 and 5, which has been drafted to
incorporate the development standards and restrictions of PUD-186-A and to
amend a Declaration of Covenants dated July 27, 1976, which restricted the use
of the library property to a public library only and finds they are consistent with
the standards approved by the City Council. Therefore, staff recommends
APPROVAL of the covenants as submitted.
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TMAPC Action; 8 members present:

On MOTION of MIDGET, TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Bayles, Carnes, Coutant,
Harmon, Hill, Horner, Ledford, Midget "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Dick,
Jackson, Westervelt "absent") to APPROVE the first amendment to declaration
of covenants of Blocks 4 and 5, Woodland Hills, Mall, Blocks 2, 3, 4 and 5 as
recommended by staff.

LR R 2 A B B B S

Consider calling for a public hearing on the Brookside Infill Development
Design Recommendations, A possible amendment to the Comprehensive Plan
for the Tulsa Metropolitan Area.

TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Harmon stated that last week the Planning Commission had a good
worksession  discussing the Brookside Infil Development Design
Recommendations. The Planning Commission decided that it is appropriate to
call for a public hearing.

There were no interested parties wishing to speak.

TMAPC Action; 9 members present:

On MOTION of HORNER, TMAPC voted 9-0-0 (Bayles, Carnes, Coutant,
Harmon, Hill, Horner, Ledford, Midget, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none
"abstaining”; Dick, Jackson "absent") to APPROVE staff calling for a public
hearing on September 25, 2002 at 1:30 p.m.

TMAPC Comments:

Mr. Harmon requested staff to make sure that there is a wide notice for the public
hearing. In response, Mr. Stump stated that everyone from Urban Development
who has participated in the plan, all neighborhood associations registered with
the Mayor’s office, BOMA, NAIOP, and IREM will be notified.
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There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned
at 3:50 p.m.

Chairman
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Secretary
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