
























































then the flood damage would be reduced by 40 percent. The Bush 
Administration has recommended and Congress has a new law, The Stafford Act 
Amendments, which states that when the properties flood and if the Government 
makes an offer to the homeowner to solve their problems and they turn it down, 
and then they will no longer be allowed to buy flood insurance. There is an 
opportunity today to take care of this problem in advance. He reiterated that he 
has met with the property owners in the Kendall-Whittier area that Ms. Barnes 
has an issue with and they were in agreement with the plan. 

Mr. Midget asked Mr. Flanagan to answer whether or not removing the Kendall­
Whittier area would impact the proposal. In response, Mr. Flanagan stated that it 
would leave the residents to flood forever if they are taken out. 

Mr. Swift stated that it would not negatively impact the proposal if the Kendall­
Whittier area were left out. He further explained that if Kendall-Whittier were 
taken out of the proposal and left them under the existing Master Drainage Plan, 
which calls for a large storm sewer system that moves through the neighborhood 
and takes out 20 or 30 homes and causes additional flooding downstream. In 
that respect, it would negatively impact the proposal. He stated that they could 
not take Kendall-Whittier out of the proposal and leave them under the existing 
Master Drainage Plan. 

Ms. Bayles recommended that Mr. Flanagan work with Ms. Barnes regarding the 
Elm Creek Basin. She stated that the same degree of dialogue that occurred 
with the 61

h Street Task Force should be done with the Kendall-Whittier 
Neighborhood Association. This should be set into motion immediately, because 
she is not in favor of removing the Hillcrest and Kendall-Whittier from the 
proposal. The Kendall-Whittier area has had more than their fair share of homes 
removed over a period of 30 plus years and they deserve the chance, as does 61

h 

Street, to return to a degree of revitalization and vitality that this mid-town 
neighborhood is moving toward. 

Mr. Flanagan stated that Ms. Bayles's point is very well taken and he has been 
an advocate for having public meetings and hearings in this process. He 
reiterated that he is embarrassed that this is happening. He indicated that he 
agrees that the proposal should not move forward with regard to the Kendall­
Whittier area, but the rest of the proposal from Utica onto the west does not have 
a problem and he would like it to be adopted in order to go forward with funding 
and bonding packages for the capital improvements. He suggested sending the 
balance of the proposal back to work out these issues with Ms. Barnes. 

Mr. Midget stated that he doesn't want to miss an opportunity to get capital 
improvements in order to move forward. However, he is sensitive to the other 
issues that have been discussed in the Kendall-Whittier area. In response, Mr. 
Flanagan stated that he agrees with the Planning Commission on this issue. 
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Mr. \AJestervelt asked Ms. Barnes if she knows that she will be involved in the 
continuing process it would be important to have Kendall-Whittier deleted or be 
left as part of the plan while refining it. In response, Ms. Barnes stated that if 
Kendall-Whittier receives individual study and everyone's questions are 
answered with a plan that will keep the majority happy, she is in favor of the plan 
moving forward and working with Mr. Flanagan and his staff. 

Mr. Westervelt asked Ms. Barnes if she would be comfortable with the Planning 
Commission approving the entire plan with the requirement that additional time 
be spent with Kendall-Whittier to get questions answered, refinements to the 
plan, etc. In response, Ms. Barnes stated that she would agree with the plan 
being approved as long as everyone works with the Kendall-Whittier area. 

Mr. Westervelt stated that he owns property downstream. He asked Legal if this 
would cause any conflict for him to vote for this plan. In response, Mr. Romig 
stated that if this would affect him economically, then it would be a conflict. 

Mr. Westervelt indicated that he would be abstaining from this vote. 

Mr. Alberty explained that the approval of this plan is only the first step. It would 
then have to be adopted into each individual District Plan. Kendall-Whittier is not 
being committed until that portion of the plan is updated in their specific district. 
There area four districts that are involved in the adoption of this plan. 

TMAPC Action; 6 members present: 
On MOTION of BAYLES, TMAPC voted 5-0-1 (Bayles, Hill, Horner, Ledford, 
Midget "aye"; no "nays"; Westervelt "abstaining"; Carnes, Coutant, Harmon, 
Jackson, Miller "absent") to recommend APPROVAL the Master Drainage Plan 
for Elm Creek as a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan 
Area and Resolution 2392:866, subject to a meeting with Ms. Barnes and the 
planners regarding the Kendall-Whittier area. 

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

Consider adopting the Master Drainage Plan for Mooser Creek as a part of 
the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan Area. Resolution No. 
2392:867. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff has reviewed the draft master drainage plans for Mooser and Elm Creeks 
and recommends their adoption as part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area. These plans provide important additional information to be 
considered in future development proposals for each area. 
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Staff further recommends that, following adoption of these plans, references to 
them be incorporated into the District Plans involved (Planning Districts 8 and 9 
for Mooser Creek and Planning Districts 1 - 4 for Elm Creek). Staff will prepare 
these draft amendments for presentation as part of the annual Plan updates for 
the TMAPC. As the update for the Kendall-Whittier Neighborhood Master Plan is 
currently underway for Planning Districts 3 and 4, the Elm Creek Master 
Drainage Plan will be considered as part of that process and presented as part of 
the neighborhood plan update. 

RESOLUTION NO.: 2392:867 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING 
THE MOOSER CREEK MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN AS 

A PART OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
FOR THE TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Title 19, OSA, Section 863.7, the Tulsa Metropolitan 
Area Planning Commission (TMAPC) did, by Resolution on the 29th day of June 
1960, adopt a Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan Area, which Plan 
was subsequently approved by the Mayor and Board of Commissioners of the 
City of Tulsa, Oklahoma, and by the Board of County Commissioners of Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma, and was filed of record in the Office of the County Clerk, 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, all according to law; and 

WHEREAS, the TMAPC is required to prepare, adopt and amend, as needed, in 
whole or in part, an official Master Plan to guide the physical development of the 
Tulsa Metropolitan Area; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on the 6th day of October, 2004 and after 
due study and deliberation, this Commission deems it advisable and in keeping 
with the purpose of this Commission, as set forth in Title 19, OSA, Section 863.7, 
to adopt the Mooser Creek Master Drainage Plan as a part of the 
Comprehensive Plan of the Tulsa Metropolitan Area. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the TMAPC, that the Master 
Drainage Plan for Mooser Creek be hereby adopted as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan Area. 

Applicant's Comments: 
Ron Flanagan, 2745 East Skelly Drive, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74105-6209, cited the 
boundaries of Mooser Creek. He commented that it is the last pristine stream in 
the City of Tulsa. The proposal seeks to keep the stream in its natural state. 
The recommendation is for floodplain preservation and a few instances where 
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flood proofing of buildings be done. Essentially it is an open space plan that 
designates trails throughout the floodplain and open space. 

Mr. Flanagan stated that he has been working on this plan with the neighborhood 
associations in the subject area, as well as the Southwest Tulsa Chamber of 
Commerce and the National Park Service. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 6 members present: 
On MOTION of MIDGET, TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Bayles, Hill, Horner, Ledford, 
Midget, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Coutant, 
Harmon, Jackson, Miller "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of the Master 
Drainage Plan for Mooser Creek as a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the 
Tulsa Metropolitan Area and Resolution No. 2392:867 per staff recommendation. 

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

Consider adopting the Arkansas River Corridor Master Plan Phase I Vision 
Plan as an element of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan 
Area and supporting the results and recommendations of the Arkansas 
River Corridor Master Plan Phase I Vision Plan as guidelines for 
development along the Arkansas River and Environs in the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area. Resolution No. 2392:868. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff has reviewed the Final Arkansas River Corridor Master Plan, Phase I Vision 
Plan and recommends its adoption as part of the Comprehensive Plan for the 
Tulsa Metropolitan Area. Additionally, upon this plan's adoption, staff should be 
directed to prepare draft amendments to the affected District Plans to incorporate 
findings of the Arkansas River Corridor Master Plan, Phase I Vision Plan. These 
can be presented as part of the annual District Plan Update process. 

RESOLUTION NO.: 2392:868 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE ARKANSAS RIVER CORRIDOR MASTER 
PLAN PHASE I VISION PLAN AS AN ELEMENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN AND SUPPORTING THE RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF 

THE ARKANSAS RIVER CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN PHASE I VISION PLAN 
AS GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE ARKANSAS RIVER AND 

ENVIRONS IN THE TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA 
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\NHEREAS, Pursuant to Title 19, OSA, Section 863.7, the Tulsa Metropolitan 
Area Planning Commission (TMAPC) did, by Resolution on the 29th day of June 
1960, adopt a Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan Area, which Plan 
was subsequently approved by the Mayor and Board of Commissioners of the 
City of Tulsa, Oklahoma, and by the Board of County Commissioners of Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma, and was filed of record in the Office of the County Clerk, 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, all according to law; and 

WHEREAS, the TMAPC is required to prepare, adopt and amend, as needed, in 
whole or in part, an official Master Plan to guide the physical development of the 
Tulsa Metropolitan Area; and 

WHEREAS, on the 25th day of September, 1974, this Commission, by 
Resolution No. 1035:388, did adopt the Metropolitan Development Guidelines 
and Zoning Matrix as a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area; and 

WHERAS, An Arkansas River Corridor Master Plan Phase I Vision Plan for the 
Arkansas River Corridor from Keystone Dam to the Tulsa County/Wagoner 
County boundary has been developed with extensive public input and 
subsequently adopted by the INCOG Board of Directors; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on the 6th day of October, 2004, and after 
due study and deliberation, this Commission deems it advisable and in keeping 
with the purpose of this Commission, as set forth in Title 19, OSA, Section 863.7, 
to express support for the results and recommendations of the Arkansas River 
Corridor Master Plan Phase I Vision Plan; and 

WHEREAS, Implementation of the Arkansas River Corridor Master Plan Phase I 
Vision Plan is in keeping with the spirit and intent of the Comprehensive Plan and 
Development Guidelines and will further the orderly development of the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area. 

NOW, THERFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Tulsa Metropolitan Area Planning 
Commission that the Arkansas River Corridor Master Plan Phase I Vision Plan is 
adopted as the conceptual development plan for the Arkansas River Corridor and 
shall be considered an element of the Comprehensive Plan; and Development 
Guidelines for the Tulsa Metropolitan /\rea; and 

FURTHER, BE IT RESOLVED by the TMAPC, that the results and 
recommendations of the Arkansas River Corridor Master Plan Phase I Vision 
Plan report, as attached and made a part hereof, be and are hereby adopted and 
supported. for future development in the 1\rkansas River Corridor Study area, as 
a part of the Tulsa Metropolitan /\rea and shall be implemented to the maximum 
extent possible. 
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Applicant's Comments: 
Jerry Lasker, Executive Director of INCOG, 201 West 51

h, Suite 600, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma 74103, stated that this plan was started in November 2003 with a 
grant through the Oklahoma Water Resources Board. He explained that grant is 
called "The Planning Assistants to State Grant" where the Water Board submits 
half of the money and INCOG submits the other half. INCOG received a 
$500,000.00 grant and INCOG's $250,000.00 came from local governments 
along the river. The City of Tulsa, Sand Springs, Jenks, Bixby, Broken Arrow 
and Tulsa County all contributed, as well as donations from the private sector. 

Mr. Lasker stated that INCOG hired the consulting firm of Carter and Burgess to 
develop the first phase of the vision plan. The Arkansas River Corridor Plan has 
two phases and the first phase is the vision plan. The vision plan was intended 
to define what the community wanted and what their needs were. The process 
involved going to every community along the river, holding open houses, and 
canvassing people and communities for their input. There was a survey for 
interested parties to state what they would like to see along the river. He 
indicated that there was a three-day design seminar to take all of the ideas and 
allow the public to come in and give their comments. He commented that this 
process allowed for a good consensus of what the vision for the Arkansas River 
should be. 

Mr. Lasker presented a PowerPoint presentation indicating the proposed 
locations for various low-water dams, bridges and facilities along the river. He 
explained the process of funding and the second phase of the Vision Plan. He 
further explained that several proposals are long-vision plans. Mr. Lasker 
requested that the Planning Commission adopt the proposed Arkansas River 
Corridor Master Plan Phase I Vision Plan as a conceptual plan as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan to be used as a guide for future development. He indicated 
that there was a property on the corner of Southwest Boulevard and Riverside 
Drive where the owner wanted to develop a cold-storage unit, which would not be 
in keeping with the development of the subject area. Staff talked with the owner 
and he saw the possibilities of what he could do to be consistent with the plan 
and make his property more valuable. The owner sold his property to the City of 
Tulsa. The proposal is needed to be a part of the Comprehensive Plan to guide 
development. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Ms. Hill stated that she attended the unveiling at the Aaronson Auditorium and 
she is extremely excited and very happy to see this plan. She further stated that 
she grew up in an area where the river flooded her home and she requested that 
an ongoing dialogue continue with the Army Corps of Engineers to protect and 
prevent another 1986 flooding. 

In response to Ms. Hill, Mr. Lasker stated that staff is working with the Army 
Corps of Engineers and they are directing Phase II. 
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Ms. Bayles asked Mr. Lasker when he expected the hydraulics and hydrology 
report to be completed. In response, Mr. Lasker stated that it should be 
completed before the end of 2004. 

Ms. Bayles asked Mr. Lasker if AEP/PSO is a partner is in this redevelopment 
plan as presented in the Phase I concept. In response, Mr. Lasker answered 
affirmatively. 

MOTION of BAYLES to recommend APPROVAL of the Arkansas River Corridor 
Master Plan Phase I Vision Plan as an element of the Comprehensive Plan for 
the Tulsa Metropolitan Area and supporting the results and recommendations of 
the Arkansas River Corridor Master Plan Phase I Vision Plan as guidelines for 
development along the Arkansas River and Environs in the Tulsa Metropolitan 
Area and Resolution No. 2392:868. 

INTERESTED PARTIES: 
Charles Norman, 2900 Mid-Continent Tower, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103, stated 
that he has some concerns regarding the language of the resolution. He 
explained that over the years there have been problems where the 
Comprehensive Plan is adopted as a part of a development guideline. He 
indicated that he has no particular concern with the proposal as a conceptual 
plan, but he represents several major businesses and property owners along the 
river who have good, sound reasons for being close to the river. He commented 
that Mr. Lasker admitted that it would take many years to implement many of the 
projects. Therefore, to adopt this as a part of the development guidelines when it 
is only a conceptual plan without a timetable puts the staff in the position to state 
that the proposed use would be contrary to the Comprehensive Plan and 
recommend denial. Mr. Norman compared the possible problems with this plan 
to other plans adopted in the past that were not completed for 25 years. He 
stated that there cannot be an indirect condemnation by adopting a 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Mr. Norman requested that the language in the resolution be changed. 

Mr. Lasker stated that as a minimum there should be" ... and shall be considered 
as an element of the Comprehensive Plan." He explained that he looks at the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Vision 2000 Plan which we are currently under, as 
basically a guideline for development and it doesn't have schedules for 
development as to when a certain area will be developed, but is a representation 
of future uses. 

Mr. Norman stated that when the District Plans are amended would seem to be 
the time to become more specific and then have it as part of the Comprehensive 
Plan. He suggested that the District Plans could be amended when the funding 
is provided for the low-water dams. He explained that he would like to avoid 
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having to amend the Comprehensive Plan every time some action is taken that 
may be contrary to the vision. 

Mr. Lasker stated that he doesn't want to get this hung up and then not be able to 
develop the low-water dam if the funding is available. He explained that the 
criteria for approving a project in the CIP is that it is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Mr. Midget stated that he believes Mr. Norman stated that he could live with 
being an element of the Comprehensive Plan, but the most important thing was 
that the Planning Commission give special consideration to whether or not 
" ... and development guidelines for the Metropolitan Area" would be included. Mr. 
Midget indicated that he could support the resolution with the modifications that 
Mr. Norman has proposed. 

Mr. Lasker stated that it is semantics to him and he believes that if it is worth 
doing, it should be done. 

Ms. Bayles stated that she would be willing to amend her motion to change the 
language. 

TMAPC Action; 6 members present: 
On amended MOTION of BAYLES, TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Bayles, Hill, Horner, 
Ledford, Midget, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, 
Coutant, Harmon, Jackson, Miller "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of the 
Arkansas River Corridor Master Plan Phase I Vision Plan as an element of the 
Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan Area and supporting the results 
and recommendations of the Arkansas River Corridor Master Plan Phase I Vision 
Plan and Resolution No. 2392:868, subject to the modifications of language per 
Planning Commission. (Words deleted are shown as strikeout; words added or 
substituted are underlined.) 

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

ZONING PUBLIC HEARING 

Application No.: Z-6956 

Applicant: Edmond Richard 

Location: 2101 East 71st Street South 

OM TO CS 

(PD-18-A) (CD-2) 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

PUD-307-B/PUD-287-B December 2003: Approval was granted for a major 
amendment to PUD-307 to add property to PUD-307 from PUD-287. This 
amendment established a new development area for the expansion of the 
retirement and health care center within PUD-307. The development standards 
of PUD-307 were modified for the new area but were unchanged for the existing 
PUD areas. The property is located north and east of the northeast corner of 
East ?1st Street and South Utica Avenue. 

PUD-307-A June 2001: A request for a major amendment to the PUD to add a 
museum, renovate and update the existing facilities and increase the floor areas 
and building height was approved. The PUD is located north and east of the 
northeast corner of East 71 st Street and South Utica Avenue. 

PUD-640 November 2000: Approval was granted to rezone a three-acre tract 
located north of Joe Creek and on the east side of South Yorktown Avenue, from 
RT to RT/PUD to allow 17 single-family homes. 

Z-6019/PUD-385 December 1984: All concurred in approval of a request to 
rezone a 2.2-acre tract located on the northwest corner of East ?1st Street and 
South Utica Avenue, from OM to CS/PUD. CS uses were approved for the tract 
with the exception of bars, taverns, nightclubs, uses that would have outdoor 
displays and any Use Unit 19. 

Z-5788/PUD-307 December 1982: All concurred in approval of a request to 
rezone a twenty-acre tract located west of the subject property, on the north side 
of East ?1st Street between South Utica Avenue and South Yorktown Avenue, 
from RS-3 to OM/PUD. The property contained an existing community 
recreational and cultural facility. The PUD allowed elderly housing and an 
extended care facility. 

AREA DESCRIPTION: 

SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is approximately one-half acre in size. It 
is located on the northeast corner of East ?1st Street South and South Yorktown 
Avenue. The property is flat, lightly wooded, contains a paved parking lot, and is 
zoned OM. 

STREETS: 

Exist. Access MSHP Design. 

East 71 st Street Primary arterial 

South Yorktown Avenue N/A 

MSHP RIW 

120'' 

70' 

Exist. # Lanes 

4 lanes 

2 lanes 
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UTILITIES: Municipal water and sewer appear to be available. 

SURROUNDING AREA: The subject site is abutted on the east by commercial 
and office uses, zoned CS; on the west by an office development and associated 
parking, zoned OM; on the north by parking, office and mini storage uses, zoned 
OM and CS; and on the south by an office complex/bank/hotel, zoned PUD-282. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
The District 18 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan 
Area, designates the property as Medium Intensity Linear Development Area. 

According to the Zoning Matrix the requested CS is in accord with the Plan. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on the Comprehensive Plan and surrounding land uses, staff can support 
the requested rezoning and therefore recommends APPROVAL of CS zoning for 
Z-6956. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

INTERESTED PARTIES: 
Doug Jandebeur, 10533 South ?1st East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74136, 
stated that he doesn't have any opposition to this application but would like some 
questions answered. He expressed concerns regarding drainage and if the 
building would be built over the easements. He explained that he owns the 
property east and to the north of the subject area. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Ms. Hill asked Mr. Alberty to explain the process to Mr. Jandebeur. In response, 
Mr. Alberty explained that the rezoning would mandate a consideration for a plat 
or replat and during that period of time, the Technical Advisory Committee would 
take a look at what is proposed and determine if the drainage system is adequate 
to entertain the proposed development. The entire property presently is a 
parking area and it is possible that there may be less coverage. After the zoning 
is approved, then the applicant would have to submit a detailed plan and at that 
time the City Technical Advisory Committee and Stormwater Management 
Division would analyze the existing development versus the proposed 
development. If there are any changed needed then it would be required by TAC 
and Stormwater Management. 

Mr. Jandebeur asked if there is anyway he could be notified about the review in 
order to know what their thinking and design would be. In response, Mr. Alberty 
stated that notices would be sent to the adjoining property owners. 
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TMAPC Action; 6 members present: 
On MOTION of MIDGET, TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Bayles, Hill, Horner, Ledford, 
Midget, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Coutant, 
Harmon, Jackson, Miller "absent") to recommend APPROVAL the CS zoning for 
Z-6956 per staff recommendation. 

Legal Description for Z-6956: 

The South 309.94' of Lot 1, Block 2, Yorktown 71, an addition to the City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, less and except the following tract: 
beginning at the Southwest corner of said Lot 1, thence North along the West line 
of Lot 1 5.00'; thence Southeast 7.07' to a point on the South line of Lot 1; thence 
5.00' to the point of beginning and located 2101 East 71 st Street South, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, From OM (Office Medium Intensity District) To CS (Commercial 
Shipping Center District). 

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

Application No.: Z-6955/PUD-709 AG to RS-2/PUD 

Applicant: Matt Baer (PD-26) (CD-8) 

Location: East of Delaware at 1161
h Street 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Z-6900/PUD-686 July 2003: Approval was granted for a zoning request and 
Planned Unit Development for an 81-acre tract abutting the subject tract on the 
southeast from AG to RS-2/PUD for a single-family development. 

Z-6894/PUD-681 May 2003: A request to rezone a 15-acre tract located south 
and east of East 111th Street South and South Louisville Avenue from AG to RS-
1/PUD for single-family residential use was recommended for approval by staff 
and TMAPC and approved by City Council. 

Z-6867/PUD-667 October 2002: All concurred in approval, subject to conditions, 
of a request to rezone a 46-acre tract located south of the southwest corner of 
East 111th Street South and South Delaware Avenue from AG to RS-1 and PUD 
for residential development. 

Z-6829/PUD-655 September 2001: A request to rezone the 46-acre tract 
located south and west of the southwest corner of East 111 th Street South and 
South Louisville Avenue, from AG to RS-1 and RS-3. Staff and TMAPC 
recommended approval of the proposed RS-1 and RS-3 zoning for single-family 
development with private gated entry and private streets. City Council concurred 
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in RS-1 and RS-3 zoning as submitted with the PUD-655. The applicant 
withdrew the application and no ordinance was published. 

Z-6595 July 1997: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a five-acre 
tract located west of the southwest corner of East 111 th Street South and South 
Yale Avenue, from AG to RS-2. 

Z-6537/PUD-547 July 1996: Approval was granted for a request to rezone a 
ten-acre tract located south and west of East 111 th Street south and west of 
South Yale Avenue from AG to RE and PUD-547 for a five-lot single-family 
development. 

Z-6534 May 1996: A request to rezone a 20-acre tract located north of the 
northwest corner of East 121st Street and South Yale from AG to RS-2. All 
concurred in denial of RS-2 and approved RS-1 zoning. 

Z-6369 October 1992: A request to rezone a 30-acre tract located south of the 
southwest corner of East 111th Street South and South Yale from AG to RS-2 
was recommended for denial by staff. City Council approved RS-1 zoning for the 
tract. 

AREA DESCRIPTION: 

SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is sloping, partially-wooded, vacant, and 
is zoned AG. 

STREETS: 

Exist. Access MSHP Design. MSHP RIW Exist. # Lanes 

East 1161
h Street South Residential 50' 2 lanes 

UTILITIES: The subject tract has municipal water and sewer. 

SURROUNDING AREA: 
There is a single-family subdivision currently under construction and zoned RS-
2/PUD-686 (Wind River) to the southeast; to the north is vacant land, zoned AG; 
to the northeast and northwest are parcels zoned RS-1, with a Planned Unit 
Development for each tract, for single-family residential development; and to the 
west is one dwelling on a large AG parcel. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
The District 26 Plan, a part of the adopted Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates this area in part as Low Intensity-No Specific land 
use and in part as Special District 1 - Steep Slopes and Erodible Soils. The 
requested RS-2/PUD is in accord with the Low Intensity-No Specific land use 
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designation and may be found in accord with the Special District 1 designation 
by virtue of its location within a special district. 

PUD-709: East of Delaware at 1161
h Street 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
This proposal is for Sequoyah Hill, north of a residential development (Wind 
River) now under construction. This development is conceptually the second 
phase of the Wind River project, and is linked to it through the circulation system. 
The access for Sequoyah Hill is proposed to be through a private, gated entry 
within the Wind River development. A private curvilinear stub street is proposed 
to be provided to the undeveloped properties to the southwest and east to serve 
future development. The proposed RS-2/PUD zoning either is or may be found 
to be in accord with the District Plan. Surrounding uses and densities are 
compatible with the proposal. Staff can support the requested rezoning and 
recommends APPROVAL of RS-2/PUD for Z-6955/PUD-709. 

Staff finds the uses and intensities of development as 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-709/Z-6955 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-709/Z-6955 subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. The applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a 
condition of approval, unless modified herein. Notably, primary 
access to the development must be independent of and apart from 
the adjacent private gated roadway, not as proposed. 

2. Development Standards: 

Land Area (Gross): 9.99 acres 

Permitted Uses: 

Uses permitted as a matter of right in Use Unit 
6 of the City of Tulsa Zoning Code, along with customary 
and accessory uses, including but not limited to landscaped 
entrances and other uses which may be incidental thereto. 
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Maximum Number of Dwelling Units: 24 

Minimum Lot Width: 90 feet* 

Minimum Lot Area: 9,000 SF 

Maximum Building Height: 35 feet 

Minimum Livability Space per Dwelling Unit: 4,500 SF 

Minimum Land Area per Dwelling Unit: 10,875 SF 

Other Bulk and Area Requirements: As provided within an RS-
2 District 

Off-Street Parking: 

Two (2) enclosed off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit. 

Minimum Yard Requirements: 

Front property line abutting a street 

Side property line abutting a street 

Side property line not abutting a street 

From rear property line 

30 feet 

15 feet 

10 feet 

25 feet 

Private Streets: 

Signs: 

Minimum right-of-way width of 30 feet with 26 feet of 
paving.** 

One entry identification sign shall be permitted with a 
maximum of 32 square feet of display surface area at each 
entrance of the development. 
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*Lot width on a cul-de-sac shall be measured at the building setback line. 

**Shall be constructed to meet the standards of the City of Tulsa for minor 
residential public streets. 

3. Landscaping and screening shall be in substantial compliance with 
the PUD-709 Landscape and Screening Concept Plan and the PUD 
text. 

4. 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. 

5. All private roadways shall have a minimum right-of-way of 30' and 
be a minimum of 26' in width for two-way roads and 18' for one-way 
loop roads, measured face-to-face of curb. All curbs, gutters, base 
and paving materials used shall be of a quality and thickness which 
meet the City of Tulsa standards for a minor residential public 
street. The maximum vertical grade of private streets shall be ten 
percent. 

6. The City shall inspect all private streets and certify that they meet 
City standards prior to any building permits being issued on lots 
access by those streets. The developer shall pay all inspection 
fees required by the City. 

7. No building permit shall be issued until the requirements of Section 
11 07F 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. 

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

9. Approval of the PUD is not an endorsement of the conceptual 
layout. This will be done during the subdivision platting process. 

T AC Comments for October 6, 2004: 
Water- Water main extension required. 

Stormwater- Verify that the drainage structures in Wind River are designed to 
accommodate drainage from this development. What drainage system does the 
western half of this development drain to? 
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Wastewater- Must provide sanitary sewer service, through the SSID process, to 
all proposed lots. 

Transportation - Access is proposed to be through Wind River private streets. 
However, Wind River covenants do not provide for use by other than Wind River 
lot owners, their guests and invitees. [Note: staff has been informed that these 
covenants have not yet been filed and will be amended to reflect the required 
access provisions.] 

Traffic - An access agreement allowing access rights to the property owner to 
the east through the private street system is needed. Vacation of an existing 
unpaved roadway easement along the south property line is recommended. 

Mr. Alberty stated that the applicant has been informed and is aware that the 
restrictive covenants of the Wind River development will have to be modified to 
accommodate the access that is proposed. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 6 members present: 
On MOTION of MIDGET, TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Bayles, Hill, Horner, Ledford, 
Midget, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Coutant, 
Harmon, Jackson, Miller "absent") to recommend APPROVAL RS-2 zoning for Z-
6955 per staff recommendation and recommend APPROVAL of PUD-709 
subject to the conditions per staff recommendation. 

Legal Description for Z-6955/PUD-709: 

A TRACT OF LAND THAT IS THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE 
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (SE/4 SE/4 NW/4) 
OF SECTION THIRTY-THREE (33), TOWNSHIP EIGHTEEN (18) NORTH, 
RANGE THIRTEEN (13) EAST, OF THE INDIAN MERIDIAN, TULSA COUNTY, 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, SAID TRACT BEING MORE PARTICULARLY 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF 
SAID SE/4 SE/4 NW/4; THENCE SOUTH 89°58'32" WEST, ALONG THE 
SOUTHERLY LINE OF THE SE/4 SE/4 NW/4, FOR A DISTANCE OF 660.86 
FEET TO A POINT, SAID POINT BEING THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE 
SE/4 SE/4 NW/4; THENCE NORTH 0°05'45" EAST ALONG THE WESTERLY 
LINE OF THE SE/4 SE/4 NW/4, FOR A DISTANCE OF 658.95 FEET TO A 
POINT, SAID POINT BEING THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE SE/4 SE/4 
NW/4; THENCE NORTH 89°59'39" EAST ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF 
THE SE/4 SE/4 NW/4, FOR A DISTANCE OF 660.10 FEET TO A POINT, SAID 
POINT BEING THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE SE/4 SE/4 NW/4; 
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THENCE SOUTH 0°01 '47" WEST ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF THE SE/4 
SE/4 NW/4, FOR A DISTANCE OF 658.73 FEET TO THE POINT OF 
BEGINNING; and located east of South Delaware Avenue at 1161h Street South, 
Tulsa Oklahoma, From AG (Agriculture District) To RS-2/PUD (Residential 
Single-family Medium Density District/Planned Unit Development [PUD-709]). 

Application No.: Z-6957 

Applicant: Steve Self 

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

RS-3 to CS 

(PD-5) (CD-5) 

Location: South of southeast corner of East 1ih Street and South Memorial 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

BOA-18784 August 2000: The Board of Adjustment approved a variance to 
allow a gravel parking lot open on Thursdays through Saturdays as overflow 
parking for the adjoining bar. This approval was granted subject to one year and 
subject to a screening fence being erected on the south and east sides. 

BOA-18681 March 2000: The Board of Adjustment approved a special 
exception to allow a Use Unit 12a, a bar only, on a property (located immediately 
south of the subject tract) abutting an R-zoned tract (the subject property). 

Z-6626 May 1998: A request to rezone a lot located on the southeast corner of 
East 11th Street and South 83rd East Avenue from RS-1 to CG was filed. The CG 
zoning was denied and CS was approved for commercial uses. 

BOA-17982 March 1998: The Board of Adjustment approved a special 
exception to allow an automobile sales business on the property abutting the 
subject tract on the south. A variance of the screening requirements on the north 
and east side and a variance to allow outdoor display of merchandise within 300' 
of an R-zoned district were approved. 

Z-6379 December 1992: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a 2.8-
acre tract located south of the southeast corner of East 51h Street and South 
Memorial Drive and north of the subject tract from RS-1 toOL. 

AREA DESCRIPTION: 
SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is approximately 158' x 277' in size. It is 
located north of the northeast corner of East 14th Street South and South 
Memorial Drive. The property is flat, partially wooded, contains a single-family 
dwelling, and is zoned RS-3. 
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STREETS: 

Exist. Access MSHP Design. MSHP RIW Exist.# Lanes 

South Memorial Drive Primary arterial 120'' 41anes 

UTILITIES: Municipal water and sewer appear to be available. 

SURROUNDING AREA: 
The area is one of mixed commercial/office and related uses that front onto 
Memorial Drive. This is the last remaining RS-zoned property on the east side 
along the Memorial frontage, with CS zoning to the north, south and directly 
west. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
The District 5 Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa Metropolitan 
Area, designates the property as Medium Intensity- No Specific Land Use. 

According to the Zoning Matrix the requested CS is in accord with the Plan. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on surrounding zoning and uses, the Comprehensive Plan and trends in 
the area, staff can support the requested rezoning and recommends APPROVAL 
of CS zoning for Z-6957. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 6 members present: 
On MOTION of MIDGET, TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Bayles, Hill, Horner, Ledford, 
Midget, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Coutant, 
Harmon, Jackson, Miller "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of CS zoning for 
Z-6957 per staff recommendation. 

Legal Description for Z-6957: 

Lot 5, Block 3, Three Forest Acres Addition, an addition in the City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof, and 
located north of the northeast corner of East 14th Street South and South 
Memorial Drive ( 1253 South Memorial Drive), Tulsa, Oklahoma, From RS-3 
(Residential Single-family High Density District) To CS (Commercial 
Shipping Center District). 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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Application No.: PUD-541-7 MINOR AMENDMENT 

Applicant: Charles Norman (PD-6) (CD-9) 

Location: Southeast corner of East 43rd Court and South Peoria 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The applicant is requesting a PUD minor amendment approval to enclose the 
outdoor dining area of the former T2 restaurant for reuse by another restaurant, 
to reconfigure the signage allowance and to increase the refrigerated food 
storage capacity by locating refrigerated storage units on the east side in back of 
the building. Relocation of the storage reduces by two spaces the available 
number of parking spaces from 113 to 111 while enclosure of the former outdoor 
dining area increases the number of parking spaces required by four, for a total 
of 117 spaces. A variance was approved by the BOA on September 28 reducing 
the number of parking spaces from 117 to 111. Relocation of the trash dumpster 
will also be required. 

The irregular shapes of the exterior walls on the proposed restaurant site (an 
angled entrance) also necessitate a reconfiguration of signage. Maximum 
permitted total wall signage under PUD-541 is 262 square feet of display surface 
area (two square feet of display surface area per lineal foot of building wall). An 
aggregate of all wall signage for the west wall and entry area, the walls for which 
signage is requested, would permit 186 square feet of total display surface area. 
Proposed wall signage is 41 square feet of actual sign and 23 square feet of star 
elements on the west wall (64 square feet total) and 76 square feet and two stars 
(91 square feet total) on the entry elevation (155 square feet total). A total 
display surface area of 76 square feet is permitted on the south wall; however, no 
signage has been requested for that wall. Staff recommends that total permitted 
display surface area be limited to 186 square feet for the entry and west wall, on 
the condition that wall signage allowed on the entry elevation be limited to 91 
square feet. 

The proposed amended site plan is identical to the detail site plan approved 
February 10, 1999 with the exception of the location of the refrigerated storage 
containers, the relocation of the trash dumpster and enclosure of the outdoor 
dining area. 

Based on these standards, staff recommends APPROVAL of Minor Amendment 
PUD-541-7. 

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

TMAPC Action; 6 members present: 
On MOTION of MIDGET, TMAPC voted 6-0-0 (Bayles, Hill, Horner, Ledford, 
Midget, Westervelt "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Carnes, Coutant, 
Harmon, Jackson, Miller "absent") to APPROVE the minor amendment for PUD-
541-7 per staff recommendation. 

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

There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting adjourned at 
4:20p.m. 
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