






















































Application No.: Z-7060/PUD-741 AG TO RS-2/PUD 

Applicant: Roy Johnsen (PD-26) (CD-8) 

Location: West of the northwest corner of Sheridan and East 111 1h Street 
South 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR Z-7060: 

PUD-702-A November 2006: All concurred in approval of a proposed Major 
amendment to a Planned Unit Development to delete and abandon Reserve 
Area B on a 4.64.±. acre tract of land on property located north of northwest 
corner of East 11 1h Street and South Sheridan Road, subject to excluding the 
installation of sidewalks along South Sheridan Road per staff recommendation 
based upon Legal's advice regarding the issue. This Major Amendment was 
prompted by a minor amendment to PUD-702 on March 1, 2006 for purpose of 
conveyance to the adjoining property owner to the north. 

PUD-702/Z-6933 May 2004: AI! concurred in approving a request to rezone a 
4.64.±. acre tract from AG to RS-2 and a Planned Unit Development for Single 
Family Residential development on property located north of northwest corner of 
East 11th Street and South Sheridan Road. 

Z-6810/PUD-646 July 2001: An application was filed to rezone a 35.:!::. acre tract 
located north and east of the northeast corner of East 111 th Street South and 
South Sheridan Road from AG to RS-2 and PUD. The request for RS-2 zoning 
was denied and RE zoning was recommended with a maximum of 20 lots if the 
development provided only one access point. The applicant revised the request 
by including an additional 4.1 acres of land and TMAPC and City Council 
approved RS-1 zoning and approved the PUD for a maximum of 30 lots with two 
points of access being provided. 

Z-6807/PUD-645 May 2001: A request to rezone the 10 acre node, located on 
the northwest corner of East 111 th Street and South Sheridan Road from AG to 
CS and OL for future commercial and office development. TMAPC 
recommended approval of the request as submitted but City Council denied the 
request for rezoning. The request was appealed to district court and the district 
court upheld the decision of City Council. 

Z-6753/PUD-450-A March 2000: All concurred in approval of a request for a 
major amendment and the rezoning of the 4.5-acre tract located on the 
southwest corner of East 1111h Street and South Sheridan Road from CS/PUD-
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Z-6730/PUD-627 March 2000: A request to rezone a 1 0 acre tract located on 
the southwest corner of East 1 oath Street South and South Sheridan Road from 
AG to RS-2/PUD for single-family development. Staff and TMAPC 
recommended denial of RS-2 and recommended approval of RS-1 with PUD-
627. City Council concurred in approval per TMAPC recommendation. 

Z-6700/PUD-611 June 1999: Ali concurred in approval of a request to rezone a 
20-acre tract located west of the northwest corner of East 111 th Street South and 
South Sheridan Road from AG to RS-2/PUD for a residential development. 

BOA-17569 November 1996: A request to allow a 11 0' cellular tower on 
property iocated north of the northwest corner of East 111 11 h Street South and 
South Sheridan Road, and zoned AG, was denied. 

Z-6525/PUD-543 April1996: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a 
14.6.:t_ acre tract from AG to RS-2/PUD and a proposed Planned Unit 
Development for single-family subdivision, located between East 1 04th Street and 
East 1 06th Street on west side of Sheridan. 

Z-6249/PUD-450 July 1989: A request to rezone a 4.5-acre tract located on the 
southwest corner of East 111 th Street South and South Sheridan Road, from AG 
to CS/PUD for commercial shopping center. The request was approved subject 
to the PUD standards and conditions. 

Z-6249 May 1989: An application was filed to rezone a 44.6-acre tract located 
on the southwest corner of East 111 th Street South and South Sheridan Road, 
from AG to RS-2 and CS. TMAPC recommended approval of RS-1 on the west 
140' of the tract, RS-2 on the balance of the tract less the proposed commerciai 
node (675' x 290'). Ali concurred in approval of the residential zoning and 
recommended the applicant submit a PUD along with the rezoning application for 
CS on the 4.5-acre node of the property. 

AREA DESCRIPTION: 
Si 1 E ANALYSiS: 1 he subject property is approximately 60 acres in size and is 
located west of the northwest corner of South Sheridan and East 111 th Street 
South. The property appears to be vacant and is zoned AG. 

STREETS: 

Exist. Access 

East 111 th Street 

MSHP Design 

Secondary arterial 

MSHP RIW 

100' 

Exist. # Lanes 

2 

UTILITIES: The subiect tract has municioal watAr and ~Awf!r availahiA -- -~- ------------- ----------~---- ---·--• -•••- ~-~~~· -··~·-~-•-w 

SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is abutted on the east by single-family 
residential uses and vacant land, zoned AG and RS-2; on the north by single-
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family residential land use, zoned PUD and RS-2; on the south by single-family 
residential land use, zoned RS-1 and RS-2; and on the west by single-family 
residential land use, zoned RS-1 and RS-2. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
The District 26 Plan, a part of the adopted Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates this area as being Low Intensity 
Residential/Development Sensitive - Residential land use. According to the 
Zoning Matrix, the requested RS-2 zoning is in accord with the Plan. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff can support the requested RS-2 zoning and therefore recommends 
APPROVAL of RS-2 zoning for Z-7060. 

COMPANION ITEM: 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR PUD-741: 

The proposed development is planned as a single-family subdivision containing 
an area of conventional lots accessed by public streets and two separate areas 
accessed by gated private streets. Traffic Engineering recommends that the 
boundary line for Development Area "B" be extended south along Joplin to 
include the approach and transition to the gated entry if private streets are 
approved as proposed. 

Modifications of RS-2 standards, including an increase in permitted height from 
35 feet to 40 feet and a reduction of side lot setbacks from ten feet to five feet are 
proposed. These modifications also include an increase in minimum lot width 
requirements from 75 feet (per RS-2 bulk and area requirements) to 80 feet and 
an increase in minimum lot size from 9,000 square feet (per RS-2 bulk and area 
requirements) to 13,000 square feet. Per the requested RS-2 zoning, a 
maximum of approximately 240 dwelling units is permitted. PUD-741 proposes a 
maximum of 100 dwelling units. The PUD a!so proposes to meet minimum 
livability space requirements by assuring each lot provides the minimum 5,000 
square feet required (in keeping with RS-2 bulk and area requirements) in 
Development Area "A" and a minimum of 3,000 square feet (between RS-3 and 
RS-4 bulk and area requirements) in Development Areas "B" and "C" with 
additional livability space provided in two landscaped reserve areas and two 
detention areas. The project as a whole will exceed minimum livability space 
requirements. 

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 
+-11-t.AI:-- ---.....J:.f.i--.- -.fr-U +:-....J- nllr"\ '7A-1 -- ,...._...,....J:.t:-....J I-.~ -A.-.U L- 1---~ lA\ 
IUIIVVVIII8 vVIIUIUVI1;:) 1 ;:)~Clll IIIIU;:) IUU-1'1' I Cl;:) IIIUUI!It::U vy :::Hall, LV Ut::. \I) 

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; (2) in harmony with the existing and 
expected development of surrounding areas; (3) a unified treatment of the 
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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-7 41 subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. TMAPC approval of RS-2 zoning per Z-7060. 

2. The applicant's Outline Development Plan and Text be made a condition of 
approval, unless modified herein. 

3. Development Standards: 

Development Area A 

LAND AREA: 25.3 AC net of arterial streets 

PERMITTED USES: 
Detached single-family residences accessed by public streets, and those 
uses customary and accessory to single-family residential. 

MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS: 

MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 

MINIMUM LOT WIDTH: 

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 

MINIMUM YARDS: 
From 111 th Street 
From minor street 

Front 
Corner lot-side 

interior side yards 
One side yard 
Other side yard 

Rear yard 

49 

13,000 SF 

80FT 

40FT 

35FT 

25FT 
15FT* 

5 FT 
5 FT 

20FT 

*Garages fronting a street shall be set back a minimum of 20 feet. 

LIVABILITY SPACE PER D'vVELUNG UNiT: 5,000 SF 
/f1nL""ln l'n~··u'""" n"+ ,,ro,,...,.J .;,....,.... V"t.""'r/_,;,...._,... _,.,. ,.J,...;. ~-- \ 
\ ~fJOI I ..;;>fJO.vO I IVL U..;;>OU lVI f-ICII f\III':::J VI Uf fVvo::J.j 

Minimum within each lot 5,000 SF 
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OTHER BULK AND AREA REQUIREMENTS: 
As provided within an RS-2 district. 

VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION: 
Access shall be provided to the development by public streets. Sidewalks 
shall be provided along East 111 th Street South and along both sides of all 
internal public streets. 

Development Area B 

LAND AREA: 12 AC net of detention and open space reserve areas. 

PERMITTED USES: 
Detached single-family residences accessed by gated private streets and 
those uses customary and accessory to single-family residential. 

MAXIMUM DWELLING UN!TS: 

MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 

MINIMUM LOT WIDTH: 

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 

MINIMUM YARDS: 
From minor street 

Front 
Corner lot-side 

Interior side yards 
One side yard 
Other side yard 

Rear yards 

24 

13,000 SF 

80FT 

40FT 

20FT 
15FT* 

5 FT 
5 FT 

20FT 

*Garages fronting a private street shall be set back a minimum of 20 feet. 

LIVABILITY SPACE PER DWELLING UNIT 5,000 SF 
(Open space not used for parking or drives.) 

Minimum within each lot 
Minimum within common areas 

OTHER BULK AND AREA REQUiREMENTS: 

3,000 SF 
60,000 SF 
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VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION: 
Access to the development area may be by private, gated streets. 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 meets the City of 
Tulsa standards for a minor residential public street. The maximum 
vertical grade of private streets shall be ten percent. 

Sidewalks shall be provided on both sides of interior private streets and 
shall be contained within easements or reserve areas. 

Development Area C 

LAND AREA: 
areas 

13.1 AC net of detention and open space reserve 

PERMITTED USES: 
Detached single-family residences accessed by gated private streets and 
those uses customary and accessory to single-family residential. 

MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS: 

MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 

MINIMUM LOT WIDTH: 

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 

MINIMUM YARDS: 

From minor street 
Front 
Corner lot-side 

interior side yards 
One side yard 
Other side yard 

Rear yards 

20FT 
15FT* 

5 FT 
5 FT 

20FT 

27 

13,000 SF 

80FT 

40FT 

*Garages fronting a private street shall be set back a minimum of 20 feet. 

LIVABILITY SPACE PER DWELLING UNIT 
lnnon C"n!:lr"'.O. nnf ttc-arl fl"'\r n~rl""inn 1"'\r rlv-i,,,..,.n \ 
\'-'/'-·"""'' tJfJUVV IIV&. U~VU lVI fJCHn.llt~ VI UIIVVoi:>.j 

Minimum within each lot 
Minimum within common areas 

5,000 SF 

3,000 SF 
100,000 SF 
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OTHER BULK AND AREA REQUIREMENTS: 
As provided within an RS-2 district. 

VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION: 
Access to the development area may be by private, gated streets. All 
private roadways shail 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 meets the City of 
Tulsa standards for a minor residential public street. The maximum 
vertical grade of private streets shall be ten percent. 

Sidewalks shall be provided along East 111 th Street South and on both 
sides of interior private streets. Sidewalks along private streets shall be 
contained within easements or reserve areas. 

(Language with a strike-through has been deleted and language with an 
underline has been added.) 

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

5. l\ detail landscape plan for each lot shall be approved by the TMAPC prier 
to issuance of a building permit. l\ landscape arohitoct registered in tho 
State of Ok!~homa shall certify to the zoning officer that a!! required 
landscaping and screening fences have been installed or will be installed 
within a specified period of time 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 

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

7. All trash, mechanical and equipment areas, including building mounted, 
shall be screened from public viev1 in such a manner that the areas cannot 
bo soon by parsons standing at ground levol. 
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8. 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. 

9. A homeowners association shall be created and vested with sufficient 
authority and financial resources to properly maintain all private streets, 
sidewalks and common areas, including any stormwater detention areas, 
security gates, guard houses or other commonly owned structures within 
the PUD. 

10. 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 meets the City of 
T1 ric:!:! c:t!:!nn!:!rrlc for a minl"\r roc-i~ontinl '"'' .hli'"' ""+.-....,.....,.+ Thr. ""'"";mum vert";c""'l 1 _,.....,......_ '"'"'''"""'"·""'-"I '-A'-' 1 1 1 1 lVI v,;;n\,.ol\.,d I'I.IC.U tJUUIIV .;:JLI V'Cit... I IIV IIIOAI I I Cll 

grade of private streets shall be ten percent. 

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

12. 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. 

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

14. 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. 

15. 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. 

16. 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 and shipping containers shall not be used for storage in the 
-P-t:J.9.: 
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TAC Comments from 6-7-07: 
General: A predevelopment meeting with Development Services and the 
engineer was held October 13, 2006. Construction Standards for Private Streets 
should be included in the PUD Development Standards for each approved area. 
In the Table of Contents both "B&C" should be labeled as proposing "Private 
Streets", with correct page numbers. Suggest that the boundary line for Dev. 
Area "8" be extended south along Joplin to include the approach and transition to 
the gated entry if approved for private streets. 
Water: No comments. 
Fire: Cui-de-sacs shall have a turn-around radius of not less than thirty-eight 
(38) feet of paving, utilizing a rolled curb section wherever possible, and a radius 
of fifty (50') of right-of-way at the property line. Cui-de-sacs greater than two 
hundred and fifty (250) feet in length shall have a turn-around radius of not less 
than forty (40') feet of paving and a radius of fifty-two (52') feet of right-of-way at 
the property line. 
The installation of security gates across a fire apparatus access road shall be 
approved by the fire chief. Where security gates are installed, they shall have an 
approved means of emergency operation. The security gates and the emergency 
operation shall be maintained operational at all times. 
Stormwater: The Exhibit '8' drainage system plan is acceptable in concept. 
Wastewater: Access to the Sanitary Sewer Main must be provided to all 
proposed lots within the project area. 
Transportation: A minimum 50-ft right-of-way dedication for E. 111th St. S., a 
secondary arterial, will be required. 
Traffic: The Conceptual site plan for PUD 7 41 consists of two separate areas 
with Private Streets and one section with Public Streets. Traffic Engineering has 
no objection to the Private Streets in Development Area "C" (block 8-9 in the 
eastern portion). Area "8" (block 6-7 in the northern portion) is a unique tract 
surrounded by existing development on three sides. Dev. Area "8" has two 
existing Public Stub Streets from the same adjacent neighborhood on the west. 
This subdivision (Southern Park Estates) has reasonable traffic circulation that is 
improved by the proposed connection of 108 ST to 111 ST via Joplin AV. The 
Private Street designs for both "8" & "C" meet the current Subdivision Standards 
as to maximum acreage and accessibility. Based on this review Traffic 
Engineering, while preferring to connect the two stub streets together, does not 
recommend requiring Public Streets in Area "8". 
GIS: No comments. 
Street Addressing: No comments. 
County Engineer: No comments. 
PSO/AEP, ONG and AT&T: These utilities expressed concern that easement 
widths as indicated in the concept plan would not be sufficient to accommodate 
all potential utility lines and subsequently put the developer on notice that 
.... rlrlifinnnl onc-o.manf \AJirlth n'l':l\1 ho nJ::>r"OC'C''>I"\1 fTho 1'"\0"1"\n.nc-orl 1,..,.,.,.-,tinn nf 1 lf·iliht 
OUUU.IVIIOI VCA~VIIIVI U. YVIU\.11 IIICAJ IJV IIVVV.;JVCAIJ• \I IIV tJI VtJVVVU IVVCAUVII VI UILIIIIL1 

easements if increased in width would not affect proposed building setbacks.) 
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The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation for Z-
7060. 

Interested Parties Comments: 
Robert Coffey, 10614 South Lakewood, 74137, stated that his home is in the 
subject area. Mr. Coffey expressed concerns with stormwater drainage and 
saving the mature trees in the heavily wooded area. Mr. Coffey commented that 
the existing neighbors are concerned with what types of homes will be built on 
the subject property. He indicated that there is a large drainage area near his 
backyard and it flows into his backyard. The subject property is approximately 20 
to 25 feet higher than his backyard. Mr. Coffey stated that he would like to see 
further development of these issues before the rezoning and the PUD is 
accepted by the Planning Commission. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Harmon informed Mr. Coffey that the Planning Commission is dealing with 
the zoning issue today and stormwater management is not something the 
Planning Commission is involved in. There are provisions that require 
developers to meet certain requirements as far as retention, disposable access 
water and they have to meet those guidelines. The Planning Commission does 
not have any authority to control or develop these plans. 

In response to Mr. Harmon, Mr. Coffey stated that if he doesn't stand up now and 
begin this process at this juncture, then he would lose that opportunity in the 
future. 

Interested Parties Comments: 
Carla Pritt, 5726 East 11 olh Street, 74136, stated that she would like to relay 
some concerns that the other homeowners in Preston Woods have expressed. 
She explained that they do not want multifamily and this proposal doesn't look 
like multifamily. Ms. Pritt expressed concerns about drainage and felt that some 
of the builders in the past haven't followed the drainage plan. She asked who 
would make sure that the drainage p!an is followed. 

Mr. Alberty stated that the drainage has to be constructed according to the way 
the plans are being approved. Pubiic Vv'orks will make sure that it is constructed 
in accordance with those plans. If there is someone who believes that 
construction activities might be inconsistent with their understanding of the 
approved plans, they should contact the Public Works Department and express 
those concerns. Perhaps it is a lack of understanding on how it would be 
constructed on the interested parties' part. 

Ms. Pritt stated that she is very pieased with the layout and several of her 
nn.i.n:hhl"'\.1"'~ \AII'"\t air! Iii.,"' +I"'\. h.a n.1 - 1-4- Ch- ----•· • .....1-...J .&.J....-'- ----"' -& L..- .... ----.-,_- .... .-.-. 1-.--. ~­
IICI:::111UVI v VVVUIU ll"v LV uuy a IVL. vllv vVIIviUUI::U lllal IIIU;:,l Ul 111:::1 vUIIvtH II;:) I !C1Vtl 

been addressed through the layout and the information included in the agenda 
packet. 
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Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Roy Johnsen, 201 West 5th Street, Suite 501, 74103, representing Rick Dodson 
and Danny Brumble, stated that his clients developed the property to the west, 
which is Preston Woods. Mr. Johnsen described the concept of the proposal as 
having private streets on the northwestern portion of the subject property and 
public streets on the central west portion of the subject property. There are two 
pints of access for the private streets. The public streets have a good traffic 
pattern and Ms. Pritt seems to be satisfied with the end result. 

Mr. Johnsen stated that drainage issues are legitimate questions. In the City of 
Tulsa drainage issues are very carefully managed. There will be onsite detention 
and all the design considerations will be reviewed by Public Works, which is a 
very tight review. The developer is not allowed to adversely impact upstream or 
downstream. These issues will be properly addressed and it usually happens 
during the platting stage. Mr. Johnsen explained the platting and permit process. 

Mr. Johnsen stated that he has reviewed the staff recommendation and he is in 
agreement with a few changes that were inadvertently provided. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Ms. Tomlinson stated that conditions 5, 6, 7 and 16 should be removed from the 
standard conditions. These conditions are more specific to commercial uses. 
Condition 4 should be modified as follows: "No zoning clearance permit shall be 
issued for buildings, entry features and gates located within reserve areas until a 
PUD detail site plan has been approved, etc." and remove " ... includes all 
buildings, parking and iandscaping areas." 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Marshall questioned the right-of-way for 1111h Street. In response, Ms. 
Tomlinson stated that the total right-of-way is 100 feet and half from the 
centerline would be required to be dedicated, which half has already been 
dedicated. 

Mr. Johnsen stated that the minimum lot width is 80 feet and the minimum size is 
13,000 SF. The depth will be approximately 132 feet on some lots and more on 
other lots. This exceeds the 9,000 SF that is normal in an RS-2 district and the 
75-foot frontage that is normally in an RS-2 district. Mr. Johnsen concluded that 
the lots would be larger than a standard RS-2 district lot. 

Ms. Cantrell stated that the Planning Commission received a letter from several 
people to the north who are concerned about the exit on 1 061h Street. In 
response, Mr. Johnsen stated that the residents to the north are in a good 
situation because the there is a street that will allow them to get into the public 
street system within the subject property. In response, Ms. Cantrell commented 
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that she hopes Mr. Johnsen's client will work with the neighbors regarding the 
street system. Mr. Johnsen stated that he would be happy to do so. 

Mr. Marshall asked why there is a reduction in the front yards, side yards and 
rear yards. In response, Mr. Johnsen stated that the key is that it is market 
driven. People prefer to have larger homes on small yards, which happen on a 
fairly regular basis now. There is common open space in the subject project. Mr. 
Johnsen explained the livability space and how lots are configured. 

Mr. Marshall asked if the developers met with any of the neighbors. In response, 
Mr. Johnsen stated that he wasn't present at any meetings, but he believes that 
his ciients met with them. Mr. Marshaii asked if the neighbors had any concerns 
with the reduction in rear yards. In response, Mr. Coffey stated that it is a 
concern, but neighboring subdivisions have the same type of larger homes on 
minimum lot sizes as well. It is a market-driven situation. Mr. Coffey stated that 
his lot is 7/1 0 of an acre. 

Ms. Cantrell statement inaudible. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of CANTRELL, TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Cantrell, Harmon, Marshall, 
McArtor, Midget, Shivel, Wofford "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Ard, 
Cantees, Carnes, Miller, "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of the RS-2 
zoning for Z-7060 per staff recommendation. 

Ms. Cantrell moved to approve PUD-741 per staff recommendation deleting the 
standard language of 5, 6, 7 and 16 and modify language for standard language 
4. 

Mr. Marshall requested that Ms. Cantrell amend her motion. He expressed 
concerns with the Zoning Code not being followed regarding the lot sizes for this 
development. He believes that the subject property is a large enough tract of 
land to follow the side yard and front yard requirements. Mr. Marsha!! indicated 
that the reduction of the backyard doesn't concern him. He requested that the 
motion be amended that the Development A, B and C have 25-foot building line 
requirements and all lots meet side yard requirements of i 0 feet on one side and 
five feet on the other side. This would be better for the homeowners and future 
homeowners. Mr. Marshall explained that five feet doesn't allow enough room to 
get around into the backyard with lawnmowers, etc. 

Mr. Harmon restated the original motion and the amendment suggested by Mr. 
Marshall. 

.... ,..,. r&l't..,.."' ..... lll"'rr ,f,..,.., "'""' .,.........,... __ ..,... ___ ... 
I"V .:O<:P ... VI I \.I I VI LII<:P CIIII'I;IIUIIIvll Lo 

Amendment failed. 
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Mr. Harmon announced that the original motion is on the floor. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of CANTRELL, TMAPC voted 6-1-0 (Cantrell, Harmon, McArtor, 
Midget, Shivel, Wofford "aye"; Marshall "nay"; none "abstaining"; Ard, Cantees, 
Carnes, Miller, "absent") to recommend APPROVAL of PUD-741 per staff 
recommendation as modified by the Planning Commission as follows: 1) delete 
standard language for 5, 6, 7 and 16; modify language for standard language 4. 
(Language with a strike-through has been deleted and language with an 
underline has been added.) 

Legal Description for Z-7060/PUD-741 
A TRACT OF LAND THAT IS PART OF THE SE/4 of SECTION 27, T-18-N, 
R-13-E, OF THE INDIAN BASE AND MERIDIAN, CITY OF TULSA, TULSA 
COUNTY, OKLAHOMA, ACCORDING TO THE UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT SURVEY THEREOF, SAID TRACT OF LAND BEING MORE 
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS, TO-W!T: THE EAST HALF OF 
THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (E/2 SW /4 
SE/4) AND E/2 OF NW/4 OF SE/4 AND W/2 OF SE/4 OF SE/4 OF SECTION 27, 
T-18-N, R-13-E OF THE INDIAN BASE AND MERIDIAN, TULSA COUNTY, 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, ACCORDING TO THE U.S. GOVERNMENT SURVEY 
THEREOF. From: AG (Agriculture District) To: RS-2 (Residential Single 
Family District/Planned Unit Development [PUD-741]). 

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

Application No.: Z-7061 

Applicant: Gregory S. Helms (PD-18c) (CD-7) 

Location: 6301 South Mingo Road 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Z-6882 March 2003: All concurred in approval of a request for rezoning a 2.9,:t 
acre tract of land from OL to CO for church athletic fields, on property located 
south of southeast corner of East 63rd Street and South Mingo Road 

Z-5903-SP-4 March 2003: All concurred in approval of a proposed Corridor Site 
Plan on 6.3,:t acre tract for church athletic fields, on property located south of 
southeast corner of East 63rd Street and South Mingo Road. 
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Z-5903-SP-3 November 2002: All concurred in approval of a proposed Corridor 
Site Plan on 1.1.±_ acre tract for a two-story office building, on property located 
southeast of southeast corner of East 63rd Street and South Mingo Road. 

Z-6840/PUD-656 November 2001: A request to rezone a 2.37.±. acre tract from 
CO to ILIPUD on property located south of southeast corner of East 61st Street 
South and South Mingo Road for uses permitted by right and exception in an IL 
district excluding Use Unit 12A. Staff recommended denial of IL zoning and for 
the PUD but the TMAPC recommended approval per modifications. The City 
Council approved the rezoning and PUD per modifications. 

Z-6725 December 1999: All concurred in approval of a request to rezone a 
34.78.±. acre tract from CO to AG for church and accessory uses on property 
located on the southeast corner of East 66th Street and South Mingo Road. 

Z-6078-SP-4 September 1997: All concurred in approval of a Corridor Site Plan 
to ~ermit a mobile home on property located north of northwest corner of East 
66t Street and South 101st Avenue East. 

Z-6078-SP-3 February 1997: All concurred in approval of a Corridor Site Plan to 
permit a mobile home on property located on northwest corner of East 66th Street 
and South 101 5t Avenue East. 

Z-5903-SP-2 April1995: All concurred in approval of a proposed Corridor Site 
Plan on 6.3.±_ acre tract for Miller Swim School, on property located south of 
southeast corner of East 63rd Street and South Mingo Road and abuiting the 
subject property to the south. 

Z-5903-SP-1 April 1995: All concurred in approval of a proposed Corridor Site 
Plan on 3.25.±. acre tract for indoor and outdoor skating rinks, on property located 
south of southeast corner of East 63rd Street and South Mingo Road and abutting 
the subject property to the south. 

Z-6078-SP-2 March 1995: All concurred in approval of a Corridor Site Plan to 
permit a mobile home on property located north of northwest corner of East 66th 
Street and South 101 st Avenue East. 

Z-6254/Z-6254-SP-1 September 1989: All concurred in approval of rezoning a 
.4-acre lot located on the northeast corner of East 63rd Street South and South 
1\Ainnn Rn~rl frnm R~-~ tn rn !:!nrl !:lnnl"'f'l\1!:11 \AI!>C' nlc-n nrnn+orl nn ..,. rlo+.,.,il ,.._,..,. .... ;r!,.,. .. 
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site plan, Z-6254-SP-1 on the property for a small appliance business in the 
existing building. 
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AREA DESCRIPTION: 

SITE ANALYSIS: The subject property is approximately .87_± acres in size and 
is located at the southeast corner of East 63rd Street and South Mingo Road. 
The property appears to be a vacant metal building and is zoned RS-3. 

STREETS: 

Exist. Access 

South Mingo Road 

East 63rd Street 

MSHP Design 

Secondary arterial 

N/A 

MSHP RIW Exist. # Lanes 

1 00' 4 (with turn lane) 

N/A 2 

UTILITIES: The subject tract has municipal water and sewer available. 

SURROUNDING AREA: The subject tract is abutted on the east by single-family 
residential uses, zoned RS-3; on the north by office and mixed industrial uses, 
zoned CO; on the south by mixed commercial/office uses, zoned CO; and on the 
west by mixed commercial use (office supply and mini storage), zoned AG. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
The District 18 Plan, a part of the adopted Comprehensive Plan for the Tulsa 
Metropolitan Area, designates this area as being within a Low Intensity Corridor. 
According to the Development Guidelines, uses here may be either low intensity, 
if developed under straight zoning, or of higher intensity uses if developed under 
a Corridor designation. According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested OL zoning 
may be found in accord with the Plan. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
This area is in transition. Uses nearby appear to be compatibie with the 
requested OL zoning, and the OL is certainly compatible with the Corridor land 
use designation. Staff, therefore, recommends APPROVAL of OL zoning for Z-
7061. 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC COMMENTS: 
Mr. Harmon stated that this is near his neighborhood and it is an appropriate 
zoning for the type of activity that is occurring in the subject area. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of MIDGET, TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Cantrell, Harmon, Marshall, 
McArtor, Midget, Shive!, Wofford "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Ard, 
Cantees, Carnes, Miller "absent") to recommend APPROVAL OL zoning for Z-
7061 per staff recommendation. 
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Legal Description for Z-7061: 
The east 1 00' of the west 249.42' of Lot 16, Block 7, Union Gardens, a 
subdivision in the Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded 
plat thereof. And: the west 149.42' of Lot 16, Block 7, Union Gardens, a 
subdivision in Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat 
thereof, Less and Except: A parcel of iand lying in Lot 16, Block 7, Union 
Gardens, a subdivision in Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, more particularly 
described as follows, to-wit: Beginning at the southwest corner of said Lot 16; 
thence north along the west boundary of said Lot 16 a distance of 158.15' to the 
northwest corner thereof; Thence due east along the north boundary line of said 
Lot 16 a distance of 20.00'; Thence S 45.00'00" W a distance of 14.14'; Thence 
due south parallel to and 1 0.00' from the west boundary of said Lot 16 a distance 
of 148.15' to a point on the south boundary of said Lot 16; Thence due west 
along the south boundary a distance of 1 0.00' to the POB. From RS-3 
{Residential Single-family District) ToOL (Office Low Intensity District). 

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

OTHER BUSINESS: 

Application No.: PUD-136-A 

Applicant: Tanner Consulting, LLC 

Location: 7412 South Yale Avenue 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

DETAIL SITE PLAN 
LANDSCAPE PLAN 

(PD-18) (CD-8) 

The applicant is requesting approval of a detail site plan for an office park. The 
proposed use, Use Unit 11, Offices, Studios and Support Services, is in 
conformance with Development Standards of PUD-136-A. 

The proposed buildings comply with setbacks, height restrictions and permitted 
floor area. Proposed parking complies with design requirements and setbacks; 
parking lot lighting conforms to development standards per application of the 
Kennebunkport Formula. Proposed landscaped area meets minimum 
requirements and complies with the landscape chapter of the zoning code. A 
natural buffer area augmented with new trees is provided along the west 
boundary in conformance with development standards. Proposed retaining walls 
(and the drainage diversion wall with TMAPC approval of PUD-136-A-1) comply 
with development standards. 

Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAL of PUD-136-A detail site plan for 
Silver Ridge office park as proposed. 
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(Note: Detail site plan approval does not constitute sign plan approval.) 

The applicant indicated his agreement with staff's recommendation. 

There were no interested parties wishing to speak. 

TMAPC Action; 7 members present: 
On MOTION of MIDGET, TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Cantrell, Harmon, Marshall, 
McArtor, Midget, Shivel, Wofford "aye"; no "nays"; none "abstaining"; Ard, 
Cantees, Carnes, Miller "absent") to APPROVE the detail site plan and 
landscape pian for PUD-136-A per staff recommendation. 

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

Commissioners' Comments 
Mr. Wofford stated that this is his !ast TMAPC meeting. He expressed his 
appreciation for all of his fellow Commissioners and all of their help during his 
term. He commented that for anyone who may be watching today, the people 
who are on the TMAPC have nothing but the highest integrity. He has never 
seen any Planning Commission act in any way than what they thought was right 
in their minds and in their hearts. He complimented staff and stated that they do 
a great job under what he considers some trying conditions and what he also 
considers budget constraints. In many cases the budget constraints are very 
debilitating and he believes the City and County should look at what is done in 
planning in the City of Tulsa. Mr. Wofford thanked the citizens who have 
appeared at the Planning Commission. There are people who are interested and 
take time from their jobs to be present at the meetings, which for the most part 
are usually done in a cordial way and he appreciates that. 

Mr. Harmon stated that he will miss Mr. Wofford and he has always appreciated 
his reason and professional presentation. 

Ms. Cantrell concurred with Mr. Harmon's statements. 

************ 
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There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting adjourned at 
3:15p.m. 

Chairman 

ATTEST:---==~~./:~~~ 
II Secretary 
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