
TULSA METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING CO~ISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1586 

Wednesday, January 8~ 1986, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

MEMBERS PRESENT MEMBERS ABSENT 
Carnes Young 
Connery 
Doherty 
Draughon 
Kempe, Chairman 
Paddock, Secretary 
Selph 
VanFossen 
Wilson, 1st Vice
Chairman 

Woodard 

STAFF PRESENT 
Brierre 
Frank 
Gardner 
Setters 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 

Counsel 

The nOTice and agenda of sard meeting were posted tn the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, January 8, 1986 at 12:20 p.m., as well as In the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Kempe called the meeting to order 
at 1:35 p.m. 

MINUTES: 

Approval of Minutes of December 11, 1985, MeetIng No. 1584: 

On t«>TION of CARNES, the P I ann i ng Commi ss Ion voted 8-0-2 (Carnes, 
ConneryI' Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Wi ison, Woodard, "aye"; no 
"nays"; Selph, VanFossen, "abstaining"; (Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minutes of December 11, 1985, Meeting No. 1584. 

Approval of Minutes of December 18, 1985, MeetIng No. 1585: 

On tlDTION of WOODARD, the Planning CommissIon voted 7-0-3 (Carnes, 
Connery, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Wi Ison, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
Doherty, Selph, VanFossen, "abstaining"; (Young, "absent") to APPROVE the 
MInutes of December 18, 1985, Meeting No. 1585. 

REPORTS: 

ChaIrman's Report: ChaIrman Kempe reviewed with the Commission members 
the memorandum regardIng the Citizen Planning Team DIstrict assignments. 
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Committee Reports: Mr. Paddock reminded the Commission that the Rules 
and Regulations Committee would be meeting Wednesday, January 15, 1986 
at noon In Room 11130 of City Hall. 

* * * * * * * 

RESOLUTION NO. 1581:613 

A RESOLUTION AMENDING 
THE MAJOR STREET & HIGHWAY PLAN, 
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 did, by Resolution on the 29th day of 
June 1960, adopt a "Comprehensive Plan, 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 flied of record In the Office of the County Clerk, Tu!sa, 
Oklahoma, a/ I accordIng to law; and 

WHEREAS, the Tulsa Metropolitan Area Planning Commission 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 28th day of February, 1968, thIs Commission, by 
Resolution No. 696:289 did adopt the Major Street and Highway Plan Map as a 
part of the Comprehensive Plan of the Tulsa Metropolitan Area, which 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 

WHEREAS, this CommissIon did call a Public Hearing on the 16th day 
of October 1985 for the purpose of considering amendments to the Major Street 
and Highway Plan and Public Notice of such meeting was duly given as required 
by law; and 

WHEREAS, A Public Hearing was held on the 20th day of November 1985 
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, to modify its previously adopted Major Street and Highway Plan 
Text and Map, as fol lows: 

1. Delete the expressway classificatIon for the MIngo Val ley 
Expressway from East 9ist Street South and west to South 
Memorial Drive; 
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Resolution 11581:613 - Cont'd 

2. Delete the expressway classification for the Creek Expressway 
from South Memorial Drive west to the Arkansas River and then 
cont i nu i ng south and west through Jenks to the Tu I sa/Creek 
County Line north of West 121st Street (S.H. 117); 

3. Delete the primary arterial classification for South Yale 
Avenue from East 91st Street to East 96th Street; 

4. Delete the secondary arterial classification for South Harvard 
Avenue from East 91st Street to East 96th Street; 

5. Delete the secondary arterial classification for East 91st 
Street from Riverside Parkway east to the Mingo Val ley 
Expressway; 

6. Designate the secondary arterial classification for South Yale 
Avenue from East 91st Street to East 96th Street; 

7. Des i gnate the res i dent i a I co I I ector c I ass if I cat i on for South 
Harvard Avenue from East 91st Street to East 96th Street; 

8. Designate the parkway classification for East 91st Street from 
Riverside Parkway east to the Mingo Val ley Expressway; 

9. Designate the secondary arterial classification for North 49th 
West Avenue from Edison Street to 86th Street North; 

10. Designate the primary arterial classification for 86th Street 
North from CincInnati to the Osage Expressway north of Delaware 
Creek; and 

11. Designate the secondary arterial classification for 101st East 
Avenue from 21st Street South to 31st Street South. 

NOW, THEREFORE, tjl:. iT RESOL VEO BY THE TULSA METROPOLi TAN AREA 
PLANNING COMMISSION, that the amendment to the Major Street and Highway Plan, 
as above set out, be and Is hereby adopted as part of the Major Street and 
Highway Plan, a part of the Comprehensive Pian of the Tuisa Metropolitan Area, 
and filed as public record in the Office of the County Clerk, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

BE iT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT upon approvai and adoption hereof by the 
Tu I sa Metropolitan Area PI ann f ng Commf ss f on, th I s Resol utlon be cert If i ed to 
the Board of Commissioners of the City of Tulsa, Oklahoma, and to the Board of 
County Commissioners of Tulsa County, Oklahoma, for approval and thereafter, 
that it be filed as public record in the Office of the County Clerk, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma. 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 
On MOTION of PADDOCK, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wi Ison, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE Resolution 11581:613 amending the Major Street & Highway Plan, a 
part of the Comprehensive Pian for the Tulsa metropolitan area. 
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SUBDIVISIONS: 

CHANGE OF ACCESS: 

Eastland Acres (1694) SW/c East 21st & South 145th East Avenue (CS) 

In connection with the completion of Eastland Mal I, the number of 
driveways on 21st Is being reduced from three points as platted to two 
po I nts. Three platted access po i nts on 145th are be I ng re located to 
accommodate the new construction. The Traffic Engineer and Staff 
recommend APPROVAL of this request. 

On t«>TION of VANFOSSEN, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wi Ison, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Access Change for Eastland Acres, as recommended by Staff. 

WAIVER OF PLAT: 

BOA 13858 Elmhurst Addition (894) 1423 South Garnett Road (RS-2) 

This Is a request to waive plat on the south 100' of Lot 6, Block 8 of 
the above named plat. The Board of Adjustment (BOA) approved a day care 
center to utilize the existing home on the plot. No new buildings are 
planned. Research Indicates that a lot spl It was approved (#825, 1/6/54) 
and right-of-way has been dedicated on Garnett to meet the Street Plan 
requirements. Staff has no objection to the request and recommends 
approval, subject to the following condition: 

a) If any grading and/or paving is done (such as parking or driveways), 
plans therefore sha II be approved by Stormwater Management I n the 
permit process. 

Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 

no "abstentions"; (Young, "absent") to 
for BOA 13858 Elmhurst AddItIon, as 

On t«>TION of CARNES, the 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; 
APPROVE the WaIver of Plat 
recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

BOA 13812 Romoland (994) 1430 South 131st East Avenue (RS-2) 

Th t sis a request to wa I ve p I at on Lot 3, Block 12 of the above named 
plat. The Board approved its use as a church, subject to the plot plan 
submitted. Staff had no objection to the waiver sInce the property is 
already platted. However, since the plat Is an old one (filed In 1929), 
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BOA 13812 Romoland - Cont'd 

standard ut Illty easements may be necessary and the "5 foot easement" 
paral lei to the street right-of-way may need to be dedicated as a part of 
the street right-of-way. The old plat Is not clear whether the 
"easement" is for road, ut I I I ty or both. A Deed of Oed I cat I on wou I d 
c I ar I fy th I smatter. Storm water plans and/or dra I nage or ons ite 
detent Ion w II I be requ I red by Storm water Management. The Hea I th 
Department provided an approval letter at the Technical Advisory 
Committee meeting for the septic system. 

The Engineering Department advised that a requirement was being made to 
fully improve 131st East Avenue south to connect the existing pavement in 
the deve I opment to the south. Th Is wou I d requ Ire pav i ng and dra r nage 
plan approval, including PFPI. If applicant requests waiver of this 
requ I rement, he shou I d contact the Eng I neer I ng/Street Department for 
further details. 

App I I cant was represented by Gary V r ctor and Morgan Shen at the TAC 
meet! ng of 12/12/85. Mr. V I ctor exp I a I ned that th I s was a very sma II 
church, with a very limited congregation from the local Chinese 
community. To fully Improve an already existing street to curb and 
gutter paving not only In front of their lot but an additional lot to 
the south, would be prohibitive In expense and Just not make the church 
project economically feasible. A waiver of this requirement will 
probab I y be requested from the City. There was no object I on to an 
additional 5' of dedication as recommended by the Staff, or the 
perimeter utility easement requested by the utilities. 

The TAC voted to recommend APPROVAL of the Waiver of Plat on BOA 13812, 
subject to the fol lowing conditions: 

1. Paving and drainage plan approval by Stormwater Management. 

2. Dedicate the existing 5' "easement" parallel to 131st East Avenue as 
additional right-of-way. 

3. Provide perimeter utility easement (11 feet). 

On K>TION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson; 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE the WaIver of Plat for BOA 13812 Romoland, as recommended by 
Staff • 

* * * * * * * 
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LOT SPLITS FOR RATIFICATION OF PRIOR APPROVAL: 

L-16575 (1984) 
L-16581 ( 783) 
L-16582 ( 783) 

Tandem/Reppe 
Tlmbercrest Homes 
Tlmbercrest Homes 

L-16583 ( 783) 
L-16585 ( 293) 
L-16586 (3413) 

Pate/Anderson 
Kelly 
Ind. Tulsa 

Mr. Wilmoth advIsed these requests were all In order and Staff was 
recommending APPROVAL. 

On MOTION of WILSON, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wi Ison, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Lot Splits for RatIfIcation of Prior Approval, listed above, 
as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

LOT SPLITS FOR WAIVER: 

l-16578 Wool"~n (1893) West of NW!c East 27th Street & South Yorktown Avenue 

At the 12/12/85 TAC meeting, Mr. Henry Daubert of Mansur-Daubert-Strella, 
Inc., represented the case and requested to sp I It a large, unusua I I Y 
shaped lot Into 4 lots wh r ch are more I nit ne with the I mmed rate 
ne T ghborhood. I n order to perm It the above ment I oned sp I it, a var t ance 
wit I be required by the City Board of Adjustment because the two northern 
lots have no frontage on a dedicated street. (Access Is to be provrded 
by a private access easement). The Staff has checked the most recent land 
use maps and fInds that the new I y created lots are typ I ca I for the 
lmmediate area. Staff recommended approval of this request subject to 
the approval of the City Board of Adjustment. 

In discussion, the TAC Indicated that they would rather have a plat flied 
Instead of a lot spl It applicatIon. This would be mainly to show all 
easements, building lines, setbacks, etc. on one document Instead of by 
separate Instrument. However, I t was po I nted out that th f sIs not 
"subject to a plat" by any zoning or Board of Adjustment action and 
qualified for a lot spilt since only four lots are being created from one 
ownership. 

The Water and Sewer Department requested that additional easement and/or 
buIlding setbacks be provided so that homes could not be built right up 
to the edge of the easements along the private access easement. 
Stormwater Management advised that a "Class A Development Permit" onslte 
detention, and PFPI would be required. (Crow Creek watershed) 

The TAC voted to recommend APPROVAL of L-16578, subject to the fol lowing 
conditions: 
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L-16578 Woolman - Cont'd 

1. Board of Adjustment approval. 

2. Show additional setback and/or easements as requested by Water and 
.Sewer Department and utilities. 

3. Drainage plan approval of Stormwater Management In the permit 
process. 

4. Water line extension required. 

5. Sewer line extension required. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Draughon Inquired as to how the onslte detention would be 
accomplished on the site. Mr. Wilmoth advised this application would 
have to go through Stormwater Management and the detent Ion wou I d be 
worked out through the permit process. In reply to Mr. Paddock and Mr. 
Draughon, Mr. Wilmoth clarIfied that the northern portion of Lot C Is not 
included In this waiver request. 

Mr. Bill Grim, representing the applicant, advised this matter· Is 
presently being processed by Stormwater Management, and as yet they have 
not determined the detention requirements. There were not protestants 
present. 

On K>TION of CARNES, the Planning Commission voted 9-1-0 (Carnes, 
Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, 
"aye"; Connery, "nay"; no "abstentions"; (Young, "absent") to APPROVE 
the lot Spl It Waiver for l-16578 Woolman, subject to cond itlons as 
recommended by Staff. 

CONTINUED ZONING PUBLIC HEARING: 

Appiication No.: CZ-142 
Applicant: Harrington (OK Fireworks) 
Location: North Side of 55th Place East 
Size of Tract: .8 acres (total) 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

of 45th West Avenue 

Date of Hearing: January 8, 1986 (originally heard 10/23/85) 
Continuance Requested 

Presentation to TMAPC by: Mr. Roy Johnsen, 324 Main Mal I 

Staff Recommendation: 

RS 
IL 

(585-5641) 

This case was Initially heard by the TMAPC on October 23, 1985 at which 
time the TMAPC recommended DENIAL by a vote of 6-0-0. The applIcation 
was presented to the Board of County Commissioners on November 12, 1985. 
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CZ-142. Johnsen (OK FIreworks) - Cont'd 

The Board of County Comm I ss loners referred the app I I cat i on back to the 
TMAPC to al Iowan amended legal description to be filed. The Intent of 
the amended appl icatlon is to provide for a more orderly transition from 
RS to IL by Including a larger area Tn the In the area of request which 
dId not Isolate an RS zoned lot between areas zoned IL. 

Staff recommendation Is unchanged from that included in the October 23rd 
TMAPC m r nutes. A rev I sed zon r ng case report and area map have been 
submitted to the fl Ie. 

Applicant's Comments: 

Mr. Roy Johnsen, represent I ng the app II cant, rev I ewed the presentat ion 
made In October. Mr. Johnsen advised the County took Jurisdiction of 
property In Tulsa County, but outside the Tulsa City limits. Because of 
this Jurisdiction change, requIrements to be met are different than those 
at the time of the previous InspectIon. 

Mr. Johnsen stated the request for continuance was because of the 
applicant's efforts to provide proper screening and efforts to make the 
lots dust free as dictated by the County. Because of a temperature and 
weather prob I ems, fv1r. Johnsen stated a two week cont I nuance wou I d not 
al low enough time. In reply to Ms. Kempe, Mr. Johnsen stated two months 
would be more realistic. Ms. Wilson inquired as to the storage of 
fIreworks, which was a major concern at the October hearing. Mr. Johnsen 
rep lied a I etter was subm Itted from the County address r ng th I s Issue. 
Commissioner Selph remarked to Ms. Wilson that hIs office was In receipt 
of an inquiry on this matter and, based on questions from the hearing, 
the County Building Inspector was directed to look into this situation. 
Commissioner Selph further commented, from his discussions with the 
County Inspector, 011 and chip would meet the "dust free" requirement, 
and he conf I rmed that the co I d temperature Is certa I n I y a factor to 
consider. 

Interested Parties: 

Mary Lou Watson 
H.C. McCamey 

Address: 4408 West 55th Piace 
4143 West 54th Street 

Ms. Watson stated she would like to have-the case heard this date as she 
would I Ike to get the matter settled due to the quantity of trailers and 
the danger of fireworks. In response to a question from Ms. Wilson, Ms. 
Watson Informed that some of the trailers have been moved to the street, 
but some are still positioned on the lots. Mr. McCamey objected to 
fireworks, as this Is a sma I I residential area. 
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CZ-142, Johnsen (OK Fireworks) - Cont'd 

TMAPC ACTION: 10 members present 

On MOTION of SELPH, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wi Ison, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Young, "absent") to 
CONTINUE COnsideration of CZ-142, Johnsen (OK Fireworks) until Wednesday, 
March 12, 1986 at 1 :30 p.m. in the City Commission Room, City Hall, Tulsa 
Civic Center. 

OTHER BUSINESS: 

Z-4948-SP-l High Chaparral Addition 8441 South Union Avenue 

Staff Recommendation - Amended Declaration of Covenants 

Mr. Wilmoth stated that, rather than replat, It was recommended the 
applicant file this Declaration of Covenants In compliance with Corridor 
District Site Plan Z-4948-SP-l. 

On mTION of DRAUGHON, the Planning Commission voted 10-0-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Wilson, 
Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; (Young, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Amended Declaration of Covenants, HIgh Chaparral AdditIon, In 
compliance with Corridor District Site Plan Z-4948-SP-l, as recommended 
by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

POO 1339-1 NE/c 101st Street South & South Sheridan 

Staff Recommendation - Minor Amendment to Permit Leasing 
to other than Elderly 

The Galleria apartment complex includes 256 multi-family units which, if 
leased conventionally and not restricted to the elderly, would be 
required to provide 429 parking spaces. Discussions in the minutes at 
the time the PUD was approved Indicated that the project would be 
restricted to the elderly and a lesser number of parking spaces would be 
adequate. "As built" surveys done by the applicant Indicate that 404 
parking places are In place on the site. The financing for this project 
requires that a minimum of 20% of the units be leased to the elderly (51 
units). However, the applicant Is proposing to further restrict this to 
a minimum of 64 units for the elderly, or 25%. The Staff Is 
conditionally supportive of thIs change; however has required notice be 
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PlD 1339-1 - Cont ' d 

g r ven to a II abutt I ng property owners. The app I l cant has subm Itted 
stat t st t ca I data wh T ch supports a I esser park I ng requ I rement for the 
elderly. Therefore, review of this request IndIcates that it Is minor in 
nature and Sta ff recommend s APPROVAL of the m I nor amendment to a I low 
only 25%, or 64 units, of the Galleria to be restricted to elderly 
hous I ng, find T ng that the present number of park I ng spaces (404) Is 
adequate, and subject to the fol lowing condltlons: 

1. Approval of amended Deeds of Dedication confirmIng the condItions of 
approval of this mlnor amendment. 

2. An elderly person is herein proposed to be defined as a person 55 
years of age or over. 

3. That no greater than 192 dwe III ng un Its are to be a II owed to be 
I eased to persons under the age of 55 years, thus y I e I d f ng a 
remaining number of 64 units to be restrictively leased to elderly 
persons. 

4. That the owner (Barnett Range Corporation or any of Its successors 
or assigns) wll I provide to the City, within fifteen days of 
request, a current list of names and ages of al I tenants. 

5 ~ That, t n the event of a fa r I ure of the owner to rna t nta t n the 
approved minimum elderly project proflle, the parklng requirements 
wll I revert to conventional requirements as defined by the prevailing 
Zoning Ordinance. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Mr. Paddock Inquired as the source for defining an elderly person. Mr. 
Frank stated that Staff needed a number to use and 55 seemed to be 
appropriate as this was the age at which people could take early 
retirement. Mr. VanFossen commented he felt the age of 62 would be a more 
appropriate. Ms. Wilson stated that The Galleria was set up under the 
PUD to be totally for the elderly. Mr. Frank remarked that they are now 
wantlng to mix elderly and nonelderly. Ms. Wilson further Inquired as 
to the Intention of conditIon t/4 In dlrectlng this to the City. Mr. 
Frank replied this was Initiated as a tool for enforcement. Mr. Connery 
commented he felt this to be a major amendment and not a minor one, 
therefore, he could not support the request. 

Appllcant's Comments: 

Mr. Larry Kester, 4960 South Memor I a I, Arch I tects Co I I ect I ve, spoke on 
beha I f of the owners, Barnett-Range Corporat Ion. Mr. Kester stated 
Barnett-Range he I d out to I ease to other than elder I y at the or I gina I 
PUD presentat I on, wh I ch I s why they w t sh to exerc I se the opt t on of a 
minor amendment now. 
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PUD 1339-1 - Cont'd 

Mr. Frank con firmed, from the m! nutes of the approved PUD I that the 
permitted uses were approved for elderly multi-family, with a notatIon 
that the "uses can be changed to standard mu It I-fam r I y res I dent I a I by 
minor amendment, only If parking and livability space requirements of the 
Code can be met". Mr. Gardner commented that, accord t ng to the map, 
the area Is zoned for apartments and commercial, and they have more than 
enough parking spaces If the complex Is to be for elderly only, but are a 
little short If used for regular apartments. Mr. Gardner continued by 
sayIng the reason for the condition was to make sure the parking 
requirement would be met. 

Mr. Kester advised of meeting with the homeowners In the area regarding 
this project and theIr concerns about the fence. Mr. Kester stated that 
Barnett-Range would provide the labor If the homeowners would provide the 
material to raise the height of the fence. 

Mr. Paddock asked Mr. Kester If lowering the age requirement might raise 
the potential market. Mr. Kester advised that Barnett-Range conducted 
market studies which Indicated the market was not there for the age level 
originally approved; therefore, Barnett-Range would like the flexfbility 
to lower the age level requirement. Mr. Draughon inquired as to what 
age level was found to be needed In order to make this an economically 
feas i b i e project. Mr. Kester stated Barnett-Range is target i"9 the I r 
market toward a corporate, young (Yuppie) group; from moderate to 
average Income. In response to Ms. WI (son, Mr. Kester advised It is an 
adult only project; no children allowed and no leasing to two singles. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Mike ~Jallace 
Mr. Herb Mueller 
Mr. A.H. Williford 

Address: 9935 South 67th East Avenue 
6618 East 99th Place 
6630 East 99th Place 

Mr. Mike Wallace, whose home backs up to the Galleria project, commented 
he finds It unacceptable to present this request as a minor amendment. 
Mr. Wal lace stated several objections to the project, such as the lack of 
privacy due to the three story height, the fence problems; the closeness 
of the project to surrounding homeowners' property, the noise and litter 
from tenants, lack of landscape buffer, etc. Mr. Wal lace advised he had 
been told by Russel I Barnett that this project would lease to the elderly 
only, and Informed the Commission of other stipulations not being met by 
Barnett-Range. Mr. Wal lace expressed much concern over the fence 
situation and stated the developer should Instal I a fence (not share the 
homeowners' fences> and suggested a 8' to 10' minimum height. He stated 
he felt the project should be what It was intended to be -- for the 
elderly only, and asked the Commission to be Insure proper screening, 
should this request be approved. 
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PLD 1339-1 - Cont f d 

In response to Mr. VanFossen, Mr. Gardner explained the requirements of 
RM-l and PUD, stating that under apartment zoning, three story Is 
permitted and the normal setback would be 50', as opposed to 80' under 
the PUD. Mr. VanFossen asked Mr. Wa II ace I f he understood th Is. Mr. 
Wa I J ace commented that, had the homeowners not been made prom i ses by 
Barnett-Range, they wou I d have vehement I y opposed RM-l. To answer Mr. 
VanFossen, Mr. Wa II ace stated 40 and up wou I d be an appropr I ate age 
level. Mr. Paddock Inquired If the homeowner's received notice for the 
Detail Site Plan and DetaIl Landscape Plan presentations. Mr. Wallace 
rep I I ed he cou I d on I y reca I I rece I v I ng not I ce of the hear I ng on th Is 
project. Ms. Wilson asked Mr. Wal lace how he became aware of the change 
from elderly only to mixed resIdents. Mr. Wal lace stated he became aware 
of thIs, not only by observatIon, but by confirmatIon at the meeting 
between Barnett-Range and the homeowners, and he has observed t ntense 
market i ng efforts by Barnett-Range. He was a I so to I d by the property 
manager that Barnett-Range was seeking "young professionals". 

Quest Ions were ra I sed from the Comm I ss Ion regard I ng the fence 
requirements, and Mr. Gardner advised the PUD conditions would have to be 
rev rewed. Mr. Wa I I ace adv I sed the homeowners had constructed the t r 
individual fences and Barnett-Range was using these fences, which were in 
place at the tIme of construction of the proJect~ 

Mr. Kurt Mueller supported comments by Mr. Wa II ace that the homeowners 
had fa t th I n Barnett-Range I n meet I ng the cond I t Ions as stated for the 
original Intent of this project. Mr. Mueller stated there was a 12' 
structure wh Ich appeared to be for shu ff I eboard she Iter bu II t on the 
buffer, and this was not discussed at meetings with the homeowners. Mr. 
Gardner stated tf this was on the approved plans, it Is permissible. 

At this point, Mr. Gardner commented there appeared to be more questions 
being raised than Staff and Commission were prepared to answer, and Staff 
was not aware Barnett-Range did not build their own fence. Mr. Gardner 
advised the protestants that 8' Is the maximum height for a fence and 
10', as being requested by the homeowners, may require a variance 
procedure. Mr. Gardner suggested the Commission gather questions from 
the interested parties and contInue this to al low Staff time to get some 
answers. 

Mr. A. Hearne Williford agreed with comments made by the other 
protestants and stated he fe I t the homeowners shou I d not have to bear 
additional expense for fencing. Mr. Wi II I ford Inquired If Barnett-Range 
would continue to be allowed to lease to other than the elderly, during 
any continuance time period. Mr. Linker stated It would depend on the 
original covenants, and those would need to be reviewed. 
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Additional Comments & Discussion: 

Chairman Kempe asked Mr. Kester if he had any objections to a 
continuance. Mr. Kester stated a continuance would be appropriate. and 
he asked for two weeks to be able to meet with the homeowners and review 
suggested changes. Commissioner Selph made a motion for a continuance 
to January 22nd. Ms. Wilson asked Staff to review the PlIO f!!e during 
this interim. Mr. VanFossen stated he did not see a reason to continue 
and made a suggest r on to ra I se the fence he I ght to 8'. Mr. Draughon 
asked, without this minor amendment, If Barnett-Range was breaking their 
own agreement to keep to just elderly. Mr. Gardner advised the question 
of elderly on this minor amendment Is tied to off-street parking 
requirements. Chairman Kempe asked Legal to comment If they are now In 
violation as they have leased to other than elderly. Mr. Linker, again, 
adv I sed he wou I d have to rev i ew the covenants before answer I ng, and 
suggested a continuance. 

On MOTION of SELPH, the Planning Commission voted 9-1-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Doherty, Draughon, Kempe, Paddock, Selph, WI ison, Woodard, 
"aye"; VanFossen, "nay"; no "abstentions"; (Young, "absent") to CONTINUE 
Consideration of PLD 1339-1 Mtnor Amendment to Permit LeasIng to Other 
than Elderly until Wednesday, January 22, 1986 at 1:30 p.m. In the City 
Commission Room, City Hal i, Tulsa Civic Center. 

* * * * * * * 

PUD 1281=1 North of the NW/c of 71st Street & South Utica Avenue 

Staff Recommendation Minor Amendment 

The subject tract Is located on a cul-de-sac approximately 563' north of 
71st Street. It Is abutted to the north by vacant property and the Joe 
Creek Channel and to the east by a private recreation fact Ilty and 
retirement center. South of the subject tract Is an office condominium 
project and to the west the Joe Creek Channel. 

The applicant is proposing a 7,000 square foot office building on Lot 4, 
wh I ch a II ows a max I mum of 10,100 square feet under the PUD, and supp I y 
the required 20 parking spaces(l space per 350 square feet of building) 
on the abutting Lots 3 and 5. The applIcant is also requesting to amend 
the required 18 foot setback from the north property line to four feet. 

After review of the applicant's submitted plot plan, the Staff finds the 
request to be minor In nature and in SUbstantial compliance with the 
or f 9 r na I PUD. The app I I cant has a I so subm I tted an Access and Park i ng 
Easement to a I low the park I ng on Lots 3 and 5 to be tied to Lot 4, 
regardless of the owner. The easement states that the City of Tulsa is a 
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servant/housekeeper and supervisor. Discussions followed as to wording 
used In def I n I ng domest rc servant, housekeeper, etc. In re I at Ion to a 
group home. 

Ms. Sunshine Watson 7015 East 67th Street, Tulsa 

Ms. Watson, concerned about covenants, stated they were legally binding 
and this was an Issue which the Commission would have to face In regard 
to the Zoning Code. Ms. Watson advised she works under the Jurisdiction 
of the Juven II e Courts. Ms. Watson stated that DHS had 200 peop I e 
eligible for group homes from Hlssom, and that she believed the rate of 
recidivIsm was over 50% for residents placed In group homes. 

Commissioner Selph questioned this fIgure and Dr. Cooper was called to 
comment on this statement. Dr. Cooper stated that those placed In a group 
home are done so on a trIal basis, and no greater than 10% are returned 
to the InstitutIon. Dr. Cooper again reviewed the operating costs per day 
Involved In a group home versus an Institution. 

Ms. Mary Lew 7345 East 58th Place, Tulsa 

Ms. Lew advised she has a mildly retarded daughter who stili remains In 
the home and Is competitively employed. Ms. Lew advocated group homes 
and Is not convinced that "taking care" of a retarded person Is what that 
person wants as they must be made to feel an active part of the 
community. Ms. Lew supported Governor Nigh's efforts on this matter and 
urged the Planning Commission to support the recommendations and concepts 
being presented. 

Ms. Wilson asked Ms. Lew how a neighborhood could be a good role model to 
a group home in an area where the ne t ghborhood f s strong i y opposed to 
them. Ms. Lew remarked that time and education has a way of taking care 
of this. Commissioner Selph further commented, in response to Ms. 
Wilson's statements, that evidence clearly shows these people are no more 
lIkely to be Involved In a crIminal actIon than anyone else In a 
neighborhood, and education and publIc awareness wIll solve this problem. 
Ms. Wilson stated she had a problem with a lack of definitive 

definitions, as did some of the other Commissioners. 

Mr. Donald E. Crowl 6005 East 56th Street, Tulsa 

Mr. Crowl, President of Homellfe AssocIatIon of the Handicapped, stated 
he Is the father of a mentally retarded son and has worked with several 
organ I zat Ions dea I I ng with the menta I I Y retarded. Mr. Crow I urged the 
Comm I ss Ion to accept a I I of the find t ngs of the Spec I a I Hous I ng Needs 
Committee, not Just the group homes recommendations. Mr. Crowl remarked 
that the courts have shown time and time again, that private contractual 
arrangements cannot abridge IndivIdual cIvIl and constitutional rights, 
whIch Includes the retarded. 
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Ms. Dorcas Johnson 1020 Hickory HII I Road, Sapulpa 

Ms. Johnson adv I sed she Is Cha I rman of the Board of the SHARE, and 
sponsor of two group homes in Sapulpa, and was here in support of group 
homes. Ms. Johnson told of the community support In Sapulpa for the two 
homes in that area; one home for men and one for women. The residents of 
these homes are respons I b I e for the I r own clean I ng, cook I ng, laundry, 
lawn, etc. and there Is a lady in the home with them to asslst. The two 
homes have not been a controversy with the neighbors around them. In 
reply to questions from the Commission, Ms. Johnson advised the 
supervisors In these homes are screened and the organizations try to get 
people who have previously had this type of experience. The homes are 
licensed by the State of Oklahoma. Ms. Johnson discussed the workshops 
for these people and how the workshops have continued to grow with 
community support. 

Ms. Cathey Wilson 7451 South 73rd East Avenue, Tulsa 

Ms. W II son wondered why Tu I sa Is fac r ng th I s group home issue as she 
thought the tax dollars took care of the matter. Ms. Wilson stated her 
opinion was that a group home was a care facl Iity and stated she felt 
foster homes shou I d not be a I lowed by right. Ms. W I I son had severa I 
suggestions for the Commission, which included nontransferrable zoning 
perm I ts, pi ac r ng a cap on the number of homes J n the Tu I sa area, and 
spacing requirements. 

Mr .. Oneal Netherland 5807 East 62nd Place, Tulsa 

Mr. Netherland stated support of the concept of group homes, as well as 
the statements and efforts made by Commissioner Selph and Dr. Cooper. 

Ms. Nina Honeyman 1217 East Col lege, Broken Arrow 

Ms. Honeyman advised she Is Executive Director of the Gatesway Foundation 
t n Broken Arrow, and has a brother who' r s menta I I Y retarded. Ms. 
Honeyman agreed that seven or eight residents are needed for a home to 
break even. Ms. Honeyman also advised that 57% of the people In a group 
home are employed In a competitive mode, not a workshop. She also agreed 
that with time, the neighborhoods have adjusted to these homes, whIch are 
In single-family areas. In reply to a question from the Commission, Ms. 
Honeyman stated the residents are screened by a team of professionals to 
be placed In a group home, before leavIng an Institution. 

Ms. Norma Turnbo 1822 South Cheyenne, Tulsa 

Ms. Turnbo, District #7 Chairman, advised there were four facilities of a 
rehab I I itat I ve nature I n the 0 I str I ct. As such, Ms. Turnbo expressed 
concerns over property values, and mentioned the problem with parking on 
the ne r ghborhood streets. She a I so stressed the need for def f nit Ion 
of the various "homes", and asked that 2,500' spacing between al I special 
housIng facilities be considered. 
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Ms. Joan Hast i ngs 500 South Denver, #121, Tulsa 

Ms. Hastings advised she has been Involved with several projects dealing 
with the mentally retarded or handIcapped and Is In support of the 
efforts being made for group homes in the Tulsa community. Ms. Hastings 
was curious as to why some try to predict how a person, whether mentally 
retarded or not, Is going to act. Ms. Hastings stressed that the people 
these group homes wII I benefit are those resIdents who are employable and 
who would be taxpayers. She supported the statements as to spacing but 
feels we do not' have a proper concept of what mentally retarded Is. In 
response to Mr. VanFossen, Ms. Hastings offered a defInItion of the 
people who would be In a group home as a person who stll I has the abl Ifty 
to function, Is educable and employable. 

Mr. RIchard DeSlrey 217 West Los Angeles, Broken Arrow 

Mr. DeSlrey advised he was Executive Director of the Tulsa Community 
Youth Home whIch houses emotionally disturbed teens, as a transItional 
I I v I ng center. He stated the need for commu n I ty based homes to a I low 
these peop I e the chance to deve I op a sense of be long I ng and fee I I ng a 
part of a home. Mr. DeSlrey advised, In response to the Commission, his 
facIlity houses eight tenants at a time for a six to nine month period, 
with a c! tnlcal staff present. 

Mr. Vince Sposato 2220 South St. Louis, Tulsa 

Mr. Sposato commented on Ok I ahoma and other states wh Ich favor group 
homes. Mr. Sposato remarked th lsi s not a zon I ng I ssue, but a human 
rIghts Issue, and stated his support for this cause. 

Ms. ~ary ~~n Becker 2415 South Urbana, Tulsa 

Ms. Becker stated she was appear i ng on beha i f of ch i I dren who are 
dfsabled and those who are mentally retarded and supported this issue. 

Mr. MIke Freeman 1701 South Carson, Tulsa 

Mr. Freeman stated concerns about the zoning Issue and possible zoning 
changes, as we I! as the def I n i ng of menta II y retarded. Mr. Freeman 
suggested the Commission not adopt the recommendation as proposed but 
allow more time<for citizen input and gathering of Information. He also 
recommended def I n f ng a group home as to type of hand i cap, and the 
extenslon of 1,000' spacIng to 2,500'. 

Mr. Doherty remarked to Mr. Freeman that several Commissioners had these 
same concerns and the TMAPC welcomes citizen Input. Mr. Paddock referred 
to an article by Daniel Lauber addressing spacing and density 
requ f rements. Comm I ss loner Se I ph adv I sed the Spec f a I Hous 1 ng Needs 
Committee never Intended to equally distribute group homes across the 
City, but did agree with Mr. Freeman's suggestion of reviewing the 
spacing requirement. 
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Ms. Sharon Moody 8115 Greendale Road, Tulsa 

Ms. Moody stated she Is the parent of a mentally retarded child and has 
done extensive work with organizations assisting the mentally retarded, 
as well as workIng on the board for a group home. She further advIsed 
that the Department of Human Serv I ces does not prov I de a fac II tty, 
therefore, there Is a consIderable Investment made for these homes and 
they would not place a fact I tty tn an undesirable iocatlon as they are 
protect t ng the I r Investment. Ms. Moody agreed that to be econom I ca I I Y 
feasIble, seven or eIght resIdents are needed, as any below that number 
will not be cost effectIve. In reply to Mr. Paddock as to defining 
m I I d I y, moderate I y or severe I y retarded, Ms. Moody stated the 
determination Is very well defined by the State for eligibility of 
placement In a group home. 

Ms. Barbara Crawford 26 South Mayfield, Sapulpa 

As a neighbor of a group home for two years, Ms. Crawford advised she had 
never experienced a problem with the facility. Ms. Crawford stated the 
res I dents of th I s home have conducted themse I ves as any other ne I ghbor 
might do. 

Oklahoma State Representative Don Anderson 2383 West Tecumseh, Tulsa 

Mr. Anderson urged the TMAPC to hear the cry as heard in the State 
legislature for what Is rTght. Mr. Anderson advised there were several 
sma II er commun It i es in Ok I ahoma mak i ng changes for group homes and 
stressed the need in the Tu I sa area for these homes. Mr. Anderson 
commented on his work wIth House Bill 824 dealing with the 
developmentally disabled and the group home Issue. 

ChaIrman Kempe read a ietter from Ms. Joann Maguire requesting favorable 
consideration of group homes In single and multi-family areas. 

AdditIonal Comments & DIscussion: 

Mr. Carnes thanked the Staff, CommIttee and those who appeared to speak, 
but feit there was stii i a problem with wording. Ms. Wilson asked if the 
Special Housing Needs Committee considered adult foster homes and adult 
day care homes t n the I r study. Mr. Br Terre stated the Comm i ttee' s 
recommendations addresses a variety of' housIng types, but a specific 
recommendation has not been made on adult day care. Mr. Paddock felt 
there were some loose ends such as definitIons, spacing and density 
requirements, etc. that needed consideration before makIng a 
recommendation. Mr. Carnes stated a continuation to another date might 
be In order. 

Mr. VanFossen made a motIon that the TMAPC commend the report submitted 
by the Special Housing Needs CommIttee, but continue the public hearing 
until March 5, 1986 and ask the INCOG Staff and the Legal Department to 
consider further the detaIls related to the subject of special housIng, 

01.08.86:1586(23) 



PublIc Hearing: SpecIal Housing Needs 

under the dIrectIon of the Rules and Regulation CommIttee and the 
Comprehensive Plan Committee of the TMAPC. Mr. BrJerre agreed that the 
definitions and recommendations needed further consideration as the 
Comm fttee' s report was not meant to be f I na I • Mr. Br J erre stated a 
continuance was In order and felt Staff could address this sooner than 
March 5th. Discussions followed as to an appropriate continuance date. 
After reviewIng upcoming business, Mr. Gardner suggested February 5, 1986 
as the continuance date. Mr. VanFossen amended his motIon to continue 
the publIc hearing to February 5th. Mr. Doherty and Ms. Wilson both 
questioned If this was unrealistIc and felt a later date would be better. 

On K>TION of VANFOSSEN. the Planning Commission voted 1-3-0 (Carnes, 
Connery, Draughon, Paddock, Selph, VanFossen, Woodard, "aye"; Doherty, 
Kempe, Wilson, "nays"; no "abstentIons"; (Young, "absent") to CONTINUE 
Consi derat Ion of the Pub II c Hear t ng address I ng Spec r a I Hous I ng Needs 
until Wednesday, February 5, 1986 at 1 :30 p.m. In the City Commission 
Room, City Hal I, Tulsa CIvic Center. 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourned 
at 7:45 p.m. 

Date Approved ~ ~ .22./ 19 a(' 

~,J. '2Ir~ffJc.J 
1.,:r-1I..t;u.>- Cha i rman 

ATTEST: 
/') 

@Bt:P""~ 'ewe 
Secretary 
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FINAL OOAFT OF INCXX; SPECIAL HOUSING R.ECXMM.ENUI\TIONS 

1. Foster Hares: Redefine foster hones in a manner consistent with Depart:l'rent 
of Human Services' policy. The Zoning Code defines foster hares as three 
or rrore persons who are not rembers of the family, but under their super
vision. res presently allCMS a maximum of 5 children in a foster hema, 
including any natural children living in the hare, if any children in the 
foster hare are age two or younger. If no children are under two years, 
the maximum number of children in a foster home is 6, including any natural 
children living in the home. 

Reclassify foster homes to Use Unit 6 - Single-Family Dwelling. 

2. Life Care Retirerent Centers: Define life care retirerrent centers of con
tinuing care retirement communities. Centers traditionally include 3 major 
canponents: a residential complex (apartrents and/or cottages), an acti
vi ty or carrnuni ty center, and a health center. Such centers are recan
rended to be classified as Use Unit 8 - Multi-Family Dwellings. Off-street 
parking requirerrents are recam:ended at .75 spaces per dwelling unit and 
1 space per every 2 nurs ing hone beds. 

3. Long-Term Residence - Independent Living 

a. Group Hares - Independent Living: Define term to include indefinite or 
long-term residence for individuals who have obtained maximum benefit 
fran rehabilitation assistance and who are able to function indepen
dently when scme minimal structure is provided. Services include staff 
or house parent support to assure maintenance of household activities 
and to prarote as herne-like an envirorurent as possible. Such facilities 
should accamOOate fran 6 to 12 residents. The term group homes is 
undefined currently in the Zoning Code. These types of facilities in 
recent years have been considered Care Facilities and classified as Use 
Unit 5. Such facilities are recam:ended to be classified as Use Unit 8-
Multi-Family Dwelling. Issuance of a zoning clearance permit is recan
nended to insure that such facilities !"Ieet applicable- state licensing 
standards and rreet a 1,000 foot spacing requirerrent (separation between 
group hares). For a listing of Oklahoma standards for Group Homes for 
Mentally Retarded Adults see Appendix E. 

b. Family Group Hares - Independent Living: Define term as above but limit 
such facilities to 5 or less residents plus 2 or less house parents. 
Such facilities are recommended to be classified as Use Unit 6 - Single
Family [);.,1elling. Issuance of a zoning clearance permit is also recan
nended to insure that such facilities !"Ieet applicable state licensing 
standards and neet a 1,000 foot spacing requirement (separation between 
family group hares). It is also recamended that no signs be permitted 
that are visible fran outside the prq>erty. In addition, it is recan
nended that no exterior alterations of the structure should be allowed 
that would detract fran the residential character of the structure, 
and that fire escapes, if required by state standards, be located in 
the rear yard if architecturally feasible or in the side yard and 
screened to the extent practicable. 
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4. Nursing Hares: Reclassify nursing hares as Use Unit 8 - Multi-Family 
DNelling fran Use Unit 5 - Carrnunity Services, Cultural and Recreational 
Facilities. In addition, the Zoning Code should require that such facili
ties meet licensing requirements of the State of Oklahoma. 

s. Roaning and Boarding Houses: ~fine terms explicitly in the Zoning Code. 
No changes are recommended in the classification of such facilities as Use 
Unit 8 - Multi-Family DNellings. Such facilities should be required to 
meet licensing requirements of the State of Oklahana when necessary. 

6. Convents, Monasteries, and Novitiates: Reclassify convents, rronasteries, 
and novitiates fran Use Unit 5 - Carrnunity Services, Cultural and Recrea:
tional Facilities to Use Unit 8 - Multi-Farrdly Dwellings. 

7. Carmunity Services, Cultural and Recreational Facilities: Limit locations 
of carrnunity-based residential facilities included in Use Unit 5 - Carmu
nity Services, Cultural and Recreational Facilities to n~industrial zoning 
districts. Use Unit 5 might also be divided into two use units (i.e., [a] 
Carrnunity Services, Educational, Cultural, Religioos, and Recreational 
Facilities, and [b] Community Services-Residential Facilities). 

8. Transitional Living Centers: ~fine the terms Transitional Residence -
Treat:.rrent Intensive, Transitional Residence - Supervised Living, and Transi
tional Residence - Semi-Independent Living. The only similar use currently 
defined in the Zoning Code is halfway hooses which are limited to the care 
or rehabilitation for alcoholism or drug abuse. The term transitional 
living center is intended to be rrore expansive than substance arose pro
grams and include such facilities as the Tulsa Psychiatric Center's Zarrow 
House. 

9. Shelters - Emergency and Protective: Define the terms erergency and pro
tective shelters. It is recommended that such facilities be classified as 
Use Unit 5b, Ccrrmunity Services-Residential Facilities, as recatl'rended in 
No. 7 above. 

10. ~tention Centers, Jails, Community Correctional Facilities ar~ Prisors: 
~fine the term Ccrrmunity Correctional Facilities and classify as a Use 
Unit 2. This term should include pre-release centers, juvenile delinquency 
centers, adult detention centers, jails, and prisons. 
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SUMMARY 
RESIDENTIAL USE UNITS - ZONING DISTRICTS 

CITY OF TULSA lONING CODE 

----------------------r----r----~~-____r___ 

USE UNIT AND ALLOWED USES I AG I RS-U RS-3 RS-3 I RD I RMH I RM-T I RM-O I RM-l I RM-2 1 RM-3 1 P 1 oU 

2 - Area-Wide Special Exception 
Uses lEI E I E I E I £ I £ I E I E E 1 E 1 E I £ 1 E 1 

Convict Pre-Release Ctr. 
Juvenile Delinquency Ctr. 

5 - Com. Serves., Cultural & 
Recreational Facilities lEI E I E I E I E I E I E I E E I E I E I E I E I 

Care Home, Sanitarium 
Convent 
Foster Home 
Halfway House 
Monastery. 
Nov it tate 

6 - Single-Family Dwelling I X I X X X I X I E X X X X X I I E I 
Sin.-Fam. detached 

7 - Duplex Dwelling I I E I X I X X X X I I E I 
Duplex Dwelling 

8 - Multi-Family Owelling I. I X X X X X I E I 
Apartments 
Fraternity/Sorority House 
Rooming/Boarding House 
Townhouse 

9 - Mobile Home Dwelling I E I E E E I £ I X E E 'E E E 
Mobi Ie Home 

OM 1 OMH 1 OH 1 CS 1 CG 1 CH 1 CRD 1 CO 1 IR 1 Il 1 1M I IH I FD 

E 1 E I £1 E 1 EI EI E 1 EI EI EI EI E 

X I X I XI Xl X I X I X I X I Xl E I' E I E 

E E E 1 EI EI E 1 E X 

E E EI EI E 1 EI E X 

E E X I E I E , XI X X 

I X 

X - Use by Right E - Use by Exception *F,A.R.: Floor Area Ratio. The higher the percentage, the more intense is the use of lanrl. 
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USE UNIT AND ALLOWED USES AG RS- RS-( RS-3 RO 

2 - Area-Wide Special Exception 
Uses 

Commu. Correct. Facllitle5 E E E E E 
Juvenile Delinquency Ctr. E E E E E 

5a- Com. Servcs., Educational, 
Cultural, Religious & 
Recreational Services E E E E E 

5b- Com. Servcs.-Res. Facilitie5 
Residential Treat. Ctrs. E E E E E 
Transitional Liv. Ctrs. E E E E E 
Emergency Shelters E E E f. E 

~.- Single-Family Dwelling 
Single-Family Detached X X X X X 
Foster Home. X X X X X 
Family Group Home X X X X X 

7 - Duplex Dwelling 
Duplex Dwelling E X 

8 - Mult i-Fami 1y Owe 11 lng 
Apartments 
fraternity/Sorority House 
Rooming/Boarding House 
Townhouse 
Nursing Home E E E E E 
Life Care Retire. Ctr. E E E E E 
Group Home - Independent 

Living E E E E E 
Convent E E E E E 
Monastery E E E E E 
Novitiate E E E E E 

9 - Mobile Home Owelling 
Mobile Home E E E E E 

.. ~ -

x - Use by Right E - Use by Exception 

SUI ,y 
RESIDENTIAL USE UNITS - ZONING OISTRICTS 

SPECIAL HOUSING COMMITTEE CONCEPT 

ZONING OISTRICTS 

RMH RM-T RM-O RM-l RM-2 RM-3 P Ol OM 

E E E E E E E E E 
E E E E E E E E E 

E E E E E E E E X 

E E E E E E E X 
E E E E E E E X 
E E E E E E E E 

E X X . X X X E E 
E X X X X X E E 
E X X X X X E E 

X X X X E E 

X X X X E E 
X X X X E E 
X X X X E E 

X X X X X E E 
E E X X X X E X 
E E X . X X X E E 

E E X X X X E X 
E E X X X X E X 
E E X X X X E X 
E E X X X X E X 

X E E E E E 
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X X X X X X X X E E E 
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X X X X X X X E 
E E X X X X X E 

E E E E E E X 
E E E E E E X 
E E E E E E X 

E E E E E E X 

E X E E X X X 
E X E E X X X 
E X E E X X X 
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