
TULSA M::TROPOLITAN AREA PlANNIN3 C<M4ISSION 
Minutes of Meeting No. 1667 

Wednesday, September 23, 1981, 1:30 p.m. 
City Commission Room, Plaza Level, Tulsa Civic Center 

M:M3ERS PRESENT 
Carnes 

M:M3ERS ABSENT 
Crawford 
Paddock 

STAFF PRESENT 
Frank 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Linker, Legal 

Counsel Doherty, 2nd Vlce- Gardner 
Setters Chairman 

Draughon 
Kempe 

Rice 

Parmele, Chairman 
VanFossen, Secretary 
Wi Ison 
Woodard 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted in the Office of the City 
AudItor on Tuesday; September 22; 1987 at 9:55 a.m=; as we!! as In the 
Reception Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Parmele cal led the meeting to order 
at 1 :35 p.m. 

MIMJTES: 

Approval of Minutes of September 9, 1981, Meeting 11665: 

REPORTS: 

On MOTION of WOODARD, the TMAPC voted 1-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, 
Draughon, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Minutes of September 9, 1981, Meeting #1665. 

ChaIrman's Report: 

Chairman Parmele announced that five TMAPC members had advised they 
would be out of town on October 14, 1987. Therefore, due to lack of 
quorum, al I business would need to be carried forward one week. He 
asked that Staff advise the appl icants accordingly. 
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RESOlUTIONS: 

CONS IDER RESOlUT I ON 1662: 642 ADOPT! f'£ THE COAl CREEK MASTER 
DRAINAGE PlAN. AND CONSIDER ADOPTION OF THE FOLLOWIf'£ 
RESOLUTIONS AMENDIf'£ THE DISTRICT PLAN MAP AND/OR TEXT, AS 
LISTED BELOW, I NCORPORATI f'£ THE COAL CREEK MASTER ORA I NAGE 
PLAN: 

Reso!utlon No. 1662:643 District 2 Plan Text 
Resolution No. 1662:644 District 3 Plan Map & Text 
Resolution No. 1662:645 District 4 Plan Map & Text 
Resolution No. 1662:646 District 5 Plan Text 
Resolution No. 1662:647 District 16 Plan Map & Text 

TMAPC ACTION: 1 members present 

On f«>TION of CARNES. the TMAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Crawford, Kempe, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE the Above Listed 
Resolutions adopting the Coal Creek Master Drainage Plan and amending the 
stated District Plan Maps and/or Text, as recommended by Staff. 

ZON!~ PlEI Ie HFARIN;: 

Application No.: Z-6151 
Applicant: Peoria Office Park 
Location: NE/c of East 56th Street & South Peoria 
Size of Tract: .78 acres, more or less 

Present Zoning: OL 
Proposed Zoning: OM 

Date of Hearing: September 23, 1987 (continued from September 9, 1987) 
Presented to TMAPC by: (Applicant not in attendance or represented) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D i str I ct 18 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I Ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropol ttan Area, designates the subject property Medium Intensity - No 
Specific Land Use/Linear Development Area (LOA). 

Accord i ng to the Zon I ng Matr t x, the req uested OM 0 I str I ct I s not In 
accordance with the Plan Map unless a PUD Is flied. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately .78 acres In size and 
located on the northeast corner of South Peor I a Avenue and East· 56th 
Street South. It Is partially wooded, flat, contains an office building 
and Is zoned OL. 
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Z-6151 Peoria Office Park - Cont'd 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north across East 
55th PI ace by an off Ice bu II ding zoned Ol, on the east by a vacant lot 
zoned RS-3, on the south across East 56th Street by an apartment complex 
zoned RM-2, and on the west across South Peoria by a children's day care 
center zoned RS-3. 

ZonIng and BOA HistorIcal Sumr~ry: Office Light zoning has been permitted 
along Peoria In this area. Although the property to the south Is zoned 
RM-2, It Is developed at RM-l Intensity. 

Conclusion: Based on the Comprehensive Plan Map and Text designating the 
subject tract as being Included In a Medium Intensity lDA which requires a 
PUD to develop at medium Intensity, this appl icatlon Is not In accordance 
with the Plan. The BOA previously granted a .324 FAR on the subject 
tract, and BOA rei lef could be given up to .40 under a Special 
Exception for OLe Staff would consider this type of rei lef more 
appropr I ate and protect I ve of adj acent res I dent I a I uses than wou I d be 
rezoning from Ol to OM without a PUD. 

Therefore, Staff recommends DENIAL of the requested OM zoning unless a PUD 
Is filed for review and approved by the Commission. 

July 8, 1987: This application was Initially presented for a public 
hearing for rezoning from Ol to OM on March 25, 1987 and was continued by 
the app I I cant tw Ice since then, pend f ng f I na I act Ion on a study be I ng 
conducted by the TMAPC Staff of areas within the City and County In which 
(based on amendments to the Development Guldel tnes, Comprehensive Plan and 
District Plan Map and Text) increased densities or Intensities could be 
cons I dered. Th I s part I cu I ar tract I s located in D I str I ct 18 In w hi ch 
District Plan Map and Texts amendments were considered by the TMAPC on 
June 24, 1987. 

The TMAPC was genera i i Y support ive on June 24, 1987 of des Ignatl ng th Is 
area along South Peoria as a Medium Intensity Special Consideration Area 
In which PUD's would be required to develop at medium intensity; however, 
final action was continued until July 8, 1987. OM zoning would be In 
accordance with the recommendat i on to des i gnate th i s area as a Mad t urn 
Intensity Special Consideration Area If a PUD was filed. The 
recommendat I cns of the TMAPC have yet to be f I na I I Y adopted by the City 
and County CommIssions. 

Discussions with the appl kant, based on the June 24, 1987 TMAPC pubi Ic 
hearing, Indicated a request would be submitted to continue this case 
until August 12, 1987. 

September 9, 1987: The TMAPC and City Commission have adopted revisions 
to the Metropolitan Development Guidelines and amendments to the District 
18 Plan Map and Text which Include the subject tract In a Medium Intensity 
L I near Deve I opment Area (LDAi. One of the deve I opment po i I c I es f n th is 
lDA is that a PUD wit I be required to develop at medium Intensity, which 
according to the Zoning Matrix, OM Is treated as medIum intensity. Staff 
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Z-6151 Peoria Office Park - Cont'd 

could be supportive of Z-6151 for OM zoning only If a PUD was filed In 
accordance with the Plan. The development policies of this LDA have been 
prov I ded to the app I Icant I n advance of the September 9th TMAPC pub I Ic 
hearing. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Staff adv I sed that I etters had been sent to the app I I cant to encourage 
attendance at this hearlng 6 as the application had been continued several 
times offering the applicant ample opportunity to present this case. Mr. 
Frank commented that he had spoken with the app Ilcant and Informed him 
that th I s Item wou I d I I ke I y be str I cken from the agenda shou I d no one 
appear to present the application. Therefore, Staff suggested striking 
Z-6151 from the agenda. I t was po I nted out that, shou I d the app I I cant 
wish to bring this before the TMAPC In the future, he would need to 
reapply and pay the required filing fees. 

TMAPC ACT ION: 8 ~bers present 

On MOTION of DOHERTY, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to STRIKE Z-6151 
Peoria Office Park, as recommended by Staff. 

* * * * * * * 

Appl lcatlon No.: Z-6114 
Applicant: Alberty (Heidinger) 
Location: NW/c of East 81st Street and 
Size of Tract: 8 acres, approximate 

Present Zoning: RS-3 
Proposed Zoning: CO 

the Proposed Mingo Val ley Expressway 

Date of Hearing: September 23, 1987 
Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. Wayne Alberty, 4325 East 51st, #115 (492-6691) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D I str I ct 18 P I an, a part of the Comprehens Ive P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Low intensity - No 
Specific Land Use, Potential Corridor and Development Sensitive. 

According to the Zoning Matrix, the requested CO District Is In 
accordance with the Plan Map. 

Staff RecommendatIon: 

Site Analysis: The subject tract Is approximately eight acres In size and 
t s located at the northwest corner of East 81 st Street South and the 
proposed Mingo Val ley Expressway. It is partially wooded, gently sloping, 
contains a single-family dwell lng, several detached accessory buildings, 
and Is zoned RS-3. 

09.23.87:1667(4) 



Z-6114 Alberty (HeidInger) Cont'd 

Surrounding Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north and west by 
vacant property, zoned RS-3; on the east by vacant property. zoned AG; and 
on the south across East 81 st Street South by the Tu I sa J un i or Col lege 
Southeast Campus, zoned AG. 

Zoning and BOA Historical SUlllllary: Commercial and corridor zoning has 
been approved in the area. Commercial zoning has been restricted to the 
node and the major Ity of the mil e sect Ion of I and located between South 
Mingo Road and South Garnett Road, and between 71 st and 81 st Streets 
Is zoned Corridor (CO). 

Cone I us ton: Based on the Comprehens I ve P I an and the extens I ve corr I dor 
zon I ng I n the area, Staff can support the requested CO rezon I ng even 
though the City has not Instituted a land acquisition program In this 
Immediate area. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of CO zoning for Z-6174. 

NOTE: The amended Development Guidelines state, "Within areas previously 
zoned as corridors, but within which the expressway right-of-way has not 
been acquired, the intensity of a proposed development may be I imited to 
low or medium Intensity, based on the anticipated scheduling of 
right-of-way acquisition and evaluation of existing land use and site 
conditions." 

Comments & Discussion: 

In reply to Chairman Parmele, the applicant stated agreement to the Staff 
recommendation. Mr. Alberty confirmed, for Mr. VanFossen, that he 
understood Staff's comment regarding low or medium IntensIty development. 
Staff noted that expressway r t ght-of-way had been acqu I red to a po I nt 
one-half mile south of 71st Street. 

TMAPC N::f ION: 8 members present 

On t«>TION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Parmele, VanFossen, WIlson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Paddock, R!ce, "absent") to JlPPROVE Z-6174 
Alberty (Heidinger) for CO zoning. as recommended by Staff. 

legal DescrIption: CO 

A parcel of land In the E/2 of the SW/4 of Section 7, T-18-N, R-14-E of 
the IBM, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the US Government 
Survey thereof, more part I cu I ar I y descr I bed as fo II ows: BEG I NN I NG at a 
point on the south line of said Section 7, 157.50' west of the southeast 
corner of the E/2 of the SW/4; thence In a northeasterly direction to a 
point, saId point being 534.00' north and 51.00' west of the southeast 
corner of the E/2 of the SW/4; thence west a distance of 639.00' to a 
po tnt; thence south a d I stance of 534.00' to a po I nt; thence east a 
distance of 532.50' to the POB, I ess and except the south 24.75' for 
roadway purposes on East 81st Street. 
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ApplicatIon No.: PUD 432 
ApplIcant: Norman (Hillcrest) 
Location: South of the SE/c of 
SIze of Tract: 4.5 acres, more 

* * * * * * * 

Present Zoning: RM-2, RS-3, OL 
Proposed ZonIng: Unchanged 

East 12th Street & South Utica Avenue 
or less 

Date of Hearing: September 23, 1987 
Presented to T~~PC by: Mr. Charles Norman, 909 Kennedy Building (583-7571) 

Staff Recommendation: 

The subject tract has an area of approximately 4.5 acres and Is located 
south of the southeast corner of East 12th Street and South Utica. It Is 
bounded on the north by East 12th, on the south by East 13th, on the west 
by South Utica and on the east by South Victor. No change In the RM-2, 
RS-3 and OL zon I ng I s be I ng requested. The app I I cant I s ask I ng for 
approval of only office use In the RM-2 DistrIct as an exception under PUD 
432. The tract which Is located at the Intersection of East 12th Street 
and South UtIca (presently being used for a house and parking lot) Is not 
Included In PUD 432. 

Although there Is no requested change In zonIng, only the most westerly 
portion of PUD 432 Is designated In the DIstrict 4 Plan as a Special 
District for HII (crest Hospital. PropertIes fronting East 13th Street and 
South Victor are not presently Included In the Special District. 
Therefore, Staff Is supportive of PUD 432 which wll I require extending the 
Speciai District - Hiiicrest Hospitai boundaries to coincide with the 
boundaries of PUD 432. 

PUD 432 Is d I v I ded Into Deve I opment Area A, be I ng the west port I on 
abutting South Utica, and Area B, which abuts South Victor. Area A Is 
planned for 75,000 square feet of floor area with buildings having a 
maximum height of 52' with a 15% mInimum landscaped open space 
requ I rement. Staff support of the requested he I ght I f the bu II dings 
were sta r r-stepped from two to three, and then to four stor' es with 
progressively Increasing setbacks from East 13th Street. Area B Is planned 
for off-street parking and parking structure uses with a maximum height of 
8' I n the south ha I f and 15' I n the north. The property s lopes downward 
from the south on East 13th to East 12th and only the northern half will 
appear to be rwo stories. The proposed parking use for Area B will have 
access to both East 12th and 13th, which Staff recommends be conditioned 
upon extending the landscape concept (Exhibit B of the PUD 432 Text) to 
Include the area north of East 13th Street from Victor to Utica. A further 
condition of Staff support would be that the building setback along South 
Victor be Increased from 33' to 35' which would allow the Internal 
landscaped buffer shown on ExhibIt B of the PUD text to be Increased from 
8' to 10' to achieve a minimum dimension withIn which a "livIng screen" 
can be achieved, and the 10' setback Is the mInimum building setback for a 
parkIng structure In an RM-2 District. 
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PUD 432 Norman (HIllcrest) Cont'd 

Based on Staff's conditions of support, expressed above, Staff would find 
PUD 432 to be: (1) cons I stent with the Comprehens Ive PI an; (2) In 
harmony with the existing and expected development of surrounding areas; 
(3) a unified treatment of the development posslblJ Itles of the site and; 
(4) consistent with the stated purposes and standards of the PUD Chapter 
of the Zoning Code. 

Therefore, Staff would recommend APPROVAl of PUD 432 subject to the 
fol lowing conditions: 

1 ) That the app I I cant's Out I I ne Deve I opment P I an and Text be made a 
condition of approval, unless modified herein. Further, that the 
Special District - Hillcrest; be amended to Include all of the area 
described In PUD 432. 

2) Development Standards: 
Development Area A 

Land Area (Gross): 

Permitted Uses: 

Maximum Building Height: 
55' to less than 85' from 

108,464 sf 2.49 acres 

Med Ical and Off Ice rei ated uses (Use 
Unit 11 only) as permitted by an OM 
exception In the RM-2 District, 
excluding funeral homes, banking and 
f I nanc I aJ I nstltutl ons. 

centerl ine of East 13th 2 stories maximum or 26' 

85' to less than 110' from 
center I Ine of East 13th 3 stories maxImum or 39' 

110' or more from centerline 
of East 13th 4 stories maximum or 52' 

Maximum Building Floor Area: 75,000 sf 

Minimum Off-street Parking: As required by the applicable Use Units 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from center! lne of South Utica 
from centerline of East 13th 
from west boundary of Area B 
from north boundary 

Minimum Landscaped Open Space: 

50' 
55' 
0' 

10' plus 2' additional for each l' 
of building height above 15' 

15% if 

if Landscaped open space shall Include Internal and external 
landscaped open areas, parking Jot islands and buffers, but 
shall exclude pedestrian walkways and parking areas designed 
solely for circulation. The landscape concept, shown In Exhibit 
B of the ruD Text, wiii be appl led to the PUD boundaries north 
of East 13th Street from Victor to UtIca. 
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PUD 432 Norman (Hillcrest) - Cont'd 

Signs: Two ground Identification signs which shal I not exceed 8' In 
height or 48 square feet In display surface area to be of a pedestal 
design to be consistent with other slgnage In this Special District. 

Development Area B 
Land Area (Gross): 88,862 sf 2.04 acres 
Permitted Uses: Off-street parking & parking structures 

Maximum Building Height: * 
South building setback lines of Area B 8' 
North boundary of the south half of Area B 15' 
Within the north half of Area B 15' 

Minimum Building Setbacks: 
from centerline of East 13th 55' 
from center I Ine of South Victor 35' 
from center I Ine of East 12th 40' 
from west boundary of Area A 0' 

MinImum Landscaped Open Space: 12.5% ** 

* Area B s i opes f rom the south to the north with an e I evat I on 
change of approximately 25'. The variable maximum building 
heights within Area Bare established to accommodate the changes 
In site elevations. The Detail Site Plan for a parking 
structure shal I Include the building elevations. 

** Landscaped open space shal I Include Internal and external 
landscaped open areas, parking lot islands and buffers, but 
sha II exc I ude pedestr I an wa I kways and park I ng areas des I gned 
solely for circulation. Minimum landscaping along East 13th 
Street and South Victor shai! be In accordance with Exhibit B of 
the PUD 432 Text; a 10' wide minimum landscape planting strip 
shal I be provided along these frontages. Including bermlng along 
South V I ctor, and extend I ng the I andscape concept to I nc I ude 
land north of East 13th Street. 

Signs: Two ground Identification signs which shal I not exceed 6' In 
height or 24 square feet In display surface area Is permItted at the 
entrance to the parking area. 

3) That al I trash, mechanical and equipment areas shal I be screened from 
pub I I c v lew. 

4) That al I parking lot lighting shal I be directed downward and/or away 
from adjacent residential areas. Light standards shall be limited to 
a maximum height of 12' In the south 300' of Development Area A or B, 
except I I ght standards on the top deck of the park I ng structure f n 
Area B shal I not exceed 8' In heIght and the maximum height for I fght 
standards I n the ba I ance of Areas A and B for freestand I ng I I ghts 
shall not exceed 18'. 
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PUD 432 Norman (Hillcrest) Cont'd 

5) All sIgns shal I be subject to DetaIl SIgn Plan review and approval by 
the TMAPC prior to InstallatIon and In accordance with Section 
1130.2(b) of the PUD Chapter of the Zoning Code and as limited 
herein. 

6) That a Deta II Landscape PI an sha II be subm Itted to the TMAPC for 
review and approval and Installed prior to Issuance of an Occupancy 
Permit. The landscaping materials requIred under the approved Plan 
shal I be maintained and replaced as needed, as a continued condition 
of the grant I ng of an Occupancy Perm I t and be I n accordance with 
Exhibit B of the PUD Text along East 13th Street and South Victor In 
Area A and B. 

7) Subject to review and approval of conditions, as recommended by the 
Technical Advisory Committee. 

8) That a Detail Site Plan, Including building elevations, shall be 
subm I tted to and approved by the TMAPC pr lor to I ssuance of a 
Building PermIt. The design of the parking structure In Area B shal I 
restrict lighting from vehicles on the top deck, or lighting from the 
first I eve I of the park I ng area or garage from sp II I I ng over Into 
adjacent residential areas. No exterior wal I mounted lights or signs 
are permitted on the south and east building facades In Areas A or B. 

9) That no Bu II ding Perm I t sha I I be Issued u nt II the req u I rements of 
Section 260 of the Zoning Code has 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, 
making City of Tulsa beneficIary to said Covenants. 

Appl lcant's Comments: 

Mr. Charles Norman, representing Hillcrest, commented on the changing use 
of medIcal facIlities to accommodate more outpatIent services. He 
reviewed the PUD text as to development standards for Areas A and B, as 
we I I as the I andscap I ng p I an for each area. He commented that the 
app I I cant was agreeab I e to Staff t s suggest Ions for I andscap I ng north of 
13th Street. Mr. Norman al so stated that, based on requests from" the 
neighborhood, evergreens would be Included In the landscaping proposed 
along Victor. Mr. Norman briefed the Commission on the proposed access 
from 12th and 13th Streets, which was preferred by the Traffic Engineering 
Department, as opposed to access off Utica Avenue. He pointed out that 
there wou I d be no access from Victor Avenue. Mr. Norman stated the 
project would be lImited to low Intensity use as the buildings would be 
occupied by doctors and, possibly, administrative offIces for the 
HII (crest Medical Center. 

In response to a questIon from Mr. VanFossen regarding a setback for the 
parking garage, Mr. Norman advised that the parking structure and the two 
buIldings have not yet been designed, so this particular setback was only 
conceptual. He pointed out that the setback for Area A was keyed to the 
-. ....... 1_ ... 1 ... _ _ f __ I __ "'~l'II'\tl\.l rlw,,11 In,., 
'1:> ..... I ;:) I I 1I!::1 ;:) I "!::I' '1:>- I g ... I I '1 un.., I I I "l:!' 
100' away from th I s structure. 

and any off Ice bu!! d! ng wou! d be over 
Mr. Norman c I ar I fled, for Mr. Doherty, 
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PUD 432 Norman (HIllcrest) Cont'd 

that the existing single-family structure (second lot from the northeast 
corner) had not been acquired as a part of this PUD. Mr. Norman explained 
further that, should the appl icant acquire this lot, It was his Intent to 
Incorporate the lot as an amendment to the PUD, as this was a very logical 
location for a third medical building. 

Mr. Carnes Inquired If any thought had been given to widening 13th Street 
east of Utica to align with the west side. Mr. Norman stated that 13th 
Street was presently more than two lanes wide; therefore, the applicant 
had no proposals for widening or realigning 13th Street. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Jim Sicking 
Ms. DeeAnne Short 
Mr. Larry Black 

Address: 

1724 East 13th Street 
1720 East 13th Street 
1804 East 13th Street 

74104 
" 
" 

Mr. Jim Sicking, representing several property owners In this area, stated 
the residents were proposing an amendment to the minimum setbacks from 
13th Street: 65' - 2 stories; 120' - 3 stories; and 150' - 4 stories. 
Mr. SIcking also requested that the signs In Area A be restricted to 16 
square feet, with external ground level lighting only (no backlighting). 
He reiterated the request for the evergreen trees along wIth the mentioned 
deciduous trees In the landscape buffer for 13th and Victor. 

Ms. DeeAnn Short commented that, from the draw I ng subm Itted for the 
landscape and screening plan, It looked as If the PUD area went over Into 
a paved portion of 13th Street. In regard to the parking structure, Ms. 
Short remarked that the ramp to the parking garage should be included as a 
part of the structure when measur I ng setbacks. Ms. Short stressed the 
des I re of the homeow ners to preserve the res I dent I a I atmosphere of the 
neIghborhood, and she hoped that through buffering and screening this 
could be achieved. 

Mr. Larry Black requested copies be made available of the Traffic 
Engineer's report Indicating no access be al lowed off of Utica. He stated 
a preference for eliminating access off 13th Street, and requested this be 
considered. Mr. Gardner commented that the Technical Advisory Committee 
(T AC) had rev I ewed th Is app I I cat Ion; however, as the app I I cant did not 
submit a proposal showing access along Utica, the TAC did not have this 
under consideration. Mr. Gardner stated that, In the past, the 
Traff Ic/Transportatl on staff have favored fewer po I nts of I ngress and 
egress along Utica due to the existing traffic congestion problems. 

ApDI Icant's Rebuttal: 

Mr. Norman commented that notices and copies of the landscaping plan were 
mailed to property owners within 300' and he felt that, overall, this was 
well received, as no one was present from VIctor Avenue. He stated no 
objection to having a portion of trees to be evergreens (10' In height) as 
requested by the Interested parties. In regard to the sign I Imitations on 
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PUD 432 Norman (Hillcrest) Cont'd 

13th Street, Mr. Norman pointed out that Staff had reduced the slgnage, 
but the 16 square feet limit, as suggested by Mr. Sicking, might be 
acceptable. He commented that the access from 13th Street was proposed as 
a safety measure, due to the current traffic problems along Utica, and due 
to the fact that 13th Street was four ianed. 

In response to Mr. Doherty, Mr. Norman reviewed the setbacks for the two 
buildings. Mr. VanFossen Inquired If any thought had been given to 
pi ac I ng the park I ng deck at zero grade on the south end I nstead of 8'. 
Mr. Norman stated that this, technically, could be done with additional 
excavation. Mr. Norman pointed out that the 8' deck was back beyond the 
single-family setback line. Ms. Kempe Inquired If Hillcrest had a 
long-range plan for property acquisition or expansion. Mr. Norman stated 
he was not aware of a plan unless It might be some of the properties on 
the east side of Victor. 

Review Session: 

Mr. VanFossen stated concerns as to the parking garage/deck and suggested 
a zero grade restriction on the south end of the deck height, and moved 
for approval of the Staff recommendation with this modification to the 
deck, and amend the landscape requirements to 50% of the trees to be of an 
evergreen variety at least 10' tal I. in reply to Ms. Wilson, Mr. 
VanFossen agreed to amend his motion to Include a 16 square foot maximum 
on each sign In Area B, with no backlighting. Mr. Norman expressed 
concerns that this might present a view obstruction probiem. Discussion 
followed on the slgnage for this project, with Mr. VanFossen stating the 
signage would be limited to 16 square feet, but no I lmlt was being placed 
on height. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 
On MOTION of VANFOSSEN, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Parme I e, VanFossen, WI i son, Woodard, flaye ii ; no nnays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE PUO 432 
Norman (Hillcrest), as recommended by Staff, with the following 
modifications: 
• 
• 

• 

Zero grade on the south end of the parking deck height In Area B 

50% of the landscaping shal I be of an evergreen variety at least 10' 
tall. 

Signage shal I be limited to a maximum of 16 square feet with no I [mit 
on height. 
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PUD 432 Norman (HIllcrest) - Cont'd 

Legal DescrIption: 

A tract of land that Is part of Block 2 of RIDGEDALE TERRACE ADDITION, an 
addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa county. Oklahoma, said tract of land 
being descrIbed as follows, to-wit: Beginning at a point that Is the 
northeast corner of Lot 1 In Block 2; thence westerly along the northerly 
i Ine of lot 1 for 140.0' to the northwest corner of Lot 1; thence 
southerly along the westerly lines of Lot 1 and 2 In Block 2 for 100.0' to 
the northeast corner of Lot 21; thence westerly along the northerly line 
of Lot 21 for 137.34' to the northwest corner of Lot 21; thence southerly 
along the westerly line of said Block 2 for 479.88' to a point that Is 
20.12' norther I y of the southwest corner of Lot 14 of Block 2; thence 
southeasterly to a point on the southerly line of said Lot 14, said point 
be I ng 20. 12' easter I y of the southwest corner thereof; thence easter I y 
along the southerly line of Block 2 for 257.22' to the southeast corner of 
Block 2; thence northerly along the easterly line of Block 2 for 600.0' to 
the POB of said tract of land. 

Appl Icatton No.: Z-6115 
Appl icant: Miggins 

* * * * * * * 

Present Zoning: 
Proposed Zoning: 

Location: NW/c of East 5th Street and 
Size of Tract: .33 acres, approximate 

South Utica Avenue 

RM-1 
CS 

Date of Hearing: September 23, 1987 
Presented to TMAPC by: Mr. John Miggins, 1622 East 35th Street (835-5685) 

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan: 

The D I str I ct 4 P I an, a part of the Comprehens I ve P I an for the Tu I sa 
Metropolitan Area, designates the subject property Special District = 

Industrial. 

Accord I ng to the Zon I ng Matr lx, the requested CS D I str I ct may be found 
In accordance with the Plan Map_ 

Staff Recommendation: 

Site Analysis: 
I s located at 
Utica Avenue. 
dwe II I ngs, and 

The subject tract Is approximately .33 acres In size and 
the northwest corner of East 5th Street South and South 

It Is partially wooded, flat, contains single-family 
Is zoned RM-l. 

SurroundIng Area Analysis: The tract Is abutted on the north by a 
single-family dwel I lng, zoned RM-l; on the east across South Utica Avenue 
by a strip commercial center and single-family dwel I lng, zoned CG; on the 
south across East 5th Street South by a parking lot, zoned 1M; and on the 
west by single-family dwel! Ings, zoned RM-l. 

09.23.87:1667(12) 



Z-6115 Miggins - Cont'd 

Zoning and BOA Historical SUlllllary: Medium Intensity Industrial and 
commercial zoning has been approved In the area. 

Cone! us Ion: I t shou J d be noted the subject tract and surround I ng area are 
In transition from residential to a higher Intensity land use. Although 
the subject tract Is designated for Industrial development, Its location 
on a major street and adjacent to existing commercial zoning support the 
request. Staff supports the ultimate Industrial development for the 
Interior properties In accordance with the District 4 Plan. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of the requested CS zoning based on 
the Comprehens I ve P I an and the ex I st I ng zon I ng and deve I opment f n the 
area. 

Comments & Discussion: 

Staff adv I sed that the ow ner of Lot 5 I nd I cated they did not want to 
rezone their property; therefore, the application should be for Lots 4 and 
6 only. 

Mr. John Miggins, the owner of Lot 6, confirmed that the owner of Lot 5 
(the middle lot) did not want the CS zoning. He commented the appl lcatlon 
for al I three lots was mainly done for convenience, and he had worked with 
the owner of Lot 4 on this request. Mr. Miggins submitted photos of the 
three lots. 

Mr. VanFossen pointed out that, with the middle lot remaining residential, 
It would Impose restrictive setbacks on the abutting CS lots. Mr. Doherty 
Inquired if the owners of the four residential lots came In for rezoning 
Individually, would this be considered spot zoning. Mr. Gardner advised 
that It would not in this particular Instance, as the residential lots 
were spot zoning since everything else was either commercial or 
Industrial. Mr. Carnes moved for approval of CS on Lots 4 and 6. Ms. 
Kempe stated that she would feel more comfortable If the owner of Lot 4 
would confirm the request for CS on this tract. 

Ms. Peggy Brotherton (436 South Utica), a real estate agent, stated she 
was representing the owner of Lot 4. Ms. Brotherton confirmed that the 
owner was In agreement with the rezoning to CS. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On M>TION of CARNES, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE Z-6115 
Miggins for CS zonIng on lots 4 and 6, as recommended by Staff. 

legal DescrIptIon: CS 

The east half of Lot 6, Block 5; and the east half of Lot 4, Block 5, 
of the HACKATHORN ADDITION to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of 
Okl ahoma. 
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SUBDIVISIONS: 

FINAL PLAT APPROVAL & RELEASE: 

Cedarcrest III (1183) East 89th Street & South Delaware Avenue (RS-2) 

Burning Tree Duplexes (PUD 112)(183) East 65th & South 83rd East Avenue (RS-3) 

Alko Addition (3294) (formerly UPSI-l) East 58th & South 118th East Ave (IL) 

On MOTION of CARNES. the TMAPC voted 1-0-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Kempe, 
Parmele, VanFossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; Draughon, 
"abstaining"; Crawford, Paddock, RIce, "absent") to APPROVE the Above 
Li sted F I na I Plats, and re I ease same as hav I n9 met a I I cond Itt ons of 
approval. 

REQUEST FOR WAIVER (Section 260): 

Canyon Creek (PUC 285-A)(383) N/slde of East 68th Street @ South Canton (OL) 

On 9/16/87 the TMAPC approved an application to abandon a portion of PUD 
285, retaining the underlying OL zoning. In discussion at that time it 
was questIoned whether an abandonment of a PUD required replsttlng and/or 
I f the prov I s Ions of Sect Ion 260 of the Code had a I ready been met. To 
clarify the records, the Commission agreed to consider a waiver of Section 
260 at the next meeting since It had not specifically been posted as an 
agenda Item for 9/16/87. The Commission also agreed to review the request 
without TAC review since the property Is already platted. 

Based upon the discussion at the TMAPC meeting of 9/16/87, and the fact 
that the land Is already platted and contains easements, stormwater 
detention, etc., Staff recommends that the request be APPROVED, subject to 
a condition that the revised PUD conditions, based upon the partial 
abandonment of the PUD, be filed of record by separate Instrument. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of WOODARD. the TMAPC voted 1-0-1 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; VanFossen, 
"abstaining"; Crawford, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE the Waiver 
Request for Canyon Creek. subject to the condItion as recommended by 
Staff. 
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DruER BUS I NESS: 

PUD 179-N-l: SW/c of East 71st Street and South 85th East Avenue 

Staff Recommendation: Minor Amendment and Detail Sign Plan 

The subject tract Is located at the southwest corner of South 85th East 
Avenue and East 71st Street. The TMAPC approved a Detail Site Plan for an 
automob r Ie serv I ce and tire store at th is I ocat I on on 7/29/87. The 
proposed Detail Sign Plan Includes a wall sign on the east and west 
building elevations with a display surface area of approximately 90 square 
feet (upper case letters 48 11 tal I, and lower case letters 32" tall), and a 
25' tal I pylon ground sign with a display surface area of 173 square feet. 
Development Standards for PUD 179 would permit display surface areas for 
wal I signs to be a maximum of 130 square feet (based on the length of this 
building wal I) and ground signs to be 25' tall, having a maximum display 
surface area of 140 square feet. 

In the process of approval of the Detail SIte Plan, Staff concerns about 
slgnage were discussed with the applicant and the Initial sign request was 
significantly reduced. The present proposal is considered a minor change 
to the Development Standards considering that the Intent of ! Imltlng sign 
area in this general location Is being met overall. 

Therefore, Staff recommends APPROVAl of PUD 179-N-1, Minor Amendment and 
Detail Sign Plan, per the submItted plans, noting that no portIon of the 
ground sign Is permitted to extend Into or over the public right-of-way 
and that no signs shal I be flashing and Illumination shal I be by constant 
light. 

NOTE: I f the ground sign I s to be Install ed on a pub I Ic or pr tvate 
utility easement, prior approval and concurrence of the subject utility is 
required In advance. 

Comments & Discussion: 
Mr. Doherty commented that 173 square feet seemed to be rather large for a 
sign. Mr. Frank stated there were other comparab I e signs of th iss I ze, 
and larger, in this particular area. 

TMAPC ACTION: 8 members present 
On t«>T!ON of CAR.IlES, the TfvtAPC voted 7-0-0 (Carnes; Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Parmele, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; 
Crawford, Paddock, Rice, VanFossen, "absent") to APPROVE the Minor 
Amendment and Detail Sign Plan for PUD 179-N-l, as recommended by Staff. 
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PUBLIC HEAR I N.7: 

CONSIDER APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS TO PART OF THE COMPREHENSIVE 
MASTER PLAN, BEING THE DISTRICT PLAN MAP AND/OR TEXT FOR 
DISTRICT 4 (TU SPECIAL DISTRICT) TO INCLUDE THE TULSA 
UNIVERSITY MASTER PLAN AND RELATED MATTERS. 

Comments & DiscussIon: 

Ms. Dane Matthew s presented the Staff's recommendat Ion for approva I and 
confirmed this was In accordance with the ComprehensIve Plan. She added 
that thIs proposal also had the support of the District 4 CitIzen Planning 
Team, wIth three suggested amendments dealIng with the Issues of 
protection of publ ic lands near the acquisition area, preservation of open 
space a long the east s I de of Harvard Avenue, and the proper I ocat Ion of 
Institutional uses relating to a university. Ms. Matthews commented on an 
additional modIfication that was suggested by Ms. Wilson during the 
Comprehensive Plan CommIttee meeting that would further tie the lInear 
park open space concept Into existing goals and objectives of the Plan. 

Mr. Charles Norman, representing the UniversIty of Tulsa (TU), expressed 
appreciation of the efforts extended by the citIzens of DIstrict 4~ the 
Staff and Comm I ss Ion dur I n9 th I s year long process. He commented th Is 
type of land use planning required an Institution to take a careful look 
at Itself as to goals and objectives for the future, and was very 
benefIcial to TU In this regard. Mr. Norman stated that one Issue that 
had come out of the study sess Ions and pub I I c forums dea I t with the 
ciosings of streets within the campus area. He advised that the private 
property owners, partIcularly of the Institutional uses (I.e. the Baptist 
Student Center, the Wesley Center, etc.), had concerns about possible 
relocation. He stated that It was not the University's Intent to 
dIslocate these InstitutIons, and any relocatIon would be done by mutual 
consent after long discussIons. In regard to street closIngs, Mr. Norman 
adv I sed that the City Comm I ss Ion wou I d not cons I der the c I os I ng of a 
public street unless there was 100% consent of the property owners along 
both sides. 

Mr. Steve Carr of MPI, planning consultants for the TU Master Plan, spoke 
In support of the four suggested amendments to the Plan as these were In 
keeping with the goals and policies of the TU Master Plan. Mr. Carr 
reviewed the land use and circulation plan proposal relating to housing, 
open 'space, academic areas, etc. 

Interested Parties: 

Mr. Wade Paschal (5660 South 88th East Avenue), representing the Wesley 
Foundation, requested that 5th Street between Gary and Florence, remain 
open. Mr. Carr confirmed that 5th Street, from Col lege to Florence, was 
planned to remain open. He reiterated that any type of street closure 
would be subject to approval of al I the adjoinIng property owners, as wei I 
as the CIty Commission. 
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PUBLIC HEARING: TU Master Plan - Cont'd 

Mr. Garnet Cole (710 South Col lege), ,representing the Tulsa Baptist 
Association, advised this was the location of a headquarters office for 
the county. Therefore, he requested that any traffic circulation plans 
provide for 8th Street to remain open from Delaware to Harvard, and 
Co I I ege to rema i n open f rom 8th Street to 11 th Street. Mr. Doherty 
commented that, accord I ng to the most current p I ans, 8th Street wou I d 
remain open, but might posslb!y be real igned slightly. He stated that the 
area Mr. Cole seemed concerned with was outside the special study area. 

In regard to the concerns expressed about street closings, Chairman 
Parmele pointed out that the TMAPC was not involved in any street closings 
at today's hearing, but was merely reviewing a proposed plan that might 
require action in the future. He reiterated that, whatever was decided 
regarding street closings, would require review and approval of the City 
Commission. 

Ms. Helen Freeman (3745 East 3rd Street), representing the United 
Method i st Church, stated concerns regard I ng Evanston from 3rd Street to 
4th Street, the corner of 5th Street & College, and any street closings 
proposed for these areas. Mr. Carr rev rewed the streets proposed for 
closing based on the latest circulation plan. Ms. Freeman commented that 
a c los I ng at 4th Street wou I d be very detr Imenta I to the I r church and 
their parking lot access. 

Mr. Doherty advised that the Planning Team and several others Involved In 
the review process looked very closely at the street closings Issue. 
Ultimately, It was the consensus to not submit an amendment to the Plan, 
the main reason being the number and types of streets Involved. Further, 
the public hearing process through the City Commission would offer the 
opportun !ty for a II those concerned to prov I de I nput and present the i r 
arguments for or against a closing In a particular area. 

Mr. Ray Freeman (3745 East 3rd) voiced concerns as to keeping In mind the 
requ I rements for access of emergency veh I c I es. He suggested that the 
north/south streets remain open to provide for emergency access. 

Ms. Evelyn Fulkerson (2331 East 5th Place), representing Kendal I-Whittier 
Ministry, spoke In support of the TU Master Plan as she felt the proposed 
expansion would benefit the University, the surrounding neighborhoods, and 
the citizens of Tulsa. 

Ms. Sherry Hawk (324 South Florence) stated concerns as to why the area 
along Florence was not Included in the proposals. She commented on the 
parking problems in her area due to Inadequate parking on the campus. 

Ms. Dana Now (3304 East 6th Street) Inqu Ired as to the time frame for 
development of the buffer zone along the east side of Harvard, and how 
many houses were to be Included In the buffer zone. 
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PUBLIC HEARING: TU Master Plan - Cont'd 

Ms. Cheryl Greer (3311 East 4th Place) echoed Interest in the buffer 
zone on the east side of Harvard. Ms. Green voiced concerns as to safety 
and crime during the transition period, as Harvard was the dividing line 
for cal Is to the pol ice department centers (I.e. the cal Is east of Harvard 
go to the precinct center at 11th & Mingo). 

Additional Comments and Discussion: 

Mr. Carr reviewed and further clarified proposed street closings. He 
pointed out that parking was planned for each of the different development 
areas, but had not been final ized, as this would be a premature effort at 
this time. Mr. Carr also reviewed the acquisition boundaries and the 
screening standards proposed, along with standards for the I inear park and 
open space area a long the east s I de of Harvard. I n regard to a t I me 
frame, Mr. Carr advised that, In terms of full development of university 
related uses, It was estimated to be a 15 - 20 year process. In terms of 
property acquisition, the University was looking at a general time frame 
of ten years. 

Mr. VanFossen inquired If TU was Intending to clear the sites as they are 
purchased, or use them for rental. Mr. Norman advised that TU had not and 
did not Intend to clear sites on a piecemeal basis as they are acquired, 
but that timing was a factor In acquiring properties together. Ms. Wilson 
Inquired as to the considerations given to the church faclJ Ities In this 
area regarding any street closings. Mr. Norman stated that the existence 
of these facilities was recognized throughout the Plan goals, objectIves 
and design standards. He remarked that the rationale of the street system 
was to create an I nterna I loop of traff Ic with I n the campus. He added 
that, although a street might be Indicated for closing as a public street, 
It should not be construed that the street could not continue as a private 
driveway or turnaround. Mr. Norman echoed statements made regarding that 
the final street clos!ngs were dependent on consent from the City 
Commission, a! I property owners affected, etc. 

Chairman Parmele mentioned receipt of a letter of protest from K. Nguyen, 
and a recommendation from the Staff and the TU Special District Planning 
Team for adoption of the TU Master Plan. Mr. VanFossen, as Chairman of 
the Comprehensive Plan Committee, advised of a meeting this date whereby 
the Committee reviewed this Plan and was unanimous In support of the TU 
Master Plan with the suggested four amendments. Therefore, Mr. VanFossen 
moved for approval as recommended by the Committee. Mr. Doherty clarified 
that the amendment to Item 6 (page 6) shou I d read "open space andlor 
linear park uses". Mr. VanFossen confirmed this was a part of his motion. 

Ms. Wilson questioned If It was a state law or a city policy requiring 
100% consent of affected property owners to close off a street. Mr. 
Linker advised that this was dictated through state laws and statutes. He 
agreed with Mr. Norman that the City Commission would be very reluctant to 
close a street used and fronted by residents without their consent. Ms. 
Wiison commented she felt this factor should be emphasizede Mr. Doherty 
stated th is has been a two year process and, as the TMAPC I I a I son to 
District 4, he has watched the progress of this Plan and was very pleased 
to vote for the motion. 
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PUBLIC HEARING: TU Master Plan - Cont'd 

TMAPC ACT ION: 8 members present 

On MOTION of VANfOSSEN, the TMAPC voted 8-0-0 (Carnes, Doherty, Draughon, 
Kempe, Parmele, Vanfossen, Wilson, Woodard, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions"; Crawford, Paddock, Rice, "absent") to APPROVE the amendments 
to the District 4 Plan Map and/or Text to Include the Tulsa University 
Master Plan, as recommended by Staff with the fol lowing amendments: 

• Item 6, pg 1: "To stab II ize, protect and enhance the existing sound, 
viable, attractIve neighborhoods, schools and public parks and 
improve, redevelop and renovate those adjoining areas experiencing 
blight or deterioration." 

• 

• 

• 

Item 4, pg 6, add: " ••• Such uses are approprIate for and may be 
Included in any areas within the SpecIal District west of Harvard." 

Item L, pg 11, revise to read: "The UnIversity property along the 
east side of Harvard Avenue from 11th Street to 4th Street." 

Item 6, pg 6, revise to read: "Open space and/or linear park uses ••• " 

There being no further business, the Chairman declared the meeting adjourneo 
at 3:38 p.m. 

Chairman j 
Ii! 
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