
CITY BOARD OF ADJUSTIENT 
MINUTES of Meeting No. 524 

Thursday, October 6, 1988, 1:00 p.m. 
Francis F. Campbel I Commission Room 

Plaza Level of City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center 

llEJEERS PRESENT 

Bradley 

llEJEERS ABSENT 

White 

STAFF PRESENT 

Gardner 
Jones 
Moore 
Stump 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Jackere, Leg a I 
Department 

Hubbard, Protective 
Inspections 

Chappel I e, 
Chairman 

Quarles 
Smith 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, October 4, 1988, at 12:43 p.m., as wel I as In the 
Reception Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Chappel le cal led the meeting to 
order at 1:00 p.m. 

MltlJTES: 
On t«>TION of SMITH, the Board voted 3-0-1 (Brad I ey, Chappe 11 e, Sm Ith, 
"aye"; no "nays"; Quarles, "abstaining"; White, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minutes of September 15, 1988. 

On �TION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 3-0-1 (Bradley, Chappelle, Smith, 
"aye"; no "nays"; Quarles, "abstaining"; White, "absent") to APPROVE 
amended minutes for BOA Case No. 14777. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Case No. 14575 

Action Requested: 
Appea I - Sect I on 1650 - Appea Is from the Bu 11 d Ing Inspector - Use 
Unit 1221 - Appeal Bui I ding Inspector's decision to deny a sign 
permit appl !cation on the grounds of sign surface footage. 

Interpretation - Section 1660 - Interpretation - Use Unit 1221 -
Request Interpretation of the term "non-Illuminated background" as 
It appears In the term 11d I sp I ay surf ace area", I ocated 3727 South 
Memorial Drive. 

Conments and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner stated that this appllcatlon, along with another Item, 
has been continued for several months awaiting the completion of 
amendments to the Zon Ing Code concern Ing s I gns, spec If I ca 11 y back 
I lghted awning type signs. He Informed that, after discussion with 
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Case No. 14575 (continued) 
legal counsel, one Item was stricken by the Board at the previous 
meeting, and the other Item continued to this date. Mr. Gardner 
stated that one app I I cat I on was for a var I ance and the other was 
requesting an Interpretation of the term "non-II lumlnated 
background" as It appears In the term "display surface area". He 
stated that the wrong appl I cation may have been stricken, and 
pointed out that the Board wll I have to make a determination as to 
whether a variance Is necessary to grant the rel lef sought 
( cont I nued use of ex I st Ing back 11 ghted awn Ing s I gn). Mr. Gardner 
felt that the notice was broad enough to consider a variance since 
the surround Ing property owners were not If I ed that the app I I cant 
wanted to keep the present sign regardless of the rellef necessary 
to accompl lsh this purpose. 

The appl leant, Michael Hackett, 1443 South Norfolk Avenue, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, pointed out that the physical changes regarding slgnage at 
37th and Sher I dan have changed s I gn If I cant I y and referred to the 
photographs submitted (Exhibit A- 1). He stated that Chris Nlkel 
owns a smal I retail shopping center at the above stated location, 
which has space for three tenants and his used car operation. Mr. 
Hackett stated that It was originally planned to put up lettering on 
a mansard wood roof that extended from the side of the bulldlng, but 
structura I stee I supports extended to the edge of the roof, wh I ch 
prevented I etter Ing on I y. It was noted by the app I I cant that h Is 
c I I ent then dee I ded to attach the I etters to a v I ny I awn Ing that 
has I lghtlng from the back. Mr. Hackett Informed that some of the 
pane Is have been changed to reduce the amount of 11 I um I nat I on and 
asked the Board to approve the s I gn as shown In the photographs 
suppl led. 

Additional Cannents: 
Mr. Gardner po I nted out that the photographs presented today and 
those presented at the previous hearing are quite different In that 
there was no doubt that the lighting In the previous photographs was 
so Intense that the entire awning became a sign, while the I lghtlng 
has now been reduced to make the awning less transparent. 

Ms. Bradley stated that the entire awning continues to be lighted, 
and Mr. Gardner pointed out that the Intensity of the lighting has 
been reduced so that the night time appearance of the sign more 
nearly resembles Its daytime appearance. 

Mr. Hackett po I nted out that spot I I ghts cou Id be pos It I oned In 
front of the sign to focus on the lettering as a matter of right. 

There was discussion as to whether the Board could make an 
I nterpretat I on of the term "non- I I I um I nated background", or It a 
variance Is required. 
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Case No. 14575 (continued) 
Mr. Jackere advised that the Board does not have the Jurisdiction to 
make an Interpretation unless It accompanies an appeal. 

Based on the I nformat I on supp I I ed by counse I , Mr. Gardner stated 
that a variance wll I be required. 

Mr. Jackere Informed that If there Is a hard sh Ip because of some 
pecul larlty of the property, conditions can be Imposed that are 
appropriate to protect the pub I Jc. He stated that the ordinance Is 
clear and states that the entirety of the I I  lumlnated background of 
a sign Is part of the display surface area. 

Mr. Quarles pointed out that a hardship Is Imposed on Mr. Hackett's 
c I I ent by the construct I on of the bu 11 d Ing w I th stee I framework 
Jutting out from the roof, and that he ls supportive of the variance 
If the app I I cant can assure the Board that the degree of s I gn 
II lumlnatlon wll I be no greater than Is depicted In the photographs 
submitted. 

Mr. Gardner stated that, If the Board Is Inc I I ned to approve the 
appl !cation, the approval can be made subject to the measurement of 
I I  lumlnatlon being no greater than the present degree of I lghtlng. 
He remarked that the present measurement can be determ I ned by a 
qua I !fled person In that field. 

Mr. Hackett noted that the Circle K store to the north has an 
II lumlnated color band around the top of the building. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Jackere If It Is the responslbl I lty of this 
Board to waive ordinances passed by the City Commission, and he 
repl led that a variance waives the city ordinances If a hardship Is 
demonstrated by the appl leant. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Act I on: 

On MOTION of SMllH, the Board voted 3- 1-0 (Chappel le, Quarles, 
Smith, "aye"; Bradley, "nay"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") to 
APPROVE a V ari ance ( Section 122 1.4 - C S  District Use Conditions for 
Business Signs - Use Unit 122 1) of the size of wal I and canopy 
signs; subject to the degree of Illumination from the back lit 
awning type sign being no greater than� lumen, as depicted In the 
photographs submitted (Exhibit A- 1); finding a hardship demonstrated 
by the construction of the building, with a network of steel bracing 
on the roof protrud Ing toward the front of the structure; on the 
fol I owing described property: 

Lot 2, Block 1, Memorial Plaza Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 14935 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430. 1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In Residential 
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a minor variance of setback from 
the center I lne of Birmingham Avenue from 50' to 45' to al low for an 
addition to an existing dwel I Ing, located 2402 North Birmingham 
Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Lisa Warford, 2402 North Birmingham, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
who submitted a plot. plan (Exhibit B-2) and photographs 
(Exhibit B- 1), stated that an old porch has been removed from an 
existing house and a new room Is proposed. She Informed that her 
home Is located on a dead end street. 

Conments and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley asked If North Birmingham Street Is dedicated, and Ms. 
Hubbard Informed that the at I as shows BI rm Ingham to have a 40' 
dedication at this location. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Act I on: 
On tl>TION of SMllH, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") 
to APPROVE a Variance (Section 430. 1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1206) of setback from the 
center I I ne of BI rm Ingham Avenue from 50' to 45' to a I I ow for an 
addition to an existing dwell Ing; per plot plan submitted; finding 
that the subject property abutts a railroad track to the rear, and 
that Loulsvl I le Is a dedicated street, but ts not In use at this 
location; on the fol lowing described property: 

That part of the SE/4, NW/4, NW/4, Section 29, T-20-N, R- 13-E, 
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the U S  Government 
Survey thereof, descr I bed as fo I I ows: Beg Inn Ing at a po Int 
1 147 .5' east of the SW/ c of the N/2 of the NW/ 4 of sa Id 
Section 29, said point of beginning being 127.5' east of the 
center of Atlanta Court; thence east 127.5' along and parallel 
to the north City Limits to a point, said point being the 
center of BI rm Ingham Avenue; thence north 526' to the south 
boundary of the AT & SF Railway Company's right-of-way; thence 
southwesterly and para I lel to the said R OW, a distance of 169 1 

to a po Int, thence south a d I stance of 4 13' to the po I nt of 
beginning, less easement for pub I le street and roadway over and 
across the east 20' thereof, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 14939 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 122 1.5 - Use Conditions for Business Signs - Use 
Unit 122 1 - Request a variance of the size of a sign to al low for an 
existing 26 1 10 11 by 6 1 electric awning sign ( 156.5 sq. ft.). 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Mike Moydell, 12 12 West 3rd Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted photographs (Exhibit C- 1), and explained that the awning 
sign In question has two I lght sources, with both overhead and 
Interior lllumlnatlon, and Is bullt to comply with Little Caesar's 
Pizza franchise specifications. 

Cannents and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner asked the appl leant to state the height of the sign, and 
Mr. Moydel I rep I led that the entire awning Is 6' tal I with 24" 
lettering. 

In response to Mr. Quar I es quest I on as to the excess amount, the 
appl leant Informed that there Is 88' of slgnage on the east side 
wh lch wraps around 25', or approx I mate I y 20' over the a 11 owed 
amount. 

Mr. Gardner noted that the appl leant would be al lowed to lnstal I 3 1 

tal I letters If the awning was not I I  lumlnated. 

Mr. Sm Ith remarked that the Board has recent I y approved a s Im 11 ar 
sign, and Mr. Gardner stated that a similar appl !cation was heard by 
the Board approximately 30 days ago, but the brightness of the 
I lghtlng could be a key factor In determining If the background Is 
also a part of the sign. 

Ms. Brad I ey asked the app I I cant to state the hardsh Ip for the 
variance request, and he replied that the building does not have a 
pleasing appearance and needs to be covered. 

The app I I cant asked If the s I gn wou Id be more acceptab I e to the 
Board If the overhead lighting was turned off. 

Mr. Quarles stated that an economic hardship cannot be considered by 
this Board. 

Mr. Gardner remarked that the overhead I lghtlng Is allowed by right 
If the I lghtlng behind the awning Is removed. 

Mr. Chappel le stated that he would be supportive of the application 
If the overhead lighting was turned off. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
Mr. Smith's motion for approval of the appl lcatlon, subject to the 
removal of the I lghtlng beneath the roof overhang, died for lack of 
a second. 
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Case No. 14939 (continued) 
On t«>TION of QUARLES, the Board voted 2-2-0 (Brad I ey, Quar I es, 
"aye"; Chappel I e, Smith, "nay"; no "abstentions"; Wh lte, "absent") 
to DENY* a V ariance ( Section 122 1.5 - Use Conditions tor Business 
S tgii's""= Use Unit 122 1) of the size of a sign to al low tor an 
existing 26 1 10" by 6 1 electric awning sign ( 156.5 sq. ft.>.; 
finding that the applicant failed to present a hardship that would 
warrant the granting of the variance request; on the fol lowing 
described property: 

The south 260' of the west 240 1 of the W/2, Lot 2, less the 
west 50' and south 60 1 thereof, Section 2, T- 19- N, R- 13-E, City 
of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

*The appl !cation failed for lack of three affirmative votes. 

MINOR VARIANCES AND EXCEPTIONS 

Case No. 14950 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 207 - Street Frontage Required - Use Unit 1206 -
Request a minor variance of frontage on a pub I le street from 30 1 to 
9 1 to al low for a lot spl It, located 32 19 South Birmingham. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Dan Tanner, 1400 South Boston Avenue, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, requested by letter (Exhibit D- 1) that Case No. 14950 be 
withdrawn. 

Board Action: 
On NOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, Quarles, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") 
to WITHDRAW Case No. 14950 as requested by the appl leant. 

NEW APPLICATIONS 

Cese No. 14940 

Action Requested: 
Appeal - Section 1650 - Appeal from the Decision of Building 
Inspections - Use Unit 1206 - Request an appeal from the decision of 
the Bu 11 d Ing Inspector that a skateboard ramp Is not a customary 
accessory use In a residential district. 

Variance - Section 420. 1 - Accessory Uses In Residential Districts -
Use Unit 1206 - Request a variance to al low for a skateboard ramp as 
an accessory use In a residential district, located 6809 East 108th 
Street. 
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Case No. 14940 (continued) 
Presentation: 

The app I I cant, Robert Ford, 6809 East 108th East Avenue, Tu Isa, 
Oklahoma, stated that his chlldren have become Interested In 
skateboarding and launch ramps were constructed In the back yard. He 
noted that they became more sk 1 1  I ed at the sport and constructed 
larger ramps, with the present ramp being approximately 6' In height 
and screened from the street by a privacy fence. Mr. Ford stated 
that a smal I portion of one neighbor's back yard Is vlslble from the 
top of the ramp. Photographs (Exhibit E-5) were submitted. Records 
(Exhibit E-1) containing an appl !cation for a Bui I ding Permit, a 
I etter from the Ch I ef Res I dent I a I Inspector and a p I ot p I an, were 

submitted to the Board. 

Comments and Questions: 

Ms. Bradley asked the appl leant to state the height of the privacy 
fence, and he rep I led that the fence Is the same height as the ramp, 
or 6' ta 11. 

Mr. Chappa I I e I nqu I red as to the number of ch 11 dren that use the 
ramp and the amount of noise generated, and Mr. Ford replied that 
there are three or four boys using the ramp at any given time. The 
appl leant stated that a Judge came to his home In order to evaluate 
the sport and she determined that there was not enough noise 
generated to cause a prob I em for surround Ing ne I ghbors. Mr. Ford 
stated that she did restrict the hours for using the ramp. 

Mr. Jackere Informed that the Board should consider only the Zoning 
Code provisions as relates to this appl !cation. 

Mr. Ford stated that a lawsuit was fl led against him In 1988 for 
removal of the ramp, but the Judge determined that the ramp was not 
a problem In the neighborhood and suggested hours for use. 

Ms. Bradley advised the appl leant that the Board cannot consider the 
court action or restrictive covenants. 

Protestants: 
John Moody, 7666 East 6 1st Street, Suite 240, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
stated that he Is represent Ing Ms. Kap I en and the F crest Tra I Is 
Homeowner's Association, and that the skateboard ramp at this 
locatlon Is not appropriate. He submitted photographs (Exhibit E-2) 
and exp I a I ned that the structure has been constructed lmmed I ate I y 
adjacent to the property line and Is 33' long and 8' high. It was 
noted by Mr. Moody that the ramp Is ta I I er than the fence and Is 
equipped with lawn chairs which al lows those waiting on the platform 
to have ful I view of his cl tent's house and garage. He stated that 
the structure Is unslghtly and noisy, as well as being a nuisance, 
and Is not a customary accessory use for this neighborhood. It was 
emphasized by Mr. Moody that skateboarding Is not restricted to Mr. 
Ford's ch 1 1  dren and subm I tted a copy of a r I sk agreement 
(Exhibit E-3) which has been drawn up by the appl leant and Is to be 
s I gned by the parents of those us Ing the ramp. Mr. Moody stated 
that the ramp has become a commercial use that draws skateboarders 
to the location. A location map (Exhibit E-4) was submitted. 
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Case No. 14940 (continued) 
Nine property owners (Exhibit E-6) were present to oppose the 
appl !cation. 

Addltlon al Camients: 
Mr. Quarles asked Mr. Moody If he Is al leg Ing that this Is a 
commercial activity, and he stated that he Is al leg Ing that It Is In 
the same nature as a commerc I a I skateboard ramp, due to the fact 
that people come from mlles away to use It. He pointed out that the 
app I I cant has not demonstrated a hard sh Ip that wou Id warrant the 
grant Ing of the var I ance request, and asked the Board to deny the 
appl !cation. 

Mr. Quar I es po I nted out that there was a f I rst sw I mm Ing poo I , 
trampo 1 1  ne, etc., and that he wou Id have troub I e f Ind Ing that a 
skateboard ramp, which was designed for children and their guests, 
to be anything other than a customary accessory use. He stated that 
If the situation arises where the use Is too large or too noisy, It 
Is a matter for action outside this Board. 

Board Action: 
On t«>TION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 3-1-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, "aye"; Quarles, "nay"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") to 
UPHOLD the DECISION of the Building Inspector ( Section 1650 - Appeal 
from the Decision of Bui I ding Inspections - Use Unit 1206) that a 
skateboard ramp Is not a customary accessory use In a res I dent I a I 
district; and to DENY a V ariance (Section 420.1 - Accessory Uses In 
Res I dent I a I DI str lets - Use Un It 1206) to a 11 ow for a skateboard 
ramp as an accessory use In a resldentlal district; finding that a 
skateboard ramp, as presented, Is not a customary accessory use In 
the residential district; and that the granting of the request would 
be detrlmental to the neighborhood; on the fol lowing described 
property: 

Lot 7, Block 5, Forest Tral Is Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 14942 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 310 - Principal Uses Permitted In 
Agriculture Districts - Use Unit 1224 - Request a special exception 
to allow for a sand business only (located within the banks of the 
Arkansas River) In an AG zoned district, located 11300 South 
Delaware Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The app 1 1  cant, Ray Crawford, 6733 South 72nd East Avenue, Tu Isa, 
Oklahoma, was represented by Bob Nichols, 111 West 5th Street, 
Tulsa, Oklahoma. Mr. Nichols Informed that the owner Is currently 
under contract to sell the property to an Individual that Is 
proposing to operate a sand business, which would consist of 
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Case No. 14942 (continued) 
dredging sand from the Arkansas River. He stated that a previous 
request for the operation of a concrete plant and dirt business was 
den I ed by th Is Board In May of th Is year. Mr. N I  cho Is exp I a I ned 
that the previous case has been appealed to District Court, but this 
appl !cation deals only with the extraction of sand from the river. 

Camlents and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley pointed out that approximately five acres of property Is 
under appl !cation and asked Mr. Nichols If the legal could be 
amended to restrict the operation to the river and river bank only. 
He repl led that his cl lent wll I be removing sand from the river, but 
the loading of trucks wll I occur on the bank, and that his cl lent Is 
agreeable to restricting the operation to those areas. Mr. Nichols 
stated that 10 to 15 truck loads of sand will be removed from the 
river each day. 

Mr. Gardner Informed that a legal description could be prepared that 
would designate the actual portion of the property that will be used 
for the sand removal operation. 

There was discussion concerning the pending appeal, and Mr. Nichols 
stated that he was not Involved In the appeal process, but It Is his 
understanding that upon approval of this application, Mr. Crawford 
wll I convey the property to the new owner and dismiss the appeal. 

Mr. Sm I th asked Mr. N I  cho I s I f d I rt w I I I be extracted from the 
property, and he rep I I ed that d I rt w 11 I not be removed from the 
site. 

Protest ants: 
G. W. Newton, 4332 South Troost Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that 
he Is represent Ing the abutt Ing property owner, Southeast Leas Ing 
Corporation. He pointed out that a plot plan Is not available for 
review, and the hours of operation have not been stated. Mr. Newton 
emphasized that mining operations In the area are a traffic hazard, 
as wel I as a health hazard, and that everyone might have a different 
opinion as to how far the river bank would extend. It was noted by 
the protestant that some type of pav Ing may be requ I red for the 
driveway to the loading site. 

Addltlonal Camlents: 
Mr. Jackere advised that the major protests at the previous hearing 
concerning this tract was the excavating of soil, and If there Is an 
opposition to the dredging operation, It should be voiced at this 
time. 

Mr. Nichols stated that the road to the property has an all-weather 
surface and the hours of operation can be limited to those between 
day I lght and dusk. 

Mr. Smith asked If the land that was Involved In the mining 
operation has been restored, and Mr. Nichols repl led that the holes 
have been · f I I I ed and the I and has been restored to I ts natura I 
state. 
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Case No. 14942 (continued) 
Ms. Bradley asked Mr. Gardner If the Master Plan cal Is for 
res I dent I a I deve I opment In th Is area, and he rep 1 1  ed that t t ts 
planned for resldentlal development sometime In the future. 

Mr. Nichols pointed out that there ts a severe drainage problem In 
the area at this time and development would not be feaslble In the 
near future. 

Applic ant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. N I  cho Is po I nted out that var I ous types of dredg Ing and d I rt 
operat Ions have been conducted In the area for approx I mate I y 30 
years, with the heaviest type of activity being conducted In the 
past two years. He pointed out that the appllcant has never had a 
complalnt flied, but he previously made appl !cation to the Board to 
ensure that the operation could be conducted on the property. Mr. 
Nichols stated that he had planned to sel I the property, but that 
sale was not completed because of the previous dental. 

Bo ard Act I on: 
On t«>TION of QUARLES, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") 
to APPROVE a Speci al Exception ( Section 3 10 - Principal Uses 
Permitted In Agriculture Districts - Use Unit 1224) to allow for a 
sand dredging business only (located within the banks of the 
Arkansas River) In an AG zoned district; per revised legal 
description deleting al I property east of the "river bank" from this 
app I I cat I on; sub J ect .to no m In Ing of d I rt on the property; and 
subject to days and hours of operation being Monday through 
Saturday, dayl lght to dusk; finding that numerous slmllar operations 
have been conducted on the property for many years, and that the 
sand dredging business wlll not be detrimental to the area; on the 
fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 14943 

Lot 6 and the SE/4, NE/4, Section 32, T- 18- N, R- 13-E, and the 
N/2, SW/4, NW/4, Section 33, T- 18- N, R- 13-E, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Speclal Exception - Section 7 10 - Principal Uses Permitted In 
Commercial Districts - Use Unit 12 15 - Request a spectal exception 
to al low for the wholesale manufacturing of sandwiches In a C S  zoned 
district, located 17 19 North Lewis Avenue. 

Present ation: 
The appl leant, Tom Coleman, 44 10 Llndley Drive, Claremore, Oklahoma, 
stated that the bulldlng at the above stated location has previously 
been used for a fast food restaurant, and asked the Board to al low a 
wholesale operation on the property. Mr. Coleman Informed that the 
business wll I prepare food for convenience stores. 
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Case No. 14943 (continued) 
Callnents and Questions: 

Mr. Jackere asked If the product wll I be del lvered, and the 
appl leant answered In the affirmative. In response to Mr. Jackere's 
I nqu I ry as to the s I ze of the de 11 very trucks, Mr. Co I eman stated 
that the trucks are 3/4-ton, with a 4 1 by 6 1 refrigerator box. 

Mr. Quar I es asked If th Is Is a canteen type opera+ I on, and the 
appl leant stated that It Is a slmllar business. He Informed that he 
has been operat Ing a s Im 11 ar type bus I ness across the street for 
approxlmately 25 years. 

Ms. Bradley Inquired as to the number of delivery trucks used In the 
business, and the applicant repl led that the business only has one 
truck at this time, but may have four by the end of the year. 

In response to Ms. Bradley's question, the applicant Informed that 
the days and hours of operat I on w 1 11 be Monday through Fr I day, 
4:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Act I on: 
On t«>TION of SMITH, the Board voted 4-0-0 C Brad I ey, Chappa 1 1  e, 
Quarles, Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") 
to APPROVE a Speci al Exception ( Section 7 10 - Prlnclpal Uses 
Permitted In Commerclal Districts - Use Unit 12 15) to allow for the 
wholesale manufacturing of sandwiches In a C S  zoned district; 
f Ind Ing that the app I I cant has been opera+ Ing a s Im 1 1  ar bus I ness 
across the street from the proposed location for many years; and 
that the sandwich manufacturing business wll I not be detrimental to 
the area, and will be compatible with the surrounding uses; on the 
fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 14944 

Lot 486, Block 38, Tulsa Heights Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 320.2(b) - Accessory Use Conditions - Use 
Unit 122 1 - Request a variance of sign height, a variance of 
perm I tted square footage and a var I ance to a I I ow two e I ectron I c 
message centers and Identification signs. 

Variance - Section 122 1.3(b4) - Use Conditions for Business Signs -
Use Un It 122 1 - Request a var I ance to al I ow a f I ash Ing s lgn w Ith 
greater than 25 watt bulbs, located north and east of NE/c 7 1st and 
Memorial. 
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Case No. 14944 (continued) 
Present ation: 

The appl leant, Amy Jones, 2930 West 9th Avenue, Denver, Colorado, 
was represented by Roy Johnsen, 324 Main Mal I, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
attorney for the appl leant. Mr. Johnsen submitted photographs 
(Exhibit F-2) and a sign plan (Exhibit F- 1) for an electronic 
message center proposed for two entrances at Wood I and H 11 Is Ma I I • 
He noted that one sign will be located on Memorial Drive, and one 
wll I be lnstal led at the second entry going east on 7 1st Street from 
the Memorlal Intersection. Mr. Johnsen explained that the mal I 
property has mu It Ip I e zon Ing c I ass If I cat Ions, w I th the I andscaped 
part being In the AG zoned area, the parking In the OL portion and 
CG zon Ing where the bu 11 d Ing Is constructed. He noted that there 
are existing 4' high ground signs In the OL district where the new 
e I ectron I c message s I gns w 11 I be I nsta I I ed, and that the he I ght 
l Imitation for signs In this area Is 20' and the display surface 
I Imitation Is .2' for each foot of street frontage. He stated that 
each of the proposed signs wlll �e 24' In height and wll I contain 
190' of d I sp I ay surf ace area, w I th the e I ectron I c port I on be Ing 
5 1/2' by 12 1/2', or approximately 70 sq. ft. Johnsen pointed out 
that there are billboards two stacks high located on the C S  property 
on the northeast corner of the 7 1st and Memorial Intersection, which 
Is not a part of the mal I. It was noted that the height I Imitation 
for signs In this C S  area Is 30 1 • 

Conments and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner asked If the message on the sign wlll flash or have a 
rap Id change rate, and Mr. Johnsen rep I I ed that the message can 
change one time each six seconds, but does not flash, and that his 
cl lent would be In agreement with that condition being Imposed. He 
Informed that the requested relief for bulbs greater than 25 watts 
Is no longer needed, as all bulbs on the signs will be either 25 
watts or less. 

Mr. Gardner po I nted out that contra I I Ing the speed of the message 
change will control the flashing aspect of the sign. He explained 
that normally the entire 150 acre tract where the mal I Is located 
wou Id have been zoned commerc I a I If the deve I opment had been In 
conformance w I th the Comp re hens Ive P I  an. He noted that the OL 
portion was never Intended for office use, but was strictly for 
park Ing purposes, so If the ent I re shopp Ing center had been zoned 
commercial, the signs In question would be allowed by right. 

Mr. Quarles remarked that Woodland Hll Is Is a major regional 
shopping mal I and. It Is Important that people coming from outlying 
areas be able to easily Identify the entrances. 
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Case No. 14944 (continued) 
Bo ard Action: 

On MOTION of SMllH, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle, 
Quarles, Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") 
to APPROVE a V ari ance (Section 320.2(b) - Accessory Use Conditions -
Use Unit 122 1) of sign height, a variance of permitted square 
footage and a variance to allow two electronic message centers and 
Identification signs; and to APPROVE a V ari ance (Section 122 1.3(b4) 
- Use Conditions for Business Signs - Use Unit 1221) to al low a 
flashlng sign; per plot plan submitted; subject to the flashing sign 
being control led to cycle no more than one time each five seconds; 
finding a hardship demonstrated by multiple zoning classlflcatlons 
on the property; and finding that there are numerous large signs In 
the area and a sign at the requested height (24') would be allowed 
by r I ght In the C S  zoned property to the north and south of the 
subject tract; on the fol I owing described property: 

Case No. 14945 

A part of Lot 1, Block 1, Woodland Hll Is Mall Addition, City of 
Tu Isa, Tu Isa County, State of Ok I ahoma be Ing descr I bed as: 
Beginning at the SW/c of Section 1, T- 18-N, R- 13-E, thence 
north 850' to the Point of Beginning, thence east 150', north 
100', west 150', south 100' to the Po Int of Beg Inn Ing at the 
SW/c of Section 1, T- 18- N, R- 13-E, thence east 1,850' to the 
Point of Beginning, thence north 150 1, east 100', south 150', 
west 100 1 to the Point of Beginning, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430. 1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In Resldentlal 
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a variance of setback from the 
east property I lne from 20' to 10 1 and from the north property llne 
from 10 1 to 4' to al low for reconstruction of a dwel I Ing, located 
70 1 North Cheyenne. 

Present ation: 
The appl leant, Gerald Angus, PO Box 50045, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who 
submitted a plot plan (Exhibit G-3) and photographs (Exhibit G- 1 ), 
explalned that the house In question was damaged by fire and Is to 
be reconstructed. He stated that he a I so owns the house to the 
north of the subject tract. Mr. Angus Informed that most of the 
damage was confined to the upper story of the house. 

Camients and Questions: 
Mr. Chappe I I e asked Mr. Angus If the ex I st Ing foundat I on w 11 I be 
used, and he answered In the affirmative. 

Ms. Bradley asked the appllcant If he resides In the house, and he 
repl led that he does not I Ive In the house, but will either rent or 
sel I It when the work Is completed. 

Mr. Gardner po I nted out that the app I I cant has stated that a I I 
construction wll I be on the existing foundation. 
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Case No. 14945 (continued) 
Protestants: 

One I etter of protest C Exh I b It G-2) was rece I ved by Staff and 
submitted to the Board. 

Board Act I on: 
On MOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 3-0- 1 CBradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; Quarles, "abstaining", White, "absent") to 
APPROVE a V ari ance (Section 430. 1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In 
Res I dent I a I D I  str I cts - Use Un It 1206) of setback from the east 
property I lne from 20' to 10' and from the north property I lne from 
10' to 4' to allow for reconstruction of a dwel llng; per plot plan 
submitted; subject to al I construction being on the existing 
foundation; f Ind Ing that there are numerous homes In the older 
addition that encroach · 1nto the required setback, and that the house 
In question wll I merely be restored to Its former condition; on the 
fol lowing described property: 

The west 80' of Lot 7, Block 13, Burgess HII I Addition, City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 14946 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 930 - Bulk and Area Requirements In Residential 
Districts - Use Unit 1223 - Request a variance of setback from the 
centerline of 4th Street from 55' to 45' and from the center! lne of 
Rockford Avenue from 55' to 50', located 1443 East 4th Street. 

Present ation: 
The app I I cant, Ray Conard, 2725 South Merner I a I, Tu Isa, Ok I ahoma, 
submitted a plot plan (Exhibit H- 1) for proposed construction at the 
above stated location. He pointed out that all of the bulldlngs In 
the area have been built on the property I lne. Mr. Conard Informed 
that the building wll I be 30' by 70'. 

Camients and Questions: 
Ms. Hubbard pointed out that the appl leant must have required 
parking on the lot of use or obtain a variance from this Board. She 
noted that he has 16' on which to park, but the parking layout Is 
mostly In the right-of-way. 

Mr. Conard stated that the City Engineer has approved the parking 
layout. 

Mr. Smith suggested that the Board act on the variance that has been 
advertised and al low the appl leant to return If further rel let Is 
needed. 

Ms. Hubbard Informed that she has Just recently received the plans 
and has not had an opportunity to review them. 
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Case No. 14946 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On Jl>TION of SMITH, the Board voted 3-0- 1 (Bradley, Chappelle, 
Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; Quarles, "abstaining"; White, "absent") to 
APPROVE a V ari ance (Section 930 - Bulk and Area Requirements In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1223) of setback from the 
centerl lne of 4th Street from 55 1 to 45 1 and from the centerline of 
Rockford Avenue from 55 1 to 50 1; and CONTltlJE any additional relief 
required by the Building Inspector; per plot plan submitted; finding 
that numerous buildings In the area have been constructed on the lot 
I lne; and finding a hardship Imposed on the appl leant by the corner 

lot location and required setbacks from two streets; on the 
fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 14947 

The south 85 1 of Lot 22, Block 18, Lynch and Forsythe Addition, 
City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 4 10 - Principal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1205 - Request a special exception 
to a I I ow for a day care center In an R S-3 zoned d I str I ct, I ocated 
105 West 50th Place North. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Harvey Walker, 6 14 East 59th Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
asked the Board to approve the operation of a day care center at the 
above stated location. One letter of support (Exhibit J- 1) was 
submitted by the appl leant. 

Camients and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley asked If the day care center to the southeast Is stlll 
In operation, and Mr. Walker stated that It Is no longer In 
operation and the house Is being used as a residence. 

Board Action: 
On Jl>TION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 4-0-0 C Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") 
to APPROVE a Speclal Exception ( Section 4 10 - Principal Uses 
Permitted In Residential Districts - Use Unit 1205) to allow for a 
day care center In an R S-3 zoned district; finding that a day care 
center has previously been In operation In the neighborhood; and 
that the granting.of the request wll I not be detrimental to the area 
and wll I be In harmony with the spirit and Intent of the Code and 
the Comprehensive Plan; on the fol lowing described property: 

Lot 24, Block 8, Valley View Acres Addition, City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 14948 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 122 1.5 - Use Conditions for Business Signs - Use 
Unit 122 1 - Request a variance to al low for a 785 sq. ft. sign In an 
I L  zoned district, located 33 12 - 3332 South Memorial Drive. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Kelly Mc New, 184 1 East 15th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
stated that he has a billboard on his property at the above stated 
locatlon, and asked the Board to permit him to attach a I lghted sign 
on the same pole. A sign plan (Exhibit K- 1) was submitted. 

Protestants: 
Gary Evans, 3357 South 139th East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma, general 
manager of Chrysler/ Plymouth, located at 3350 South Memorial, asked 
the Board to deny the appl !cation. He pointed out that there are 
numerous signs In the area, one of which Is a stacked blllboard, and 
emphasized that the addltlonal sign on the pole will be unsightly 
and restrict the view of motorists at that location. 

Bo ard Action: 
On MOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 4-0-0 C Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") 
to DENY a V ari ance ( Section 122 1.5 - Use Conditions for Business 
Slgris""=° Use Unit 122 1) to al low for a 785 sq. ft. sign In an I L  
zoned d I str I ct; f Ind Ing that the app I I cant fa 11 ed to present a 
hardship that would warrant the granting of the variance request; on 
the fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 14949 

Beginning at a point 150 1 south and 50 1 west of the NE/c, of 
the N/2, of the SE/4, of the NE/4, Section 23, T- 19- N, R- 13-E, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma; thence south para I lel with the east 
I lne of said section a distance of 150 1 to a point; thence west 

250 1 to a point; thence north 150.22 1 ; thence S 89 °57 100" E a  
d I stance of 250 1 to the Po Int of Beg Inn Ing, City of Tu Isa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 4 10 and 7 10 - Principal Uses Permitted 
In Resldentlal and Commercial Districts - Use Unit 1202 - Request a 
spec I a I except I on to a I I ow for a temporary tent rev Iva I ( brush 
arbor), located south of S W/c North Mingo and East Newton Street. 

Present at I on: 
The appl leant, Daniel Phil lips, 1229 North 94th East Avenue, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, submitted photographs (Exhibit L-2) of the church property 
and the surrounding area, and asked the Board to al low the church to 
erect a tent and conduct a nighttime rev I val. He Informed that 
there Is adequate lighting and parking on the church property, and 
the tent will be close enough to the bulldlng to use the restrooms 
there. A drawing (Exhibit L-1) was submitted. 
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Case No. 14949 (continued) 
Camients and Questions: 

Ms. Brad I ey asked the app I I cant to est I mate the number of peop I e 
that wit I attend the revival, and Mr. Phll llps rep I led that between 
100 and 200 are expected to attend. 

Mr. Chappel le Inquired as to the dates and time for the services, 
and the applicant replied that the revival has been scheduled from 
October 12 to October 23, 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

Board Action: 
On tl>TION of QUARLES, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") 
to APPROVE a Speci al Exception ( Section 4 10 and 7 10 - Principal Uses 
Permitted In Resldentlal and Commerclal Districts - Use Unit 1202) 
to al low for a temporary tent revival (brush arbor); subject to 
outside church services being held between October 12th and October 
23rd, 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.; finding that the granting of the 
temporary request for outside church services will not be 
detrimental to the area; on the fol I owing described property: 

Case No. 1495 1 

The NE/4, SE/4, NE/4, LE S S  the north 196 1 , Section 36, T-20- N, 
R- 13-E, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 7 10 - Principal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 12 17 - Request a special exception 
to al low for Use Unit 17 (automotive uses) In a C S  zoned district. 

Var I ance - Sect I on 730 - Bu I k and Area Requ I rements In Commerc I a I 
Districts - Use Unit 12 17 - Request a variance of setback from the 
center! lne (of the street to the east) from 50' to 30 1 • 

Variance - Section 12 17.3(b) - Use Unit 12 17 - Use Conditions -
Request a var I ance to a I I ow the open a Ir storage and d I sp I ay of 
merchandise for sale within 300' of an R District. 

Variance - Section 12 17.4 - Off- Street Parking and Loading 
Requirements - Use Unit 12 17 - Request a variance of parking 
requirements from 10 spaces to 5 spaces, located east of NE/c 1 1th 
and 107th East Avenue. 

Present ation: 
The appl leant, George Hiles, 9 159 East 36th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
stated that he was under the Impression that his business would be a 
use In Use Unit 15 when the original plans for his bul I ding were 
drawn. He explalned that It was later determined that the business 
was under Use Unit 17 and the site plan has now been revised to meet 
al I requirements except outside storage. Mr. HIies Informed that he 
Is currently operating a business at another location that deals In 
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Case No. 1495 1 (continued) 
the sale of pickup camper shel Is and accessories (Exhibit M-2). He 
stated that he Is proposing to buy the property In question and move 
his business. A packet (Exhibit M- 1) containing a plot plan and 
letters from Stormwater Management and Traffic Engineering was 
submitted. 

Camients and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner Informed that the first variance deals with the racks 
that wll I display the camper shel I, rather than a building that wll I 
be bullt at this setback. 

After rev I ew Ing the rev I sed p I ans, Ms. Hubbard stated that the 
app I I cant Is no I onger In need of the var I ance request Ing setback 
re I I ef from the street to the east, or the var I ance of park Ing 
requirements. 

Ms. Bradley asked If the racks wll I be located on the west side of 
the property, and Mr. Hiles stated that they wll I be located on al I 
sides of the lot. 

Ms. Bradley asked what Is Included In the accessory sales business, 
and the appl leant Informed that he sel Is running boards, sl !ding 
truck windows, bumpers, etc. 

Interested P arties: 
The resident at 10883 1/2 East 1 1th Street stated that she attended 
the meeting to see what was proposed for the lot, and that she has 
no objection to the camper sales business on the subject property. 
She remarked that a portion of the property does receive flood water 
during extreme rainy seasons. 

Board Act I on: 
On r«>TION of SMITH, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") 
to APPROVE a Speci al Exception (Section 7 10 - Principal Uses 
Permitted In Residential Districts - Use Unit 12 17) to allow for Use 
Unit 17 (automotive uses) In a CS zoned district; and to APPROVE a 
V ari ance ( Section 12 17 .3(b) - Use Un It 12 17 - Use Cond It Ions) to 
a I I ow the open a Ir storage and d I sp I ay of merchand I se for sa I e 
within 300 1 of an R District; per site plan submitted; subject to 
Traff I c Eng I neer Ing approva I for the I ocat I on of storage racks on 
the north and east sides of the property; and subject to the sales 
business being I lmlted to pickup camper she I Is and accessories; 
finding that the original plot plan has been revised and the 
variance of setback from the street to the east and the variance of 
parking requirements Is no longer needed; and that the business wll I 
be comp at I b I e w I th the area and In harmony w I th the sp Ir It and 
Intent of the Code; on the fol lowing described property: 
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Case No. 1495 1 (continued) 
The S/2 of Lot 8, Block 2, East 1 1th Park Addition, City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Addltlon al Conments: 
The applicant stated that the property Is of no value to him If he 
Is required to display the camper shel Is 50' from the street, and It 
was pointed out by the Board members that they have no problem with 
the I ocat I on of the she I Is 30' from the center 11 ne If Traff I c 
Engineering approves the location. 

Mr. Gardner suggested to the appl leant that he could delay the 
closing of the real estate transaction until Traffic Engineering has 
approved the location of the camper shel Is. 

Case No. 14952 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 4 10 - Principal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1202 - Requests a special exception 
to a I I ow for an outdoor Chr I stmas tree sa I es I ot In a CS zoned 
district, located SE/c 4 1st Street and Harvard Avenue. 

Present ation: 
The app 11 cant, Southwest Nursery, 540 1 West Ske 11 y Dr Ive, Tu Isa, 
Ok I ahoma, was represented by B 111 Man I ey, 3 1 1 1  East 58th Pl ace, 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, who requested permission to sell Christmas trees on 
the southeast corner of 4 1  st and Harvard. He Informed that sa I es 
have been conducted yearly at this location for the past 37  years. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of SMllH, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Brad I ey, Chappe 11 e, 
Quarles, Smith, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; White, "absent") 
to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 4 10 - Principal Uses 
Permitted In Residential Districts - Use Unit 1202) to al low for an 
outdoor Christmas tree sales lot In a CS zoned district for the 1988 
season; finding that the temporary sales operation has been 
conducted yearly at this location for many years and has proved to 
be compatible with the area; on the following described property: 

Case No. 14953 

Lot 1, Block 1, V Iiia Grove Heights Addition, City of Tulsa., 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430. 1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In Residential 
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a variance of setback from the 
west property I lne (Union Avenue) from 25' to 3' to al low for a 
detached accessory building, located 324 North Tacoma Avenue. 
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Case No. 14953 (continued) 
Presentation: 

The app 1 1  cant, John Uncapher, 324 North Tacoma, Tu Isa, Ok I ahoma, 
submitted a plot plan (Exhibit N-2) and photographs (Exhibit N-1) 
and requested permission to reconstruct a greenhouse that was 
destroyed by fire. The appl leant pointed out that he wit I be forced 
to sacrifice his garden area, remove a tree and many shrubs If the 
structure Is constructed at the required setback. 

Ccnnents and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner asked the app 1 1  cant If h Is house faces Tacoma Street, 
with the back yard on Union Avenue, and he answered In the 
affirmative. 

Mr. Gardner advised that the applicant has a double lot and would be 
al lowed to build within 3' of the property I lne If the back yard was 
not abutting a public street. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On tl>TION of QUARLES, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, "aye "; no "nays "; no "abstentions "; White, "absent ") 
to APPROVE a V ariance (Section 430. 1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1206) of setback from the west 
property I lne ( Union Avenue) from 25' to 3' to al low for a detached 
accessory bu t I ding; per plot plan submitted; finding a hardship 
Imposed on the applicant by the fact that the subject property has 
street frontage on two pub 1 1  c streets; and . f Ind Ing that the a 
greenhouse was prev I ous I y I ocated on the I ot; on the f o I I ow Ing 
described property: 

Lots 5 and 6, Block 12, Park Hll I Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

OTHER BUS INESS 

Case No. 1483 1  

Action Requested: 
Char I es Norman requested c I ar If I cat I on of m I nutes, s I te p I an and 
project statistics for Case No. 1483 1. 

Presentation: 
The app I I cant, Char I es Norman, Su I te 909, Kennedy Bu I Id Ing, Tu Isa, 
Oklahoma, stated that the appl !cation In question was presented and 
approved In June of 1988. He exp I a I ned that the request was to 
expand an existing building, and that during the process of 
acquiring a building permit, a question arose as to whether or not 
It was clear that there was to be an addition to the second story. 
Mr. Norman pointed out that the site plan filed at that time Is of 
the ground level, but the perspective view from the northeast did . 
dep I ct the back s I de of the bu 11 d Ing. He referred to project 
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C ase No. 1483 1 (continued) 
statistics (Exhibit R- 1) which show the amount of square footage 
th at Is to be added to the first and second floors of the building. 
Mr. Norm an stated that he f a ! led to submit re ar elevations or a 
second floor site pl an at the prior Bo ard of Adjustment he aring. 

Colllnents and Questions: 
Mr. Qu arles asked Mr. Norm an If he Is before the Bo ard at this time 
mere I y to conf I rm th at the construct I on w 11 I Inc I ude the second 
story of the house. 

Mr. Norm an suggested th at the minutes be corrected to cl arify th at 
the pr I or approv a I w as accord Ing to the s I te p I an In the project 
st atistics. 

Ms. Hubb ard st ated th at she did not suggest th at the Bo ard clarify 
the minutes. She Informed th at Mr. Norm an asked her If the 
situ ation could be h and led through .the clarlflc atlon of the minutes, 
and th at she w as not opposed to th Is procedure If It cou Id be 
completed without re advertlslng. Ms. Hubb ard stated th at she could 
h ave Issued the perm It If the Bo ard h ad Inc I uded the second story 
addition In their approv al motion. 

Mr. J ackere Informed th at the appl !c ation was for a speci al 
exception for an expansion, however, a two-story addition In an 0L 
zoned district requires a v ari ance. He st ated that the 
advertisement Is to notify the pub I le of wh at Is t aking pl ace on the 
property, and th at It wou Id h ave been I mposs I b I e for a property 
owner receiving the prior notice to determine th at this w as to be a 
two-story addition. 

Mr. Norm an pointed out th at It should h ave been cle ar by the 
exh I b I ts subm I tted and the present at I on at the pr I or meet Ing th at 
the addition w as to Include the second story. He st ated th at every 
building on th at side of the street Is two-story and h as been since 
lnltl al construction. Mr. Norm an noted th at the residents In the 
are a were advised of the owners Intent and the pl ans were reviewed 
by the Gillette Historic District. 

Ms. Br adley asked Mr. J ackere If the applic ation was leg ally 
advertised, and he rep I led th at, In his opinion, It w as not leg ally 
advertised. 

Mr. Qu arles asked when the construction Is to begin, and Mr. Norm an 
Informed that It w as to begin a week ago. 

Mr. Qu ar I es stated th at the res I dents of the ne I ghborhood were 
adv I sed of the Intent of the owner, and th at the Bo ard w as a I so 
adv I sed th at the proposed construct I on w as to Inc I ude the second 
floor of the building. 

Mr. Qu arles and Mr. Ch appelle stated th at they understood from the 
prev I ous meet Ing th at the second f I oor w as to be Inc I uded In the 
add ltlon. 
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Case No . 1 4831 ( cont i nued ) 
Ms . Brad l ey stated that the prev i ous request shou l d  have been for a 
var I ance, and that the Board shou I d  cons I der the op I n  I on of I ega I 
counse l I n  th i s  matter . 

Board Action :  

On t«>TION of QUARLES, the Board voted 2- 1 - 1  ( Chappe l l e , Quar l es ,  
"aye";  Brad l ey ,  "nay" ;  Sm i th ,  "absta i n i ng" ;  Wh i te, "absent" ) to 
a.AR IFY* the m I nutes to read that the Board was aware that the 
proposed construct I on I nvo I ved en I argement of the second story of 
the bu 1 1  d I ng ,  and that the surround I ng ne I ghborhood was proper I y 
not i f i ed of the construct i on p l ans . 

*A major i ty vote I s  requ i red for c l ar l f l cat l on of the m i nutes . 

There be i ng no f u rther bus i ness,  the meet i ng was adjou rned at 3 : 47 p . m .  

Date Approved 
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