
CllY BOARD OF ADJUSTIENT 
MINUTES of Meeting No. 527 

Thursday, November 17, 1988, 1:00 p.m. 
Francis F. Campbel I Commission Room 

Plaza Level of City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center 

tEM3ERS PRESENT 

Bradley 

�M3ERS ABSENT STAFF PRESENT 

Stump 

OlltERS PRESENT 

Jackere, Legal 
Department 

Hubbard, Protective 
Inspections 

Chappel I e, Jones 
Chairman 

Quarles 
Moore 

Smith 
White 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, November 15, 1988, at 2:05 p.m., as wel I as In the 
Reception Area of the INCOG offices. 

After dee I ar Ing a quorum present, Cha I rman Chappe 11 e ca I I ed the meet Ing to 
order at 1:00 p.m. 

MltlJTES: 

Ms. Brad I ey requested that the m I nutes for Case No. 14967, wh I ch was 
heard on November 3, 1988, be amended to reflect that Terry WI Ison Is 
District 5 Chairman. 

On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Bradley, Chappelle, Smith, 
White, "aye"; no "nays"; Quarles, "abstaining"; none "absent") to APPROVE 
the Minutes of November 3, 1988, as amended. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Case No. 14975 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In Resldentlal 
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a variance of front yard setback 
from 25' to 1 ' to a I I ow for a carport, I ocated 5728 East 18th 
Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, David Lammie, was not present. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"absent") to CONTINUE Case No. 14975 to December 3, 1988, to al low 
Staff sufficient time to contact the appl leant. 
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MINOR VARIANCES ANO EXCEPTIONS 

Case No. 14978 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In Resldentlal 
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a variance of side yard setback 
from 10 1 to 7 1 to allow for an existing dwelling In order to clear 
the tltle, located 3726 East 43rd Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, James Gladden, 3726 East 43rd Street, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, who submitted a plat of survey (Exhibit A-1) , stated that 
he purchased the subject property approximately two years ago and It 
has been discovered that the east corner of the existing house Is 6" 
over the setback boundary. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Act I on: 
On MOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance (Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area 
Requirements In Resldentlal Districts - Use Unit 1206) of side yard 
setback from 10 1 to 7 1 to al low for an existing dwel I Ing In order to 
clear the title; per plat of survey; on the fol lowing described 
property: 

Lot 3, Block 15, Patrick Henry Blocks 13-23 lncluslve, City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

NEW APPLICATIONS 

Case No. 14976 

Presentat I on: 
Appeal - Section 1650 - Appeals from the Code Enforcement Supervisor 
- Use Unit 1211 - Request an appeal from the decision of the Code 
Enforcement Department In determining that a pawnbroker business Is 
be Ing conducted In an OM zoned d I str I ct, I ocated 2431 East 51 st 
Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Stephen Schuller, 610 South Main, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
represented E. W. FI sher, tenant of the prem I ses In quest I on. He 
explained that the Code Enforcement Inspector has ordered his cl lent 
to relocate what ts characterized by the Inspector as a pawnbroker 
business. Mr. Schuller Informed that Mr. Fisher's business 
prlmarlly consists of making real estate loans (approximately 94%) ,  
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Case No. 14976 (continued) 
w l th a sma I I percent of the bus I ness be Ing automob 11 e I eas l ng and 
the remainder being loans secured by personal property, which deal 
mainly with Jewelry. He stated that Mr. Fisher takes possession of 
personal property until the debt ls paid by the customer, therefore, 
by definition of law, he Is a pawnbroker and Is required to have a 
I lcense. It was noted by the appl leant that his cl lent deals In 
real estate Investments and has a wholesale diamond trade, which 
consists of appraising, grading and evaluating diamonds. Mr. 
Schuller Informed that his cl lent does not have a retail business on 
the subject property, and has been at the present location for four 
years, with no complaints. Photographs (Exhibit B-1) were 
submitted. 

Cormients and Questions: 
Ms. Hubbard Informed that she has prevlously Issued a zoning 
clearance permit for a similar operation In an OL District, with the 
condition that no retail sales be conducted on the property. 

Mr. Quarles Informed that he has viewed the property and found that 
a typical pawnshop Is not being operated at this location. 

Ms. Bradley asked where Mr. Fisher keeps the Jewelry that Is held 
for col lateral, and he rep I led that the Jewelry Is stored In a safe 
place. He noted that, In case of default, the Items are disposed of 
on a wholesale basis. 

Mr. Jackere pointed out that the appl leant Is before the Board today 
as the result of a complaint to Code Enforcement that a pawnshop Is 
In operation on the premises. He stated that a representative of 
that department Investigated the complaint and made the 
determination that a pawnbroker business was, In fact, being 
conducted at this location. 

Ed Hayes, a representative of Code Enforcement, stated that he made 
the Initial Investigation of the complaint and personally asked Mr. 
Fisher's secretary If a pawnshop Is In operation In the office. He 
Informed that after rece l v Ing an aff I rmat Ive answer, he to Id her 
that he would have to do some research on the case and would contact 
her later. Mr. Hayes stated that Mr. Fisher phoned him that evening 
and exp I a I ned the operat I on. He stated that, accord Ing to the 
definition of a pawnshop and the requirements of the Zoning Code, he 
Issued Mr. Fisher a notice to relocate the business. 

Ms. Wh I te asked Mr. Schu I I er to c I ar I fy h Is statement that a I most 
al I of the business Is conducted away from the premises. Mr. 
Schuller Informed that the wholesale diamond business ls conducted 
mostly away from the office, but some of the negotiating of business 
transactions Is conducted on the office phone. 
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Case No. 14976 (continued) 
Ms. White asked how resale of Items Is conducted, and Mr. Schuller 
repl led that these transactions are conducted by mall. 

In response to Ms. Bradley's Inquiry as to Items other than Jewelry 
and cars, Mr. Schuller reiterated that the bulk of the business 
deals with real estate, but on occasion an Item of particular value, 
such as a piece of art, might be considered. 

Mr. Quarles stated that he does not perceive the business, as It Is 
presently being conducted, as being a pawn shop. 

Ms. White stated that she Is not comfortable In going against the 
dee Is I on of Code Enforcement when Mr. FI sher has a pawnbroker' s 
11 cense. 

Mr. Jackere stated that retail sales Is typically associated with a 
pawn shop, but the Board could find that the pawnbroker business Is 
Incidental to other lending practices conducted by the Mr. Fisher 
and that any u nc I a I med I terns cou Id be d I sposed of at some other 
location. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Act I on: 
On MOTION of QUARLES, the Board voted 4-1-0 (Chappel le, Quarles, 
Smith, White "aye"; Bradley, "nay"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"absent") to APPROVE an Appeal (Section 1650 - Appeals from the Code 
Enforcement Supervisor - Use Unit 1211) and reverse the decision of 
the Code Enforcement Department In determ In Ing that a pawnbroker 
business Is being conducted In an OM zoned district; finding that 
the business In question Is not a typical pawn shop operation, In 
that I terns are taken as co I I atera I for I oans, but there are no 
reta 11 sa I es of mere hand I se conducted on the prem I ses, nor Is It 
permitted (unclaimed Items to be disposed of at a commercial 
location) ; and finding that the major portion of the owner' s 
business deals with real estate transactions and the appraisal or 
wholesal Ing of gems; on the fol lowing described property: 

Lot 1, Block 1, Tower Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 14977 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 930 - Bulk and Area Requirements In Industrial 
DI str I cts - Use Un It 1226 - Request a var I ance of setback from an 
abutting R District from 75' to 24 1

• 

Variance - Section 1226 - Use Conditions - Use Unit 1226 - Request a 
variance of the screening requirements, located 2765 Dawson Road. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Robert Lukken, 5454 South 99th East Avenue, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, stated that he Is the contractor for the proposed 
construction and Is representing Mr. Slagle, owner of the property 
In question. He stated that heat exchangers wll I be fabricated and 
assemb I ed on s I te, and the bu 11 d Ing w I I I be extended 244' to the 
south to accommodate the new business. Mr. Lukken Informed that It 
was discovered during the appllcatlon for a bulldlng permit that the 
the proposed addition wi t I extend Into the required setback. A plot 
pl an (Exhibit C-1) was submitted. 

Corrments and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley asked If the variance of the screening requirements Is 
for the west side of the property, and the appl leant answered In the 
aff I rmat Ive. Ms. Brad I ey po I nted out that the houses to the west 
are occupied at this time. 

Ms. Hubbard Informed that the proposed construction will extend 2' 
further to the west than the existing building. 

Protestants: 
Mary Works, 1213 North Columbia Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, submitted 
photographs (Exhibit C-2) and represented approxlmately 20 property 
owners that were In the audience. She asked the Board to deny the 
variance requests, but In the event the appltcatlon Is approved, a 
10' screening fence be required along the north and west boundaries 
of the property. She Informed that the business Is noisy, and the 
fencing material Is metal and very unsightly. A petition and 
summary of objections (Exhibit C-3) were submitted. 

Ms. Bradley noted that the case report reflects that the screening 
requirements have been waived In 1976. 

WI 11 tam W t  Ison, 1318 North Delaware, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that 
the present north screen Ing fence was a resu It of a court case 
Involving yellow paint that drifted from a previous business to the 
neighboring houses and cars. 

Mr. Jackere Informed that, If the screening was waived on the west 
boundary In 1976, the app I I cant Is not In need of the second 
variance, however, If the Board Is Incl lned to approve the setback, 
a screening requirement could be Imposed as a condition of approval. 

11 • 17. 88: 527 C 5) 



Case No. 14977 (continued) 
A property owner to the rear of the proposed construct I on stated 
that she has a buyer for her property, but the sa I e h I nges on 
whether or not the extension of the existing building Is approved. 

Pat Slagle, owner of the property In question, stated that the 
moving In of equipment produces a lot of noise and the operation 
wll I be quieter after the lnstal latlon of the equipment Is finished. 
She stated that screening wlll be lnstal led If It Is required, and 
pointed out that painting Is completed at other locations. 

Mr. Sm I th asked Ms. SI ag I e If It Is correct that no pa Int Ing and 
sandblasting wll I be done on the premises, and she rep I led that they 
def In I te I y do not sandb I ast and that she Is not sure about. the 
outs I de pa Int Ing. She Informed that they do pa Int Ins I de the 
bu 11 d Ing. 

Mr. Quarles asked If there wll I be breaking and rel I Ing of material, 
and Ms. Slagel rep I led that the mater I al ls burned. 

In response to Mr. Jackere's question, Ms. Slagle Informed that the 
west 24' of the property Is a driveway. 

Wendy McIntosh, 1319 North Delaware, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that 
she lived to the rear of the business and requested that the north 
fence be maintained and that no openings or gates be al lowed on the 
north. 

Lawrence Nichols, 1457 North Delaware, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that 
the business Is noisy and requested that screening be lnstal led. 

Applicant's Rebuttal : 
Ms. Brad I ey I nqu I red as to the square footage of the proposed 
addition, and Mr. Lukken rep I led that 16,000 sq. ft. of floor space 
will be added. He further noted that the owner of the business Is 
agreeable to continuing the fencing to Include the west boundary. 

It was the genera I consensus of the Board that a screen Ing fence 
wll I be necessary on the north and west of the property. 

Ms. Bradley asked Mr. Lukken to address the hardship for the 
variance request, and he rep I led that the crane takes the parts from 
the manufacturing building to the assembly building and the two 
buildings must be centered to accommodate the crane. 

Ms. White asked If the additional screening wll I be the same height 
as the ex I st Ing fence, and the app I I cant answered In the 
affirmative. 

Ms. Bradley remarked that the appl leant has not presented a hardship 
for this case. 

Mr. Smith and Mr. Chappel I e stated that they cou Id not approve 
corrugated metal as material for fencing. 
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Case No. 14977 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On K>TION of QUARLES, the Board voted 3-2-0 (Chappel le, Quarles, 
Smith, "aye"; Bradley, White "nay"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance (Section 930 - Bulk and Area 
Requ I rements In I ndustr I a I D I  strlcts - Use Un It 1226) of setback 
from an abutting R District from 75 1 to 24 1 ; and to APPROVE a 
Variance C Section 1226 - Use Cond It Ions - Use Un It 1226) of the 
screening requirements; subject to a screening fence being Installed 
on the west boundary with a height equal to the height of the fence 
on the north boundary; subject to the app I I cant return Ing to the 
Board for approval of fencing design and material; finding a 
hardship Imposed by the large size of the tract and the location of 
the existing building on the lot; on the fol lowing described 
property: 

Case No. 14979 

A tract of land In the SE/4, NW/4 of Section 32, T-20-N, 
R-13-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, more particularly described as 
fol lows, to-wit: Beginning at the NE/c of the SE/4, NW/4 of 
Section 32, T-20-N, R-13-E; thence S 89°15 1 0711 W along the 
north I I ne of the SE/ 4, NW/ 4, a d I stance of 277 • 37 1 ; thence 
S 0°47 1 27 11 E along the east I lne of Home Lawn Addition a 
d I stance of 744.40 1 to the NE/c of Lot 13, Block 1 of said 
addition; thence S 0°09 1 1211 W along the east line of Lot 13 a 
d I stance of 15.24 1 to the SE/ c thereof; thence S 0°59 1 33" E a 
distance of 24.56 1 to a point on the north edge of Dawson Road; 
thence N 66 °05 1 47 11 E a I ong the north edge of Dawson Road a 
distance of 300.95 1 to a point; thence N 0°47 1 1111 W a distance 
of 397 .03' ; thence N 0°38 1 2511 W a distance of 268.82 1 to the 
Point of Beginning. Containing 4.60 acres, more or less, 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 
centerline of 57th Street from 55 1 to 35 1 to allow for an existing 
dwell Ing In order to clear the title, located 7807 East 57th Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Al Ice Slemp, 6102 South Sheridan, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
stated that she Is a real estate agent representing the owner of the 
property. It was noted that the house was apparent I y constructed 
over the property I lne and has changed ownership several times 
during the past 19 years. A plat of survey (Exhibit D-1) was 
submitted. 

Camients and Questions: 
Mr. Chappel le asked If new construction Is planned on the lot, and 
the appl leant repl led that there wll I be no new construction. 

Protestants: None. 
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Case No. 14979 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On MOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle, 
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"ab sent") to APPROVE a Var I ance ( Sect I on 430. 1 - Bu I k and Area 
Requ I rements In Res I dent I a I DI str I cts - Use Un It 1206) of setback 
from the centerl lne of 57th Street from 55' to 35' to allow for an 
existing dwel I Ing In order to clear the title; per survey submitted; 
finding a hardship Imposed on the appl leant by the corner lot 
locatlon and the fact that the existing house was constructed over 
the setback I lne approxlmately 20 years ago; on the fol lowlng 
described property: 

Lot 12, Block 9, Southern Plaza Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 14980 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 910 - Prlnclpal Uses Permitted In an 
Industrial District - Use Unit 1226 - Request a special exception to 
al low for a sand blasting business In an IL zoned district, located 
10307 East 47th Place. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Ed Cox, 7338 South 69th East Court, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
stated that a sandblasting business has been In operation on the 
property for approxlmately six years. He Informed that there Is a 
slm l tar operation down the street. Mr. Cox stated that the older 
but I ding wl 11 be used for storage and al I work wt 11 be completed 
Inside the new enclosed bu t I ding. A plot plan (Exhibit E-1) was 
submitted. 

Camients and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley Inquired as to the storage, and Mr. Cox stated that the 
sandblasted parts are stored In the older bulldlng. 

Ms. White asked If the existing pole barn wlll be enclosed for the 
sandblasting operation, and Mr. Cox answered In the affirmative. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-1-0 (Chappel le, Quarles, 
Smith, White "aye"; Bradley, "nay"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 910 - Prlnclpal 
Uses Permitted In an Industrial District - Use Unit 1226) to allow 
for a sand blasting business In an IL zoned district; per plot plan; 
subject to Health Department approval; and subject to al I work being 
completed Inside the enclosed bulldlng; finding that there similar 
bus I nesses In the area and the enc I osed sandb I ast Ing operat I on as 
presented w 11 I not be detr I men ta I to the area; on the fo I I ow Ing 
described property: 

Lots 13-22, Block 18, Alsuma Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
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Case No. 14982 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1208 - Request a special exception 
to al low for the expansion of an existing nursing home Into 
res I dent I a I zoned d I str I cts, I ocated south of SW/ c of 21 st Street 
and 85th East Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Roy Hinkle, 1515 East 71st Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a plot plan (Exhibit F-1) and stated that he Is 
representing the owner of the subject property. It was noted by the 
appl leant that Leisure V I I  I age Nursing Home has been In operation at 
this location for more than 20 years and his cl lent ts plann tng to 
remove a house to the north and Increase the size of the bulld tng. 
He stated that the 13, 741 square foot addition wll I accommodate 32 
new residents, and 46 parking spaces wll I be lnstal led. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, White "aye"; no "nays"; Smith, "abstaining"; none, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 410 - Prlnclpal 
Uses Permitted In Residential Districts - Use Unit 1208) to al low 
for the expansion of an existing nursing home Into res tdentlal zoned 
districts; per plot plan submitted; finding that the granting of the 
special exception request wll I not be detrimental to the area and 
will be In harmony with the spirit and Intent of the Code and the 
Comprehensive Plan; on the fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 14983 

Tract 2, O' Conner Park 2nd Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 610 - Principal Uses In Office Districts 
- Use Unit 1211 - Request a spec tal exception to al low for a drive 
In banking fac t I tty In an OL zoned district. 

Special Exception - Section 1680. 1(g) - Special Exception -
Section 1211 - Request a special exception to al low for an 
off-street parking lot I n  an RS-3 zoned district. 

Var I ance - Sect I on 1330 - Setbacks - Use Un It 1211 - Request a 
variance of setback to al low for off-street parking, 2012 South 
Yorktown Avenue. 
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Case No. 14983 (continued) 
Presentation: 

The app I I cant, NI k Jones, 502 West 6th Street, Tu Isa, Ok I ahoma, 
stated that he Is represent Ing Sooner F edera I Sav I ngs and Loan 
Association, and asked the Board to al low a drive-In banking 
facll lty, along with parking on a lot that adjoins the bank 
building. He explained that traffic has become a problem on 
Yorktown during the peak banking hours and the bank has attempted to 
al levlate this problem by providing separate access for the 
off-street parking and the drive-through banking fac t I tty, to 
provide addltlonal stacking spaces and drive-through lanes, to 
provide additional parking for those customers that prefer to 
conduct business Inside the building and to Improve traffic flow on 
the property. Mr. Jones stated that on October 13, 1988 a meeting 
was held to discuss the plans with the residents of the area. He 
po I nted out that some ex I st Ing prob I ems were addressed and It was 
agreed that the bank wou Id b I ock off access po I nts to prevent 
teenagers from congregating on the bank property. 

Steve Carr, MPI Architects, submitted a proposed site plan 
(Exhibit G-1) and an existing plot plan (Exhibit G-3) , and explained 
that the floor area of the existing building will not be enlarged, 
but a th I rd dr I ve- 1 n I ane w 11 I be I nsta I I ed. He stated that an 
"eyebrow" Is proposed on the 21st Street access po Int, wh I ch wou Id 
restrict left turns, and the Traffic Engineering Department has 
precluded any designs for access onto the subject property from 21st 
Street. Mr. Carr stated that four drive-In lanes will be In place, 
with 7 addltlonal stacking spaces provided, which wl 11 al low the 
traffic to flow at twice the present rate. An architectural 
rendering (Exhibit G-2) was submitted. 

Conments and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley asked how the seven additional spaces be provided, and 
Mr. Carr rep I I ed that the two add It Iona I I anes w I I I prov I de the 
spaces. He also stated that security chains wll I be used during the 
evening hours to discourage unnecessary traffic on the lot. 

Protestants: 
R. W. Brenson, 1920 South Yorktown, Tulsa, Oklahoma, Informed that 
he owns property to the north of the subject tract. He stated that 
this Is the fourth time this year that property surrounding his lot 
has been before the Board. Mr. Brenson po I nted out that he has 
Invested a great deal of money In his home and asked the Board to 
preserve the res tdentlal neighborhood and deny the appl !cation. 

Nick Tuttle, 1915 South Yorktown, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he 
I Ives w I th In 300' of the subject property and was not not If I ed of 
this hearing. He stated that there Is a traffic problem on Yorktown 
and a traffic control person was stationed at this location, but has 
since been removed. 

Ms. Wh I te asked Mr. Tutt I e If TMAPC has prev I ous I y den I ed the 
rezoning of properties In the Immediate area, and he answered that 
Lots 5, 6 and 7 were denied rezoning. 
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Case No. 14983 (continued) 
Ms. White stated that the Board of Adjustment denied an appllcatlon 
for a use variance on the property located on the southwest corner 
of 20th and Yorktown. 

Caro I yn Farrar, 1919 South Yorktwon, Tu Isa, Ok I ahoma, noted that 
office use, which would create much less traffic than the bank, was 
prev I ous I y den I ed. She stated that the remova I of a res I dent I a I 
home would al low the business to encroach further Into the 
neighborhood, and asked the Board to deny the appl !cation. 

John Moody, 7666 East 61st Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, represented Mr. 
and Mrs. Jess McCol lum, who own the property to the Immediate north. 
He Informed that his cl lents neither support or oppose the 
app I l cat I on. It was noted by Mr. Moody that Mr. and Mrs. McCo 11 um 
have agreed to withhold opposition to the appl !cation If certain 
conditions are met. He stated that they request the erection of a 
6' screening fence with brick columns, located 7' from the property 
I lne, with 10 trees being planted as a buffer and additional 
landscaping on the south. They asked that there be no llghtlng on 
the tract, other than 2' high landscape I lghtlng, and that security 
chains be Installed on the access driveways, with 3' by 4' ground 
signs being lnstal led at these access points. 

John Robertson stated that he Is representing his mother-In-law who 
owns the lot two doors to the north of the property In question. He 
Informed that her preference Is the best use for the home, but Is 
somewhat concerned that the property wll I be neglected If It remains 
unoccupied. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. Jones pointed out that Sooner Federal Is attempting to address a 
problem In the best way possible to preserve the neighborhood. He 
stated that the proposed parking facility w ll I be wel I designed and 
attractively landscaped. 

Additional Conments: 
Ms. White remarked that the problem will not be alleviated because 
the amount of lanes are being doubled and the parking Is doubled. 

Mr. Jones stated that the customers w t  11 not be doubled, but the 
additional lanes wll I move traffic through more quickly. 

Ms. White pointed out that the property has been den ted for rezoning 
by TMAPC and the request Is not In accordance with the Comprehensive 
Pl an. She noted that the area has suffered encroachment from the 
south by Sooner Federal and from the west by St. John' s Hospital. 

Mr. Chappel le and Mr. Quarles agreed that the bank wll I continue to 
be located ln the area, and as the City of Tulsa grows and changes, 
each case should be Judged on Its merits. 

Ms. White stated that the Comprehensive Plan should be of Interest 
to the Board members and should be considered when making decisions. 
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Case No. 14983 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 2-2-1 (Bradley, White "aye"; 
Chappel le, Quarles, "nay"; Smith, "abstaining"; none, "absent") to 
DENY a Special Exception (Section 610 - Prlnclpal Uses In Off Ice 
Districts - Use Unit 1211) to al low for a drive In banking fac t I tty 
In an OL zoned district; to DENY a Special Exception (Section 
1680.1(9) - Special Exception - Section 1211) to al low for an 
off-street park Ing I ot In an RS-3 zoned d I str I ct; and to DENY a 
Var I ance ( Sect ton 1330 - Setbacks - Use Un It 1211 ) of setback to 
al low for off-street parking; finding that the granting of the 
requests would be an Intrusion Into the residential neighborhood and 
would violate the the spirit and Intent of the Code and the 
Comprehensive Plan; on the fol I owing described property: 

Lots 3, 4, and 5, Block 9, Woodward Park Addition, City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 14984 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 910 - Prlnclpal Uses Permitted In 
Industrial Districts - Use Unit 1205 - Request a special exception 
to al low for expanded church use (additional 19, 650 sq. ft.) In an 
IL zoned district. 

Var I ance - Sect I on 1205. 4 - Off-Street Park Ing Requ t rements - Use 
Unit 1205 - Request a variance of the parking requirements, located 
10838 East Marshal I Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Wayne Alberty, 4325 East 51st Street, Tulsa, 
Ok I ahoma, stated that he ts represent Ing the owners, I nterchange 
Business Park, as a land planning consultant. He explained that he 
appeared before the Board approx I mate I y one year ago to request 
church use on the subject property, and that use Is now expanding to 
Include a church service. Mr. Alberty Informed that al I printing 
and pub I I cat I on for the WI I I I e George MI n I str I es Is done at th Is 
location, and an addltlonal 19,600 sq. ft. of the building Is 
proposed for the extended use, with 12,000 sq. ft. being devoted to 
an auditorium. He pointed out that this Is a ministry for children. 
Mr. Alberty stated that the parking requirement for the auditorium 
Is 300 spaces, with approximately 181 spaces being provided on the 
current lot, and parking al lowed on the adjoining lot and across the 
street. He noted that the church services are held at times when 
the businesses are not open and the parking spaces would not be In 
use. 

Carments and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley Inquired as to the days and hours of operation for the 
church services, and Mr. Alberty replied that services wll I be held 
on Sunday morn Ing and even Ing, and on Wednesday n I ght. Ch 11 dren 
that are unab I e to attend the Sunday serv Ices are bussed to the 
location on Saturday. 
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Case No. 14984 (continued) 
Mr. Chappel le asked If new construction Is proposed on the property, 
and the appl leant rep I led that no construction Is planned. 

Ms. Brad I ey asked If a park Ing agreement has been executed for 
park Ing across the street, and the app I I cant rep I I ed that on I y a 
verbal agreement has been made with that property owner. 

Mr. Jones Informed that the Board could require a reciprocal parking 
agreement wh I ch wou Id g Ive consent to park on the I ot across the 
street and the adjoining lot. 

Board Act I on: 
On MOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle, 
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 910 - Principal 
Uses Permitted In Industrial Districts - Use Unit 1205) to allow for 
expanded church use C addltlonal 19,650 sq. ft.) In an IL zoned 
d I str I ct; and to APPROVE a Var I ance ( Sect I on 1205. 4 - Off-Street 
Parking Requirements - Use Unit 1205) of the parking requirements; 
subject to a signed parking agreement with the owner of the property 
across the street and adjacent to the church, with said agreement 
running consecutively with the lease of the church property; on the 
fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 14985 

Lot 1, Block 2, Interchange Business Park Addition, City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 410 - Princlpal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1208 - Request a special exception 
to al low for a residential treatment center and related offices In 
an RS-2 zoned district, located 628 North Country Club Drive. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Richard DeSlrey, was represented by Robert Nichols, 
111 West 5th Street, Tu Isa, Ok I ahoma. He Informed that the youth 
home In question was granted a special exception on March 17, 1986 
for a period of two years. Mr. Nichols stated that the expiration 
date was overlooked In March of this year and the oversight was not 
brought to their attention until appllcatlon was made for a building 
permit. He Informed that a carriage house was being converted to an 
additional office and no other construction Is planned on the 
property. Mr. N I  cho Is stated that the number of res I dents In the 
center has not changed and the operation Is conducted baslcal ly the 
same as was stated In the previous appl !cation. 
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Case No. 14985 (continued) 
Interested Parties: 

Amadeo Richardson, 620 North Country Club Drive, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
stated that he lives to the south of the property In question. He 
Informed that the ne I ghborhood has made substant I a I progress In 
restoring the area to Its original single family residential status. 
Mr. Rfchardson pointed out that It Is the Intent of the area 
residents to have the entire area return to single family homes In 
the future. 

Colllnents and Questions: 
Ms. White asked Mr. Richardson If he considers the residents of the 
group home to be good neighbors, and he rep I led that they are fair 
neighbors. He noted that sometimes the music Is loud, which changes 
with the change of residents. 

In response to Ms. White's Inquiry, Mr. Richardson stated that they 
do respond favorably to any requests. 

Mr. Chappa I I e and Mr. Quar I es agreed that the I ocat I on of the 
treatment center has not had an adverse affect on the restoration of 
the neighborhood. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. Nichols asked that the Board approve the center for a five to 
seven year period. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Act I on: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 410 - Principal 
Uses Permitted In Residential Districts - Use Unit 1208) to al low 
for a res I dent I a I treatment center and re I ated off Ices In an RS-2 
zoned district for a maximum of five years; finding that the 
residential treatment center has been at the present location for a 
per I od of two years and has proved to be comp at I b I e w I th the 
neighborhood; on the fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 14986 

Lots 2, 3 and 4, Block 6, South Osage Hills Addition, City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1211 - Request a special exception 
to a I I ow for off Ice uses In an RM-1 zoned d I str I ct, I ocated 647 
North Denver Avenue. 
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Case No. 14986 (continued) 
Presentation: 

The appl leant, Mike Barros, 806 North Osage Drive, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a brochure and photographs (Exhibit H-2) , and stated that 
he I s  representing Neighborhood Housing Services. I t  was noted by 
the appllcant that the house I n  question has been used for office 
space I n  the past, and he asked the Board to a I I ow Ne I ghborhood 
Housing Services to remodel the structure and continue the off I ce 
use. Mr. Barros I nformed that he has met with neighborhood groups 
and they have all been I n  support of the appllcatlon. A letter of 
support (Exhibit H-1) was submitted. 

Cannents and Questions: 
Mr. Quarles I nquired as to the number of employees, and the 
appl leant repl led that only the downstairs portion of the house wll I 
be used and three emp I oyees w 11 I occupy the off I ces. He stated 
that the upstairs portion will probably be rented for office space. 

Ms. White asked I f  parking I s  available, and the appl leant I nformed 
that approximately ten cars can park I n  the driveway. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of SMllH, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Bradley, Quarles, Smith, 
White "aye"; no "nays"; Chappel le, "abstaining"; none, "absent") to 
APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted 
I n  Residential Districts - Use Unit 1211) to allow for office uses 
I n  an RM-1 zoned district; finding that there are mixed zoning 
classlflcatlons I n  the general vicinity, and that the house has 
prevlously been used for office space; and finding that the granting 
of the special exception request would not be detrimental to the 
area; on the fol lowing described property; 

Case No. 14987 

Lot 15, Block 5, North Tulsa Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted I n  
Residential Districts - Use Units 1202 and 1205 - Request a special 
except I on to a I I ow for a mu I t  I -agency ch 11 dren ' s  spec I a I serv I ces 
center (special education, guidance, counsel I ng, vocational 
rehab I I ltatlon, supervision and health services) to locate I n  an 
existing school bul I ding I n  an RS-3 zoned district, located 2525 
South 101st East Avenue. 

Cannents and Questions: 
Mr. Chappe I I e stated that the I nterested part I es C Exh I b I t  J-1 ) I n  
this case have requested a 90-day continuance, and asked the 
appl leant I f  she has an objection to the request. Ms. Schreier 
stated that she does object to a continuance for 90 days because of 
the number of agencies I nvolved I n  the project and the arrangement 
of leases. 
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Case No. 14987 (continued) 
Interested Parties: 

Ged Wright, 10150 East 25th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he 
Is the State Senator for the area and has had d I scuss Ions w I th 
Representative Easley, representative for the area, and they agree 
that the application Is quite compl teated. He Informed that there 
are a number of ent It I es ask Ing to use the bu 11 d Ing and that the 
Information which has been presented to the Board Is very sketchy, 
and the matter has not been discussed with him, or Representative 
Easley. He noted that there are a number of options available that 
should be considered In addition to this appl !cation. It was noted 
by Senator Wright that the people In the area should have an 
opportun I ty to hear more about the proposed center pr I or to any 
Board decision on the matter. 

Mr. Chappe I I e po I nted out that the Board customar I I y grants one 
continuance to the Interested parties, or the appl leant, If a timely 
request Is received before the hearing. Mr. Wright suggested that 
the appl !cation be continued to one of the February meetings to 
al low sufficient time to research the case. 

Mr. Jackere Informed that the courts have suggested that each case 
be disposed of within 90 days from the time of appl !cation. 

Ms. White asked why a request for continuance was not made prior to 
this time, and the Senator stated that he was not aware of the exact 
procedure for requesting a continuance. 

Mr. Quarles asked Ms. Schreier If a February hearing date would pose 
a problem, and she replied that she Is agreeable to a meeting with 
the area residents, but that the agencies Involved In this 
appl !cation are prlmarlly city and county, and not state agencies. 
Ms. Schreier stated that she Is not sure what legislative 
I nvo I vement w 11 I be necessary In th Is case. She po I nted out that 
the change In use Is not a radical one for this facll tty, and asked 
that the case be heard In January. 

Two letters of support (Exhibit J-2) were received by the Board. 

Additional Conments: 
Ms. Brad 1 ey asked Senator Wr I ght If he and Represent at Ive Eas I ey 
would agree to meet with the appl leant and the area residents for a 
discussion of the project, and he answered In the affirmative. 

Board Action: 
On MOT I ON of QUARLES, the Board voted 5-0-0 ( Brad I ey, Chappe I I e, 
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"absent") to CONT I NUE Case No. 14987 to February 16, 1989, to a I I ow 
the applicant and Interested parties sufficient time to discuss the 
proposed center. 
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Case No. 14988 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1205 - Request a special exception 
to a I I ow for a cu I tura I center and church uses In an RM-2 zoned 
district, located SE/c 6th Street and Birmingham Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Muhammond Asad, 705 North Union Place, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, was represented by Ebraham Bevenue, who submitted a plot 
plan (Exhibit K-2), and stated that Mr. Asad will be the curator of 
the f I ne art cu I tura I center. He asked the Board to a I I ow the 
change from the former mosque to a cultural center. 

Comments and Questions: 
Ms. Brad I ey asked the app I I cant to address the request for church 
use, and he repl led that the bulldlng was a church, but ls no longer 
used for that purpose. 

Ms. White Inquired as to the activities that are conducted In a 
cu I tura I center, and the app I I cant rep I I ed that the center wou Id 
deal with Islamic culture, with some art exhibits In the building. 
She asked If the storage bull dings wll I remain on the property, and 
the app I I cant stated that they are In exce I I ent cond It I on and w 11 I 
remain on the lot. 

Ms. Brad I ey asked where the v Is I tors w I I I park, and the app I I cant 
rep I I ed that the vacant I ot adjacent to the bu 11 d Ing Is used for 
parking. 

Ms. Wh I te po I nted out that the park Ing I ot w I I I requ I re a hard 
surface to meet City requirements. 

Mr. Jackere advised that the use requires a minimum lot size of 
10,000 sq. ft. and the appl leant wll I have to advertise for 
additional rel let. 

Interested Parties: 
Mr. Chappel le stated that one letter of support (Exhibit K-1) was 
received by the Board. 

Protestants: 
Mark Stokes, 615 South Birmingham, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he 
has I I ved next door to the vacant park Ing I ot for 12 years. He 
Informed that there Is approx !mate I y 10' from h Is home to the 
park Ing I ot on the north. Mr. Stokes stated the area became very 
congested when serv 1 ces were conducted at the mosque and wou Id be 
opposed to any use that would cause that type of traffic problem. 

Ms. Bradley asked If the subject property Is In the TU Special 
District, and Mr. Stokes Informed that It Is located Just outside 
the boundary of that district. 
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Case No. 14988 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle, 
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"absent") to CONTINUE Case No. 14988 to December 15, 1988, to al low 
the appl leant sufficient time to advertise for add It Iona I rel lef. 

Case No. 14989 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1209 - Request a special exception 
to al low for a mob lie home In an RM-1 zoned district. 

Variance - Section 440.6(a) - Special Exception Requirements - Use 
Unit 1209 - Request a variance of the time regulation from one year 
to permanently, located 1915 North Dari lngton Place. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Roy McGhee, 1924 North Dari lngton Place, Tulsa, 
Ok I ahoma, stated that he owns the subject tract and h Is w I fe' s 
mother and father I Ive on the property. He Informed that their 
mobile home was demolished by a fire which was the result of a 
burglary, and asked permission to move another unit to the lot. Mr. 
McGhee stated that there are numerous mobile homes In the area. A 
petition of support (Exhibit L-1) was submitted. 

Callnents and Questions: 
Ms. White asked If the moblle home will be skirted, and Mr. McGhee 
answered In the affirmative. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of SMITI-1, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; Quarles, "abstaining"; none, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 410 - Principal 
Uses Permitted In Residential Districts - Use Unit 1209) to al low 
for a mob 11 e home In an RM-1 zoned d I str I ct; and to APPROVE a 
Variance (Section 440.6(a) - Special Exception Requirements - Use 
Un It 1209) of the t I me regu I at I on from one year to permanent I y; 
subject to Health Department approval and Building Permit; finding 
that a mobile home was previously located on the lot, and that there 
are numerous mobiles In the area; and finding that the granting of 
the request wll I not be detrimental to the neighborhood and wll I be 
In harmony with the spirit and Intent of the Code and the 
Comprehensive Plan; on the fol lowing described property: 

Lots 17-20, Block 28, Original Town of Dawson Addition, City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 14990 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 1221.7(a, d) - Use Conditions - Use Unit 1221 -
Request a var I a nee to a I I ow for an ex I st Ing of f-prem I se outdoor 
advertising sign to be located outside of a freeway corridor and a 
variance to al low said sign within 150 1 of a pub I le park, located 
NE/c 8th Street and Denver Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Bil I Stokley, 10111 East 45th Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
stated that he Is appear Ing on beha If of the Property Company of 
America, and Is available for questions concerning the sign. 

Ray Berry, Property Company of America, 2431 East 61st Street, 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he Is one of the owners of the property 
In question. He explained that the property was acquired from the 
Bank of Commerce In 1980, and the Intent was to develop the entire 
block, however, economic conditions caused those plans to be 
delayed. He stated that the bank lease was canceled by FDIC and the 
tract of land was left vacant, with the sign In place. It was noted 
by Mr. Berry that ownersh Ip of the s I gn was cha I I enged by another 
party and approximately one year later the sign was awarded to the 
Property Company of Amer I ca by the D I  str I ct Court. Mr. Berry 
Informed that he contacted Mr. Stokley concerning the sign, and It 
was pa I nted and made ava 11 ab I e for outdoor advert Is Ing. It was 
noted that the property Is being leased for parking at this time, 
but Mr. Berry stated that he wou Id I Ike to use the s I gn for 
something other than advertising monthly parking rates. A plat of 
survey (Exhibit M-1) and photographs (Exhibit M-2) were submitted. 

Camients and Questions: 
Mr. Chappel le asked If the sign In question Is the previous Bank of 
Commerce sign, and Mr. Stokley answered In the affirmative. 

Mr. Stokley Informed that he spoke with the president of Downtown 
Uni lmlted, the president of the Chamber of Commerce, and a 
representative of Oklahoma Natural Gas Company, and found that they 
are supportive of the appl !cation. He emphasized that ONG has been 
Interested In using the sign for their advertising, because of the 
proximity of the sign to their headquarters and Its location In the 
heart of downtown Tu Isa. Mr. Stok I ey stated that he has had 
numerous requests from downtown merchants to buy the space for 
advert Is Ing, and he Informed them that the s I gn was not ava 11 ab I e 
due to the pending court hearing. He pointed out that al I 
billboards are to be removed by 1995, and asked the Board to allow 
outdoor advertising on the existing sign until that time. 

Mr. Jackere Inquired as to the size of the sign In question, and Mr. 
Stokley rep I led that It Is 10 1 by 44 1 • 

Mr. Jackere asked Mr. Stokley If there was some order In the court 
proceeding that prohibited the utll lzatlon of the sign during 
lltlgatlon, and If he has to make appl !cation to the sign Inspector 
to change the ad on the sign. 
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Case No. 14990 (continued) 
Mr. Stok I ey stated that he does not have to make app I I cat I on to 
change an ad on a sign, but that In this Instance he had painted the 
subject sign white In preparation for an ad, and Ray Greene went 
directly to the customer, ONG, to Inform them that use of the sign 
was not permlsslble. 

Mr. Jackere asked the appl leant If he approached anyone else 
concerning the sign, and he rep I led that no one else was contacted. 

Mr. Berry stated that he elected to leave the sign as It stood until 
ownership was determined. 

Protestants: 
Mr. Chappel le Informed that a letter of protest (Exhibit M-3) was 
received from the Tulsa Development Authority. 

Roger LI ster, Genera I Manager of Donrey Outdoor, stated that h Is 
company built the sign In question In 1973 as an on-premise sign for 
the Bank of Commerce. He Informed that the sign was on contiguous 
property used by the bank for park Ing f ac 11 It I es for the dr Ive-In 
and bank. 

Mr. Jackere asked Mr. Lister If, In 1 973, he could have constructed 
an off-premise sign on the property, and he answered In the 
affirmative. 

Mr. Jack ere stated that the s I gn on the property cou Id have been 
changed at any time they had desired to do so. 

Mr. Quarles asked Mr. Lister If his company claimed ownership to the 
s I gn, and If th Is ownersh Ip had been estab I I shed, what wou Id have 
been the use for the s I gn. Mr. LI ster stated that they d Id make 
claim to the sign, and If the ownership had been established, the 
sign would have been removed from the premises. He pointed out that 
It was determine by District Court that the sign would remain with 
the property, due to the fact that a written lease agreement was not 
recorded. 

Ed Rice, Chief Bulldlng Inspector, stated that the sign In question 
was permitted as an on-premise sign. He Informed that the ordinance 
wll I not al low the sign to be changed to an off-premise sign, due to 
the lot size, the fact that the location Is not In a sign corridor 
and Its location across the street from a city park. 

Mr. Jackere asked the requirements In 1973 for an off-premise sign, 
and Mr. Rice rep I led that he does not have that Information at this 
time, but reiterated that the subject sign was permitted as an 
on-premise sign and was used as an on-premise sign. Mr. Jackere 
asked If the owner could have changed the sign from Bank of Commerce 
to Coca-Cola In 1974, and Mr. Rice replied that a permit would have 
been required to make the change. Mr. Jackere asked If the Code 
would have al lowed an off-premise sign at this location In 1974, and 
Mr. Rice replied that he would have to research the Code In order to 
answer that question. 
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Case No. 14990 (continued) 
Mr. Stok I ey stated that he was the account execut Ive for Donrey 
Outdoor Advertising when the sign In question was bullt, and there 
was no drive-In facll tty In place at that time. He stated that It 
was constructed on a parking lot which was not attached to the bank. 

Ms. White asked Mr. Stokley to address the hardship for this case, 
and he repl led that the blank white sign has a sterlle affect on the 
downtown area. 

Mr. Quarles suggested that the appl !cation be approved for a 3-year 
period. 

Mr. Jackere Informed that the evidence has been presented that there 
were two separate lots Involved In the lnltlal appllcatlon, with the 
bank being located on one lot and the sign on the other. He 
Informed that legally, the sign Is an off-premise sign. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of QUARLES, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance (Section 1221.7 (a,d) - Use 
Conditions - Use Unit 1221) to al low for an existing off-premise 
outdoor advertising sign to be located outside of a freeway corridor 
and a variance to al low said sign within 150' of a pub I le park; 
subject to the sign In question being al lowed to remain at the 
present I ocat I on u nt I I 1995, when a I I non-conform I ng off-p rem I se 
outdoor advertising signs are to be removed; on the fol lowlng 
described property: 

Lot 4, Block 176, Orlglnal Town of Tulsa Addition, City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15003 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 930 - Bulk and Area Requirements In lndustrlal 
Districts - Use Unit 1223 - Request a variance of setback from the 
center I I ne of North Ut I ca Avenue from 100' to 50' to a I I ow for a 
bull ding, located NW/c of North Utica Avenue and Marshal I Street. 

Presentation: 
The appllcant, Charles Norman, 909 Kennedy Bulldlng, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, submitted photographs (Exhibit N-1) , and stated that his 
cl lent, Sooner Rag and Wiping Company, Is proposing to bulld a new 
bul I ding for their business. He Informed that the business Is 
presently In operation approximately two blocks to the south of the 
proposed s I te and Is In need of add It Iona I space. Mr. Norman 
pointed out that there are numerous buildings In the area that are 
closer to the street than the proposed structure. He noted that the 
property across the street to the east Is zoned CH and would permit 
a 50' setback by right. A plot plan (Exhibit N-2) was submitted. 

Protestants: None. 
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Case No. 15003 (cont i nued ) 
Board Action: 

On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Sm i th, Wh i te "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstent i ons"; none, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance (Sect i on 930 - Bulk and Area 
Requ irements In lndustrlal D i str i cts - Use Un it  1223) of setback 
from the center I lne of North Ut i ca Avenue from 100' to 50' to al low 
for a bulldlng; per plot plan subm i tted; f i nd i ng a hardsh i p  
demonstrated by the m i xed zon i ng classlflcatlons ln the area and the 
fact that there are numerous bu I Id I ngs In the I mmed I ate v I c In I ty 
that are c I oser to the street than the proposed construct I on; and 
f Ind Ing that the grant Ing of the var I ance request w 1 11 not cause 
substant i al detr i ment to the area and wll I be In harmony w i th the 
sp i r i t  and Intent of the Code and the Comprehens i ve Plan; on the 
fol I ow i ng descr i bed property: 

Lots 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14, Block 1, Elm R i dge 2nd Add i t i on, 
C i ty of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Case No. 14981 

Action Requested: 
The appl leant, Sarah R i chards, 7335 South Lew i s, Su i te 302, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, requested a refund of flllng fees. 

Comments and Questions: 
Mr. Jones Informed that the app I I cat I on was w I th drawn pr I or to 
process Ing and suggested a refund of f 111 ng fees In the amount of 
$125.00. 

Board Act I on: 
On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Quarles, Sm i th, Wh i te "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstent i ons"; none, 
"absent" ) to APPROVE a refund of f 111 ng fees In the amount of 
$125.00; f i nd i ng that the appllcatlon was w i thdrawn pr i or to 
process i ng. 

There be i ng no further bus i ness, the meet ing was adjourned at 4:32 p.m. 

Date Approved __ .... /_2_.,,----"/---_� ......... --
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