
CITY BOARD OF ADJUSTIENT 
MINUTES of Meeting No. 530 

Thursday, January 5, 1989, 1:00 p.m. 
Francis F. Campbel I Commission Room 

Plaza Level of City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center 

M:M3ERS PRESENT 

Bradley 

�M3ERS ABSENT 

Quarles 

STAFF PRESENT 

Gardner 
Moore 
Taylor 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Jackere, Legal 
Department 

Hubbard, Protective 
Inspections 

Chappel I e, 
Chairman 

Smith 
White 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Tuesday, January 3, 1989, at 12:52 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 I I e ca I I ed the meet Ing to 
order at 1:00 p.m. 

MINUTES: 
Ms. Brad I ey po I nted out that the mot I on paragraph for Case No. 15009 
which was heard on December 15th contains an error, and the vote should 
read 3-0-0, Instead of 2-1-0, as stated In the minutes. 

On K>TION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 2-0-1 (Bradley, Chappel le, "aye"; 
no "nays"; White, "abstaining"; Quarles, Smith, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minutes of December 15, 1988, as corrected. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Case No. 14994 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 1221 - Use Conditions for Business Signs - Use 
Unit 1221 - Request a variance to al low for an existing off-site 
directional sign, located NW/c 103rd East Avenue and 47th Place. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Wayne Wright, was not present. 

Callnents and Questions: 
Mr. Taylor explalned that the appl leant moved his business to a new 
I ocat I on and Is request Ing a s I gn to d I rect customers to the new 
address. He noted that Mr. Wr I ght has requested one prev I ous 
continuance and stated that he had planned to be out of town for the 
January 5th meeting. 
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Case No. 14994 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On Jl>TION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 3-1-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
White "aye"; Smith "nay"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") to 
DENY, without prejudice, a Variance (Section 1221 - Use Conditions 
for Business Signs - Use Unit 1221) to al low for an existing 
off-site dlrectlonal sign; flndlng'that the appl leant has falled to 
appear at two consecutive meetings; on the fol lowing described 
property: 

Lot 24, Block 19, Alsuma Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15009 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 410 - Prlnclpal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1205 - Request a special exception 
to al low for church use (off-street parking) In an RM-1 zoned 
district, located NE/c Denver Avenue and Fairview Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Terry Young, requested by letter (Exhibit A-1) that 
Case No. 15009 be continued to February 2, 1989 to al low sufficient 
time to readvertlse for additional rel lef on the subject property. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On Jl>TION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 3-0-0 (Brad I ey, Chappa 11 e, 
White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles, Smith, "absent") 
to CONTINUE Case No. 15009 to February 2, 1989. 

Case No. 15010 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 410 - Prlnclpal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1210 - Requests a special exception 
to a 11 ow for off-street park Ing for an ex I stl ng apartment comp I ex 
separate from the principal use, In an RM-2 zoned district, located 
south of SW/c of 14th Street and Trenton Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Terry Young, 2311 North Elwood, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who 
submitted photographs (Exhibit B-2) and a parking layout 
(Exhibit B-2), stated that Tulsa Apartments Group One Is the owner 
of the Arlington Apartments, which contains 22 units. He Informed 
that the bul I ding wt 11 be renovated and, upon comp I et Ion, wt 11 
contain one three-bedroom unit, nine two-bedroom units and 12 
one-bedroom units. Mr. Young stated that·parklng for the apartments 
Is I lmlted, with approximately eight off-street spaces provided. 
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Case No. 15010 (continued) 
It was noted that 38 parking spaces would be required by the Code, 
and the tract of I and to the east has been acqu I red to prov I de 
addltlonal parking. He Informed that an underground lot can 
accommodate four compact cars, or two regu I ar s I zed cars, and the 
remainder of the existing parking Is behind the bulldlng. Mr. Young 
stated that a total of 33 parking spaces wlll be provided for the 
apartment complex when the project Is complete. 

Canments and Questions: 
Ms. Wh I te asked the app I I cant If h Is c I i ent w I I I execute a t I e 
contract on the two p I eces of property, and he rep I I ed that the 
owner Is not opposed to a tie contract. 

Mr. Jackere remarked that the parking Is not required parking, as 
the use Is non-conforming. 

Ms •. White stated that there Is traffic congestion In the area and 
suggested that, If approved, a tie contract should be a condition of 
approval. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 3-0-1 (Bradley, Chappel le, White 
"aye"; no "nays"; Smith "abstaining"; Quarles "absent") to APPROVE a 
Special Exception (Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1210) to al low for off-street 
parking for an existing apartment complex separate from the 
principal use, In an RM-2 zoned· district; per parking layout 
submitted; subject to the execution of a tie contract on the 
property containing the apartment building and the lot to the east; 
finding that the apartments were constructed many years ago and the 
parking provided at that time does not supply today's needs; and 
f Ind Ing that the proposed park Ing I ot w 11 I re I I eve some street 
parking and w 11 I not be detr lmenta I to the area; on the fo I I ow Ing 
described property: 

Case No. 15026 

Lots 23 and 24, Block 12, Forrest Park Reamended, City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

MINOR VARIANCES AND EXCEPTIONS 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 280 - Structure Setback from Abutting Street - Use 
Unit 1221 - Request a variance of setback from the center I lne of 51st 
Street from 50' to 40' to al low for the replacement of an existing 
ground sign, located 8335 East 51st Street. 
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Case No. 15026 (continued) 
Action Requested: 

The appl leant, Derek Briggs, 9133 East 46th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
stated that a 10' by 6' sign was removed and replaced by a ground 
s I gn. He Informed that the d I stance from the center I I ne of the 
street to the edge of the s I g n Is 40' , or 44' to the back of the 
sign. A sign plan (Exhibit C-2) was submitted. 

Canments and Questions: 
Mr. Chappel le Inquired as to the location of the previous sign, and 
the applicant repl led that the front of the sign was approximately 
36' from the center I I ne of 51 st Street. He po I nted out that the 
ex I st Ing s I gn Is further from the street than the one that was 
replaced. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to APPROVE a Variance (Section 280 - Structure Setback from Abutting 
Street - Use Un It 1221) of setback from the center 11 ne of 51 st 
Street from 50' to 40' to al low for the replacement of an existing 
ground sign; per plot plan submitted; subject to the execution of a 
removal contract; finding that the sign In question Is actually 
further from the centerllne of 51st Street than the previous sign, 
and that the approval of the request wll I not be detrlmental to the 
area; on the fol low Ing described property: 

W/2, Lot 8, Block 1, Resubdlvlslon 2nd Research and Development 
Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15045 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk & Area Requirements In Residentlal 
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a minor variance of setback from 
the centerline of East 55th Street from 50' to 48' to allow for an 
existing dwel I ing In order to clear the title, located 5505 East 
67th East Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Jeanne McNamara, was represented by Jan Holllfleld, 
5505 South 67th East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a plat 
of survey (Exhibit D-1 ), and explalned that the house In question 
was constructed 1 • 8' over the setback I I ne approx I mate I y 25 years 
ago. Ms. Holl lfield stated that she ts before the Board In order to 
clear the title to the subject property. 

Protestants: None. 
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Case No. 15045 (continued) 
Board Act I on: 

On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to APPROVE a Variance (Section 430.1 - Bulk & Area Requirements In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1206) of setback from the 
center 11 ne of East 55th Street from 50' to 48' to a 11 ow for an 
existing dwel I Ing In order to clear the tltle; per survey submitted; 
on the fol lowing described property: 

Lot 28, Block 1, Sungate Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15047 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430. 1 - Bulk & Area Requirements In Residential 
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a minor variance of setback from 
the center I I ne of 30th Street from 60' to 48 1 , I ocated 177 8 East 
30th Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Bryan McCracken, requested by letter (Exhibit E-1) 
that Case No. 15047 be withdrawn. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to WITHDRAW Case No. 15047, as requested by the appl leant. 

NEW APPL I CATIONS 

Case No. 15020 

Action Requested: 
Spec I a I Except I on - Sect I on 420 - Accessory Uses I n Res I dent I a I 
Districts - Use Unit 1215 - Request a special exception to allow a 
home occupation (plastering company) In an RS-1 zoned district, 
located 1915 South 85th East Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Erwin Phllllps, PO Box 278, Sand Springs, Oklahoma, 
submitted a petition of support (Exhibit F-1), and stated that he Is 
representing Jerry Brown, owner of the subject property and operator 
of the plasterlng business. He explained that there are large lots 
In the area and many of the homes have I arge accessory bu 11 d I ngs. 
It was noted by Mr. Phi 11 lps that the area has multiple zoning 
classifications and uses. He stated that the Building Inspector has 
visited his cl tents property and requested that he make appl I cation 
for a home occupat I on to operate the p I aster Ing bus I ness In the 
resldentlal neighborhood. He Informed that there are no signs and 
no employees coming to the location. 
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Case No. 15020 (continued) 
Conments and Questions: 

Ms. White asked what prompted the Bulldlng I nspector to review the 
site, and the applicant repl led that there was evidently a protest 
from someone In the neighborhood. 

Ms. Hubbard Informed that the Inspector was prob ab I y from Code 
Enforcement and not from the Bulldlng I nspector's office. 

Ms. Bradley asked the appl leant to explain the plastering operation. 

Jerry Brown, owner of the property, stated that he bids on Jobs and 
goes to the Job s I te to comp I ete the work, w I th on I y bookkeep Ing 
being done I n  his home. 

Ms. Bradley Inquired as to equipment storage, and Mr. Brown I nformed 
that all equipment Is stored In a warehouse l�cated on the subject 
property. 

Mr. Jackere asked what type of equipment Is stored on the lot, and 
Mr. Brown rep I led that he stores mixers and scaffolds In the 
warehouse. 

Ms. Wh I te noted that she rev I ewed the s I te and that equ I pment Is 
being stored outside the building. She asked If employees ever come 
to the residence, and Mr. Brown stated that they only come to his 
home to pick up their check or load the truck. 

Ms. Wh I te asked the number of emp l.oyees I nvo I ved In the bus I ness, 
and If they make a trip to the house each day. Mr. Brown explained 
that h I s  four emp I oyees on I y come to h I s  home before each Job to 
pick up materials and equipment, and do not return until another Job 
Is scheduled. 

Protestants: 
Ray Cosby, cochalrman for District No. 5, submitted a petition of 
opposition (Exhibit F-1) and a packet (Exhibit F-2) containing 
photos, property history and citizen complaints. He Informed that 
the huge bul I ding houses a business that exceeds the I lmlts of a 
true home occupation, and that the other large bulldlngs In the area 
were constructed w I thout perm I ts. Mr. Cosby stated that a zon Ing 
vlolatlon has continued to exist on the property for many years, 
with yellow page ads supporting this fact. He asked the Board to 
deny the appl lcatlon. 

E. A. Waterfield, 8820 East 16th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, remarked 
that there has been an effort to circumvent the zoning laws on the 
subject property. 
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Case No. 15020 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 C Brad I ey, Chappa 11 e, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to DENY a Special Exception (Section 420 - Accessory Uses In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1215) to al low a home occupation 
( p I aster Ing company) In an RS-1 zoned d I str I ct; f I nd Ing that the 
p I aster Ing company Is not comp at I b I e w I th the res I dent I a I 
neighborhood, and that the granting of the special exception request 
would violate the spirit and Intent of the Code and the 
Comprehensive Plan; on the fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 15021 

The north 146.5' of the south 439.5' of the east 3051, Block 
10, O'Connor Park Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430. 1 - Bulk & Area Requirements I n  Residential 
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a variance of front setback 
(Columbia Place) from 25 1 to 10' to al low for an existing carport In 
order to clear the title, located 1732 South Columbia Place. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Carol Turner. 1732 South Columbia Place. Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, submitted a plot plan (Exhibit G-1) for a carport that has 
been at the present location for two years. A letter of support 
(Exhibit G-2) was submitted. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 CBradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to APPROVE a Variance (Section 430. 1 - Bulk & Area Requirements In 
Resldentlal Districts - Use Unit 1206) of front setback (Columbia 
Place) from 251 to 10' to al low for an existing carport In order to 
c I ear the t It I e; f Ind Ing that the carport has been been In p I ace 
approximately two years; on the following described property: 

Lot 7, Block 2, Wilson View 2nd Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15023 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 1221. 7 - Use Conditions for Outdoor Advertising 
Signs - Use Unit 1221 - Request a variance of spacing between 
outdoor advert 1 s Ing s I gns from 1200' to 900' and a var I a nee of 
setback from an R District from 150 1 to 13 1 to al low for said sign, 
located 2615 South Harvard Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, David Tracy. 1701 South Boston. Tulsa. Oklahoma, 
stated that he Is representing Bob Spraker, owner of the property In 
question, and BIi I Stokley, Stokley Outdoor Advertising. 

BIii Stokley. 8921 South 70th East Avenue. Tulsa. Oklahoma, 
submitted photographs (Exhibit H-1), and a letter (Exhibit H-2) 
explalnlng the appl !cation. He Informed that Donrey Advertising has 
supp 11  ed b I I I boards for Spraker Vo I kswagen for a number of years, 
and Mr. Spraker Is p I ann Ing to I mp rove the advert Is I' ng for h Is 
business.  Mr. Stokley stated that there are both on-premise and 
outdoor advertising signs In place, and his company wlll lnstal I a 
sign to reduce the advertising space by more than one-half 
(approximately 1000 sq ft), and reduce the sign faces from six to 
four. He pointed out that there Is a distance of approximately 300 1 

from the three-sided sign across the street, to the west of Harvard, 
to the nearest Spraker advertising sign. He Informed that the State 
requires a 500 1 separation between signs, and the City requires 
1200 1 • Mr. Stokley stated that the proposed sign wll I be lnstal led 
approximately 900 1 from the nearest one across Harvard. A plot plan 
(Exhibit H-3) was submitted. 

Carments and Questions: 
Mr. Jackere asked If the westernmost sign wll I be an on-premise sign 
and If the easternmost sign wll I be a back-to-back single face sign, 
and Mr. Stokley answered In the affirmative. 

Mr. Gardner asked If the two existing signs wll I be removed, and Mr. 
Stok I ey rep I I ed that both s I gns w 11 I be removed, w I th a new s I gn 
replaclng the easternmost structure. Mr. Gardner asked If the size 
of the sign wlll be reduced from 500 sq ft to 400 sq ft, and Mr. 
Stokley answered In the affirmative. 

Bob Spraker. 2615 South Harvard. Tulsa. Oklahoma, stated that the 
ex I st Ing s I gns are not sat I sfactory and w 111 be rep I aced. He 
po I nted out that the new s I gns w I I I be an Improvement to h is 
property and to the City as wel I. 

Mr. Gardner asked Mr. Spraker when the easternmost sign was 
I nsta I I ed, and If the s I gn west of Harvard was In p I ace at that 
time. Mr. Spraker replled that his advertising sign was Installed 
approx I mate I y 15 years ago and the s I gn across Harvard has been 
constructed since that time. 
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Case No. 15023 (continued) 
Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to APPROVE a Variance (Section 1221.7 - Use Conditions for Outdoor 
Advertising Signs - Use Unit 1221) of spacing between outdoor 
advertising signs from 1200' to 900' and a variance of setback from 
an R District from 150 1 to 13' to al low for said sign; per plot 
plan; subject to the two existing outdoor advertising sign 
structures be Ing rep I aced w I th one s I gn; f Ind Ing that the actua I 
amount of slgnage wll I be reduced and the sign faces wll I be reduced 
from six to four; and finding that the spacing between signs wll I be 
Increased from 300' to approximately 900'; on the fol lowing 
described property: 

Lot 14, Block 6, Klrkmoore Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15025 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430. 1 - Bulk & Area Requirements In Residential 
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a variance of side yard setback 
from 5 ' to 2 ' to a I I ow for an add It I on to an ex I st Ing dwe I I Ing, 
7701 South 80th East Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, John Pierce, 7701 South 80th East Avenue, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, who submitted a letter (Exhibit J-1) and photographs 
(Exhibit J-3), stated that he has constructed a storage unit to 
house his boat. He explained that he lnltlal ly poured the slab and 
built a cover for the boat, but due to damages sustained by vandals, 
decided to enclose the structure. Mr. Pierce Informed that he 
comp I eted the project and was unaware that a bu 11 d Ing perm It was 
required. He stated that he Is now attempting to sel I his home and 
a real estate agent pointed out to him that the structure Is 
exceptionally close to the lot I lne. He asked the Board to approve 
the variance request. 

Protestants: 
Larry Jones and Janet Jones, 7707 South 80th East Avenue, Tu Isa, 
Oklahoma, who submitted a letter and survey (Exhibit J-2), stated 
that they I Ive to the south of the subject property. I t  was noted 
that the front of the addition Is 12 1/2" from the boundary I lne and 
the rear of the addition ts 11 1/2" from the boundary, which Is not 
sufficient space to access the back yard or to maintain the 
property. Mr. Jones stated that he has I I ved at the present 
I ocat I on for 10 years and fee I s that It Is off ens Ive to have the 
addition so  close to his home. 
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Case No. 15025 (continued) 
Camients and Questions: 

Ms. White asked Mr. Jones If he recognized this as a problem while 
the addition was under construction, and he replied that Initially 
Mr. P I  erce on I y poured a pad, and I ater made a carport, both of 
which were not too much of a problem. He stated that the addition 
was completely enclosed about two months ago. 

Appllcant•s Rebuttal: 
Mr. Pierce pointed out that he discussed the proposed construction 
with Mr. Jones before the work began, and he stated that Mr. Jones 
was not opposed to the addition at that time. 

Addltlonal Camients: 
Ms. Bradley asked Mr. Pierce If he agrees that the distance between 
the addition and the Jones' property I lne Is 11 1/2" to 12 1/2", and 
he answered In the affirmative. 

Mr. Gardner adv I sed that the reason for hav Ing m In I mum setbacks 
between structures Is to provide, I lght, air, safety from fire, 
etc., and the pour Ing of the pad does not decrease that space, 
however, an enclosed building el lmlnates the open space. He pointed 
out that maintenance on the addition would not be possible If the 
owner to the south constructed a fence on his property I lne. 

Mr. Smith stated that, due to the fact that the addition has a 
lean-to roof and Is not an overly substantial structure, It should 
be removed and the house restored to Its original state. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of SMllH, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to DENY a Variance (Section 430. 1 - Bulk & Area Requirements In 
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1 206) of side yard setback from 5' 
to 2' to al low for an addition to an existing dwel I Ing; finding that 
the addition Is actually only 1' from the property I lne and does not 
al low sufficient space for maintenance; and finding that the 
granting of the variance request would cause substantial detriment 
to the neighborhood and would violate the spirit and Intent of the 
Code and the Comprehensive Plan; on the fol I owing described 
property: 

Lot 13, Block 1, Sweetbrlar East Extended Addition, City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15027 

Action Requested: 
Spectal Exception - Section 420 - Accessory Uses Permitted In 
Resldenttal District - Use Unit 1217 - Request a speclal exception 
for a home occupat I on to a I I ow for automob 11 e repa Ir, 2647 East 
28th Street North. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Robert B. Flagg. 2647 East 28th Street North. Tulsa, 
Oki ahoma, subm ttted a I etter ( Exh I b It K-1) exp I a In Ing the 
appl !cation, and stated that he.has owned the subject property for 
approximately 20 years. He Informed that a previous appllcatlon for 
automobile repair at this location was dented. Mr. Flagg explained 
that he lived at another address at the time the previous case was 
heard, but now resides on the property In question and plans to 
operate h Is bus I ness as a home occupat I on. The app I I cant stated 
that he has spoken with the surrounding property owners and they are 
supportive of the appl !cation. 

Comments and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley asked the appl leant If the house ts served with City 
ut 11 It I es, and he answered In the aff I rmat Ive. He exp I a I ned that 
the house ts connected to the City water I lne, but due to a water 
I tne break, there Is no water In the house at this time. He 
Informed that al I other utll !ties are hooked up. 

In response to Mr. Smith's question, the applicant Informed that the 
house Is served by a sanitary sewer. 

Mr. Smith Inquired as to the type of auto repair business that wll I 
be conducted on the property, and Mr. Flagg rep I led that he plans to 
do o I I changes and sma I I eng I ne rep a Ir, w I th no body work or 
pa Int Ing. He noted that the used o 11  w I I I be stored In drums and 
properly disposed of. 

Ms. White asked Mr. Flagg If he Is currently llvtng on the subject 
property, and he answered In the affirmative. 

Mr. Smith asked the appllcant If he Is living In the house without 
water and sewer, and he reiterated that he ts currently llvlng on 
the property In question. 

Ms. Bradley noted that she has viewed the site and that there ts a 
great dea I of rubb I sh and outs I de storage on the I of. Mr. F I  agg 
stated that he Is p I ann Ing to c I ear the debr Is from the I ot and 
Improve the property. 

There was d I scuss I on as to the number of automob 11 es that ·w I I I be 
stored on the property, and the app I I cant stated that there w 1 1  I 
never be more than four vehtcles on the lot at any given time. 
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Case No. 15027 (continued) 
Protestants: 

George Harris. 2643 East 27th Street North. Tulsa. Oklahoma, stated 
that he I I ves to the south of the subject tract, and that there are 
Junk cars on the lot at this time. He stated that the property t s  
located on a dead end street and al I traffic wlll enter and exit In 
front of his home. He asked the Board to deny the appllcatlon. 

Applicant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. Flagg statpd that he plans to remove the trash from the property 
and clean up the lot. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 3-0-1 (Bradley, Smith, White 
"aye"; no "nays"; Chappel le, "abstaining"; Quarles "absent") to DENY 
a Spec I a I Except I on ( Sect I on 420 - Accessory Uses Perm I tted In 
Residential District - Use Unit 1217) for a home occupation to allow 
for automobile repair; finding that an automobile repair business Is 
not compatible with the area; and the granting of the spect al 
request wou I d  v Io I ate the sp Ir It and Intent of the Code and the 
Comprehensive Plan; on the fol lowt ng described property: 

Lot 24, Block 2, Ben C. Frankl In Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15028 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 620. 2(d) - Accessory Use Conditions - Use 
Unit 1221 - Request a variance to al low for CS s lgnage standards to 
apply In an OM zoned district; a variance of slgnage to allow for a 
266 sq ft sign (remodel Ing existing sign) and a variance to al low 
for more than one sign per street frontage In an OM zoned district, 
located 4311 East 31st Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Ace Hardware, was represented by Susan Little. 
4311 East 31st Street. Tulsa. Oklahoma, who stated that the property 
In question was granted an exception for CS use In December of 1977. 
She Informed that the requested variance would allow for more than 
one sign per street frontage, and enable the lnstal lat Ion of a 3' by 
14 1 projection sign, In addition to the use of an existing sign. 

Camlents and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner explat ned that an Industrial use was In operation on the 
subject property prior to Board approval for a commercial shopping 
center In 1976. He noted that two signs would be allowed by right 
If the property was zoned CS. 

Ms. Little stated that the existing pole sign contains approximately 
270 sq ft of area and that she plans to lower the sign and reduce 
the size· to 266 sq ft. 
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Case No. 15028 CcontJnued) 
Mr. Jackere asked the app I J cant J f she represents the shopp J ng 
center, and she rep I Jed that she does not represent the center. He 
asked Jf the entJre sJgn wJ I I be devoted to advertJsJng her busJness 
only, and she rep I led that the shopping center has agreed to let her 
busJness have use of the sign and to make the sign according to her 
specifications. 

Mr. Taylor Informed that a second appl lcatlon for shopping center 
slgnage wll I be presented to the Board on January 19th. 

Interested Parties: 
Dickson Gunn. 4119 East 30th Street. Tulsa. Oklahoma, stated that he 
Is concerned that al I slgnage be kept In harmony with the City Code. 
He stated that he Is In support of the proposed Improvement to the 
existing sign, but Is concerned with sign control In the area. 

Mr. Gardner advised that the Board could al low the sign I n  question, 
without al I owing al I CS slgnage standards. 

J Im Shot ner stated that he operates a bus I ness adjacent to the 
shopp Ing center and requested a c I ar If 1 cat I on of the app 11  cat I on. 
He asked Jf the smaller boxes wll I be made Into one large sign, and 
Ms. LI  tt I e answered In the aft 1 rmat Ive. He suggested that, If 
both s I gns are approved, the app I I cant may have more s I gnage than 
the other businesses In the center. 

Mr. Smith suggested that the appl I cation be continued and both sJgns 
for the center be considered at the same time. 

Mr. Jackere advised that the owner of the property be made aware of 
the fact that, Jf thJs appl lcatJon Is approved, the total sJgnage 
al lowed for the center wll I be used up by one or two tenants. 

Board Action: 
On K>TION of SMllH, the Board voted 3-0-1 (Chappelle, Smith, White 
"aye"; no "nays"; Bradley, "abstaining"; Quarles "absent") to 
CONTINUE Case No. 15028 to January 19, 1989, to al low owner 
notification, and to al low the Board to act on al I requested sJgnage 
for the subject property on the same date. 

Case No. 15029 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 1221. 4Cc) - CS District Use Conditions For 
Business Signs - Use Unit 1221 - Request a variance of display 
surface area from 165 sq ft to 320 sq ft (total). 

Variance - Section 1221. 3(a) - General Use Conditions For Business 
Signs - Use Unit 1221 - Request a variance of setback from an R 
District from 40 1 to 221, located 1016 North Garnett Road. 
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Case No. 15029 (continued) 
Presentation: 

The appl leant, Barry Moydel I,, 1221 Charles Page Boulevard,, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, who submitted a sign plan (Exhibit L-1) and photographs 
(Exhibit L-2), stated that ownership of the property I n  question has 
changed from Econo Lodge to Days I nn, which necessitates a sign 
change. He pointed out that the total proposed slgnage I s  less than 
that which was previously on the property. 

Camients and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner stated that the applicant I s  allowed one 330 sq ft sign 
for the business, but he Is requesting two signs with a total of 
320 sq ft. Mr. Gardner po I nted out that the a I I owab I e footage for 
more than one sign was cut I n  half to discourage multiple structures; 
however, two large signs already exist on the lot. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to APPROVE a Variance (Section 1221. 4Cc) - CS District Use 
Conditions For Business Signs - Use Unit 1221) of dlsplay surface 
area from 165 sq ft to 320 sq ft (total); and to APPROVE a Variance 
(Section 1221. 3(a) - General Use Conditions For Business Signs - Use 
Unit 1221) of setback from an R District from 40' to 22'; per plot 
plan submitted; finding that the face of two existing signs wll I be 
changed to show the name of the new bus I ness; and that the tot a I 
square footage of the two proposed signs wll I be smaller than those 
prevlously on the tract; on the fol I owing described property: 

Case No. 15030 

Lot 1, Block 1, Econo Lodge Motel Addition, City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 710 - Principal Uses Permitted I n  
Commercial Districts - Use Unit 17 - Request a special exception to 
allow automotive and al I led activities (Use Unit 17) I n  a CS zoned 
district. 

Variance - Section 1217. 3 - Use Conditions - Use Unit 1217 - Request 
a variance to allow for the open air storage of merchandise within 
300' of an R District, located 6100 Charles Page Boulevard. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Oscar Kl 11 Jan,, 6100 Charles Page Boulevard,, Tulsa, 
Ok I ahoma, stated that he has been operat I ng an automob 11 e repa I r  
business on the subject tract for approxlmately two years and that 
he would llke to add used car sal�s to hls operation. He I nformed 
that there are numerous garages Jn the area and another used car lot 
nearby. 
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Case No. 15030 (continued) 
Camients and Questions: 

Ms. White Inquired as to existing screening, and the appl leant 
explalned that there Is a cyclone fence around the entire business, 
but not sol Id screening. He Informed that none of the businesses In 
the area have screenlng·ln place. 

Mr. Smith asked the appl leant If there Is an open alley behind his 
business, and he answered In the affirmative. 

Mr. Jackere asked how long cars have been repaired at this location, 
and Mr. K I  I I I an rep I I ed that cars have been rep a I red and so Id at 
this location for approximately 25 years. 

I n  response to Ms. Brad I ey 's quest I on, the app I I cant stated that 
al I repair work Is completed Inside the building. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 710 - Prlnclpal Uses 
Permitted In Commerclal Districts - Use Unit 17) to al low automotive 
repair and automotive sales (Use Unit 17) In a CS zoned district; 
and to APPROVE a Variance (Section 1217. 3 - Use Conditions - Use 
Unit 1217) to al low for the open air storage of merchandise within 
300' of an R District; finding that automotive repair and used car 
sa I es have been conducted on the property for approx I mate I y 25 
years; and that the granting of the requests wll I not be detrlmental 
to the area; on the following described property: 

Case No. 15031 

Lots 1 and 2, Block 2, Lawnwood Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Speclal Exception - Section 410 - Prlnclpal Uses Permitted In 
Resldentlal Districts - Use Unit 1205 - Requests a speclal exception 
to a I I ow for a church and re I ated uses In an RS-1 zoned d I str I ct, 
located east of NE/c 71st Street and South Lewis Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, James Smith, 2925 West 56th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a plot plan (Exhibit M-3) and explalned that the house 
w II I be converted to a church wh I ch w 11 I seat approx I mate I y 40 
people. It was noted by the appl leant that there are no plans for a 
day care or church school, but wll I only use the building for church 
services on Sunday and one evening during the week. He stated that 
the property wll I be screened as required by the Code and wlll be 
hooked up to the City sewer. Photographs (Exhibit M-1) were 
submitted. 
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Case No. 15031 (continued) 
Conwnents and Questions: 

Ms. White asked Mr. Smith If the parking lot wll I be paved, and he 
answered In the affirmative. 

Protestants: 
Terry Kelley. 2538 East 69th Street. Tulsa. Oklahoma, remarked that 
his property abuts the subject tract on the north and that he Is 
opposed to the appl !cation. He stated that his main concern Is the 
covering of the yard with an Impervious material, since the property 
Is I ocated between two d ra I nage areas. He po I nted out that any 
widening of 71st Street would make entry to the property dlfflcult. 

Mr. Kelley stated the poss lb I I lty of growth could create a prob- I em, 
and that he Is not opposed to the church, but Is opposed to the 
church at this location. 

Ardis Manning. 2529 East 70th Street. Tulsa. Oklahoma, submitted a 
petition of opposition and photographs (Exhibit �2), and stated 
that her back patio overlooks the subject tract. She explained that 
a nearb� natural waterway draining approximately 40 acres runs Into 
a rav I ne and storm sewer near her home, and any change In the 
subject property wou I d  affect the ab 11 lty of the storm sewer to 
carry the additional water. She stated that the yards In the area 
are not fenced and the unattended church would Increase the 
poss lb I I  t ty of theft and vandal Ism. 

Stan Bolding. Department of Stormwater Management, Informed that the 
northwest corner of the property Is located In the flood plaln and 
there Is an Inadequate storm sewer system downstream. He po I nted 
out that on-site stormwater detention Is required and a permit Is 
also required before any grading operation Is started on the 
property. Mr. Bold Ing stated that the appl leant would be required 
to supply his office with an engineer study which would substantiate 
the fact that any activity on the subject tract would not adversely 
Impact the property downstream. 

Ms. Bradley asked who wll I monitor activity on the property, and Mr. 
Bolding replied that It will be the responslblllty of the owner to 
ma I nta In the property, or the C I  ty w i I I comp I ete the necessary 
maintenance and charge the services to the owner. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to DENY a Special Exception (Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted 
In Residential Districts - Use Unit 1205) to al low tor a church and 
related uses In an RS-1 zoned district: finding that the granting of 
the special exception request would be detrimental to the area, and 
wou I d  v Io I ate the sp Ir It and Intent of the Code and the 
Comprehensive; on the fol lowing described property: 

A tract of land beginning at the SE/c of the SE/4, SW/4, SW/4 
of Section 5, T-18-N, R-13-E of the I ndian Base and Meridian, 
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the US Government 
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Case No. 15031 (continued) 
Survey thereof; thence north on the east boundary of sa Id SW/ 4, 
SW/4, 396' to a point; thence west 150. 58' to a point; thence south 
396' to a point on the south boundary of said Section 5; thence 
east 150. 65' to a Point of Beginning, except the south 30' of said 
tract for pub I I c roadway easement, City of Tu I sa, Tu I sa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15032 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 240. 2 - Permitted Yard Obstructions - Use 
Unit 1206 - Request a variance of the size of a detached accessory 
building from 750 sq ft to 1440 sq ft. 

Variance - Section 420. 2 - Accessory Use Condl�lons - Use Unit 1206 
- Request a variance to al low said accessory building to locate In 
the side yard, located 7134 South Quincy Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Paul Louvier. 1134 South Quincy. Tulsa. Oklahana, 
stated that he has recently retired and proposed to construct a new 
garage I n  place of the old one that was removed from the property. 
He stated that, when appl !cation was made for a building permit, It 
was discovered that the proposed garage was not al lowed In the side 
yard and was oversized for the lot. He stated that the garage will 
be used for his cars and tractor. Mr. Louvier submitted a plot plan 
(Exhibit N-1) for the proposed construction. 

Camients and Questions: 
Ms. Wh I te asked If the carport w 111 be removed, and the app 11 cant 
answered In the affirmative. 

Interested Parties: 
Mr. Chappel le Informed that the Board has received one letter 
(Exhibit N-2) In support of the appl !cation. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of SMllH, the Board voted 4-0-0 <Brad I ey, Chappa 11 e, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to APPROVE a Variance (Section 240. 2 - Permitted Yard Obstructions -
Use Un It 1206) of the s I ze of a detached accessory bu I I d  Ing from 
750 sq ft to 1440 sq  ft; and to APPROVE a Variance (Section 420. 2 -
Accessory Use Conditions - Use Unit 1206) to al low said accessory 
bul I ding to locate In the side yard; per plot plan submitted; 
finding that the garage wll I be constructed at the same location as 
a previous structure which has been removed; and finding a hardship 
demonstrated by the large size of the lot; on the fol I owing 
described property: 

Lot 3, Block 2, River Grove Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15033 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 240. 2 - Permitted Yard Obstructions -
Use Unit 1206 - Request a speclal exception to vary the fence height 
In the front yard from 4' to 6' for an ex I stl ng fence, I ocated 
1019 East 39th Place. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Jerry Smith. was represented by Joan WIi ey. 1019 East 
37th Street. Tulsa. Oklahoma. She Informed that she rents a house 
from Mr. Smith and has been annoyed by the on-going garage sales 
conducted by Mr. Peevy, her neighbor to the west. She Informed that 
Code Enforcement has been notified of the problem and they suggested 
the erection of a screening fence between the two properties. Ms. 
Wiley stated that a 6' cedar fence was constructed along the west 
property I lne by Discount Fence Company. A letter (Exhibit P-1) to 
Code Enforcement and photographs ( Exh I b It P-2) ·were subm I tted by the 
appl leant. 

Camtents and Questions: 
Ms. Brad I ey asked how I ong the fence has been In p I ace, and Ms. 
W Iiey repl led that It was constructed In September of 1988. 

Ms. White stated that she has visited the property and does not have 
a problem with the fence If It does not obstruct the neighbors view 
when back Ing Into the street. Ms. W 11 ey stated that the fence 
slopes to 4 1 and Is set back the required distance from the street. 

There was discussion concerning excessive garage sales, and the 
solution Code Enforcement suggested to the applicant. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 ( Brad I ey, Chappe 11 e, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 240. 2 - Permitted Yard 
Obstructions - Use Unit 1206) to vary the fence height In the front 
yard from 4' to 6 1 for an existing fence; finding that the 6 1 fence 
slopes to a height of 4' toward the front of the lot; and that the 
granting of the request wll I not be detrimental to the neighborhood; 
on the fol I owing described property: 

Lot 11, Block 1, Rlverlawn Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15035 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 208 - One Slngle-Faml ly Dwel I Ing per Lot of 
Record - Use Un It 1206 - Request a var I ance to a I I ow for two 
dwel I Ing units on one lot of record, 8403 East 19th Street. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Lane Caves, Jim Walter Homes, PO Box 581027, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, submitted a plot plan (Exhibit R-1) and brochure 
(Exhibit R-2), and stated that he Is representing the owner of the 
subject property. He explained that there Is an existing day care 
center on the tract and that h Is c I I ent Is propos Ing to bu 11 d an 
additional dwel I Ing I n  order to I Ive closer to her business.  

Colllnents and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley remarked that there are other existing structures on the 
I ot, and the app I I cant Informed that these bu 11 d I ngs are used for 
storage purposes and are not permanent structures. 

Mr. Gardner advised that the previous appl !cation concerning this 
property was a request to place a mobile home on the lot. He asked 
the app I I cant If anyone res I des In the house where the day care 
center Is In operation, and he rep I led that It Is only used for day 
care. Mr. Gardner pointed out that, If this appl !cation Is 
approved, the tract w I I I have two res I dent I a I structures, one of 
which Is used for a day care business. 

Protestants: 
John Tracy, 5715 East 23rd Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he 
owns the property to the east of the day care center, and that he Is 
opposed to the appl !cation. He remarked that two dwell lngs on the 
lot wll I lower property values In the area. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappel le, 
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent") 
to APPROVE a Variance (Section 208 - One Slngle-Famlly Dwel I I ng per 
Lot of Record - Use Unit 1206) to al low for two dwel I I ng units on 
one lot of record; per plan submitted; finding a hardship 
demonstrated by the I arge s I ze of the tract; and f I nd Ing that the 
granting of the request wl I I not cause substantlal detriment to the 
pub I le good or Impair the spirit, purposes and I ntent of the Code or 
the Comprehensive Plan; on the fol lowlng described property: 

That part of the E/2 of Block 8, O'Connor Park, an addition In 
Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat 
thereof, described as follows, to-wit: Beginning at the SW/c 
of the E/2 of said Block 8; thence east 172 1/2 1 ; thence north 
305 1 ; thence west 172 1/21; thence south 305 1 to the Point of 
Beginning; City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 1 5036 

Action Requested: 
Spec I al Exception - Section 1680.1 Cg) - Spec I al Exception - Use 
Unit 1210 - Request a speclal exception to al low for off-street 
parking In an RS-3 zoned district, located north side of 51st Place, 
east of Marlon Place. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Joyce Wacht. was represented by Rick Callls, 
administrator of Springer Cl lnt c who submitted a plot plan and 
location map (Exhibit S-1) for the subject tract. He explained that 
Springer Cl t nlc t s  proposing to purchase the property and operate a 
branch office, with a staff of six family physicians. He noted 
that parking on the lot Is Inadequate and asked the Board to allow 
off-street parking on the lot to the rear. Mr. Call ls pointed out 
that the property Is In disrepair and approxlmately $700, 000 wll I be 
spent to renovate the bulldlng which has been vacant for 
approximately two years. It was noted by the appl leant that fencing 
and I andscap Ing w 1 1  I be added and the over a I I appearance of the 
property Improved. 

Cooments and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley asked If the property extends to 51st Place, and Mr. 
Cal I Is rep I led that the property does go through to 51st Place, but 
wt l I not have Ingress and egress on that street. 

Protestants: 
Burl Burnett. 51 33 South Marlon Place. Tulsa. Oklahoma, stated that 
the property In question adversely affects the entire neighborhood. 
He Informed that a previous request for parking on the lot has been 
denied. Mr. Burnett stated that there have been various activities 
on the I ot that have been annoy Ing to the nearby res I dents. He 
Informed that there Is also a water run-off problem In the area, and 
asked the Board to deny the appl lcatlon. 

David Lonnerhen, stated that he owns the property on 51st Place, and 
agrees that the property Is In bad repair, but pointed out that the 
existing bulldlng covers the entire width of the lot and t s  
concerned that an entrance wll I be opened on 51st Place. 

Mr. Gardner Informed that the building t s  oversized for the lot and 
park Ing has never met Code requ I rements. He stated that former 
tenants have parked on the I ot w t thout approva I, but off-street 
parking was denied by the Board In 1981. 

Appllcant•s  Rebuttal: 
Mr. Cal I Is advised that the area wll I be enhanced by the removal of 
the eyesore, and the Improved property wll I have security to prevent 
any activities that will be offensive to the nearby residents. He 
stated that a storm sewer runs under the lot and additional Intakes 
will be lnstal led to alleviate water problems. Mr. Cal It s assured 
the Board that there t s  sufficient space on both sides of the 
building for Ingress and egress .  
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Case No . 1 5036 ( cont i nued ) 
Add l t l ona l Conlllents: 

Ms . Brad I ey and Ms . Wh l te agreed that the property on 5 1  st P I  ace 
cou l d  be used for s l ng l e  f am l l y  res l dent l a l , and Mr . Ca l l  l s  stated 
that I t  I s  not probab l e  that th i s  w i l l  happen , due to the poor 
cond i t i on of the off i ce to the north . 

Board Act I on: 
On MOT ION of WH ITE, the Board voted 3- 1 -0 ( Brad l ey ,  Sm i th ,  Wh i te 
"aye" ; Chappe l l e , "nay" ; no "abstent i ons" ; Quar l es "absent" ) to DENY 
a Specia l Exception ( Sect i on 1 680 . 1  C g )  - Spec i a l  Except i on - Use 
Un i t  1 2 1 0 )  to a l  l ow for off-street park i ng I n  an RS-3 zoned 
d i str i ct;  f i nd i ng that the park i ng l ot I s  not compat i b l e  w i th the 
res i dent i a l  ne i g hborhood ; and f i nd i ng that the grant i ng of the 
request wou I d  v I o  I ate the sp I r  I t  and I ntent of the Code and the 
Comprehens i ve P l an ;  on the f o l  l ow i ng descr i bed property : 

Lots 1 ,  2 and 3 ,  B l ock 1 ,  Wood l and Terrace Add i t i on ,  C i ty of 
Tu l sa ,  Tu l sa County , Ok l ahoma . 

Case No. 1 5037 

Action Requested: 
Var i ance - Sect i on 208 - One S l ng l e-Fam l l y  Dwe l I I ng on one Lot of 
Record - Use Un I t  1 206 - Request a var I ance to a 1 1  ow for two 
dwe 1 1 1  ng u n  I ts to I ocate on one I ot of record I n  an RS-3 zoned 
d i str i ct, 3607 and 36 1 5  South Lawton Avenue .  

Presentation: 
The app l l eant, Steven Curtis., 361 9 South Lawton Avenue., Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, I nformed that h i s property I s  l arge enough that I t  cou l d  
be  sp l I t  I nto two separate l ots I f  the C i ty sewer was ava i l ab l e .  He 
stated that a I I res I dences are on sept I c systems at the present 
t i me,  b ut a sewer extens i on I s  p l anned I n  the f uture . A p l ot p l an 
( Exh i b i t  T- 1 )  was subm i tted . 

Carments and Questions: 
Ms . Brad I ey asked I f  each dwe I I I ng w 1 1  I have a separate sept I c 
system, and the app l l eant answered I n  the aff i rmat i ve .  

Mr . Gardner I nformed that, I f  the l ot I s  s p l I t, there I s  not 
suf  f I c I ent area ava 1 1  ab I e to meet the State requ I rements for a 
sept i c  system, b ut two systems wou l d  be a l  l owed I f  the l and I s  l eft 
I n  one parce l . Mr . Curt i s  remarked that the State Hea l th Department 
requ i res 22 , 500 sq ft of area for each l ot .  

Board Action: 
On MOTION of SM ITI-1, the Board voted 4-0-0 ( Brad l ey ,  Chappe l l e, 
Sm i th ,  Wh i te "aye" ;  no " nays" ;  no "abstent i ons";  Quar l es "absent" ) 
to APPROVE a Var I ance ( Sect I on 208 - One S I  ng I e-Fam I I y Dwe I 1 1  ng on 
one Lot of Record - Use Un I t  1 206 ) to a II ow for two dwe I I I ng u n  I ts 
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Case No. 1 §037 ( cont r nued ) 
to I ocate on cme I ot of re·cord r n an RS-3 zoned d r str r ct; per p I ot 
p l an subm ttted; f l nd f ng a hardsh i p  I mposed on the app l f.cant by the 
I arge s f  ze of the tract, and the fact that the property cou I d  be 
sp l f t  I nto two f nd f v f dua l l ots f f  a san itary sewer was ava f l ab l e ;  on 
the fo I I ow f ng descr f bed property : 

Lot 26 , B i o.ck 6 ,  Garden Ctty Add i t ion,  C i ty of Tu l sa ,  Tu l sa 
County, Ok l ahoma . 

There be i ng no further b us i ness, the meet i ng was adjourned at 4 : 1 5  p •. m .  

Date Approved / - / � -/ f 
---i"', --------
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