
MEJeERS PRESENT 

Bolzle 
Chappe 11 e 
Fu Iler 
White, 

Chairman 

CITY BOARD OF ADJUSlMENT 

MINUTES of Meeting No. 547 
Thursday, September 28, 1989, 1:00 p.m. 

Francis F. Campbel I Commission Room 
Plaza Level of City Hal I, Tulsa Civic Center 

MEJeERS ABSENT 

Bradley 

STAFF PRESENT 

Gardner 
Jones 
Moore 

OlHERS PRESENT 

Jack ere, Leg a I 
Department 

Hubbard, Protective 
Inspections 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Aud I tor on Tuesday, September 22, 1989, at 3: 57 p .m., as we I I as In the 
Reception Area of the INCOG offices. 

Due to lack of quorum, the regularly scheduled meeting for September 21, 1989 
was rescheduled for September 28, 1989. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman White called the meeting to order 
at I :00 p .m. 

MINUTES: 
On MOTION of FULLER, the Board voted 4-0-0 CBolzle, Chappel le, Fuller, 
White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, "absent") to APPROVE 
the Minutes of September 7, 1989. 

Clarlflcatlon of Minutes - Case No. 15233 

Mr. Jones stated that, at the previous meeting, the request was made to 
al low church use at 3231 East Seminole Street, with a variance of the one 
acre lot minimum to 7/10-acre. He stated that the minutes reflect that 
the Board approved the location of the use to be on the southwest corner 
of Tecumseh and Harvard; which was also the opinion of Staff; however, 
the applicant later Indicated to the Building Inspector that the west end 
of the tract Is the actual location of the subject property. Mr. Jones 
stated that the lot Is not located In the CS zoned portion of the tract, 
and that Staff Is requesting a clarlflcatlon of the Board's understanding 
and Intent regarding this case. 

There was Board discussion concerning the proposed location of the 
church, and It was their general consensus that the applicant presented 
the locatlon to be the southwest corner of Tecumseh, and that the minutes 
are correct. 
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Clarlflcatlon - Case No. 15233 (continued) 
Mr. Jackere stated that he visited with a number of the protestants after 
the previous meeting and, even though the appllcant stated that the 
proposed church locatlon Is In the CS zoned portion, they knew that the 
property In quest I on wou Id be In the area c I oser to the res I dent I a I 
d I str I ct. Mr. Jack ere stated that It was h Is understand Ing that the 
church Is to be on the southwest corner of the property, but that he had 
assured the protestants that they wlll be notified If the location ls 
determined to be nearer the residential neighborhood. 

The applicant, Lawrence Morrison, stated that he has had expenditures In 
preparing for the case, and that the plot plan gave the specific location 
of the proposed church and was drawn up by a professional person. He 
pointed out that a further delay wt I I cost additional money. 

Mr. Gardner stated that Staff did not have access to the documents 
presented at the previous meeting, but there ls no problem with the 
advertising, as the legal description covered the entire tract from which 
the 7 / 10-acre p I ot was taken. He po I nted out that the app 11 cant was 
asked If the proposed site Is located across the street from the store to 
the north, and Mr. Morrison answered In the affirmative; however, the 
subject tract ls across, and approximately 300' down the street, from the 
store. 

Ms. Hubbard Informed that the app I leant may a I so need screen Ing and 
setback rellef. She suggested that Mr. Morrison make appllcatlon for a 
Bui I ding Permit and al low that department to conduct a thorough review of 
the case to determine If addltlonal relief ls required. 

Mr. Jones Informed that, If required, the application can be readvertlsed 
and ready for rehearing on October 19, 1989. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of FULLER, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz le, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to DETERMINE that the Minutes for September 7, 1989, 
concerning Case No. 15233 are correct, and suggested that the 
appl leant make a request for a Bui I ding Permit, at which time the 
Building Inspector wt I I determine If further relief from this Board 
Is required. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Case No. 15229 

Action Requested: 
Appeal - Section 1650 - Appeals from an Administrative Official - Use 
Un It 1211 - Request an appea I from the dee Is I on of the Bu I Id Ing 
Inspector for not permitting a non-conforming tax consulting and 
bookkeep Ing bus I ness In an RS-3 zoned d I str I ct, I ocated 1456 North 
Jop 11 n. 
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Case No. 15229 (continued) 
Presentation: 

The applicant, Steven W. Kopet, 7480 East 1st Street, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, submitted a packet (Exhibit A-1) containing photographs, 
yellow page advertising, letters of support, and a copy of the plat 
and the annexation ordinance, as wel I as various other documents 
supporting the fact that the business In question was In operation at 
this locatlon In 195 1. Mr. Kopet stated that the property was 
annexed Into the City on December 28, 1951, with the tax service 
beginning operation at this location March 17, 1951. 

Camients and Questions: 
Mr. Jackere asked If Mr. Boman purchased the property on 
March 17, 1951, and the applicant answered In the affirmative. He 
pointed out that Mr. Boman was divorced In December of 1951 and at 
that time the tax service had been generating revenue In the amount 
of $ 1500 per year. The applicant stated that Mr. Boman Is deceased. 

Mr. Fu I I er asked If there are other bus I nesses 1 n th Is area a Jong 
Pine Street, and the applicant replied that Max Cleaners Is 
approximately 1 1/2 blocks from the subject property. 

Mr. Jack ere adv! sed that the on I y Issue before the Board at th Is 
time Is If the tax consulting and bookkeeping business Is a 
nonconforming use. 

In reply to Mr. Bolzle, Mr. Jackere pointed out that the existence 
of the bus I ness at the t I me of the annex at I on cou Id be proved by 
evidence provided by someone that had done business with the company 
at that time, or tax records of the Initial owner; however the 
previous owner Is deceased and records are not aval lab le. 

Mr. Jackere asked the applicant If Mr. and Mrs. Boman lived at this 
location, and the applicant replied that the Bomans resided In the 
house, and he cont I nued to 11 ve on the prem I ses and operate the 
business after the divorce. The applicant stated that the property 
was so Id to Mr. Brody In 1973, and that he purchased the property 
from Mr. Brody In 1978. 

In response to Mr. Jackere, the applicant stated that Mr. Boman had 
one emp I oyee, G I  en Cheatham, who 11 ved next door and operated the 
business for him. He Informed that Mr. Brody did not llve at this 
location when he acquired the business, but the back portion of the 
house was used as temporary quarters for tax consultants during the 
peak season. He pointed out that the employees worked approximately 
16 hours during these busy times. 

Mr. Jackere pointed out that the Code does not al low a nonconforming 
use to expand, and the Board w I I I be requ I red to determ I ne If the 
business Is nonconforming, and If so, whether or not the business 
has expanded or changed In character. 
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Case No. 15229 (continued) 
Interested Part I es: 

Kirk Larkin, 816 Lexington Road, Sapulpa, Oklahoma, stated that he 
purchased the tax business from Mr. Kopet In November of 1988, and 
currently has a contract to purchase the property, contingent upon 
the Board's approval of this application. Photographs (Exhibit ) 
of commercial uses along Pine Street were submitted. He asked the 
Board to allow the continuance of a use that has been conducted at 
this location for approximately 30 years. 

Mr. Jack ere asked Mr. Lark In If he has emp I oyees, and he rep 11 ed 
that he and two employees wt I I operate the business. 

Mr. Fulfer stated that, according to letters from surrounding 
property owners and ev I dence supp 1 1  ed by the app 1 1  cant, It appears 
that the business was probably In operation nine months before 
annexation of the addition. 

Ms. White remarked that she Is of the opinion that the business Is 
probably nonconforming, but feels that It has been expanded over the 
years. 

Mr. Gardner pointed out that, If Inclined to find the business 
nonconforming, the Board could determine to what extent the business 
Is nonconforming. He stated that the applicant could be required to 
maintain the residential character of the existing structure, limit 
the amount of slgnage, and limit the number of employees for the 
business. 

In response to Ms. Wh I te, Mr. Lark In stated that he and three 
employees wl I I operate the business during the peak season. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of FULLER, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to REVERSE the Dec Is I on of the Bu I Id Ing Inspector and 
grant an Appeal (Section 1650 - Appeals from an Administrative 
Official - Use Unit 1211) from the decision of the Bui (ding 
Inspector for not permitting a non-conforming tax consulting and 
bookkeeping business (accounting and CPA) In an RS-3 zoned district; 
finding the use to be nonconforming and allowing It to continue at 
the present location; subject to the residential character of the 
structure being retained; subject to the sign being no larger than 
2 1 by 3 1; subject to no expansion of the building and a maximum of 
four employees ( Including the owner of the business); on the 
fol lowing described property: 

Lot 1, Block 4, Maplewood Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 
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MINOR VARIANCES AND EXCEPTIONS 

Case No. 15246 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In the 
Res I dent I a I DI str I ct - Use Un It 1206 - Request a var I ance of the 
required 10' side yard to 8' to al low for both an existing structure 
and new addition, located 4728 West 8th Street. 

Comnents and Questions: 
Mr. Jones Informed that a portion of the property In question Is 
located In a floodplain and a Watershed Development Permit wl II be 
required prior to development. 

Mr. Gardner po I nted out that the res I dence Is I ocated In an area 
that has developed predominately slngle-faml ly, although It Is 
blanket zoned multl-faml ly. He stated that, If zoned slngle-faml ly, 
only a 5' side yard setback would be required. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Jack Wantland, 4732 West 8th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a plot plan (Exhibit B-1), and requested permission to 
construct an addition to an existing dwelling. The plot plan 
Indicated that the addition wl II align with the existing structure. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of 0-IAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance (Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area 
Requ I rements In the Res I dent I a I DI strl ct - Use Un It 1206) of the 
required 10' side yard to 8' to al low for both an existing structure 
and new addition; per plot plan submitted, and subject to Stormwater 
Management approval; finding that the proposed addition will not 
encroach further Into the setback than the ex I st Ing dwe I I Ing; and 
f Ind Ing a hardsh Ip demonstrated by the fact that the house Is 
located In an area that, although blanket zoned multl-faml ly, has 
developed slngle-famt ly residential; on the fol lowing described 
property: 

Lot 6, Block 2, Rayburn's Subdivision, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 
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NEW APPLICATIONS 

Case No. 15239 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In 
Res I dent I a I D I  str I cts - Use Un It 1208 - Request a var I a nee of the 
required 85 1 setback from the centerline of East 51st Street South 
to 49 1 to permit an existing apartment complex, located at 2545 East 
51st Street South. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Scott Coulson, 1500 Bank of Oklahoma Tower, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, who submitted a plot plan (Exhibit C-1) , stated that the 
apartment but I ding In question has been at this location for 
approx I mate I y twenty years and the var I ance Is requested to c I ear 
the title. Mr. Coulson pointed out that the building probably 
conformed to the Code at the time of construction. 

Ccmnents and Questions: 
In response to Mr. Chappe I I e, the app 1 1  cant stated that there w I I I 
be no new construction on the property. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of CHAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz le, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Var I ance ( Sect I on 430. 1 - Bu I k and Area 
Requirements In Residential Districts - Use Unit 1208) of the 
required 85 1 setback from the centerline of East 51st Street South 
to 49 1 to permit an existing apartment complex; per plan submitted; 
finding that the but I ding In question was constructed approximately 
20 years ago ( pr I or to current Code requ I rements) , and no new 
construction t s  proposed; on the fol lowing described property: 

A part of Lots 6 and 7, Block 2, South Lewis View, an addition 
to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, 
according to the recorded plat thereof, together with a portion 
of the west 30 1 of vacated South Columbia Avenue, lying south 
of Skelly Drive right-of-way, being more particularly described 
as fol lows, to-wit: 

Beginning at the SW/c of said Lot 7, Block 2; thence east along 
the south line of said Block 2, a distance of 329.2 1; to a 
po Int In the center of the vacated South Co I umb I a Avenue; 
thence north along the centerline of said vacated South 
Columbia Avenue, a distance of 110 1 to a point on the southerly 
right-of-way line of Skelly Drive; thence southwesterly along 
the southerly right-of-way line of Skelly Drive a distance of 
31.62 1 to a point that Is 100 1 north of the SE/c of said Lot 6, 
Block 2; thence westerly along the southerly right-of-way line 
of Skelly Drive a distance of 299.2 1 to a point on the westerly 
line of said Lot 7, Block 2; thence south along the west line 
of sa Id Lot 7, BI ock 2 a d I stance of 100 1 to the Po Int of 
Beginning, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15241 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 410 - Permitted Uses In the Residential 
Districts - Use Unit 1205 - Request a special exception to permit 
church use In an RS-3 zoned district. 

Variance - Section 1205.3 - Use Conditions - Use Unit 1205 - Request 
a variance of the minimum 1 acre lot area. 

Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In the 
Res I dent I a I D I  str I cts - Use Un It 1205 - Request a var I a nee of the 
requ I red 25' setback from the rear property 11 ne to 20', I ocated 
SW/c West 40th Street South & South 34th West Avenue. 

Presentat I on: 
The applicant, Beverly Warren, 4555 West 64th Place, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, represented the Redfork Church of God. She stated that a 
picnic shelter (30' by 60') Is to be constructed on church property 
across the street from the bul ldlng. Ms. Warren explained that the 
shelter wl II be used for church activities. A plot plan 
(Exhibit D-1) was submitted. 

Coaments and Questions: 
Mr. Jones exp I a I ned that the Board has prevl ous I y approved church 
use on the property where the building Is located, and now the 
church ts proposing to utt llze other property across the street for 
add I ti ona I church actt vltl es. He pol nted out the p Jen le shelter 
would become the principal use on the lot and suggested that, If 
Inclined to approve the application, a tie contract could be 
required In order that al I church properties would be tied together. 

Ms. White asked If the picnic shelter wl I I be an open structure, and 
Ms. Warren answered In the affirmative. 

Mr. Bolzle asked If lighting wl II be Installed In the shelter, and 
the applicant replied that she ts not sure, but ts under the 
Impression that lights wl I I be lnstal led. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of 0-IAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz le, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 410 - permitted 
Uses In the Residential Districts - Use Unit 1205) to permit church 
use In an RS-3 zoned district; to APPROVE a Variance (Section 1205.3 
- Use Conditions - Use Unit 1205) of the minimum 1 acre lot area; 
and to APPROVE a Variance (Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area 
Requ I rements In the Res I dent I a I D I  str I cts - Use Un It 1205) of the 
required 25' setback from the rear property line to 20'; per plot 
plan submitted; subject to the execution of a tie contract; finding 
that church use Is preva I ent In the area and has proved to be 
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Case No. 15241 (continued) 
compatible with the residential neighborhood; and finding that the 
granting of the requests will be In harmony with the spirit, 
purposes and Intent of the Code; on the fol I owing described 
property: 

Lots 1 - 7, Block 11, Yargee Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15244 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 420 - Accessory Uses In Residential 
Districts, Use Unit 1206 - Request a special exception to permit a 
home occupation craft (bead) supply In a RS-3 zoned district, 
located 3122 South 85th East Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Henry Farris, 3122 South 85th East Avenue, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, was represented by Mrs. Farris, who submitted a letter 
(Exhibit E-1) explaining the business In question. She stated that 
Jewelry Is made and designed In her home, but these pieces are not 
sold at this location. Ms. Farris stated that she sel Is hard-to-get 
articles such as horses tails and other special Items. 

Camients and Questions: 
Ms. White Inquired as to the type of delivery to the home, and the 
applicant stated that she receives packages from UPS only. 

Ms. White asked Ms. Farris If customers come to her home to purchase 
Jewelry, and she replied that she does not sel I finished Jewelry at 
this location, but does sel I suppl les for making Jewelry. Ms. 
Farr Is stated that pa Int, brushes, or supp 11 es of that nature are 
not sold from her home. 

Mr. Fuller asked how many customers visit the home each day, and Ms. 
Farris replied that she may not have one customer In a week, but on 
a good day she could have as many as 12 customers. He Inquired as 
to the parking area provided for the customers, and she stated that 
there Is sufficient parking on the driveway for 6 vehicles. Ms. 
Farris remarked that customers do occasionally park In the street. 

Ms. White asked If the addition on the west of the garage Is a part 
of the business, and Ms. Farris replied that the structure Is used 
as a boat house and Is not a part of the business. In response to 
Ms. White's Inquiry concerning Home Occupation Guidelines, Ms. 
Farr Is Informed that she Is fam 1 11 ar w I th those requ I rements, and 
does not have a sign for the business. 
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Case No. 15244 (continued) 
Protestants: 

Gordon Fallis, 3138 South 85th East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated 
that he has lived at the present location since 1961, and pointed 
out that the area ls strictly residential. Mr. Fal lls remarked that 
he wou Id have protested ear 11 er If he had know the app 11 cant was 
operat Ing a bus I ness In the ne I ghborhood. He asked that the 
application be denied. 

Ms. White asked Mr. Fal I ls If he was aware that a business was In 
operation at this location before he received notice of the 
hearing, and he replied that he was unaware of the business. 

Bob Schiefen, 8167 East 31st Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he 
1 1  ves three houses west of the Farr Is property, and has owned 
property at th Is I ocat I on for many years. Mr. Sch I efen remarked 
that he Is protest Ing the app I I cat I on because the bus I ness w I 11 
decrease the value of his home. Letters of opposition (Exhibit E-2) 
were submitted. 

Ms. Wh lte asked Mr. Sch I efen If he was aware of the bus I ness 
operat I on pr I or to th Is meet Ing, and he rep 11 ed that cars are 
frequently parked on the corner, and It was evident that something 
was going on at this location. Mr. Schiefen stated that he has been 
told that a picture frame business Is being conducted In the garage 
of the Farris home. 

App I I cant's Rebutta I: 
Mr. Chappel le asked Ms. Farris If she has employees, and she replied 
that she does not have employees. 

In response to Mr. Fu I I er, the app 11 cant stated that she has 
operated the business at this location since 1977 or 1978. 

Mr. Jackere asked the applicant If pictures frames are made In the 
home, and Ms. Farris replled that there Is not a frame business at 
this location. She explained that her son previously made frames 
here, but the business was closed and he moved to another state. 

There was discussion as to appointments for the customers, and the 
app I I cant stated that she has customers from as far away as New 
Mexico. She stated that hours of operation have recently been 
established, and customers visit between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m. 

Mr. Chappel le stated that he Is lncllned to support the home 
occupat I on If the app 11 cant can comp I y w I th the Home Occupat I on 
Gulde! Ines. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of FULLER, the Board voted 4-0-0 CBolzle, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 420 - Accessory 
Uses In Res I dent I a I D I  strl cts - Use Un It 1206) to perm It a home 
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Case No. 15244 (continued) 
occupation craft (bead) supply In a RS-3 zoned district; per Home 
Occupation Guldellnes; subject to hours of operation being 
10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m .; finding that the applicant has been sel llng 
craft supplies at this location for approximately 12 years; and 
finding that the home occupation, as presented, wl I I not be 
detrimental to the neighborhood, or violate the spirit and Intent of 
the Code; on the fol lowing described property: 

Lot 4, Block 3, Longview Acres, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15245 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 310 - Permitted Uses In The Agriculture 
District - Use Unit 1205 - Request a spec I al exception to al low a 
row Ing c I ub In on AG and FD zoned d I str I ct, I ocated West S I  de of 
Arkansas River at approximately West 20th Place. 

Comments and Questions: 
Mr. Jones In formed that the tract Is I ocated In a f I oodway and a 
Watershed Development Permit wt I I be required prior to development. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, James Jessup, was represented by Sam Stone, Sooner 
Rowing Association. He submitted a drawing and site plan 
(Exhibit F-1) for a storage fact I t ty which wl 11 be constructed at 
the above stated location, and wl II house the rowing equipment for 
the association. A letter (Exhibit F-2) from Jackie Bubenlk, River 
Parks Authority, stated that sufficient parking Is aval I able to 
support the proposed row Ing fac I I I ty, and w 1 1  I be I eased by the 
association. 

Comments and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner advised that a 40 1 bul I ding setback Is required In an AG 
District and, according to the plot plan, the applicant may have to 
readvertlse for a variance, or lease additional land, to comply with 
the Code setback requirements. He pointed out that, If additional 
land Is acquired, a revised legal wl I I be needed to reflection the 
change. 

Mr. Stone stated that time Is of the essence and that leasing of 
add I ti ona I I and wou Id prob ab I y be the most s I mp I e so I utl on to the 
setback problem, If one exists. 

In response to Mr. Jackere 1 s question concerning the 40 1 setback, 
Mr. Gardner clarified that the subject property, as wel I as the 
surrounding property, has an AG zoning classification and requires a 
40 1 bul I ding setback. 
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Case No. 15245 (continued) 
Protestants: None. 

Board Act-Ion: 
On MOTION of OiAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 CBolzle, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 310 - Permitted 
Uses In The Agriculture District - Use Unit 1205) to al low a rowing 
c I ub In on AG and FD zoned d I str let; per plot p I an submitted; 
finding that the use wt 11 be compatible with the area, and In 
harmony with the spirit and Intent of the Code; on the fol lowing 
described property: 

Case No. 15247 

All that part of Lot 11, Section 11, T-19-N, R-12-E, of the 
Indian Base and Meridian, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, according to 
the official US Government Survey thereof more particularly 
described as follows, to-wit: 

Beg Inn Ing at the northwester I y corner of an ex I st Ing concrete 
boat ramp on the westerly bank of the Arkansas River and West 
21st Street South; thence due west a distance of 14.94'; thence 
N 49°22'9" W a distance of 45.49'; thence due west a distance 
of 35.36'; thence W 63°13 1 30" W a distance of 89.54'; thence 
N 32°51153' W a distance of 142.38'; thence N 57°54'7" E a  
distance of 70.00 1; thence N 73°42 115' E a  distance of 127.10 1; 

thence S 32°5 1 5311 E a  distance of 250.00'; thence S 55°0 1 011 W a 
distance of 90.00 1 to the Point of Beginning, containing 
45, 993.0 sq ft or 1.0559 acres more or less, City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In the 
Res I dent I a I DI str I ct - Use Un It 1206 - Request a var I ance of the 
required 50' front setback (measured from the centerline of East 6th 
Street) to 32 1 to permit an existing carport, located 7504 East 6th 
Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Geraldine Alverson, Route 2, Box 428-P, Ft. Smith, 
Arkansas, stated that she Is represent Ing her mother who 11 ves at 
the above stated location. She Informed that a carport was recently 
constructed on her mother's property, and asked the Board to allow 
It to remain. A plat of survey (Exhibit X-1) was submitted. 

Comments and Questions: 
Mr. Chappel le asked how long the carport has been constructed, and 
the app 11 cant rep 11 ed that the carport was comp I eted In August of 
this year. She explained that the existing garage and carport were 
destroyed by f I re, and her mother pa Id the contractor to get a 
permit to convert the garage area Into a den. She said that her 
mother did not know there was no permit for the carport. 
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Case No. 15247 (continued) 
Mr. ,Chappel le Inquired as to the length of time the previous carport 
had been on the property, and Ms. Alverson replied that It was there 
for a few years before the fire. 

Ms. Wh I te stated that she has v I ewed the property and there Is a 

carport next door to the subject property that extends further 
toward the street than the one under application. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of FULLER, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bo I z I e, Chappa 11 e, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance (Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area 
Requirements In the Residential District - Use Unit 1206) of the 
required 50' front setback (measured from the centerline of East 6th 
Street) to 32' to permit an existing carport; per plat of survey 
submitted; finding that the new structure will replace the carport 
that was previously existing; and finding that are there are other 
carports In the Immediate vicinity that have been constructed closer 
to the street than the one In question, and the granting of the 
request wl I I not be detrimental to the neighborhood; on the 
fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 15248 

Lot 6, Block 10, Pamela Acres, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 122.13 General Use Conditions for Business Signs -
Use Unit 13 -Request a variance to permit a flashing sign within 200' 
of an "R" Zoned district. 

Appeal - Section 1650 - Appeals From an Administrative Official -
Request an appea I from the bu 11 d Ing Inspectors I nterpretatl on In 
regards to a flashing sign, located Southwest corner of Garnett Road 
and 1-44 Expressway. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Joe Westervelt, Qut kTrlp Corporation, 901 North Mingo, 
Tu Isa, Ok I ahoma, requested perm I ss I on to I nsta I I a gaso 11 ne pr Ice 
sign at the above stated location. He pointed out that the sign tn 
question wt 11 be the same as other Qu lkTr Ip gaso 11 ne s lgns t n the 
Ct ty. Mr. Westerve It stated that he Is appea 11 ng the Bu I Id Ing 
Inspector's Interpretation that the sign Is flashing, and noted that 
the time and temperature signs are currently allowed, white the 
QulkTrlp gasol lne signs are stl 11 being determined to be flashing. 
He stated that he Is aware of the fact that a future sign ordinance 
Is pending, but requested that the price changing sign currently used 
by QulkTrtp be al lowed by right during the Interim. 
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Case No. 15248 (continued) 
Connents and Questions: 

Mr. Gardner stated that the Board has previously placed a condition 
on the approval of the gasol lne price signs, which regulated the 
time period between changes (3 seconds on and 1 second off). He 
suggested that the previously approved signs may be changing more 
rapidly than the Imposed condition al lows. 

Mr. Westervelt Informed that the gasoline price change sequence for 
· al I QulkTrlp signs has been adjusted to be completed In 10 seconds. 

Ms. Hubbard advised that, according to the case map, the appllcatlon 
may not be properly advertised. 

There was discussion concerning the exact location of the sign, and 
If the appllcatlon was properly advertised. It was determined that 
the case report map Is Incorrect and that the app 11 cat I on was 
properly advertised. 

Mr. Gardner pointed out that the sign ordinance, when adopted, could 
be more restrictive than the conditions Imposed by this Board. 

Mr. Jackere stated that the Board shou Id determl ne the exact ti me 
Interval between the changes of the gasoline prices. 

Mr. Gardner pointed out that, In the previous variance approvals of 
the QulkTrlp signs, the hardship was found to be the fact that the 
ordinance does not define a flashing sign; therefore, the Board has 
determined that the changing of the gasoline prices at a slow rate 
of speed Is not a flashing sign. 

Protestants: 
One I etter of protest ( Exh I b It G-1) from an area res I dent was 
submitted to the Board. 

Mr. Jackere suggested that, If Inclined to reverse the decision of 
the Bui Id Ing Inspector, the Board should be specific as to the 
nature of the frequency of the change. 

Mr. Chappelle stated that he Is Inclined to uphold the decision of 
the Building Inspector, and approve the variance. 

Mr. Westervelt reiterated that the three prices complete the change 
cycle In 10 seconds, and pointed out that a person could manually 
change the sign and cause no problem, but the fact that the sign ts 
changed electronlcal ly seems to cause a problem. 

Mr. Jackere asked If only this specific type of sign would be 
affected by the Board's decision, and Mr. Jackere replied that any 
slgn that would meet the same criteria would be affected. 
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Case No. 15248 (continued) 
Mr. Chappel le's motion to uphold the decision of the Bui I ding 
Inspector and approve the variance died for lack of a second. 

Mr. Bolzle asked If the message that appears on the sign Is lighted, 
and Mr. Westervelt replied that the QulkTrlp logo at the top of the 
sign Is lighted and the panel Inside Is made up of neon tubes with 
three prices that sequence down. 

Mr. Westervelt Informed that only 27" of the 21 1 sign changes. 

Board Action: 
Mr. Bo I z I e asked If the Board can reverse the dee Is I on of the 
Building Inspector In regards to the specific sign In question, or 
If the Board Is trying to solve the situation for al I slml lar 
businesses that have the same problem. 

Mr. Jackere advised that QulkTrlp has applied for, and received, 
variances for three signs that are almost Identical to the one In 
question. He pointed out that, If the decision of the Bulldlng 
Inspector Is overturned, and the sign Is considered to be 
non-flashing, Mr. Westervelt can construct the sign; however, the 
Board can grant a variance, as they have In the past, and the sign 
can be lnstal led. Mr. Jackere stated that he can support either of 
these two methods, and further noted that, If the price change sign 
Is found to be non-flashlng when It changes 3 times In 10 seconds, 
this determination wt 11 apply to al I signs which are otherwise In 
compliance with the Code. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of BOLZLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to REVERSE the Dec ls Ion of the Bu I Id Ing Inspector and 
GRANT an Appeal (Section 1650 - Appeals From an Administrative 
Official) from the bul ldlng Inspectors Interpretation In regards to 
a flashing sign; finding that a sign having characters that remain 
on for 3 fu 11 seconds and off 1 fu 11 second before the message 
changes, Is not a flashing sign (letters or figures cannot rol I up, 
but must be off for 1 ful I second) ; on the fol lowing described 
property: 

The east 172.99' of the north 160 1 of Lot 2, Block 1, 
Interstate Park, formerly Strawberry Creek, an addition to the 
City of Tulsa, and al I of Lot 3, Block 1, Interstate Park, 
formerly Strawberry Creek, an addition to the City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15249 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In The 
Res I dent I a I D I  str I cts - Use Un It 1206 - Request a var I ance of the 
requ I red 20' rear yard setback to 11' In a RS-3 zoned d I str I ct In 
order to permit an addition to an existing dwel I Ing, located 1801 
South 120th East Ave. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, John Heller II, 1801 South 120th East Avenue, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, submitted a plot plan (Exhibit H-1) and requested 
permts-s-1-on-t�onstruct an addition to an existing dwel I Ing. He 
Informed that he purchased the subject property In 1981 and, after 
making construction plans, found that the lot actually has 17' less 
land on the east than was stated at the time of purchase. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of QW>PELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance C Sect I on 430 .1 - Bu I k and Area 
Requ I rements In The Res I dent I a I D I  str I cts - Use Un It 1206) of the 
requ I red 20' rear yard setback to 11 ' In a RS-3 zoned d I str I ct In 
order to permit an addition to an existing dwelling; per plot plan 
submitted; finding a hardship Imposed on the applicant by the 
curvature of the street and the Irregular shape of the lot; on the 
fol I owing described property: 

Lot 19, Block 1, Shannon Park IV, Wainright Section, City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15250 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In the 
Res I dent I a I D I  str I ct - Use Un It 1206 - Request a var I ance of the 
required 25' rear yard to 5' to permit an addition to an existing 
residence, 7157 South Evanston. 

Presentation: 
John Haught, of Nichols, Wolfe, Stamper, Nally and Fallis Inc., 
124 East 4th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he Is representing 
the Interested parties In this case, and asked that the hearing be 
continued to October 5, 1989. He Informed that a representative 
from h Is off Ice has spoken w I th Mr. Norman's off Ice, and he Is In 
agreement with the continuance. A letter (Exhibit J-1) was received 
by Staff. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of QW>PELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz le, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to CONTINUE Case No. 15250 to October 5, 1989, as 
requested by counsel for the Interested parties. 

09.28.89:547(15) 



Case No. 15252 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk and Area Requirements In the 
Res T dent Ta I D I  str T cts - Use Un It 1206 - Request a var T ance of the 
required 25' rear yard to 20' to permit a slngle-faml ly dwel llng In 
a RS-2 zoned d l strl ct, I ocated SW/c East 25th Street and South 
Columbia Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The app I I cant, Cecl le Boyd, was represented by Rex Ruiz, 2809 East 
21st Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a plot plan (Exhibit K-1), 
and stated that the property ls located on a corner lot, with 
setbacks from two streets. He Informed that the west side of the 
s Ing I e-story garage w I 11 extend 5' Into the requ I red setback, and 
pointed out that the house on the abutting lot fronts on Birmingham 
and Is not near the west boundary llne of the subject property. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of a-lAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappelle, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance (Section 430.1- Bulk and Area 
Requ I rernents In the Res I dent I a I D I  str T cts - Use Un T t 1206) of the 
required 25' rear yard to 20' to permit a slngle-faml ly dwelling In 
a RS-2 zoned district; per plot plan submitted; finding a hardship 
Imposed on the app I lcant by the curvature of the street and the 
corner lot location, with setback requirements on two street; on the 
fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 15254 

Lot 12, Block 1, New Bedford, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception - Section 1680.1 (L) - General - Request a special 
exception to permit residential accessory uses on abutting 
res I dent I a I I y zoned I ots wh I ch are under common owner sh Ip, I ocated 
North and East of East 17th Street and South 79th East Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, john Tracy, was represented by Brent Howard, 
2658 South Columbia Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma. He explained that there 
are 116 apartment un Its to the north of the subject property and 
the proposed but I ding w t  11 be used for a club house, offices and 
storage facl llty. A plot plan (Exhibit L-1) was submitted. 
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Case No. 15254 (continued) 
Camnents and Questions: 

Ms. White asked Mr. Howard If he Is amenable to the execution of a 
tie contract on the subject property and the abutting property to 
the north, and he answered In the affirmative. 

Mr. Jackere Informed Mr. Howard that a tie contract states that the 
owner cannot mortgage, sel I or otherwise encumber one property 
wlthout the other. 

Mr. J ackere po I nted out to the Board that two p I eces of property 
under the same ownership could have been financed by two different 
lending Institutions, In which case one property could be foreclosed 
upon without the other. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On t«>TION of D-IAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception (Section 1680.1 CU -
General) to permit resldentlal accessory uses on abutting 
residentially zoned lots which are under common ownership; per site 
plan submitted; subject to the execution of a tie contract on the 
property containing the apartment complex and the subject property; 
f Ind Ing the c I ubhouse and off Ice space to be an extens I on of the 
abutting apartment complex, which Is compatible with the surrounding 
area; on the fol lowing described property: 

Case No. 15258 

The N/2, SW/4, SE/4, NE/4, SE/4 and the north 20' of the S/2, 
SW/ 4, SE/ 4, NE/ 4, SE/ 4, I ess the west 30' thereof for road In 
Section 11, T-19-N, R-13-E, In the City and County of Tulsa, 
Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Variance - Section 1130.2(81) - Accessory Uses and 1221.3(K) -
General Use Conditions for Business Signs - Use Unit 19 - Request a 
variance to permit a projecting roof and flashing sign as a part of 
a motion picture theater marquee within a PUD, located at 
6800 South Memorlal. 

Present at I on: 
The appl leant, Charles Norman, was not present. 

Conlnents and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner exp I a I ned that th Is app I !cation dea Is w Ith a Cl nema 
Theater at the above stated location, which Is within a Planned Unit 
Development. He pointed out that the Planning Commission has 
approved the s I gn for the theater, but a var I ance to perm It a 
projecting roof and flashlng sign on the marquee Is required from 
this Board. Mr. Gardner stated that the Code considers the tracer 
lights used on the marquee to be flashlng. He pointed out that the 
theater Is located In the Interior of the shopping center, 
approxlmately 400' away from Memorial. 09•28•89:547(17) 



Case No. 15258 (continued) 
Tom De0ilco, Dimension Realty, Dal las, Texas, stated that Mr. Norman 
Is out of town, and he Is representing the owner of the property. 
He stated that the theater consists of 27,000 sq ft of tenant space 
In the shopping center, and w t  I I open October 13, 1989. A sign plan 
(Exhibit M-1) was submitted. 

Dir Is Bruck, 4703-H East 93rd Court, Tu Isa, Ok I ahoma, stated thl!.llt 
the tracing llghts rotate to the center of the canopy and neon bands 
are cont tnually llghted. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of D-IAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz le, Chappel le, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bradley, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance (Section 1130.2(B1) - Accessory Uses 
and 1221.3(K) - General Use Conditions for Business Signs - Use 
Unit 19) to permit a projecting roof and flashing sign as a part 
of a motion picture theater marquee within a PUD; per sign plan 
submitted; finding that the theater ts located toward the Interior 
of the shopping center, with limited vls tbl llty from Memorial; 
f Ind Ing that the grant Ing of the var I ance request w I I I not be 
detrimental to the area; on the following described property: 

The south 400 1 of Block 1, The V I  I I age at Wood land HI  I ls, an 
addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Proposed Settlement for Case No. 14604 
Alan Jackere, City Legal Department, stated that In 1988 the Board heard 
Case No. 14604, which concerned the Bl-Lo Food Warehouse. He stated that 
the Code requ I res that a screen Ing fence be erected on a I I boundar I es 
that are abutting (touching or separated by a non-arterial street) 
residential districts, and the north and east one-half of the property In 
question would require screening (6' privacy fence). It was noted that 
the eastern boundary would have required screening from the northernmost 
point, approximately two-thirds of the way down. The applicant appearing 
at that time stated that he was not advised during the bul I ding permit 
process that a screening fence was required and the bul Id Ing was designed 
w I thout screen Ing be Ing cons I dered. Mr. Jack ere stated that screen Ing 
was mentioned on the Occupancy Permit, however, the but ldtng was occupied 
without the tnstallat ton of screening. He pointed out that the applicant 
appeared before the Board for a variance of the screening requirement and 
the Board granted a modification of the screening fence at the northeast 
corner only (unloading access point>. He explained that large delivery 
trucks enter and backed out Into the residential neighborhood, causing a 
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Sett l ement - Case No. 14604 (cont i nued) 
prob I em for both the app 1 1  cant and the res I dents of the area. Mr. 
Jackere stated that the appl i cant appealed the dec i s i on approx i mately two 
years ago , and the ownersh i p  has changed s i nce that t i me. He po i nted out 
that he has been work i ng w i th Mr. Johnsen, the attorney that fl led the 
appeal, and w i th the protestants. It was noted that Ms. Pace, and Ms. 
Pace's daughter, who Is a res i dent of the area, were present at the 
meet i ng and vo i ced concerns that the crates and other Items were v i s i ble. 
Mr. Jackere stated that he has met w i th the attorney and the Interested 
part I es and they have arr I ved at a sat Is factory so I ut I on. He In formed 
that all part i es agreed w i th the requ i rement of a 6' stockade screen i ng 
fence on the north and east s i des of the property (except for the access 
po i nts) taper i ng to 3 1 at the three access po i nts to allow clear traff i c  
vlslblllty, as wel l as protect the ne i ghborhood. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of FULLER, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz le , Chappel le, 
Fuller, Wh i te,  "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstent i ons"; Bradley, 
"absent") to AUTHOR IZE the Settlement of Case No. 14604; per court 
order. 

There be i ng no further bus i ness , the meet i ng was adjourned at 3 : 25 p.m. 

Date Approved ---"-Oe,, __ 1 __ . 1 j
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