
CITY BOARD OF ADJUSTJENT 
MINUTES of Meeting No, 577 

Thursday, December 20, 1990, 1:00 p.m. 
City Council Room, Plaza Level 

Tulsa Civic Center 

IIEtlJERS PRESENT 

Bolzle 

llEM3ERS ABSENT STAFF PRESENT 

Gardner 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Jackere, Legal 
Department 

Hubbard, Protective 
Inspections 

Bradley 
Chappel le 
Fuller 
White, 

Jones 
Moore 

Chairman 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Auditor on Wednesday, December 19, 1990, at 9:45 a.m., as well as In the 
Reception Area of the INCOG offices. 

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

MINUTES: 
On MOTION of D-fAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Bolz le, Chappel le,
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; Bradley, "abstaining"; none "absent") to 
APPRO-VE the Minutes of December 6, 1990. 

Utf=INISHED BUSltESS 

Case No. 15607 

Action Requested: 
Variance to reduce the lot area requirement from 9000 sq ft to 
8500 sq ft; and a variance to reduce the rear yard from 25' to 20 1 -
Section 403. BULK AND AREA REQUIREIIENTS IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS -
Use Unit 6. Both variances to permit Lot Split L-17328, 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Ted Sack. 110 South Hartford, Suite 131, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, requested that Case No. 15607 be continued to 
January 8, 1990, to allow further consideration of neighborhood 
concerns and proposed lot sizes. 

Protestants:- -- - -- · -

A I etter of protest ( Ext, I b It A-1 ) , concern Ing the grant Ing of a 
variance of the lot area requirement, was received from Dr. Robert 
Zoller, 2700 South Boston Avenue.

Board Action: 
On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bolzle, Bradley,
Chappelle, Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to CONTltlJE Case No. 15607 to January 8, 1991, as
requested by the applicant. 
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MINOR VARIANCES AND EXCEPTIONS 

Case No. 15610 

Action Requested: 
Minor Variance of the required rear yard from 35' to 30' to permft 
the enclosure of an exlstfng patfo - Section 403. BULK AND AREA 
REQUIRE�NTS IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 6, located 
5824 South 81st East Place. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, BIii Donaldson, PO Box 4770, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a plot plan (Exhibit B-1) and requested permfsslon to 
enclose an existing patio. Letters of support (Exhlbft B-2) from 
abutting property owners were submitted. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On .«lTION of Di.APPELLE, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bolzle, Bradley, 
Chappel le, Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Minor Variance of the required rear yard from 
35' to 30' to permit the enclosure of an existing patio -
Section 403. BULK AND AREA REQUIRDENTS IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS -
Use Unit 6; per plot plan submitted; finding that the granting of 
the variance request wfl I not be detrfmental to the nefghborhood, or 
vlolate the spirit and fntent of the Code; on the fol I owing 
descrfbed property: 

Lot 4, Block 4, Woodland View Park I Addltfon, City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15612 

Action Requested: 
Minor Variance of the required front yard from 35 1 to 28 1 to permit 
construction of a new dwel I Ing - Section 403. Bll..K AND AREA 
REQU I RDENTS IN RES I DENT I AL DISTRICTS - Use Un It 6, I ocated 
1615 East 30th Place. 

Presentation: 
The app I I cant, Nancy Bracken, was represented by Gary Bracken,
6772 South Atlanta Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a plot plan 
(Exhlbft C-t) for a proposed dwel I Ing. He pointed out that Crow 
Creek para I tels the northwest corner of the property, and requested 
a variance of the required front yard setback to allow construction 
closer to the street, and away from the area subject to erosion. 
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Case No. 15612 (continued) 
Ccanents and Questions: 

In response to Mr. Fuller, Mr. Bracken Informed that the lot to the 
east Is vacant and a 'house In be Ing constructed on the I ot to the 
west. 

There was Board d l scuss I on concern Ing other setbacks In the area, 
· and Mr. Bracken Informed that the houses across the street have a

25' front yard setback.

Interested Parties: 
The Board received a letter (Exhibit C-2) from Kevin Coutant, 
counsel for the property owner to the east of the lot In question. 
Mr. Coutant stated that his cl lent Is not opposed to the 
construction of the house, per plot plan submitted; however, If any 
alterations are made to the plan, a continuance ts requested. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of tlfAPPELLE, the Board voted 5-0-0 CBol z I e, Brad I ey; 
Chappe 11 e, Fu 11 er, Wh lte, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abs tent Ions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Minor Variance of the required front yard 
from 35 1 to 28' to permit construction of a new dwelllng -
Sect I on 403. BULK Ml> AREA REQU I RE�NTS IN RES I DENT I AL DISTRICTS -
Use Unit 6; per plot plan submitted; finding a hardship Imposed on 
the app I I cant by the I ocat I on of Crow Creek a I ong the northwest 
corner of the property; f Ind Ing that there are other homes In the 
I mmed I ate area that are c I oser to the street than the proposed 
construction; and finding that the granting of the request wlll not 
be detrlmental to the area, or violate the spirit, purposes and 
Intent of the Code; on the following described property: 

Lot 6, Block 5, Avalon Place Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

NEW APPLICATIONS 

Case No. 15608

Action Requested: 
Variance of the sign setback requtrements, measured from the 
center I lne of West 51st Street and South Union Avenue, from 50 1 to 
41 1 on both streets to permit the replacement of an existing 
nonconforming sign - Section 1403. NONCONFORMING SIGNS - Use 
Unit 21, located 4966 South Union. 

Presentation: 
The appl {cant, Claude Neon Federal, was represented by Joe 
Westervelt, 901 North Mingo Road, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a 
sign plan (Exhlblt 0-1), and requested that the sign In question be 
al lowed to remain at the present location. He pointed out that the 
new replacement sign would be In the QulkTrlp driveway If Installed 
at the required setback. A photograph (Exhibit 0-2) was submitted. 
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Case No. 15608 (continued) 
Protestants: None. 

Board Act I on: 
On N:>TION of OiAPPELLE, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bolzle, Bradley, 
Chappel le, Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Varlence of the sign setback requirements, 
measured from the center I I ne of West 51 st Street and South Un I on 
Avenue, from 50' to 41' on both streets to permit the replacement of 
an existing nonconforming sign - Section 1403. NON<X>NFORMING SIGNS 
- Use Unit 21; per slgn plan submitted, and subject to a removal
contract; finding that the new sign wll I replace the nonconforming
s I gn; and f Ind Ing that, It I nsta I I ed at the requ I red setback, the
s I gn wou Id be I ocated In the dr I veway of the bus I ness; on the
fol low Ing described property:

Lots 5 and 6, Block 2, Greenflel.d Acres Subdivision In the E/2, 
E/2, SE/4, Section 27, T-19-N, R-12-E, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15609 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the required rear yard coverage I Imitation from 20% to 
31% to permit the reconstruction of a detached garage destroyed by 
fire - Section 210. YARDS - Use Unit 6, located 1015 East 19th 
Street. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Jim Moore, 1015 East 19th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
Informed that his garage was destroyed by fire, and requested 
permission to construct a new one at the same location. He Informed 
that large trees prevent relocation of the garage to another part of 
the yard. Mr. Moore Informed that there are other houses In the 
area wtth similar detached garages. A plot plan (Exhibit R-1) was 
submitted. 

Cmlnents and Questions: 
Ms. White asked the appl leant If the l lvlng quarters In the garage 
wl I I also be replaced, and he rep I led that they wll I not be 
rep I aced, as the 11 v Ing area In the o Id garage was on I y used for 
storage. 

Mr. Gardner asked If the new garage w 11 I be more than 40j of the 
square footage of the house, and Mr. Moore stated that his garage 
wll I contain 936 sq ft of floor space, which Is less than 40% of the 
3600 sq ft house. 
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Case No. 15609 (continued) 
Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of FULLER, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bolzle, Bradley, 
Chappelle, Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the required rear yard coverage 
I Imitation from 20j to 31% to permit the reconstruction of a 
detached garage destroyed by f I re - Sect Ion 21 O. YARDS - Use 
Unit 6; per plot plan submitted; finding that the proposed structure 
wll I replace a detached garage previously located on the property; 
and f Ind Ing that there are numerous I ots In the area that have 
dwelllngs and garages that are similar In stze, or larger; and 
f Ind Ing that the grant Ing of the var I ance request w 11 I not cause 
substantial detriment to the pub I le good or Impair the spirit, 
purposes and Intent of the Code, or the Comprehensive Plan; on the 
followlng described property: 

Lots 11 and 12, B I  ock 3, Map I e RI dge Add It Ion, and the south 
10' of the abutting vacated alley. 

Case No. 15611 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the number of required off-street parking spaces from 21 
to 14 to permit constructton of a new building and parking lot -
Section 1214.D. Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements - Use 
Unit 14, Shopping Goods and Services, located 604 North Sheridan 
Road. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, James Germany, 834 North Sheridan Road, Tulsa, 
Ok I ahoma, subm I tted a p I ot p I an ( Exh I b It T-1 ) , and stated that he 
purchased the property In question to be used In the operation of a 
pawn shop. He Informed that the existing dwel I Ing, along with a 
proposed meta I bu I Id Ing, requ I re more than the ava 11 ab I e park Ing 
spaces. He requested that the number of required spaces be reduced 
from 21 to 14, as the lot used for storage of larger Items will be 
fence and wll I not be avallable for parking. 

Camnents and Questions: 
Ms. White suggested that the fenced area could be used for parking 
during the daytime hours and locked at night. 

Mr. Germany Informed that only 600 sq ft of the total square footage 
of the bull dings wll I be accessible to the pub I le. 

I n  response to Ms. White, the appl leant stated that the new bull ding 
wll I be used for warehouse purposes only. 
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Case No. 15611 (continued) 
Ms. Bradley asked Ms. Hubbard If a hard surface wll I be required for 
parking of large equipment on wheels, and she answered I n  the 
affirmative. 

Ms. Hubbard stated that the new bul I ding, I f  used for storage 
purposes only, wll I require one parking space; however, the Initial 

· parking requirement was based on two commercial buildings used for
commerclal purposes.

Mr. Jackere pointed out to Mr. Germany that fewer parking spaces are
required If the new building Is used for storage purposes only, with
no commercial use.

Mr. Germany stated that the new bu 11 d Ing w 11 I be ut 11 I zed for
storage only.

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On t«>TION of FULLER, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bolzle, Bradley, 
Chappelle, Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the number of required off-s�reet 
parking spaces from 21 to 14 to permit construction of a new 
butldlng and parking lot - Section 1214.D. Off-Street Parking and 
Loading Requirements - Use Unit 14, Shopping Goods and Services; per 
plot plan submitted; subject to the new 50 1 by 50 1 building being 
used for storage purposes on I y; subject to no add It Ions to the 
existing bul I dings and no bul !dings being moved to the lot; and 
subject to pawn shop use on I y: f Ind Ing that the new 50' by 50 1 

building wlll not be used for commercial purposes and wll I require 
fewer parking spaces than the existing commercial building; on the 
fol I owing described property: 

A tract of land beginning 60 1 north of the southeast corner of 
the N/2 of the SE/4 of Section 34, T-20-N, R-13-E of the IBM; 
thence north 120 1; thence west 180 1; thence south 120 1 ; thence 
east 180' to the POB, less the east 50' thereof In the City and 
County of Tulsa, State of Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15613 

Action Requested: 
Speclal Exception for the height I Imitation for a front yard fence 
from 4' to 8' - Section 210.B.3 YARDS - Use Unit 6, located 
1599 Swan Drive. 

Presentation: 
The appllcant, Jean Jensen, 1599 Swan Drive, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted an Inspection plat (Exhibit E-5) and photographs 
(Exhibit E-4), and requested permission to complete an 8' privacy 
fence along her property I lne. She Informed that the Transportation 
Department was contacted before construct I on began, and Mr. B 11 I 
French stated that he would view the site, and notify her If there 
was a problem with the location of the fence. Ms. Jensen pointed 
out that traffic Is movlng one way Into the neighborhood, and that 
the fence wou Id not b I ock the v I ew of motor I sts. A I etter from 
Aaron Fence Company (Exhibit E-3) and a petition of support 
(Exhibit E-2) were submitted. 

Callll8nts and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley Inquired as to the purpose of the fence, and the 
appl leant stated that her yard abuts Utica Avenue, which Is heavily 
traveled. She pointed out that photographs previously submitted 
verify the fact that the Interior of the home Is vlslble to those 
vehicles travel Ing on Utica. 

Ms. White stated that she has checked the property, and the 
partially completed fence does obstruct the view of motorists, as 
they are forced to move beyond the stop s I gn In order to see 
oncoming traffic. 

Ms. Jensen po I nted out that the boundary 11 ne to the property was 
previously lined with a chain I Ink fence and dense shrubbery. 

After discussion, It was the consensus of the Board that Traffic 
Eng I neer Ing shou I d determ I ne 1 f the I ocat I on of the fence causes a 
traffic hazard for motorists In the area. 

Interested Parties: 
A letter (Exhibit E-1) requesting that the fence be lower and of 
open type construction, was received from Glen and Marvel Nelson, 
1724 South Utica. 

Board Action: 
On t«>TION of 0-IAPPELLE, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bo I z I e, Brad I ey, 
Chappel le, Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Speclal Exception for the height I Imitation 
for a front yard fence from 4' to 8' - Section 210.B.3 YARDS - Use 
Unit 6; subjects to appl leant acquiring written approval from 
Traffic Engineering; on the fol lowing described property: 
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Case No. 15613 (continued) 

Case No. 15614 

That part of Lots 12 and 13, Block 1, Swan Park, a Subdivision 
In Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded 
Plat No. 204, described as fol lows: BEG,INNING at the northeast 
corner of Said Lot 13; thence west along the north llne of said 
Lot 13 a distance of 122. 7' to a point; thence S 0°23 1 E a 
distance of 37 1 to a point; thence S 48°57 1 W a distance of 36 1

to a point; thence S 46° 45 1 E a  distance of 69.1 1 to a point 
on the souther I y I I ne of Lot 13; thence easter I y a I ong the 
southerly tine of said Lot 13 to the southeast corner of said 
Lot 13 a distance of 136.37 1 to a point; thence north along the 
east I I ne of sa Id Lot to the northeast corner thereof to the 
POB and being located In an RS-3 zoned district, City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Spec I al Exception to permit a detached accessory bul I ding on an 
abutting lot under common ownership - Section 1608. SPECIAL 
EXCEPTION - Use Unit 6, located SW/c King and Jamestown. 

Carnents and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner pointed out that the proposed accessory bulldlng will be 
larger than the prlnclpal structure on the property. 

Protestants: 
Ms. White Informed that the Board has received a letter of protest 
(Exhibit F-1) from Charles Griffith, owner of the property at 
3509 East KI  ng Street. Mr. Gr I ff I th stated that the garage I n
question wll I be larger than most of the homes In the neighborhood, 
and voiced a concern that a commercial business might be conducted 
In the bulldlng. He asked that the variance request be denied. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Scott Slanons, 924 North Jamestown, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a plot plan (Exhibit F-2), and explained that he Is 
proposing to construct a garage large enough to house four vehicles, 
as he ls frequently working out of town. Mr. Simmons stated that he 
Is employed In the construction business and Is forced to leave his 
property unattended for long periods of time. He pointed out that 
the garage will be located west of the existing house, and to the 
rear of the property. 

Addltlonal Colllnents: 
Ms. Brad I ey I nqu I red as to the s I ze of the dwe I I Ing, and the 
appl leant rep I led that It contains approxlmately 1050 sq ft of floor 
space. 

Mr. Fu I I er asked the app I I cant If he Is propos Ing to operate a 
commerclal business at this locatton, and he rep I led that the garage 
will be used for storage purposes only. 
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Case No. 15614' ( cont I nued) 
In response to Mr. Fuller, the appl leant stated that he Is not sure 
of the roof height, but the Inside wal I s  of the bull ding wll I be 8 1• 

Ms. White asked Mr. Simmons If he would be amenable to the execution 
of a tie contract on the two lots, and he answered In the 
affJrmatlve. 

Mr. Gardner Informed that the protestant, Mr. Griffith, stated that 
he ls concerned that the bull ding wll I be considerably larger than 
the other houses or accessory bu 11 d I ngs In the ne I ghborhood, and 
that a business could be conducted at this location. 

Board Action: 
On �TION of FULLER, the Board voted 4-1-0 (Bolzle, Chappelle, 
Fut ler, White, "aye"; Bradley, "nay"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Speclal Exception to permit a detached 
resldentlal accessory bull ding (garage for the dwel I Ing) on an 
abutting lot under common ownership - Section 1608. SPECIAL 
EXCEPTION - Use Unit 6; per plot plan; subject to the structure 
having a pitched roof and 8 1 building wal Is; subject to the 
execution of a tie contract, which prevents sell Ing, mortgaging, or 
otherw I se encumber Ing one I ot separate and Independent from the 
other; subject to the fll Ing of an Instrument In the office of the 
County Clerk, prohibiting the operation of a commercial business of 
any type; finding that the property consists of two building lots, 
wh I ch can accommodate two structures; on the fo 11 ow Ing descr I bed 
property: 

Case No. 15615 

Lots t and 2, Block 3, Harvard Hil Is Addition, City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Appeal of the determination of the Zoning Officer that the care of 
one, but not more than three, ambulatory elderly persons and 
assoc I ated act Iv 1 t I es con st ltutes a Commun I ty Group Home 
Section 1605. APPEALS FROM AN ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICIAL. 

Special Exception to operate a Community Group Home under Use 
Unit 6, for a maximum of three ambulatory elderly persons -
Section 401. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS -

Use Unit 6, located 2353 South Delaware Court. 
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Case No. 15615 (continued) 
Presentation: 

The appl leant, Brian Curthoys, 1408 South Denver, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
stated that he ts representing Opal Vale, who ts proposing to 
operate a Restdentlal Care Home for elderly citizens. He explained 
that h Is c I I ent w 111 prov I de care tor three e Ider I y ambu I atory 
Ind Iv l dua Is, one of wh I ch Is Ms. Va I e's mother. The app I I cant 
stated that the home Is operated under the guidelines of the State 
Department of Health, and medical care wll I not be provided at this 
location; however, one person wll I dispense al I medications, none of 
which are I ntravenous. 

Comments and Questions: 
Ms. Brad I ey asked If emp I oyees w 11 I I Ive In the home, and the 
app I I cant stated that one person w 11 I be emp I oyed to work on I y 
during the daytime hours. 

Mr. Jackere Informed that the appllcant feels that the use In 
question ts al lowed by right, and Ms. Hubbard has asked that the 
Board make that determination. 

Rich Brierre, Deputy Director, /NCOG, Informed that the applicant 
was required to obtain a llcense to operate the home, which requires 
evidence of proper zoning. He lnforme� that the Zoning Office made 
the determination that the use was a Corrvnunlty Group Home under Use 
Unit 8, and the appl leant felt that the use should be al lowed by 
right under Use Unit 6. He pointed out that the City Is In the 
process of completing major revisions concernlng neighborhood group 
homes, which wl 11 be made to comply with the 1988 Federal Fair 
Housing Act. Mr. Brierre noted that a home providing care for up to 
three frail elderly people would not constitute a nursing home (Use 
Un It 8), but wou Id be s Im 11 ar to a ne I ghborhood group home or a 
norma I f am I I y w I th s Ix members. He po I nted out that the spac Ing 
requirement of group homes Is no longer al lowed by federal law. 

Mr. Fuller asked Mr. Brierre If the State law finds no difference In 
the hand I capped and the e Ider I y, and he rep I I ed that the F edera I 
Fair Housing Act states that these lndlvlduals are to be treated the 
same as any other famlly. 

There was Board discussion concerning the difference between 
community group homes, residential group homes and nursing homes, 
and Ms. Hubbard stated that, since a State I lcense ls required, she 
determined the use to be more I Ike a nursing home. 

Mr. Brferre pointed out that the elderly I Iv Ing In resldentlal care 
facll !ties are ambulatory and do not require the same type of care 
as residents In nursing homes. 
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Case No. 15615 (continued) 
Mr. Bolzle asked Mr. Jackere lf the appl lcatlon, as presented, 
appears to be for a nursing home, and he stated that the care does 
not appear to be as Intense as that required In a nursing home. 

Protestants: 
John Rutter, 2340 South Florence, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he ls 
the pres I dent of the Tr I ad Homeowners Assoc I at I on, as we 11 as a 
homeowner near the proposed group home. He Informed that there ls 
no oppos It I on to f Ind I ng the home to be a Ne lghborhood Group Home 
(Use Unit 6), but would request a continuance of the appl Jcatlon If 
found to be a Community Group Home (Use Unit 8). A letter 
requesting a continuance (Exhibit G-1) was submitted. 

Board Action: 
On K>TION of OiAPPELLE, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bolz I e, Brad I ey, 
Chappelle, Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to REVERSE the Decision of the Zoning Officer that the 
care of one, but not more than three, ambulatory elderly persons and 
associated activities constitutes a Community Group Home 
Section 1605. APPEALS FROM AN ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICIAL.; and as a 
result of the Board's action, the Special Exception to operate a 
Commun 1 ty Group Home under Use Un It 8 was no I onger necessary and 
became a moot Issue. 

Case No. 15616 

Action Requested: 
Spec I a I Except I on to perm It a mob 11 e home as a dwe 111 ng - Section 404.
SPEC I Al EX�PT I ON USES IN RES I DENT I AL DI STR I CTS, REQU I RElENTS 
- Use Unit 9.

Variance of the one year time limit on mobile homes to permanent -
Sect ton 404. SPEC I AL EX�PT I ON USES IN RES I DENT I Al DISTRICTS• 
REQUIRElENTS - Use Unit 9, located 6138 West 9th Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Eldon Mullanax, 6138 West 9th Street, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, requested permanent lnstal latlon of a mob lie home on his 
property at the above stated location. 

c.o.nents and Questions: 
Ms. Hubbard Informed that, although mobile home use was previously 
approved at this locatlon In December of 1989, the mobile home was 
Bctually lnstal led approxlmately one month ago. 

Mr. Fuller asked If the mobile home I s  tied down and skirted, and 
the appllcant stated that the moblle ts tied down and skirting wlll 
be Installed. 
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Case No. 1 561 6 (continued) 
Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On tl>TION ot FULLER, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bolzle, Bradley, 
Chappelle, Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays»; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Speclal Exception to permit a moblle home as 
a dwe I I I ng - Sect I on 404. SPEC I AL EXCEPT I ON USES IN RES I DENT I AL 
DISTRICTS. REQUIREtENTS - Use Un It 9; and to APPROVE a Variance of 
the one year time I lmlt on moblle homes to permanent - Section 404.

SPECIAL EXCEPTION USES IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS. REQUIRBENTS - Use 
Un It 9; sub Ject to Bu 11 d Ing Perm It and Hea I th Department approva I ;
and subject to sk I rt Ing be Ing I nsta 11 ed; f Ind Ing that there are 
other mob lie homes In the area, and the granting of the request wll I
not be detrlmental to the neighborhood; on the fol I owing described 
property: 

The north 1 55' Lot 7, except east 12,5', Block 6, Lawnwood 
Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15617 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the required rear yard from 20' to 10' to permit 
construction of a new sun room - Section 403. BULK AND AAf.A 
REQUIREtENTS IN THE RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 6, located 
7406 South 70th East Court. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Ron Beasley, 7406 South 70th East Court, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, submitted a plot plan (Exhibit J-1 ) ,  and requested 
permission to add a sunroom to an existing dwel I Ing. He Informed 
that the Irregular shape of the property restricts construction on 
the lot. 

Cannents and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner asked If the sun room w I 11 have g I ass wa 11 s, and the 
appl leant answered In the affirmative. 

In response to Ms. Brad I ey, the app 11 cant stated that a pr I vacy 
fence fs In place on the west boundary. 

Mr. Gardner asked If the exrstlng patio has a roof In place at the 
same I ocat I on as the roof of the new sun room, and the app I I cant 
stated that the patio roof, which has been In place for some time, 
has the same roof I lne setback as the new room. 

Protestants: None. 
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Case No. 15617 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On NOT I ON o·t BRADLEY, the Board voted 5-0-0 C Bo I z I e, Brad I ey, 
Chappel le, Fuller, White, "aye"; no nnays"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the requ I red rear yard from 20' 
to 10' to permit construction of a new sun room - Section 403. BULK 
NI> AREA REQUIREJENTS IN THE RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 6; per 
plot plan submitted; finding that the sun room wl 11 replace an 
existing covered patio; and finding a hardship Imposed by the 
placement of the house and the I rregular shape of the lot; on the 
following described property: 

Lot 4, BI ock 1, Va 11 ey South Add It Ion, City of Tu I sa, Tu I sa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15618 

Action Requested: 
Var I a nee of the requ I red front yard from 35' to 25' to perm I t
construction of a new dwelling - Section 403. BULK AND AA.EA 
REQUIREJENTS IN THE RESIDENTIAL DIS'ffll CTS - Use Unit 6, located 
2811 East 44th Court. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Richard Holaes, 5918 East 31st Street, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, submitted a plot plan (Exhibit K-1), and stated that the 
house ln question Is part I ally complete and was setback 25' I nstead 
of the required 351• He Informed that the steep slope of the land, 
the Irregular shape of the lot and the cul-de-sac location I mposed 
building restrictions which caused the structure to be moved closer 
to the street. A location map (Exhibit K-2) and photographs 
(Exhibit K-3) were submitted. 

Calnents and Questions: 
Mr. Fuller Inquired as to the setback of houses on abutting tots, 
and the app I leant stated that the I ots on e lther s I de of the 
dwell Ing are vacant, but houses across the street (south) have a 25 1

setback. 

Protestants: 
Ms. RI chard Burgess, 4247 South Co I umb ta PI ace, Tu Isa, Ok I ahoma, 
stated that she Is concerned w I th the deve I opment be I ng d 1 fferent 
from the surround Ing area. She po I nted out that the house Is 75% 
complete and, since a but I ding permit has not been Issued for the 
construct I on, It seems that the owner I s  attempt Ing to c T rcumvent 
the normal process. 

12.20. 90:577 ( 13) 



Case No. 15618 (continued) 
Addltfonal Coanents: 

Ms. Hubbard stated that she assumed the I ot t,o be vacant, and was 
unaware construction was under way. 

The appl leant stated that a building error was made and he Is before 
the Board to attempt to correct the mistake. He pointed out that 
his c l  lent owns the lot In question, and the developer owns the 
remaining property I n  the addi tion. 

In response to Ms. Bradley, the appl leant stated that the roof and 
wall of the house have been completed. He further noted that the 
property I s  un I qua In that the I ot I s  I rregu I ar In shape and the 
land steeply slopes to the rear of the lot. 

Mr. Bolz le pointed out that a smaller house could have been 
constructed on the lot. 

Ms. Burgess stated that prior to development a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) was f I led and denied on the property, and It Is 
her op i nion that they have now "back-doored" Into a PUD. 

There was Board discussion as why the developer got this far along 
without proper approvals, and as to the posslblllty of other 
builders requesting slmllar setback rel lef. Mr. Jackere pointed out 
that they could request slmllar variances If other lots have sloplng 
yards, and the Board should review the request as though nothing had 
been bul I t. 

Board Action: 
On tl)TION of FULLER, the Board voted 3-2-0 (Chappel le, Fuller, 
White, "aye"; Bolzle, Bradley, "nay"; no "abstentions"; none 
11absent'f) to APPROVE a Variance of the requ I red front yard from 35' 
to 25 1 to permit construction of a new dwet I Ing - Section 403. BULK 
AND AREA REQUIREM:NTS IN  THE RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 6; per 
p I ot p I an subm I tted; f Ind Ing a hard sh Ip demonstrated by the steep 
slope on the rear portion of the property, the Irregular shape of 
the I ot and the cu I -de-sac I ocat I on; on the fo 11 ow Ing descr I bed 
property: 

Lot 6, Annandale Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15619 

Action Requested: 
Speclal Exception to permit teaching music lessons as a home 
occupation - Section 404. SPECIAL. EXCEPTION USES IN  RESIDENTIAL 
DISTRICTS, REQUIRBENTS - Use Unit 6, located 410 South 120th East 
Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Janet Stow, 410 South 120th East Avenue, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, requested permission to teach pi ano lessons In her home at 
the above stated I ocat I on. Ms. Stow stated that she has been 
teaching music lessons for many years, and wlll have no more than 
one student at any g i ven time. 

Coanents and Questions: 
Mr. Fuller Inquired as to the days and hours of operation, and the 
appl leant replled that she wll I teach Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday, 
3:30 p.m. to 7:30 p .m . ,  and wlll have approx imately 18 students. 

Ms. Bradley asked If recitals w l l  I be held at th i s  location, and Ms. 
Stow stated that there wll I be no recitals In her home. 

Mr. Gardner Informed that the Code Is In the process of be I ng 
revised to al low some less Intense types of home occupations by 
right. 

In response to Board Inqu iry concerning opposition to the proposed 
bus I ness, Ms. Stow stated that her ne I ghbor has comp I a I ned, wh I ch 
may have stemmed from the fact that they are In I ttlgatlon. 
concerning another matter. 

Protestants: 
Letters of protest ( Exhibi t  L-1) were received from Thanas Holbert, 
Wanda Holbert, Bob Hawkins, Treva Lecefleld and 0aarles Tegeler, who 
were concerned w i th additional traffic In the nei ghborhood. 

Board Action: 
On f«>TION of Fll.LER, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bolzle, Bradley, 
Chappel le, Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception to perm it  teaching music 
lessons as a home occupation - Section 404. SPECIAL. EXCEPTION USES 
I N  RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS, REQUIREJENTS - Use Unit 6; subject to Home 
Occupati on Gulde I Ines; and subject to days and hours of operation 
being Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday, 3:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m., no more 
than one student at any g iven time and no recitals; finding that the 
home occupation use Is compatible w ith RS-3 zoning and wll I not be 
detrlrnental to the neighborhood; and finding that parking wll I not 
be a problem s i nce each student Is given lndlvldual Instruction and 
l eaves the premises before another student arrives; on the followlng
described property:

Lot 16, Block 23, Western VIii age I ll Add i t i on, City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15620 

Action Requested: 
Var I ance of the requ 1 red front yard from 25 1 to 7 1 to perm 1 t the 
construction of a new attached garage - Section 403. BULK NI> AREA 
REQUIREMENTS I N  THE RES IDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Un I t  6, located 
3242 South Braden. 

eci.-ents and Questions: 
Ms. Bradley Informed that she wll I abstai n  from hear i ng Case 
No. 15620. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Steve Mazur, 2909 East 76th Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a plat of survey (Exhibit M-2), and requested permission 
to extend a dwell I ng to Include the existing garage and construct a 
new garage toward the front of the property. He Informed that a 
screened porch to the rear of the house prevents moving the garage 
to that location. 

Protestants: 
Tcm Dee, 3220 South Braden, Tulsa, Oklahoma, pointed out that the 
proposed garage w I I I extend further toward the street than other 
homes on the bl ock, and asked the Board to deny the application. 

Camnents and Questions: 
After discussi on, It was the consensus of the Board that the 
proposed construction wl 1 1  not al lgn with exi sting dwell lngs, and 
that the applicant fa i led to present a hardsh ip  that would warrant 
the granting of the vari ance request. 

Board Action: 
On t«>TION of CHAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-t (Bot zl e, Chappa 1 1  e, 
Fu! ler, White, "aye"; no "nays"; Bradley, "abstain i ng"; none 
"absent") to DENY a Variance of the requ ired front yard from 25 1 to 
7 1 to perm It the construct I on of a new attached garage - Section 
403. Btl..K Atl> AREA REQUIRE�NTS I N  TitE RESIDENTIAL DI STRICTS - Use
Un I t  6; f I nd Ing no hard sh Ip for the var I ance request; and f Ind I ng
that the proposed construct I on wou I d  not a I I gn w I th the ex I st Ing
dwellings, and would vi olate the spir i t  and Intent of the Code; on
the followlng descr i bed property:

The south 80' of the East 1 1 2 .5 1 of the east 200 1 of Lot 1 ,
Block 2, Yorkshire Estates Addition, C i ty of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15621 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the setback requirement, as measured from the centerline 
of East 51 st Street, from 100' to 42' In order to perm It the 
existing hotel faclllty and clear tltle to the property -
Section 703. BULK Atl> AA£A REQUIRBEKTS IN THE <XNERCIAL D ISTRICTS 
- Use Unit 19, located 3131 South 51st Street.

Presentation: 
The appl leant, David Forbes, 7724 South Erle, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a plot plan (Exhibit N-2), and stated that the F l agshlp 
Inn has been purchased and w 1 11 be ref urb I shed and converted to 
Hampton I nn. He Informed that the I rregu I ar shape of the I ot 
prevents the proposed additions to the exist i ng building. A plat of 
survey (Exhtblt N-3) and photographs (Exhibit N-1) were submitted. 

Ccnnents and Questions: 
Mr. Gardner advised that the motel ls 50 1 from 51st Street, with 
only the canopy extending beyond that point. He pointed out that 
the bul I d i ng comp I led with the 50' setback requirement under the 
terms of the 1967 Zoning Code 

Mr. Jackere asked how the existing bulldlng wll I be modified a long 
51st Street, and the appl leant stated that the exterior wl 11 be 
resurfaced, which wll I move the bulldlng closer to the street. 

Mr. Gardner po I nted out that the prev I ous setback approva I on the 
property was to accommodate the canopy over the gasoline Island, and 
It the requested setback Is approved at 42', the ent I re bu 1 1  d I ng 
could be extended 8' closer to 51st Street. 

Mr. Forbes stated that the architect for the project suggested that 
he request a 42' setback; however, a lesser amount may be 
satisfactory, as the only exterior changes In the building wll I be 
the resurfacing of the exterior of the motel and the removal of the 
exiting canopy. 

After Board d I scuss I on, I t  was determ I ned that a 47' setback wou Id 
a l low more than ample space for resurfacing the motel. 

Board Act I on: 
On tl>TION of Flft.LER, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bolzle, Bradl ey, 
Chappel le, Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the setback requlrement, as 
measured from the center I lne of East 51st Street, from 100' to 47' 
In order to permit resurfaclng of the existing hotel fact I lty and 
clear tit l e  to the property - Section 703. BULK Atl> ME.A 
REQUIRBEKTS IN THE CXNERCIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 19: finding that 
the bulldlng was constructed I n  compliance with the 1967 Zoning Code 
requirements; and finding that the extension of the but I ding an 
additional 3• for resurfacing wll I not be detrimental to the area; 
on the fol low fng described property: 
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Case No. 15621 (continued) 

Case No. 15622 

Al I that part of Lots 16, 17 and that Tract marked "Reserved 
for Park" Block 2, V I I  la Grove Subdivision, Tulsa County, State 
of Ok I ahoma, accord Ing to the Recorded P I  at thereof, I y Ing 
south of the south R/W llne of 51st Street By-Pass (also known 
as Ske I I y Dr 1 ve and Interstate HI ghway 44) more part 1 cu I ar I y 
described as fol lows, to-wit: 

BEGINNING AT A PO INT In the south llne of said Lot 17, 23.00 1

from the SE/ c thereof; thence south 89°31 1 0011 west a I ong the 
south 11 nes of sa Id Lots 16 and 17 and that tract marked 
"Reserved for Park," a distance of 938.45 1 ; thence north 
0°29 1 0011 west a dfstance of 15.00 1 ; thence south 89°31 1 0011 west 
a distance of 3. 17 1 ; thence north 29°33 1 20" east a distance of 
184. 62 1 to a point on the south R/W I lne of said 51st Street
By-Pass 63.08 1 from the west I lne of said Lot 16; thence north
89°31 1 00" east a I ong the south R/W I 1 ne of sa Id 51  st Street
By-Pass, a d I stance of 161 • 92'; thence south O 032 '3411 east a
distance of 20.00 1 ; thence north 89°311 00" east a distance of
100.00 1 ; thence south 81°52 155 11 east a distance of 450.13 1 ; 

thence south 82°15 13911 east a distance of 151.58 1 ; thence north
89°31 1 00" east a d I stance of 15. 00' to the po Int where sa Id
south R/W llne of 51st Street By-Pass Intersects the east llne
of said Lot 17; thence south 0°32'34" east along the east llne
of said Lot 17 a distance of 43.00'; thence south 44°29 1 1311 

west a distance of 32.51 1 to the POB; City of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma.

Action Requested: 
Variance of the setback requirement, as measured from the centerllne 
of Harvard, from 100 1 to 82.4 1 to permit the constructi on of an 
addition to the existing bul I ding - Section 703. BlLK AND AREA 
REQUIREIENTS IN THE CXNERCIAL DISTR ICTS - Use Unit 13, located 
3901 South Harvard. 

Presentation: 
The appllcant, Ted WIison, was not present. 

Board Action: 
On �TION of OIAPPELLE, the Boerd voted 5-0-0 (Sol z I e, Brad I ey, 
Chappel le, Fuller, Whtte, "aye"; no 11nays11 ; no "abstentions"; none 
"absent") to OONTIMJE Case No. 15622 to January 8, 1991, to allow 
Staff sufficient time to contact the applicant. 

12.20.90:577(18) 



Case No. 15623 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the requ i red number of parki ng spaces from 263 to 207 to 
perm I t  a church In an ex I st Ing shopp Ing center - Section 1205.D. 
Off-Street Parking and Loading Requfrements - Use Unit 5, OCIIIJNllY 
SERVICES At«> S IMILAR USES, located 6709-K East 81st Street. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant. Nike Hopper, was represented by Terry Marsh, 
1705 West Twi n  Oaks, Broken Arrow, Oklahoma. who requested 
perm I ss 1 on to reduce the number of park Ing spaces requ I red for 
church use at the above stated I ocat I on. He exp I a I ned that the 
cornmerclal and office uses In the shopp ing center are closed dur i ng 
the time church services are conducted. Mr. Marsh pointed out that 
the enttre congregatl ,on w l  11 not meet during regular operating hours 
of the surrounding businesses. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On t«>TION of Fll.LER, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bolzle, Bradley, 
Chappel le, Fuller, Whi te, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstenti ons"; none 
"absent") to APPROVE a Var I ance of the requ I red number of park Ing 
spaces from 263 to 207 to permit  a church In an exi sting shopping 
center Section 1205.D. Off-Street Parking and Loading 
Requ I reaents - Use Un It 5, COIIJN I lY SERVICES AND S IM I LAR USES; 
subject congregat Iona I f unct Ions be 1 ng I Im I ted to Monday through 
Saturday, 6 :00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. and Sunday, 7:00 a.m. to 
11:00 p.m. ; subject to church sanctuary conta in i ng no more than 2112 
sq ft; finding that the peak parking periods for businesses In the 
center w 11 I not be the same as those for church serv Ices; on the 
follow l ng described property: 

Lot 1, B I  ock 1, Less and Except a tract of I and beg Inn Ing at 
the northwest corner of Lot 1, Block 1; thence east a di stance 
of 390.32'; thence south a distance of 536.68'; thence west a 
d istance of 360.61 '; thence on a curve to the r ight a d i stance 
of 47.11 1 ; thence north a distance of 506.68 1 to the POB, Lot 
1, Block 1, Square One Addition to he City and County of Tulsa, 
State of Oklahoma, accord ing to the recorded Plat thereof. 

There being no further business, the meet ing was adjourned at 3:37 p.m. 

Date Approved 
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