
CITY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
MINUTES of Meeting No. 595 

Tuesday, September 24, 1991, 1:00 p.m. 
City Council Room, Plaza Level 

Tulsa Civic Center 

MEMBERS PRESENT 

Bolzle, Chairman 
Doverspike 

tEMBERS ABSENT 

Chappa I le 

STAFF PRESENT 

Gardner 
Jones 
Moore 

<m£RS PRESENT 

Jackere, Legal 
Department 

Hubbard, Protective 
Inspections 

Northcutt, Legal 
Department 

Fu Iler 
White 

The notice and agenda of said meeting were posted In the Office of the City 
Clerk on Monday, September 23, 1991, at 11 :37 a.m., as wel I as In the 
Reception Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declaring a quorum present, Chairman Bolzle called the meeting to order 
at I :02 p.m. 

MINUTES: 
On MOTION of FULLER, the Board voted 3-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike. Fuller, 
"aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappel le, White, "absent") to 
APPROVE the Minutes of September 10, 1991. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Case No. 15820 

Actlon Requested: 
Variance of the permitted wal I slgnage to permit three wal I signs 
which exceed the permitted display surface area by a total of 
29.5 sq ft - Section 1221.D. - CS District Use Conditions For 
Business Signs - Use Unit 16, located 9101 South Memorial Drive. 

Presentatlon: 
The applicant, Terry Howard, 6550 East Independence, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
was rep resented by Lynn Tucker, Ok I ahoma Neon, Inc., who exp I a I ned 
that Texaco Is proposing to Install new wrap around back-llghted 
awn lngs on a 11 Star Mart fac I I I ties. He po lnted out that s 1ml I ar 
requests have been granted to Blockbuster Video, Texaco Star Lube and 
Circle K stores. Mr. Tucker stated that only the slgnage on the 
front wal I exceeds the permitted emount, since the awning does not 
extend the ent I re I ength of the s I de wa 11 s. He In formed that the 
Planning Commlsslon hes recommended to the City Councl I that the 
Code be emended to Include only that portion of the sign contalnlng 
graphlcs In the total display surface area. Mr. Tucker pointed out 
that the Texaco signs would comply with the Code If this amendment, 
which was recommended approximately one year ago, had been approved 
by the Counc 11. 
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Case No. 15820 (continued) 
Conments and Questions: 

Mr. Bolzle Inquired as to the wattage of the llghted awning and If It 
Is In compllance with the proposed amendment, and Mr. Tucker replied 
that the prop�sed awning has the same lllumlnatlon as the previously 
approved Star lube awning, but he Is not sure of the wattage.

Mr. Bolzle pointed out that the proposed amendment states that 
bulldlngs or structures that are lllumlnated at 25 foot candles or 
greater, measured at a 2 1 distance, wl I I to be considered ·a sign even 
If It does not contain words or characters. He added that tt ts 
Important for the Board to know the amount of I I lumlnatlon. 

Mr. Bo I z I e asked If the tota I amount of the 11 ghted awn Ing exceeds 
the permitted dlsplay surface area, and Mr. Tucker replied that the 
total of the three wal Is does not surpass the permitted amount of 
slgnage. 

Mr. Gardner c I ar If I ed that the Code addresses the s I gnage on each 
Individual wal I; however, If It chooses to do so, the Board could 
consider the accumulated slgnage In deliberating this case. 

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Mr. Tucker stated that Texaco's 
previously approved Star lube signs are the same type of awnings and 
the same wattage as the proposed Star Mart awnings. 

Councllor Richard Pollshuk stated that TMAPC has forwarded the sign 
amendment to the City Council for approval, and the Council has been 
awaiting a recommendation from the Sign Advisory Board. He stated 
that the Council has decided to support the TMAPC recommendation on 
the lighted awning Issue. 

Mr. Fuller asked Councl lor Pol lshuk when the amendment regarding 
lighted awnings wll I be adopted, and he rep I led that all hearings on 
the Issue should be completed by December 1, 1991. 

Mr. Doverspike noted that slml lar variances have been previously 
approved, and suggested that the requested slgnage be permitted, per 
TMAPC recommendation for II lumlnatlon. He stated that In the Interim 
between this date and the City Council's hearing on the subject, he 
would not be Inclined to grant further variances of this nature. 

Ms. White stated that she Is In agreement with Mr. Doversptke's 
suggestion. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappelle, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the permitted wal I slgnage to 
permit three wal I signs which exceed the permitted dlsplay surface 
area by a total of 29.5 sq ft - Section 1221.D. - CS District Use 
Conditions For Business Signs - Use Unit 16; subject to the Internal 
11 lumlnatton of the awning being less than 25 foot candles measured 
at a two foot distance, as specified In the proposed amendment to the 
Zoning Code, Section 292. ILUJ41NATION STAtl>ARDS; finding that 
slml lar variances have been been granted to other business In the 
Tulsa Area; on the fol !owing described property: 

09.24.91:595(2) 



Case No. 15820 (continued) 
lot 1, Block 1, Starr Center Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15822 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the permitted wal I slgnage to permit three wal I signs 
which exceed the permitted dtsplay surface area by a total of 28.5' -
Section 1221.D. - CS District Use Conditions For Business Signs - Use 
Unit 16, located 3105 South Garnett. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Terry Howard, 6550 East Independence, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
was represented by Lynn Tucker, Oklahoma Neon, Inc., who explained 
that Texaco Is proposing to Install new wrap around back-lighted 
awnings on all Star Mart factlltles. He pointed out that slmllar 
requests have been granted to Blockbuster Video, Texaco Star lube and 
CI re I e K stores. Mr. Tucker stated that on I y the s I gnage on the 
front wa 1 1  exceeds the permitted amount, s Ince the awn Ing does not 
extend the ent I re I ength of the s I de wa I Is. He In formed that the 
Plannlng Commission has recommended to the City Councll that the 
Code be amended to Include only that portion of the sign containing 
graphics In the total dlsplay surface area. Mr. Tucker pointed out 
that the Texaco signs would comply with the Code If this amendment, 
which was recommended approximately one year ago, had been approved 
by the Counc 11. 

Corrments and Questions: 
Mr. Bolzle Inquired as to the wattage of the lighted awning and If It 
Is In compliance with the proposed amendment, and Mr. Tucker replied 
that the awning In question has the same II lumlnatlon as the previously 
approved Star Lube awning, but he ts not sure of the wattage. 

Mr. Bo I z I e pol nted out that the proposed amendment states that 
bu 11  d lngs or structures that are 11 1 umtnated at 25 foot candles or 
greater, measured at a 2 1 distance, wll I to be considered a sign even 
If It does not contain words or characters. He added that It ts 
Important for the Board to know the amount of II lumlnatlon. 

Mr. Bolzle asked If the total amount of the llghted awning exceeds 
the permitted display surface area, and Mr. Tucker replied that the 
tota I of the three wa 1 1  s does not surpass the permitted amount of 
slgnage. 

Mr. Gardner clarified that the Code addresses the slgnage on each
lndlvldual wal I; however, If It chooses to do so, the Board could 
consider the accumulated stgnage In dellberatlng this case, 

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Mr. Tucker stated that Texaco's 
prevlously approved Star Lube signs are the same type of awnings and 
the same wattage as the proposed Star Mart awnings. 
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Case No. 15822 (continued) 
Councllor Richard Pollshuk stated that TMAPC has forwarded the sign 
amendment to the City Councll for approval, and the Councll has been 
awaiting a recommendation from the Sign Advisory Board. He stated 
that the Coun�II has decided to support the TMAPC recommendation on 
the lighted awning Issue. 

Mr. Fuller asked Councl lor Pol lshuk when the amendment regarding 
llghted awnings wll I be adopted, and he replied that all hearings on 
the Issue should be completed by December 1, 1991. 

Mr. Doversp Ike noted that s Im I I ar var I ances have been prev lous I y 
approved, and suggested that the requested slgnage be permitted, per 
TMAPC recommendation for tllumlnatlon. He stated that In the Interim 
between this date and the City Councll's hearing on the subject, he 
would not be lncllned to grant further variances of this nature. 

Ms. Whlte stated that she Is In agreement with Mr. Ooversplke's 
suggestion. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappelle, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the permitted wal I slgnage to 
permit three wall signs which exceed the permitted display surface 
l!!rea by a total of 29.5 sq ft - Section 1221.D. - CS District Use 
Conditions For Business Signs - Use Unit 16; subject to the Internal 
II lumlnatton of the awning being less than 25 foot candles measured 
at a two foot distance, as specified In the proposed amendment to the 
Zoning Code, Section 292. ILLlJ41NATION STANDARDS; finding that 
slmllar variances have been been granted to other business In the 
Tulsa Area; on the fol lowlng described property: 

Lot 1, Block 1, Brtarglen Center, a resubdlvlslon of 
Blocks 1 - 4, Brlarglen Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15823 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the permitted wal I slgnage to permit four wal I slgns 
whlch exceed the permltted dlsplay surface area by a total of 
60.6 sq ft - Section 1221.D. - CS District Use Conditions For 
Business Signs - Use Unit 16, located 9606 East 71st Street. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Terry Howard, 6550 East Independence, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
was represented by Lynn Tucker, Oklahoma Neon, Inc., who explalned 
that Texaco Is proposing to lnstal I new wraparound, back-1 lghted 
awnings on all Star Mart facllttles. He pointed out that slmtlar 
requests have been granted to Blockbuster Video, Texaco Star Lube and 
CI re I e K stores. Mr. Tucker stated that on I y the s I gnage on the 
front wat I exceeds the permitted amount, since the awning does not 
extend the ent I re I ength of the s l de wa I Is. He In formed that the 
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Case No. 15823 (continued) 
P I  ann Ing Commlss Ion has recommended to the City Counc ti that the 
Code be amended to tnctude only that portion of the stgn containing 
graphics tn the total display surface area. Mr. Tucker pointed out 
that the Texaco signs would comply with the Code tf this amendment, 
which was recommended approximately one year ago, had been.approved 
by the Counc 11 . 

Conwnents and Questions: 
Mr. Botzle tnqulred as to the wattage of the llghted awning and If It 
ls In compttance wtth the proposed amendment, and Mr. Tucker replied 
that the proposed awning has the same It lumtnatlon as the prevtously 
approved Star Lube awning, but he ts not sure of the wattage. 

Mr. Bolzle pointed out that the proposed amendment states that 
bufldlngs or structures that are II lumlnated at 25 foot candles or 
greater, measured at a 2' distance, wll I to be considered a sign even 
If It does not cont a In words or characters. He added that It Is 
Important for the Board to know the amount of II lumlnatlon. 

Mr. Bo I z I e asked If the tot a I amount of the 1 1  ghted ewn Ing exceeds 
the permitted dlsplay surface area, end Mr. Tucker replied that the 
total of the three wal Is does not surpass the permitted amount of 
slgnage. 

Mr. Gardner c I ar If led that the Code addresses the s I gnage on each 
Individual wal I; however, If It chooses to do so, the Board could 
consider the accumulated slgnage In deliberating this case. 

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Mr. Tucker stated that Texaco's 
previously approved Star Lube signs are the same type of awnings and 
the same wattage as the proposed Star Mart awnings. 

Councllor Richard Pollshuk stated that TMAPC has forwarded the sign 
amendment to the City Council for approval, and the Council has been 
awa It Ing a recommend at I on from the SI gn Adv I sory Board. He stated 
that the Council has decided to support the TMAPC recommendation on 
the lighted awning Issue. 

Mr. Fuller asked Councl for Pol lshuk when the amendment regarding 
lighted awnings wll I be adopted, and he replied that all hearings on 
the Issue should be completed by December 1, 1991. 

Mr. Doverspike noted that similar variances have been previously 
approved, and suggested that the requested slgnage be permitted, per 
TMAPC recommendation for I I  lumlnatlon. He stated that In the Interim 
between this date and the City Council's hearing on the subject, he 
would not be Inclined to grant further variances of this nature. 

Ms. White stated that she Is In agreement with Mr. Doversplke's 
suggestion. 
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Case No. 15823 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye": no "nays": no "abstentions"; Chappelle, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the permitted wa 1 1  s tgnage to 
permit three wal I signs which exceed the permitted display surface 
area by a total of 29.5 sq ft - Section 1221.D. - CS District Use 
Conditions for Business Signs - Use Unit 16; subject to the Internal 
II lumlnatlon of the awning being less than 25 foot candles measured 
at a two foot distance, as specified In the proposed amendment to the 
Zoning Code, Section 292. llllJUNATION STAtllAmS; finding that 
s Im 1 1  ar var I ances have been been granted to other bus I ness In the 
Tulsa Area; on the fol lowing described property: 

Lot 1, Block 1, Wembly Station, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15824 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the permitted wall slgnage to permit three wall signs 
which exceed the permitted display surface area by a total of 
29.5 sq ft - Section 1221.D. - CS District Use Conditions For 
Business Signs - Use Unit 16, located 2109 South Sheridan. 

Presentation: 
The appltcant, Terry Howard, 6550 East Independence, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
was represented by Lynn Tucker, Oklahoma Neon, Inc., who explained 
that Texaco Is proposing to lnstal I new wrap around back- I lghted 
awnings on all Star Mart facilities. He pointed out that slmllar 
requests have been granted to Blockbuster Video, Texaco Star Lube and 
CI re I e K stores. Mr. Tucker stated that on I y the s I gnage on the 
front wal I exceeds the permitted amount, since the awning does not 
extend the ent I re I ength of the s I de wa 11 s. He In formed that the 
Planning Commission has recommended to the City Council that the 
Code be amended to Include only that portion of the sign containing 
graphics In the total display surface area. Mr. Tucker pointed out 
that the Texaco signs would comply with the Code If this amendment, 
which was recommended approximately one year ago, had been approved 
by the Counc I I. 

Conrnents and Questions: 
Mr. Bolzle Inquired as to the wattage of the lighted awning and If It 
Is In compliance with the proposed amendment, and Mr. Tucker replied 
that the proposed awning has the same f llumlnatlon as the previously 
approved Star Lube awning, but he Is not sure of the wattage. 

Mr. Bolzle pointed out that the proposed amendment states that 
bu 1 1  d I ngs or structures that are 1 11 umf nated at 25 foot candles or 
greater, measured at a 2 1 distance, wl I I to be considered a sign even 
If It does not contain words or characters. He added that It Is 
Important for the Board to know the amount of lllumlnatlon. 
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Case No, 15824 (continued) 
Mr. Bolzle asked If the total amount of the lighted awning exceeds 
the permitted display surface area, and Mr. Tucker replied that the 
total of the three wal Is does not surpass the permitted amount of 
slgnage. 

Mr. Gardner clarlfled that the Code addresses the slgnage on each 
lndlvldual wal I; however, If It chooses to do so, the Board could 
consider the accumulated slgnage In dellberattng this case, 

In response to Mr. Doverspike., Mr. Tucker stated that Texaco's 
prevlously approved Star Lube signs are the same type of awnings and 
the same wattage as the proposed Star Mart awnings. 

Councllor Richard Pollshuk stated that TMAPC has forwarded the slgn 
amendment to the City Councll for approval ., and the Council has been 
awaiting a recommendation from the Sign Advisory Board. He stated 
that the Council has decided to support the TMAPC recommendation on 
the lighted awning Issue. 

Mr. Fu! ler asked Councl lor Pol lshuk when the amendment regarding 
llghted awnings wt I I be adopted, and he rep I led that al I hearings on 
the Issue should be completed by December 1, 1991, 

Mr. Doverspike noted that similar variances have been previously 
approved, and suggested that the requested slgnage be permitted, per 
TMAPC recommendation for I I  lumtnatlon. He stated that In the Interim 
between this date and the City Council's hearing on the subject, he 
would not be lncllned to grant further variances of this nature. 

Ms, Wh tte stated that she Is In agreement with Mr. Doversp Ike's 
suggestion. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fulfer, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappel le, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the permitted wa 11 s lgnage to 
permit three wal I signs which exceed the permitted di splay surface 
area by a total of 29.5 sq ft - Sectlon 1221.0. - CS District Use 
Conditions For Business Signs - Use Unit 16; subject to the Internal 
II lumlnatlon of the awning being less than 25 foot candles measured 
at a two foot distance, as specified In the proposed amendment to the 
Zoning Code, Section 292. ILLlJ41NATION STAtl>AROS: finding that 
similar variances have been been granted to other business In the 
Tulsa Area; on the fol lowing described property: 

A part of the east 185, 00' of the west 235. 00' of the south 
280.00 1 of the north 330,00' of Section 14, T-19-N, R-13-E, of 
the IBM, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, being more particularly 
described by metes end bounds as fol lows, to-wit: Commencing et 
the NW/c of Section 14, T-19-N, R-13-E, said point being the 
center 11 ne Intersect I on of East 21st Street South and South 
Sheridan Road; thence due east along the north line of Section 
14 a distance of 235,00 1; thence S 0°07'42" W a distance of 
50.00' to the POB; thence continuing S 0°07 142" W para I lei with 
the west llne of Section 14 a distance of 280,00': thence due 
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Case No. 15824 (continued) 
west para I lel with the north I tne of Section 14 a distance of 
185.00' to a point on the east R/W ltne of South Sheridan Road; 
thence N 0°07 14211 E along satd R/W ltne and paral tel to and 
50.00' p�rpendlcularly distant from the west llne of Section 14 
a distance of 245.01; thence N 45°03 151" E a  distance of 35.39 1; 

thence due east parallel to and 60.00 1 perpendlcularly distant 
from the north llne of Section 14 a distance of 48.501 ; thence N 
0°07 1 42" E a  distance of 10.00 1 to a point on the south R/W ltne 
of East 21st Street South: thence due east para I le I to and 
50.00 1 perpendlcularly distant from the north llne of Section 14 
a distance of 111.501 to POB, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15825 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the permitted wal I slgnage to permit one wal I sign which 
exceeds the permitted dlsplay surface area by a total of 18.8 sq ft -
Section 1221.0. - CS District Use Conditions For Business Signs - Use 
Unit 16, located 5108 South Peoria. 

Presentation: 
The appltcant, Terry 1-bward, 6550 East Independence, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
was represented by Lynn Tucker, Oklahoma Neon, Inc., who explained 
that Texaco ts proposing to tnstal I new wrap around back-1 lghted 
awn I ngs on a 11 Star Mart fac 11 ltles. He po lnted out that s 1ml I ar 
requests have been granted to Blockbuster Video, Texaco Star Lube and 
CI re I e K stores. Mr. Tucker stated th at on I y the s I gnage on the 
front wall exceeds the permitted amount, since the awnlng does not 
extend the ent I re I ength of the s I de wa I Is. He t n formed that the 
Planning Commission has recommended to the City Councll that the 
Code be amended to Include only that portion of the sign containing 
graphics In the total dlsplay surface area. Mr. Tucker pointed out 
that the Texaco signs would comply with the Code If this amendment, 
which was recommended approximately one year ago, had been approved 
by the Counc 1 1. 

Cormients and Questions: 
Mr. Bolz le Inquired as to the wattage of the I lghted awning and If It 
Is ln compliance with the proposed amendment, and Mr. Tucker replied 
that the proposed awning has the same illumlnatlon as the previously 
approved Star Lube awning, but he Is not sure of the wattage. 

Mr. Bolzle pointed out that the proposed amendment states that 
bu 11 d I ngs or structures that are I 1 1  um I nated at 25 foot cand I es or 
greater, measured at a 2 1 distance, will to be considered a sign even 
If It does not contain words or characters. He edded that It Is 
Important for the Board to know the amount of II lumlnatlon. 

Mr. Bo I z I e asked If the tot a I amount of the I I ghted awn Ing exceeds 
the permitted display surface area. and Mr. Tucker replled that the 
total of the three wal Is does not surpass the permitted amount of 
slgnage. 
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Case No. 15825 (continued) 
Mr. Gardner clarlfled that the Code addresses the slgnage on each 
Jndlvldual wal I; however, If It chooses to do so, the Board could 
consider the accumulated slgnage In dellberatlng this case. 

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Mr. Tucker stated that .'Texaco's 
previously approved Star lube signs are the same type of awnings and 
the same wattage as the proposed Star Mart awnings. 

Councilor Richard Pollshuk stated that TMAPC has forwarded the sign 
amendment to the City Council for approval, and the Councl I has been 
awaiting a recommendation from the Sign Advisory Board. He stated 
that the Councll has decided to support the TMAPC recommendation on 
the llghted awning Issue. 

Mr. Fu I I er asked Counc I I or Po 11  shuk when the amendment regard 1 ng 
lighted awnings wll I be adopted, and he rep I led that al I hearings on 
the Issue should be completed by December 1, 1991. 

Mr. Doverspike noted that similar variances have been prevlously 
approved, and suggested that the requested slgnage be permitted, per 
TMAPC recommendation for 11 lumlnatlon. He stated that In the Interim 
between this date and the City Council's hearing on the subject, he 
would not be lncllned to grant further variances of this nature. 

Ms. White stated that she Is In agreement wlth Mr. Doversplke's 
suggestion. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 CBolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappelle, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the permitted wal I slgnage to 
permit three wal I signs which exceed the permitted display surface 
area by a total of 29.5 sq ft - Section 1221.D. - CS District Use 
Conditions For Business Signs - Use Unit 16; subject to the Internal 
11 lumlnatlon of the awning being less than 25 foot candles measured 
at a two foot distance, as specified In the proposed amendment to the 
Zoning Code, Section 292. ILLlJ41NATION STANlARDS; finding that 
similar variances have been been granted to other business In the 
Tulsa Area; on the fol lowing described property: 

Lot 3, Block 1, Jen-Ash Park Addition to the City and County of 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, according to the recorded Plat thereof and a 
portion of the NE/4 NE/4 Section 36, T-19-N, R-12-E, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as: 
Beg Inn Ing at a po Int 207' south of the the north 11 ne of 
Section 36 and 50' west of the east llne of said Section 36; 
thence south parallel with the east llne of said Section 36 a 
distance of 125' to a point; thence west paral lei to the north 
llne of said Section 36 a distance of 125' to a point; thence 
north parallel to the east llne of said Section 36 to a point on 
a straight line described as follows: Beginning at a point 207' 
south of the north llne of said Section 36 and 50' west of the 
east llne of said Section 36; thence In a northwesterly 
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Case No. 15825 (continued) 
direction a distance of 359.9' to a point which Is 123' south of 
the north I lne of said Section 36; thence In a southeasterly 
direction along said described straight llne to POB, said tract 
a I so be I �g more part I cu I ar I y descr I bed by metes and bounds as 
fol lows: A tract of land In the NE/4 NE/4 NE/4 Section 36, 
T-19-N, R-12-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, described as follows,
to-wit: Commencing at the NE/c of said Section 36; thence due
south along the east line of Section 36 a distance of 207.00' to
a point; thence S 89°57'0311 W and parallel with the north fine
of Section 36 a distance of 50.00' to the POB; thence due south
and para I lel with the east I lne of Section 36 a distance of
125.00' to a potnt; thence S 89°57'03" W a distance of 125.00 to
a point; thence due north 155.00' to a point on the southerly
R/W line of 1-44 Highway, said point being 177.00' south of the
north I lne of said Section 36; thence S 76°33 10311 E along the
southerly R/W llne of 1-44 Highway a distance of 128.52' to POB,
City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

Ml NOR VARIANCES Atl) EXCEPTIONS 

Case No. 15834 

Action Requested: 
Minor Variance of the required front yard from 35' to 28' -
Section 4O3.A. BULK Atl> AREA REQUIREMENTS - Use Unit 7, located 6108 
South Loulsvll le. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Jon Vrooman, 6138 South Loulsvll le, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a site plan (Exhibit F-1) and that he Is proposing to move 
the proposed dwe I 1 1  ng s 1 1  ght I y toward the front of the I ot. He 
explalned that there are large trees on the rear portion of the lot 
and also a 12' grade dlfferentlal, which llmlts construction In that 
area. 

Conments and Questions: 
Mr. Bolzle stated that he has viewed the site and found the rear 
portion of the lot to be sloping with mature trees, as presented by 
the app I I cant. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappel le, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Minor Variance of the required front yard from 
35' to 28' - Section 403.A. BULK Atl> AREA REQUIREMENTS - Use Unit 7; 
per plot plan submitted; finding a hardship demonstrated by the steep 
slope on the rear portion of the Irregular shaped lot; and finding 
that movtng the house further back would require the removal of 
several mature trees; and f Ind Ing that slml tar request have been 
approved In the area, and the granting of the minor variance will not 
be detrtmental to the neighborhood, or violate the spirit and Intent 
of the Code; on the followlng described property: 

Lot 24, Block 2. Braeswood, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 
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tEW APPLICATIONS 

Case No. 15828 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the required 50' setback from the centerline of East 51st 
Street South to 35' to permtt a new pole sign - Section 1221.C.6. 
Use Cond It Ions For Bus lness S lgns - Use Un I t  14, located 5050 South 
Lewis Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appllcant, David Grooms, 901 North Mingo Road, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submttted a site plan (Exhtblt G-1) and stated that the QulkTrlp sign 
current I y located on the property Is not v Is lb le because of the 
nearby trees. He requested permission to relocate the sign on the 
corner of the property. Mr. Grooms stated that a removal contract 
can be executed that wll I Insure removal of the sign If the 
Intersection Is Improved In the future. 

Comnents and Questions: 
Mr. Bolzle Inquired as to the location of the existing sign, and Mr. 
Grooms stated that It ls located on the southwest corner of the 
property. 

In response to Mr. Fuller, the applicant tnformed that the new sign 
wll I be 50' from the centerline of Lewis Avenue. 

Mr. Bolzle asked why the sign cannot be moved 50' to the north, and 
Mr. Grooms rep 11 ed that the s I gn wou Id then be In the dr lveway and 
would Interfere with access to the gas pumps. 

Mr. Doversptke Inquired as to the reason the sign cannot be placed 
further to the west, and the appltcant stated that It would be In the 
driveway If moved In that direction. 

In response to Mr. Bolzle, the applicant stated that the distance 
from the top of the sign to the ground wll I be 18.4' and the bottom 
of the sign wlll be about 5 1 from the ground. 

Mr. Bolzle noted that, when exiting the site and going west on 51st 
Street, It ls very dlfflcult for motorists to see oncoming traffic 
entering 51st Street from Lewts. 

Mr. Jones stated that compllance with the 50' required setback would 
not create a vlstbtltty problem at the Intersection or prohtbtt 
Internal clrculatlon on the lot. 

Ms. Hubbard Informed that the bottom of the proposed sign Is 5' from 
the ground. 
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Case No. 15828 (continued) 
Mr. Fu I I er asked the app 1 1  cant If the 40' s I gn at the southwest 
corner of the lot wll I be removed, and he answered In the 
·affirmative. He advised that the new sign was designed to meet the
conditions of .the proposed sign amendment.

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Mr. Gardner stated that the sign would
Interfere with the gas pumps If moved to the west; however, al I of
the area has been paved up to the east property llne, a part of which
could have been reserved for green space or the sign locatlon.

Mr. Jones remarked that the hardship In this case seems to be self
Imposed, slnce there Is nothing phys lea I ly unique about the property
that would prevent compllance with the required 50 1 setback from the
center I lne of both streets.

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Mr. Jones advised that the lower sign
could create a potential sight problem for motorists ln the area If
moved closer to 51st Street, and should be reviewed by Traffic
Engineering.

Mr. Bolzle stated that he ls famlllar wlth the Intersection and feels
that the approval of the variance request would create an addltlonal
traffic hazard for the overcrowded Intersection.

Appllcant's Rebuttal: 
Mr. Grooms stated that the exlstlng slgn Is useless, since It Is 
blocked by the trees. He stated that he can raise the bottom of the 
sign 6' from the ground, which would permit motorists to see under 
the sign. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentlons"; Chappel le, 
"absent") to DENY a Variance of the required 50 1 setback from the 
centerline of East 51st Street South to 35' to permit a new pole slgn 
- Section 1221.C.6. Use Conditions For Business Signs - Use Unit 14;
finding the appllcant failed to present a hardship that would warrant
granting the variance request; on the fol lowlng described property:

The south 240' of the east 220 1 of the SE/4, Section 30, T-19-N, 
R-13-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, less the east 40' and south 35' 
thereof and being located In a CS zoned dlstrlct. 

Case No. 15830 

Actfon Requested: 
Speclal Exceptlon to permit a retirement living complex - Section 701. 

PRINCIPAL USES PE�ITTED IN CCM4ERCIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unlt 8, 
located northwest corner of 21st Street and 129th East Avenue. 
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Case No. 15830 (continued) 
Presentation: 

The applicant, F. L. Swanson, 7529 South Braden, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a stte plan (Exhibit H-1) for the proposed construction, 
and stated that he Is planning to build a 100-unlt retirement complex 
on the subject property. Mr. Swanson explained that the comrron area
Inside the bulldlng wlll have a kitchen, dining room, beauty shop, 
barber shop, craft room, exercise room and whtrlpool room. 

Conments and Questions: 
Mr. Jones Informed that Ms. Hubbard has reviewed the plot plan since 
the app II cant f Trst f lled the app I Tcatlon, and he has comp lled with 
al I Code requirements. 

Mr. Swanson stated that his neighbors have requested that the 
existing fence remain, In lieu of the required sol Id screening. 

Mr. Bolzle Informed the appllcant that the screening fence cannot be 
considered at this time, since a variance of that requirement wll I be 
needed. 

Interested Parties:
John Elghner, 12644 East 19th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he 
Is baslcal ly In support of the project. He pointed out that the 
decllne In the economy and numerous neighborhood problems have caused 
his property value to diminish, and voiced a concern with any use 
that might have a negative Impact on the area. He requested that the 
proposed use not be al lowed to change under new ownership, and that 
the bulldlng be restricted to one story only. 

Mr. Gardner Informed that retirement living Is a relatlvely new use 
In the Zon Ing Ord I nance and does not requ I re as much park Ing as 
regular apartment use. He pointed out that there would not be 
sufficient parking at thls location for standard apartment 
development. 

Ms. Whlte pointed out that the use cannot change wlthout another 
hearlng before the Board. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Actfon: 
On MOTION of FULLER, the Board voted 4-0-0 CBolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappelle, 
"absent") to APPROVE e Spech1I Except Jon to permit a retl rement 
I Iv Ing comp lex Section 701. PRINCIPAL USES PE�ITTED IN
CCM4ERCIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 8; and to CONTINlE the portion of 
the application concerning a waiver of the screening requirement 
(wll I requlre readvertlslng): per plot plan submltted; subject to the 
structure being I lmlted to one story only; f Tndlng the use to be 
compatlble with the surrounding area, end In harmony with the splrlt 
and Intent of the Code; on the followlng described property: 
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Case No. 15830 (continued) 
A part· of Stacey Lynn Th I rd Annex to the C tty and County of 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, being more particularly described as fol lows, 
to-wtt: Beginning at the NE/c of Lot 1, Block 1, Stacey Lynn 
Th I rd Annex; thence due west a long the north 1 1  ne of Lot 1, 
Block 1, i distance of 379.12' to a point; thence S82°00'00"W a 
distance of 220.22' to a point, said point being the NW/c of said 
Lot 1, Block 1; thence due south a d I stance of 431 .90' to a 
point; thence S89°47 1 00"E a distance of 150.00' to a point; 
thence due north a distance of 40.001 to a point; thence 
S89°47 100"E a distance of 150.00' to a point; thence due south a 
distance of 190.00 1 to a point, said point being on the south 
llne of Lot 1, Block 1, Stacey Lynn Third Annex, thence 
S89°47 1 00"E a distance of 97.20' to a point; thence due north 
200.00 1 to a point; thence S89°47'0011E a distance of 50.001; 

thence due north a distance of 150.00 1 to a point; thence 
S89°47 1 00"E a distance of 150.00 1 to a point on the east llne of 
Lot 1, Block 1, Stacey Lynn Third Annex; thence due north to the 
POB, less and except, beginning 115 1 south of the NE/c of Lot 1; 
thence west 200 1, south 150', east 200 1, north 1501 to POB; City 
of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15831 

Action Requested: 
Speclal Exception to permit Christmas tree sales on seasonal basis In 
a CS zoned district - Section 701. PRINCIPAL USES PE�ITTED IN
CCM,tERCIAL DISTRICTS - Use Un tt 2, located northeast corner South 
Memortal and East 27th Street South. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Scott Enyart, 36252 South Kropf Road, Woodburn, 
Oregon, was represented by Eric Dahl, PO Box 164, SIiverton, Oregon, 
who requested perm I ss I on to se I I Chr I stmas trees on the sub Ject 
property for four years. He stated that he has previously received 
permission to sel I trees for two years at another location. 

Conrnents and Questions: 
Mr. Jones pointed out that, although the proposed use may be 
compatible with the surrounding area at this time, It coul d become 
Inappropriate If the area should begin to redevelope. 

Mr. Jackere advised that the Code specifies under Use Unit 2 that 
temporary open-air actlvltles may continue for a period not to exceed 
30 days for each app 1 1  cat I on. He po I nted out that the use Is 
temporary In nature and should be review by the Board each year. Mr. 
Jackere stated that permanent open-a Ir sa I es are addressed under 
another use unit In the Code, (Use Unit 15). 

Mr. Doverspike pointed out that, although the residents In the area 
do not object to the appllcatlon at this time, these properties could 
be sold, and the new property owners may be opposed to the use. 

Protestants: None. 
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Case No. 15831 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappel le, 
"absent") to APPROVE e Special Exception to permit Christmas tree 
sales In a CS zoned district during the 1991 Christmas season only -
Section 701. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN aMERCIAL DISTRICTS - Use 
Unit 2; finding the temporary use to be compatible with the 
surrounding area at this time; on the fol lowing described property: 

Lot 1, Block 1, Tri Center Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15832 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception to permit a Use Unit 2 (temporary off-site 
construction facility) I n  RS-1 and RS-3 zoned districts 
Section 401. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use 
Unit 2, located 2520 South 67th East Avenue. 

Comments and Questions: 
Mr. Jones Informed that Staff has received a letter (Exhibit J-1) 
requesting withdrawal of the appllcatlon. He stated that the site Is 
to be used temporarily by a construction company that Is completing 
work for the City, and the requested rel lef Is not necessary. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of Fll.LER, the Board voted 3-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappelle, White, 
"absent") to WITK>RAW Case No. 15832, as requested. 

Case No. 15833 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the required 20' setback on the west property tine to 6', 
and a var I ance of the requ I red 45' setback from the center 1 1  ne of 
30th Street to 30' ... Section 403. BULK AN> AREA REQUIREMENTS IN 
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 6, located 3002 South Boston Place. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Steve Cowan, Box 3465, Tulsa, Oklahoma, submitted a 
packet (Exhibit K-1) containing a plot plan, review of the 
appllcatlon, photographs and a location map. Mr. Cowan stated that 
he Is remodel Ing an existing dwell Ing and adding approxlrnately 
862 sq ft of floor space. He Informed that the west but I ding wal I 
wll I allgn with the garage across 30th Street to the north, and the 
dwel llng wi t I be set back the same distance as other homes along 30th 
Street. 

Protestants: None. 
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Case No. 15833 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On MOTION of FULLER, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappelle, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the required 20' setback on the 
west property line to 6 1 , and a variance of the required 45� setback 
from the centerline of 30th Street to 30 1 

- Section 403. BULK Atl> 
AREA REQUIREMENTS IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Un It 6; per plot 
plan submitted; finding that the remodeled dwelling wlll have the 
same setback as other homes In the area; and finding that approval of 
the request wll I not be detrimental to the neighborhood or vlo tate 
the spirit and Intent of the Code; on the fol lowing described 
property: 

Lot 1 and north 101 of Lot 2, Block 1 1, Travis Park Addition, 
City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15835 

Action Requested: 
Spec I al Exception to permit a sexual ly-orlented business In an IL 
District - Section 901. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED I N  ltl>USTRIAL 
DI STRICTS - Use Unit 12, located 15727 East Admlra f Place. 

Presentat ion: 
The appllcant, John Street, 201 West 5th Street, Suite 555, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, was not present. 

Cormients and Questions: 
Mr. Jones stated that, during a brief phone conversation, the 
appllcant stated that he ts requesting withdrawal of the case, since 
It has been determined that resldentla f ly zoned property Is near the 
business location. 

Board Action: 
On MOTI ON of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz t e, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappel te, 
"absent") to WITll)RAW Case No. 1 5835, as requested by the appl leant. 

Case No. 15836 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception to permit a day care center - Section 401. 
PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED I N  RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 5, 
l ocated 10884 East 33rd Street South.

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Margaret Washington, 10858 East 33rd Street, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, Informed that she has operated a day care home for 
approximately two years, and cared for approximately 1 0  children 
(five In the morning and five In the evening). Ms. Washington 
explalned that she Is now proposing to open a day care center In a 
nearby duplex, which wll I care for children In the evenings and on 
weekends, as we t I as during the week. She Informed that the children 
are transported by van, which Is stored In the garage. 
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Case No. 15836 (cont inued) 
Conlnents end Questions: 

Mr. Bolzle asked the appl leant how many children wl 1 1  be cared 
for at this location, and she replied that the center has a license 
for 30, but wl� I have a maxi mum of 15. 

Ms. White Inquired as to the hours of operation, and Ms. Washington 
stated that the center wlll be open every day from 7:00 a.m. to 
3:00 p.m., and from 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. 

Mr. Doverspike asked If there are other day care centers In the area,

end the appli cant repli ed that there T s  one on the corner of 31st and 
Garnett. 

In response to Mr. Bolzle, the applicant stated that the 15 children 
wl 1 1  be divi ded between the two shi fts, and the total number wl I I 
never be on the premises at the same ti me. Mr. Bolzle stated that he 
v i ewed the s i te and found that one vehic le  was parked on the grass, 
and poi nted out that the vacant apartment complex across the street 
from the subject property could generate a lot of traffic If It Ts 
reopened. He further noted that the duplexes have been constructed 
close to the street, w i th very llttfe driveway space for parking or 
drop-off. 

Mr. Gardner pointed out that the appli cant w ill not llve T n  the 
duplex, and the day care center would be a busi ness In the duplex. 
He stated that this could create a potential problem for adjoining 
property owners. 

Mr. Doverspike and Ms. White voiced a concern with a n ighttime child 
care operation In the res i dential duplex. 

Board Action: 
On MOTI ON  of FULLER, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fur ler, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappel le, 
"absent") to DENY a Special Exception to permit a day care center -
Section 401. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use 
Un i t  5; f i nd ing that the operati on of a day care center from 7:00 a.m 
to 11:00 p.m. would be detrlmental to the resldentlal neighborhood, 
and violate the spi r it  end Intent of the Code; on the fol lowlng 
descr ibed property: 

Case No. 15837 

Lot 13, Block 1, Valley Glen South, a resubdlvlslon of Block 3, 
City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Spec la I Except i on to al low a day care center In a resldentlal ly zoned 
area - Section 401. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN RESIDENTIAL 
D I STRICTS - Use Uni t  5, located 1224 East 50th Street North. 
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Case No. 15837 (continued) 
Connents and Questions: 

Ms. White advised that she wll I abstain from hearing Case No. 15837. 

Presentati on :  
The app I I cant; Loretta Coleman, 5924 North G I  I l ette Ave nu�, Tu I sa, 
Oklahoma, submitted a plot plan (Exhibit L-1 ) ,  and requested 
permission to operate a day care center for 27 children I n  a 
resldentlal ly zoned dwell I ng. 

Mr. Bolzle I nquired as to the proposed drop-off area, and the 
app I lcant stated that she w l  I I  I nstall a circular drive tn the 
future. She I n formed that there ts adequate parking for four cars I n  
the existing driveway, and addltlonal parking space t s  avallable on 
the west side of the dwel llng. 

I n  response to Mr. Fu I ler, the app I I cant stated that the days and 
hours of operation are Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 5: p.m. ,  
and the entire yard Is  fenced. 

Mr. Gardner Informed that the proposed center compil es with the a 
recent amendment to the Zoning Code which requires that each day care 
have 100' of street frontage and 12,000 sq ft of lot area. 

Mr. Jones advised that the stte Ts  only two lots from Peoria Avenue. 

Mr. Doversptke asked the applicant I f  she wll I care for the maximum 
amount allow, and Ms. Coleman stated that she I s  proposing to have 25 
chil dren I n  attendance. 

I n  response to Mr. Doverspike, the applicant stated that she lives at 
another location. 

Board Act i on: 
On MOTI ON  of FULLER, the Board voted 3-0-1 (Bo l zl e, Doverspike, 
Fuller, "aye"; no "nays"; White, "abstaining"; Chappelle, "absent") 
to APPROVE a Speclal Exception to al low a day care center In a 
resldentlally zoned area - Section 401. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED I N
RESIDENTIAL DI STRICTS - Use Unit 5; subject to days and hours of 
operation belng I l ml ted to Monday through Fr t day, 7:00 a.m. to 
5 :30 p.m., wlth a maximum of 27 chlldren; finding that the use ts 
compatibl e  with the resl dentlal area, and granting of the special 
exception request wll I not violate the spirit and I n tent of the Code; 
on the followlng described property: 

Lot 3, Bl ock 2, Buenos Vista Subdiv i sion, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Okl ahoma. 
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Case No. 15838 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the permitted dlsplay surface area for three wa l l  signs 
to exceed by � tota I of 34. 1 sq ft - Section 1221.0. - CS District 
Use Conditions For Business Signs - Use Unit 16, located 5 North Ya l e  
Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The appll cant, Terry Howard, 6550 East Independence, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
was represented by Lynn Tucker, Oklahoma Neon, I nc., who explalned 
that Texaco Is propos Ing to lnsta 11 new wrap around back-1 lghted 
awnings on al I Star Mart facl I ltles. He pointed out that slml lar 
requests have been granted to Blockbuster Video, Texaco Star Lube and 
C I  re I e K stores. Mr. Tucker stated that on I y the s I gnage on the 
front wa I I exceeds the perm I tted amount, s I nee the awn Ing does not 
extend the entire length of the side wal Is. He Informed that the 
Plannlng Commission has recommended to the City Council that the 
Code be amended to Include only that portion of the sign containing 
graphics In the total dlsplay surface area. Mr. Tucker pointed out 
that the Texaco signs would comply with the Code If this amendment, 
which was recommended approximately one year ago, had been approved 
by the Counc 11. 

Conwnents and Questions: 
Mr. Bolzle Inquired as to the wattage of the lighted awning and If It 
Is In compl iance with the proposed amendment, and Mr. Tucker replled 
that the proposed awning has the same I I lumlnatlon as the previously 
approved Star Lube awning, but he Is not sure of the wattage. 

Mr. Bolzle pointed out that the proposed amendment states that 
bu ! I dings or structures that are 1 1  lumlnated at 25 foot candles or 
greater, measured at a 2' distance, wll I to be considered a sign even 
If It does not contain words or characters. He added that It Is 
Important for the Board to know the amount of II r umination. 

Mr. Bolzle asked If the total amount of the I lghted awning exceeds 
the permitted dlsplay surface area, and Mr. Tucker replied that the 
tot a I of the three we 11 s does not surpass the permitted amount of 
slgnage. 

Mr. Gardner c I ar If I ed that the Code addresses the s I gnage on each 
lndlvldual wal I; however, If the Board chooses to do so, It could 
conslder the accumulated slgnage In dellberatlng this case. 

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Mr. Tucker stated that Texaco's 
previously approved Star Lube slgns are the same type of awnings and 
the same wattage as the proposed Star Mart awn lngs. 

Councllor Richard Pollshuk stated that TMAPC has forwarded the sign 
amendment to the City Council for approval, and the Councll has been 
awaiting a recommendation from the Sign Advisory Board. He stated 
that the Councll has decided to support the TMAPC recommendation on 
the llghted awning Issue. 
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Case No. 15838 (continued) 
Mr. Fuller asked Councilor Pollshuk when the amendment regardlng 
lighted awnings w ll  I be adopted, end he rep I l ed that ell hearlngs on 
the fssue should be completed by December 1, 1991. 

Mr. Doverspike noted that sl mllar variances have been previously 
approved, and suggested that the requested slgnage be permitted, per 
TMAPC recommendation for I I  lumlnatlon. He stated that I n  the lnterl m
between this date and the City Councll 's hearing on the subject, he 
would not be Inclined to grant further variances of this nature. 

Ms. White stated that she I s  tn agreement with Mr. Doversplke's 
suggestion. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappel le, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the permitted wal I slgnage to 
perm it three wal I signs which exceed the permitted dlsplay surface 
area by a total of 29.5 sq ft - Section 1221 .D. - CS District Use 
Con d itions For Business Signs - Use Unit 16; ·subject to the I nternal 
I I  luml natlon of the awning being less than 25 foot candles measured 
at a two foot distance, as spec ified ln the proposed amendment to the 
Zoning Code, Sect ion 292. I LLLl41NATION STAN>ARDS; finding that 
s I m  1 1  ar var I ances have been been granted to other bus I ness In the 
Tulsa Area; on the fol lowing described property: 

Lot 7, less beginning SW/c Lot 7, thence north 170', south 120', 
southeast 70.74', west 55' to the point of beginning, and W/2 
lot 8, Block 2, White City Addition, C ity of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15839

Action Requested: 
Variance of the permitted wal I slgnage to permit three wal I signs 
which exceed the permitted d isplay surface area by a total of 
43.9 sq ft - Section 1 221.D. - CS District Use Conditions For 
Business Signs - Use Unit 16, located 4970 South Harvard. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Terry Howard, 6550 East I ndependence, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
was represented by Lynn Tucker, Oklahoma Neon, I nc. , who explalned 
that Texaco Is proposing to lnstal I new wrap around back- I l ghted 
awn lngs on al I Star Mart facl l ltles. He pointed out that similar 
requests have been granted to Blockbuster Video, Texaco Star lube end 
Circle K stores. Mr. Tucker stated that only the s lgnage on the 
front wa 1 1  exceeds the perm ltted amount, s I nee the awn I ng does not 
extend the ent I re I ength of the s I de wa I Is. He In formed that the 
Plenn lng Commission has recommended to the City Councl I that the 
Code be amended to I nclude only that portion of the sign containing 
graphics In the total display surface area. Mr. Tucker pointed out 
that the Texaco s igns would comply with the Code If this amendment, 
which was recommended approxl mately one year ago, had been approved 
by the Counc I I. 
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Case No. 15839 (continued) 
Conlnents and Questions: 

Mr. Bolzle Inquired as to the wattage of the lighted awning and If It 
Is In compliance with the proposed amendment, and Mr. Tucker replied 
that the proposed awning has the same J llumlnatlon as the previously 
approved Star Lube awning, but he Is not sure of the wattage. 

Mr. Bolzle pointed out that the proposed amendment states that 
bu ! I dings or structures that are 1 1  lumlnated at 25 foot candles or 
greater, measured at a 2' distance, wl II to be considered a sign even 
If It does not conta In words or characters. He added that tt Is 
Important for the Board to know the amount of JI l umlnatlon. 

Mr. Bolzle asked If the total amount of the llghted awn ing exceeds 
the permitted displ ay surface area, and Mr. Tucker replled that the 
total of the three wal Is does not surpass the permitted amount of 
slgnage. 

Mr. Gardner c I ar If led that the Code addresses the s I gnage on each 
lndlvldual wal I; however, If It chooses to do so, the Board could 
consider the accumulated slgnage In deliberating this case. 

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Mr. Tucker stated that Texaco' s  
previously approved Star Lube signs are the same type of awnings and 
the same wattage as the proposed Star Mart awnings. 

Councl lor Richard Pol lshuk stated that TMAPC has forwarded the sign 
amendment to the City Council for approval, and the Council has been 
awaiting a recommendation from the Sign Advisory Board. He stated 
that the Councl I has decided to support the TMAPC recommendation on 
the lighted awning Issue. 

Mr. Fu 11 er asked Counc I lor Po 11 shuk when the amendment regard Ing 
lighted awnings wlll be adopted, and he replied that all hearings on 
the Issue should be completed by December 1, 1991. 

Mr. Doverspike noted that slmllar varlances have been previously 
approved, and suggested that the requested slgnage be permitted, per 
TMAPC recommendation for lllumlnatlon. He stated that In the Interim 
between thls date and the City Council's hearing on the subject, he 
would not be lncllned to grant further variances of this nature. 

Ms. White stated that she Is In agreement with Mr. Ooversplke 1s 
suggestion. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPI KE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappel le, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the permltted wa 1 1  s lgnage to 
permit three wal I signs which exceed the permitted display surface 
area by a total of 29.5 sq ft - Section 1221.D. - CS District Use 
Conditions For Business Signs - Use Unit 16; subject to the Internal 
I I  lumlnatlon of the awning belng less than 25 foot candles measured 
at a two foot dlstance, as specified In the proposed amendment to the 
Zoning Code, Section 292. I LLlJ41NATION STAt()AJl>S; f lndlng that 
s !ml I ar var lances have been been granted to other bus lness In the 
Tulsa Area; on the following described property: 
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Case No. 15839 ( continued) 
Part of Lot 17, beglnntng at the northeast corner; thence west 
250 1 , south 140.56 1 , northeasterly 250.59 1 , north 118.57' to 
POB, less the east 15 1 thereof, Block 2, V I i i a  Grove Addition to 
the City �nd County of Tulsa, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15840 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the requtred 50 1 setback from the centerltne of Peoria to 
40' to permit a pole s lgn - Section 1221 .C.6. - Business Signs and 
Outdoor Advertising - Use Untt 14, located 4129 South Peorta. 

Presentation: 
The appllcant, Barry Moydel l, 1221 Charles Page Boulevard, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, submitted a sign plan ( Exhibit P-1), and requested 
permission to lnstal I a sign for Peoria Plaza. He submitted 
photographs (Exhi bit P-2) of other signs In the area, and pointed out 
that there are numerous signs that encroach Into the required setback 
because of the existing bulldlngs, with some being only 30 1 from the 
center 1 1  ne of the street. The app 11 cant stated that the s I gn In 
question wll I allgn with the one In place at Arby 1s restaurant. He 
Informed that his cllent Is proposing to l nstal I the s i gn over the 
canopy and as far back as posslble. 

Corrments end Questions: 
In response to Mr. Doverspike, the appllcant Informed that the canopy 
has been on the bulldlng since 1956. 

Tim Clark, 4129 South Peoria, Suite 200, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that 
the property has been renovated and the proposed location seems to be 
the best place to lnstal I the sign. 

Mr. Bolz le asked If the s i gn can be lnstal led to al lgn with the 
canopy, and Mr. Clark stated that Arby's Is opposed to that locatlon, 
since It would block their sign. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSP I KE, the Board voted 4-0-0 ( Bolzle, Doverspike, 
Fuller, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Chappelle, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the required 50 1 setback from the 
centerllne of Peoria to 40' to permit a pole sign - Section 1221 .C.6.

- Business Signs end Outdoor Advertising - Use Unit  14; per plan and
drawings submitted; subject to the execution of a removal contract;
f Ind Ing that the but I dings In, the older area have been constructed
close to the street, and there are numerous signs that extend tnto
the required setback; end finding that the granting of the variance
wlll not violate the splrtt, purpose and Intent of the Code; on the
fol rowing described property:

09.24.91:595(22) 



Cese No . 1 5840 Ccont l n ued ) 
Lot 1 ,  B l ock 4 ,  Jenn i ngs-Robards ,  C ity of Tu l se,  Tu ! s8 County, 
Ok l ahoma . 

There be i ng no fu rt�er b us i nes s ,  the meet i ng wes ed jou rned et 3 :00 p .m .  
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