
CITY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
MINUTES of Meeting No. 597 

Tuesday, October 22, 1991, 1:00 p.m. 
City Council Room, Plaza Level 

Tulsa Civic Center 

MEMBERS PRESENT MEMBERS ABSENT 

Fu Iler 

STAFF PRESENT 0Tt£RS PRESENT 

Bolzle, Chairman 
Chappa I le 
Doverspike 

Jones 
Moore 

Jackere, Legal 
Department 

Hubbard, Protective 
Inspections 

Parne I I , Code 
Enforcement 

White 

The notice and ag_enda of said meeting were posted in the Office of the City 
Clerk on Friday, October 18, 1991, at 3:07 p.m., as wel I as In the Reception 
Area of the INCOG offices. 

After declarlng a quorum present, Chairman Bolzle cal led the meeting to order 
at I :00 p .m. 

MINUTES: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 2-0-2 (Bolzle, Doverspike, "aye"; no 
"nays"; Chappel le, White, "abstaining"; Fuller, "absent") to APPROVE the 
Minutes of October 8, 1991. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Case No. 15843 

Action Requested: 
Var lance to 
Section 215. 
located 1768 

Presentation: 

al low parking In · the designated right-of-way -
STRUCTURE SETBAO< FR<J4 ABUTTING STREETS - Use Unit 11,

South Utica. 

The applicant, Becky Hinkle, 1768 South Utica, Tulsa, Oklahoma, was 
represented by Kenneth Hird, 427 South Boston, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who 
submitted a packet (Exhibit A-1) containing a parking plan, 
photographs of the area and a location map. Mr. Hird informed that 
the property in question Is a part of a Planned Unit Development 
( PUD); however, an app 11 cat I on to abandon the PUD Is pending. He 
explained that this request consists of a drive through and two 
park Ing spaces In front of the ex I st! ng bu 11 d Ing. The app 11 cant 
stated that numerous bul I dings along Utica Avenue have hard surface 
park Ing a I ong the street. Mr. HI rd stated that the added driveway 
and parking will Improve circulation at this location. He pointed 
out that there wil I be no new curb cuts and no added access points on 
the lot. 

Comnents and Questions: 
Mr. Bolzle asked Mr. Hird If a mutual access agreement wll l be signed 
by his cl lent and the abutting property owner, and he answered in the 
affirmative. He added that a removal contract wll I also be executed, 
which wl I I state that the driveway wll I be removed by the appl leant 
If Utica Avenue Is widened In the future. 
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Case No. 15843 (continued) 
Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fulfer, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance to al low parking In the designated 
right-of-way - Section 215. STRUCTURE SETBACK FR<J4 ABUTTING STREETS
- Use Unit 11; per plan submitted; subject to the execution of a
remova I contract and a mutua I access agreement w I th the abutt Ing
property owner to the north; f Ind Ing that park Ing Is preva I ent In
front of the bul I dings along Utica Avenue; and the granting of the
request wll I not be detrimental to the area, or violate the spirit
and Intent of the Zoning Code; on the fol lowing described property:

South 24 1 of Lot 4, and north 40' of Lot 5, Block 2, Swan Park 
Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15848 

Action Requested: 
Var I ance of the max I mum perm ltted 20% rear yard coverage to 26% -
Section 210.B.5. - Permitted Yard Obstructions - Use Unit 6. 

Variance of the maximum permitted 750 sq ft for a detached accessory 
bulldlng to 1008 sq ft - Section 402.B.1.d. - Accessory Use
Conditions - Use Unit 6, located 1938 South Evanston. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Charles Goble, 1938 South Evanston, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a plat of survey (Exhibit B-3), and requested permission to 
construct a three-car garage, with storage. He explained that his 
f am r I y current I y has f Ive cars, and the houses In the area were 
constructed many years ago, and have Inadequate garage and storage 
space. The app I r cant stated that the ex I st Ing structure w I I I be 
removed, and the new accessory bulldlng will be architecturally 
consistent with the homes In the area and will add to the value of 
his residence. Mr. Goble stated that his garage wll I not be used for 
renta I purposes or any type of bus I ness. A petition of support 
(Exhibit 8-2) and photographs (Exhibit B-1) were submitted. 

Conments and Questions: 
Ms. White asked if plumbing and heating wll I be lnstal led In the new 
facility, and the applicant replied that his home only has one 
bathroom, and a second bath may be lnstal led for his faml ly 1s 
convenience. 

In response to Mr. Doverspike, the applicant stated that the exterior 
of the proposed building wl I I be Masonite, and the same material wll l 
be used for the gables on the dwel llng. 

Protestants: None. 
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Case No. 15848 (continued) 
Board Act I on: _ 

On MOTi ON of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 ( Bo I z I e, Chap pe I I e, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fuller, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the max I mum permitted 20% rear 
yard coverage to 26� - Section 210.B.5. - Permitted Yard Obstructions 
- Use Un It 6; and to APPROVE a Var I ance of the max I mum perm I tted
750 sq ft for a detached accessory building to 1008 sq ft - Section
402.B.1.d. - Accessory Use Conditions - Use Un It 6; subject to the
use of the bui I ding being restricted to storage of vehicles and
famlly Items only; and subject to a covenant being flied of record
that prohibits the rental of the building, or Its use for business
activities; finding that there are numerous detached garages In the
o Ider area, and that the grant 1 ng of the requests w i I I not be
detrimental to the neighborhood, or violate the spirit and Intent of
the Code; on the fol lowing described property:

Lot 8 and the north 101 of vacated alley, Block 7, Hickory Manor 
Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

MINOR VARIANCES AND EXCEPTIONS 

Case No. 15853 

Action Requested: 
Minor variance of the required 51 and 101 side yards to permit 51 and 
8 16" for an addition to an existing dwel I Ing - Section 403. BULK At-o 
AREA REQUIREMENTS IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 6, located 
5642 South Indianapolis. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Linda Eaves, 9712 East 55th Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
stated that she is represent Ing the owners of the property at the 
above stated I ocat I on. She stated that her c I I ent Is propos Ing to 
add a room to the rear port I on of an ex I st Ing, home. Ms. Eaves 
explained that the new addition wll I be used for an art studio, and 
w I I I not encroach further l nto the s l de yard th an the ex I sting 
dwel I Ing. A plot plan (Exhibit C-1) and letters of support 
(Exhibit C-2) were submitted. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fuller, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Minor variance of the required 5' and 10' side 
yards to permit 51 and 81611 for an addition to an existing dwelling -
Sect I on 403 • BULK AND AREA REQU I REM::NTS I N RES I DENT I AL DI STR I crs -

Use Unit 6; per plot plan submitted; finding that the new addition 
wt 11 al lgn with the existing bul I ding wal I and wl 11 not encroach 
further Into the required side yard; on the fol lowing described 
property: 

Lot 6, Block 5, Lou North's Woodland Acres 5th, City of Tulsa, 
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15869 

Action Requested: 
Special exception to amend site plan to permit relocation of drive -
Use Unit 5, located SE/c 61st Street and Lewis Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Roy Johnsen, 324 Main Mal I, Tulsa, Oklahoma, submitted 
an amended site plan (Exhibit D-1) for Southern Hi I Is Country Club. 
In summary, Mr. Johnsen Informed that the Board previously approved 
an addition to the existing golf course, and the road location on the 
submitted site plan was In error. He pointed out that Ms. Basta, a 
nearby resident, attended the previous meeting and the plot plan that 
she reviewed, which depleted the location of the road, was Incorrect. 
Mr. Jones explained that the previous location would put vehicles in 
danger of being hit by golf bal Is and, although a few trees wil I be 
lost (Exhibit D-2) by moving the road, there is sti I I a substantial 
tree cover between rt and the Basta residence. He Informed that Mr. 
and Mrs. Basta have been notified of the proposed road. 

Conments and Questions: 
In reply to Mr. Doverspike, the applicant stated that the present 
location of the road and the new location would be visible from the 
Basta residence without the summer foliage. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, 
Chappelle, Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no 
"abstentions" ; Fuller, "absent") to APPROVE a Special 
Exception to amend a site plan to permit relocation of a 
drive, Use Unit 5; per amended site plan submitted; on 
the following described property: 

A tract of land that is part of the N/2 of Section 5, T-18-N, 
R-13-E, City and County of Tulsa, Oklahoma, said tract of land
being described as fol lows, to-wit: Beginning at a point that
ls the northwest corner of said Section 5; thence easterly along
the northerly line of Section 5 for 919.7 1± to the centerline of
the Southern Hills Country Club entrance road; thence southerly
along said centerline for 155.9'± to a point of curve; thence
southerly and southeasterly along said centerline on a curve to
the left with a radius of 1226 1 for 904.6 1 + to a point of
tangency; thence southeasterly along said tangency and along the
center I lne of the Southern Hills Country Club entrance road for
804. 4 1 + to a po Int of curve; thence southeaster I y a I ong sa Id
center I lne on a curve to the left with a radius of 1103 1 for 
705.7':!: to a point of tangency; thence easterly along said 
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Case No. 15869 (continued) 
tangency and along the centerllne of the Southern Hll Is Country 
C I  ub entrance road for 105. 2 '+; thence south for 429. 1 1 + to a 
point on the southerly I lne of Southern Hl I ls Country-Club; 
thence westerly along said southerly I lne for 920 1± to a point 
for corner of Southern Hi I Is Country Club said point being the 
north west corner of "TI mber I ane Road Estates", an add 1 t I on to 
the City and County of Tulsa, Oklahoma; thence southerly along 
the westerly line of "Timberlane Road Estates" and along a llne 
of Southern Hi I ls Country Club for 330,5 1 to a point on the 
southerly I lne of the N/2 of Section 5; thence westerly along 
the southerly llne of Southern Hi I Is Country Club for 1444.5'±; 
thence northerly and parallel with the westerly llne of Section 
5 for 208. 7 1; thence wester I y and para I I e I w I th the souther I y 
I lne of the N/2 of Section 5 for 208.7 1 to a point on the 
westerly I lne of Section 5; thence northerly along said westerly 
I lne for 2414,8 1 to POB; City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

tEW APPLICATIONS 

Case No. 15851 

Action Requested: 
Var I a nee of the requ I red 50' setback from the center 11 ne of South 
Peor I a to 40 1 to perm It a s I gn - Section 1221.C.6. Genera I Use
Conditions For Business Signs - Use Unit 13, located SW/c 36th Street 
and Peoria Avenue. 

Presentai"lon: 
The appl leant, QulkTrlp, was represented by David Grooms, 901 North 
Mingo Road, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a plot plan (Exhibit E-1), 
and Informed that the store Is proposing to remove one flashing sign 
and replace It with a monument sign. 

Colllll8nts and Questions: 
Mr. Bolzle asked If the new sign wl 11 be lnstal led at the same 
location as the existing sign, and Mr. Grooms answered In the 
affirmative. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fuller, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the required 50 1 setback from the 
center I I ne of South Peor I a to 40' to perm It a s I gn 
Section 1221.C.6. General Use Conditions For Business Signs - Use 
Unit 13; per plot plan submitted, and subject to a removal contract; 
finding that the new monument sign will replace an existing pricing 
sign, which wl 11 be lnstal led at the same locatlon; finding the 
setback of the existing sign to be consistent with that of other 
signs In the area, and on the fol lowing described property: 

Lots 5 and 6, Block 5, Peoria Gardens, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma, 
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Case No. 15852 

Action Requested: 
Spec I al Exception to permit a dry clean Ing establ lshment In a CS 
Di str let - Section 701. PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN CCM4ERCIAL
DISTRICTS - Use Unit 15, located SW/c Yale and 21st Street. 

Conments and Questions: 
Mr. Bolzle asked the applicant if the dry cleaning process Is 
completed on the subject property, and Mr. Rothrock replled that the 
business Is currently a pickup station, but a dry cleaning plant is 
proposed In the future. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Bill Rothrock, 5953 East 15th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
Informed that he purchased the business in 1959 and have continued to 
operate until the present time. Mr. Rothrock informed that new 
tenants are moving Into the shopping center, and the area is in need 
of a cleaners. He explained that he owns similar businesses In Tulsa 
and Is propos Ing to rrove one of them to this I ocat ion, which has 
2100 sq ft of floor space. Mr. Rothrock stated that an 800 sq ft 
addition wll I be constructed on the rear portion of the bui I ding. 
Photographs (Exhibit F-1) and a plot plan (Exhibit F-2) were 
submitted. 

Additional Conlllents: 
Ms. White asked the applicant If he Is aware of Health Department the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requirements regarding cleaning 
plants, and he replied that he operates nine cleaning establishments 
in the City and is aware of al I regulations. He explained that he 
operates a closed system, which requires approximately one 55-gal Ion 
drum of solvent per year, and has never had an odor complaint from 
the neighborhood. Mr. Rothrock pointed out that a cleaning 
establ lshment Is serving the Immediate area and it is imperative that 
they be a good neighbor. 

Mr. Doverspike asked If the cleaning plant wi 11 create additional 
traffic, and he rep I led that from eight to ten deltveries are 
current I y made each day, which wou Id be e I Im i nated. He pointed out 
that only customers wt I I visit the cleaners, which would be no 
different from other businesses In the shopping center. 

Ms. White inquired as to the hours of operation for the plant, and 
the applicant replied that it wil I operate Monday through Saturday. 

Protestants: 
Mr. Bolzle stated that the Board has received one letter of 
opposition (Exhibit F-3) from a resident In the area. 
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Case No. 15852 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz le, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fuller, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Special Exception to permit a dry cleaning 
establ lshment in a CS District - Section 701. PRINCIPAL USES
PERMITTED IN CXMERCIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 15; per plot plan 
submitted; and subject to Health Department approval; finding the use 
to be consistent with those currently l ocated In the shopping center; 
on the fol lowing described property: 

Part of the N/2 of the NE/4 of Section 16, T-19-N, R-13-E, of 
the I BM, Tu Isa County, Ok I ahoma, sa Id tract be Ing more 
particularly described as beginning at the NW/c of said NE/4 of 
sa Id Sect I on 16; thence east a I ong the north I I ne of sa Id 
Section 16 a distance of 1286 1 to a point; thence due south a 
distance of 249,07' to a point; thence due west a distance of 
62' to a point; thence due south a distance of 156 1 to a point 
of curve; thence around a 9°01 '48" curve to the left having a 
radius of 634.26 1 a distance of 188.56' to a point of tangency; 
thence south 17°02 1 east a d I stance of 220. 97 1 to a po Int of 
curve; thence around a 4 °42 1 curve to the right having a radius 
of 1218.14' a distance of 338.23' to a point; thence due east a 
distance of 70.24' to a point; thence due south a distance of 
182,81' to a point on the north I ine of the SE/4 of the NE/4 of 
said Section 16; thence west along said north I lne of said SE/4 
of the NE/4 of said Section 16 a distance of 120 1 to an 
Intersection with the east I lne of Ridge View Addition to the 
City of Tulsa, Oklahoma according to the recorded plat thereof; 
thence north along the east line of said addition a distance of 
2.57 1 to the NE/c thereof; thence west along the north I lne of 
said addition to an Intersection with the north and south 
center I lne of said Section 16; thence north along said north and 
south center- line of said Section 16 a distance of 1318 1 to the 
POB, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15854 

Action Requested: 
Variance to permit the expansion of a previously approved plot plan 
(BOA 11152) by adding an addition for safe-deposit boxes; and a 
Variance of the required 95' setback from the center I lne of South 
Yale Avenue to 80' to permit an addition to an existing bank -
Sec-t I on 403. BULK AN> AREA REQU I REMENTS I N RES I DENT I Al DI STR I CTS -
Use Unit 11; located at NW/c 36th Street and Yale Avenue. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, State Bank, was represented by Larry Choate, 502 South 
Main Mal I, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a plot plan (Exhibit G-1), 
and exp I a I ned that the bank Is propos Ing to construct a 600 sq ft 
addition to the existing structure to permit the lnstal latlon of a 
vault and safet-deposlt boxes. He stated that the architectural 
designed of the new construction wll I be the same as the remainder of 
the bul ldlng, and the new service wll I not generate additional 
traffic In the area, 
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Case No. 15854 (continued) 
Comients and Questions: 

Mr. Doversp Ike asked If the new serv Ice w i I I change the hours of 
operation for the bank, and Mr. Choate stated that banking hours wil I 
rema In the same, and there w 11 I be no add It Iona I entrances or curb 
cuts. 

Ms. Wh lte remarked that the residence to the north appears to be 
closer to Yale Avenue than the bank building. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fuller, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance to permit the expansion of a 
previously approved plot plan (BOA 11152) by adding an addition for 
safe-deposit boxes; and to APPROVE a Var I ance of the required 95' 
setback from the center I lne of South Yale Avenue to 80 1 to permit an 
addition to an existing bank - Section 403. BULK Atl> AREA
REQUIREfENTS IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 11; per plot plan 
submitted; finding that the new construction wi I I not encroach 
further into the required setback on Yale Avenue than the residence 
to the north; and finding that the instal latlon of a vault and 
safe-deposit boxes wll I not� alter banking hours or generate 
additional traffic In the area; and finding that the approval of the 
var I ance request w 11 I not be detr I men ta I to the ne I ghborhood, or 
violate the spirit and Intent of the Code: on the fol lowing described 
property: 

Part of the S/2 of the S/2 of the SE/4 of the NE/4 of 
Section 21, T-19-N, R-13-E of the IBM, Tulsa County, State of 
Oklahoma, according to the U.S. Government Survey thereof, roore 
particularly described as fol lows, to-wit: Beginning at a point 
40 1 north and 24. 75 1 west of the southeast corner of said S/2 
S/2 SE/4 NE/4; thence north and para I lei to the east section 
I lne of said Section a distance of 140 1 to a point; thence 
N89°50 140"W a d I stance of 177 .25' to a po Int; thence south a 
distance of 140 1 to a point; thence S89°50 140"E a distance of 
177.25 1 to the POB; City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15855 

Action Requested: 
Special exception to permit a home occupation (auto repair) in a 
residential area - Section 4O4.B. - Special Exception Uses In
Residential Districts - Use Un It 6, located 2125 South 103rd East 
Avenue. 
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Case No. 15855 (continued) 
Presentation: 

The applicant, Jon Wallis, was represented by BIii.Moss, 16 East 16th 
Street, Suite 401, Tulsa, Oklahoma, Mr. Moss stated that 
approximately 3 1/2 years ago his c l  lent, Orville Plunmer, was 
granted permission to operate an auto repair ·business as a home 
occupation, He Informed that Mr. Plummer was to have no more than 
three vehicles on the property at any given time, and was instructed 
to comply with al I Home Occupation Gulde I Ines. Letters of support 
(Exhibit H-1) and photographs (Exhibit H-3) were submitted. Mr. Moss 
stated that his cl lent has always operated In harmony with the 
neighborhood, and all oil, spare parts, etc., are picked up by a 
licensed waste disposal company. 

Protestants: 
Mr. Jones submitted a protest letter (Exhibit H-2) from a neighbor 
that I Ives across the street from Mr. PI ummer. He noted that the 
City Council has approved an ordinance that removes Use Unit 17 uses 
from permitted home occupations. In review, Mr. Jones informed that 
the home occupat I on In quest l on was approved for three years and, 
after the approval time had lapsed, Mr. P lummer was advised of the 
new ordinance. 

Mr. Jackere stated that the City Ordinance would prohibit the 
Initiation of the garage as a new use, since this would be a 
principal use variance. He pointed out that, although technically 
the permission may have expired, the use was previously authorized by 
this Board. He pointed out that It Is not a principal use variance, 
but an authorization to the terms, conditions or criteria of an 
allowed use category, home occupation. Mr. Jackere stated that the 
applicant Is actually requesting an extension of the three years that 
were previously permitted. 

Ms. White commented that she was not present when the Board approved 
the home occupatlon,.but has site checked the property several times 
during the day, and there Is no doubt as to whether or not a business 
ls operating at this location. She stated that cars I Ina the street 
In various stages of repair, and this Is a prime example of the reason 
for de I et Ing th ls type of home occupat I on from perm I tted uses In 
neighborhoods, 

Mr. Bolzle stated that the letter of protest, earlier referred to by 
Mr. Jones, Is from a neighbor, Ms. White, who I Ives across the street 
from the auto repair business. He Informed that Ms. White complained 
of street parking, noisy repairs, truck deliveries and more than one 
mechanic working on automobiles parked outside the garage. 

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Mr. Jackere replied that the applicant 
would not be permitted to file a new application for an auto repair 
business as a home occupation, because a recently adopted ordinance 
prohibits Use Unit 17 uses as home occupations In residential 
neighborhoods. 

Mr. Chappel le pointed out that the appl leant stated at the previous 
meeting that al I repairs would be conducted Inside the garage. 
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Case No. 15855 (continued) 
Board Action: 

On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Ful !er, 
"absent") to DENY a Special exception to permit a home occupation 
(auto repair) In a resldentlal area - Section 404.B. - Special
Exception Uses In Residential Districts - Use Unit 6; finding that 
the use Is not in compliance with the Home Occupation Guidelines and 
Is detrimental to the residential neighborhood; and finding that It 
ls evident a business Is being conducted on the premises, since 
numerous cars are parked a I ong the street and repairs are be Ing 
conducted outside the garage; on the fol lowing described property: 

Lot 1, Block 3, Charyl Lynn Acres Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15856 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the required 24 off-street parking spaces to 16 -
Section 1212.D. Off-Street Park Ing and Loading Requ lrements - Use 
Unit 12, located 1204 South Peoria. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Margie Carmons, 1204 South Peoria, Tu lsa, Oklahoma, 
was represented by Jim Hodges, 2727 East 21st Street, Tulsa, 
Ok I ahoma, who stated that h Is c I I ent Is p ropos Ing to renovate an 
existing bul I ding for use as a barbecue restaurant. He explained 

-that the appllcatlon reflects a reduction of the number of required
park Ing spaces from 24 spaces to 16 spaces; however, the Hea I th
Department has determined that the smoke pit must be placed outside
the building, which added 80 sq ft to the Interior. He stated that
the revised site plan (Exhibit J-3) reflects the change from 24 to 25
spaces. Mr. Hodges stated that 8 parking spaces wlll be located !n
the designated right-of-way, one space wl 1 1  be less than the size
requirement and one of the employee spaces wll I be accessed through
another parking space.

Conments and Questions: 
Mr. Bolzle asked If the parking lot wlll encroach Into the 12th 
Street required setback, and Mr. Hodges rep I led that the only 
encroachment Is on Peoria Avenue, He stated that the hardship tor 
the request is the location of the bulldlng on the rear half of the 
lot, and there Is no way to acquire 25 parking spaces without Board 
rel let. The applicant submitted photographs (Exhibit J-1), and 
pointed out that other businesses In the Immediate vicinity are 
parking In the required setback area, 

In response to Mr. Bolzle, the applicant stated that the curb cut 
along Peoria Avenue wit I be closed. 

In regard to emp I oyee parking, Mr. Bo I z I e asked how the emp I oyee 
parked In space 10 could get out of his space, and Mr. Hodges replied 
that the two employees would have to coordinate their departure. 
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Case No. 15856 (continued) 
Mr. Hodges commented that a large portion of the business wl 11 be 
carryout, and the usual amount of spaces wil I not be needed for this 
type of restaurant. 

Mr. Jones pointed out the fact that the applicant Is requesting one 
addltlonal parking space above that which was advertised, and that he 
has not requested a variance to permit park Ing In the des lgnated 
right-of-way. 

In response to Mr. Bo I z I e, Mr. Jackere stated that the notice Is 
broad enough to consider the addltlonal parking space, but the 
applicant wll I be required to advertise for parking In the designated 
right-of-way. 

Mr. Hodges pointed out that, according to existing parking lots in 
the area, there Is not a recognizable parking setback line. 

Mr. Jones adv I sed that parking spaces that must be entered through 
another space cannot be Included In the tot a I number of requ I red 
spaces. 

Protestants: 
Mr. Bolz le stated that Staff has received a phone cal I from Kell
Scholrood, a nearby resident, who Is concerned with neighborhood 
parking and the poss I b 1 11 ty that a I coho I I c beverages w 1 1  I be served 
In the restaurant. 

Carla Lund, 1220 South Owasso, Tulsa, Oklahoma, submitted a petition 
of opposition (Exhibit J-2), and advised that she Is representing 
residents of the Tracy Park neighborhood. She pointed out that there 
are two dwe I I Ing un I ts on many of the I ots In the area, and the 
restaurant would negatively Impact the neighborhood by adding to an 
existing parking problem. Ms. Lund stated that Ingress and egress on 
12th Street wll I cause traffic congestion In the area, and parking in 
the right-of-way wl I I create a visual obstruction for motorists 
entering Peoria Avenue from 12th Street. 

Mr. Bolzle asked If the restaurant wil I be licensed for the sale of 
alcohol Jc beverages, and the appllcant replled that an appllcatlon 
has been flied to permit the sale of 3.2 beer. 

Mr. Jack ere adv I sed that the Board can act on the request for a 
variance of the required parking spaces from 25 to 16, or continue 
the case to permit the applicant sufficient time to advertise for an 
addltlonal variance to permit parking In the required right-of-way. 

Mr. Bolzle stated that he Is concerned that customers would not have 
sufficient space to back out and exit the parking lot, and that 
restaurant parking could overflow Into the residential neighborhood. 

Ms. White pointed out that there Is no Ol zoning to serve as a buffer 
for the residential area, and that she Is not Inclined to support the 
request. 
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Case No. 15856 (continued) 
In response to Mr. Chappel le, Mr. Hodges Informed that the proposed 
restaurant wll I seat 40 patrons. 

Board Act I on: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0. (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Furler, 
"absent") to � a Var I ance of the required 24 off-street parking 
spaces to 16 - Section 1212.D. Off-Street Parking and Loading
Requirements - Use Unit 12; finding that the applicant failed to 
demonstrate a hardship that would warrant the granting of the 
variance request; and finding that Insufficient parking and al I curb 
cuts on 12th Street would create a traffic problem for the abutting 
resldentlal neighborhood; on the fol lowing described property: 

Lot 1, Block 5, Ridgewood, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 

Case No. 15857 

Action Requested: 
Var I ance to perm It requ I red park Ing on a I ot other than the I ot 
containing the prlnclpal use - Section 13O1.D. General Requirements
- Use Unit 12, located east of the southeast corner 27th Street and
South Memorial Drive.

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Frank's Country Inn, was represented by Frank Edwards,
1958 East 27th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who explained that he has 
operated a restaurant at the current location for approximately 18 
years, and Is In need of addltlonal parking. He stated that the 
existing faclllty Is being expanded and additional parking Is being 
provided on the abutting lot. 

Co11111ents and Questions: 
Mr. Doverspike asked If the area to the east .of the subject property 
Is zoned CS, and Mr. Jones answered In the affirmative. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fuller, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance to permit requ I red park l ng on a lot 
other than the lot containing the prlnclpal use - Section 13O1.D.
General Requirements - Use Unit 12; subject to the execution of a tie 
contract between the lot containing the prlnclpal use and the 
proposed parking lot; finding that there Is a large parking lot to 
the north of the subject tract; and the use wll I not be detrimental 
to the area or vlolate the spirit and Intent of the Code; on the 
fol towing described property: 

Lot 3, Block 2 and the north 150' of the east 50 1 of Lot 1 , 
Block 2 and al I of Lot 2, Block 2, Tri-Center Addition to the 
City and County of Tulsa, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15858 

Action Requested: 
Appeal of the decision of the zoning officer that proposed use Is Use 
Unit 19 - Section 1605.A. Appeals From An Administrative Official -
Use Unit 11, located 1645 South Cheyenne. 

Presentation: 
The ap p I I cant, E. A. Luke, 1645 South Cheyenne, Tu Isa, Ok I ahoma, 
submitted photographs (Exhibit K-1), and stated that he and his 
partner operate an office building at the above stated address. He 
explained that the offices are located In an older home located in a 
historical area of the City, and the downstairs portion Is frequently 
used for receptions, seminars, weddings, and other special events. 
Mr. Luke stated that these uses would be more accurately classified 
under Use Unit 5, community services and similar uses, and Use 
Unit 11, office use. 

Colllll8nts and Questions: 
Ms. White asked where the offices are located, and the applicant 
stated that they are in the upstairs port I on of the bu 11 d Ing. Mr. 
Luke explained that the bui I ding is rented for numerous types of 
events, but there are no commercial services provided. 

Ms. White commented that she has attended a function In the building 
and there was no parking avai I able except In the neighborhood, 
approximately two blocks away. She questioned how Mr. Luke provides 
parking for the various events, and he replied that there is adequate 
parking at al I times. He commented that the lot on the south side of 
the bu i Id Ing can be used to prov I de parking for approx I mate I y 113 
vehicles. 

Ms. White asked If most of the residents In the area are occupied, 
and Mr. Luke answered In the affirmative. 

In response to Ms. White, the appl leant stated that he does not own 
the park Ing lot to the south of the bu 11 ding, but the owner has 
agreed to permit their cl tents to utl I lze It for parking. Mr. Luke 
stated that there other parking lots available In the area, but they 
have never had a need for additional space. 

Mr. Luke Informed that office use Is the primary use of the mansion, 
and rental fees collected from the various functions downstairs are 
used for building maintenance. 

Mr. Doverspike Inquired as to the number of times the mansion is 
rented each month and the hours of operation, and the app 11 cant 
replied that the bulldlng Is rented four or five times each month. 
He explained that evening events are completed by 12 midnight, 
Saturday events are from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p .m. and 5 :30 p .m. to 
12 midnight, with only one event being scheduled for Sunday. 

Mr. Jackere advised that, If t�e Board finds the use to be classified 
under Use Unit 5, It Is al lowed by right and no restrictions can be 
Imposed, 
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Case No. 15858 ( continued) 
Interested Part ies: 

Candy Parne II, Code Enforcement, stated that a comp I al nt from a 
resident of the condomin iums across the street was received on 
June 4, 1991. She advised that the protestant complained that a 
noisy party had been conducted in the building on the Saturday before 
the compl alnt was fl ied, and cars were- drag racing in the street . 
Ms . Parnel I stated that she notified Mr. Luke of the complaint, and 
he informed her that the problem was caused by those attend ing a free 
party awarded to the individuals that had helped In renovating the 
bu i Id l ng. She stated that no further comp I a i nts have not been 
received. 

Mr. B9lzle asked Ms. Hubbard to give reasons for determining the use 
to be c l assified under Use Unit 19, and she rep I led that the uses 
descr i bed by the applicant are not typically found In office 
bul I dings. She pointed out that Harweldon, which does provide 
similar services, Is operating under a Use Un i t  11, office use. She 
added that Harwe l den has not app l ied for and has not been Issued a 
zoning clearance permit. Ms. Hubbard stated that she found this type 
of operation to be a Use Unit 19 use. 

In response to Mr. Bolzle, Ms. Hubbard stated that th i s  type of 
business does not seem to fal I In the category of community services, 
Use Unit 5. 

Mr. Luke stated that the 1914 mans l on deserves preservat ion as a 
h i storical structure In the area. 

Mr. Jackere suggested that the application cou l d  be continued to 
al l ow additional research by planning staff as to the potentia l 
impact of the proposed use. 

Ms. White stated that she has some concerns with the location of this 
type of facil lty on a smal I tract. 

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Mr. Jackere stated that if the use is 
found to be under Use Unit 11,  office use, the functions held In the 
building should be incidental to that use. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz le, Chappel l e, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fuller, 
"absent") to CONTINUE Case No. 15858 to November 12, 199 1 ,  to permit 
additional research. 
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Case No. 15859 

Action Requested: 
Speclal Exception to permit a Use Unit 5 I n  an RM-1 District -
Section 401 . PERMITTED USES I N  RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 5, 
located 507 North Atlanta Place. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Trans Voe, Inc., was represented by Steve Mendenhall,
2164 East 6 1 st Street, Tu l sa, Oklahoma, who explained that Trans Voe 
I s  operating at two locations, and this application I s  a request to 
continue the same activities that have been conducted In the building 
since 1973, when they acquired the property. He pointed out that 
they are before the Board at this time because the neighborhood Is no 
longer supportive of the use. 

Connie Krltzberg, 4351 South Detroit, Tulsa, Oklahoma, Introduced two 
students from Trans Voe, and exp I a lned that they moved out of the 
bulldlng about one month ago and the neighbors flied a complaint with 
the City because of their fallure to maintain the yard. She pointed 
out that th Is was a one-t I me I nc I dent, wh I ch w I I I not be repeated. 
Ms. Kr ltzberg Informed that the organization has sold a I l mlted 
amount of merchandise to the public, which I s  the only money garnered 
from the workshop. She requested permission to move Trans Voe back 
to the bul I ding at 507 North Atlanta Place. A brochure ( Exhib it  l-3) 
was submitted. 

Georgia Hanks Informed that a resident of the neighborhood stated 
that Trans Voe wou l d  never occupy the bulldlng again. 

Mr. Bolzle asked Ms. Kr ltzberg If Trans Voe moved out of the 
bul I ding, and she rep I led that a portion of the building has 
continued to be used for office space. 

Mr. Mendenha 1 1  stated that approx I mate I y 85% of the use has been 
moved to another location, however, they probably would not have 
moved If they had been aware of their option to asked for a special 
except I on Instead of rezon Ing. He In formed th at tra In Ing sass ions 
have always been held at this location. A packet (Exhibit L-1 )  
containing documents expla lnlng the use was submitted. 

Ken Mettln, 5752 East 25th Pl ace, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he has 
been affll l ated with Trans Voe for many years and the personality 
conflicts need to be worked out so the organization can move forward. 

Mr. Bolzle asked Mr. Mettln why It Is Important for Trans Voe to move 
back to the original fact I lty, and he rep I led that It I s  larger than 
the new locatlon. 
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Case No. 15859 (continued) 
Protestants: 

Sherry Hoort, 123 North Atlanta Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that 
the neighborhood has been unable to determine the proposed use for 
the building, since Trans Voe representatives have given different 
answers to questions regarding their operation. She explained that 
that Trans Voe was compatible with the residential area for 
approximately 15 years; however, In early 1989 the use began to 
escalate, and the number of employees has changed from five employees 
to 29 emp I oyees. Ms. Hoort stated that Trans Voe Is no I onger 
compatible with the residential neighborhood. She pointed out that 
equipment, trucks and automobiles surround the building and often 
block traffic In the neighborhood. Ms. Hoort further noted that 
Trans Voe did not divulge al I types of equipment used at this 
location when they asked the Board of Adjustment to c lassify the use. 
A statement from the residents (Exhibit L-2) and a petition of 
opposition (Exhibit L-4) were submitted. 

Addlt lonal Comments: 
I n  regard to the mall Ing out of notices to property owners, Mr. Jones 
pointed out that notice of the previous hearing ( Interpretation) was 
not mailed to residents of the area, because It was held to determine 
the use unit classification for Trans Voe. 

App llcant•s Rebuttal: 
Mr. Mendenhal I stated that al I information regarding the operation of 
Trans Voe was submitted at the previous Board of Adjustment meeting. 

In response to Mr. Doverspike, Ms. Krltzberg replied that nothing has 
changed In · the operation of Trans Voe . since the determination 
regarding the use was made In August. 

Ms. Wh lte asked If Trans Voe has ever attempted to sett le the 
differences that exist between the organization and the neighborhood, 
and Ms. Kr ltzberg stated that they sponsored an open house in 1990 
and residents of the area attended the event and made rude comments 
concerning the use. She stated that she has had no further contact 
with the neighborhood, but Mr. Mettln has met with them since that 
t lme. 

Mr. Doverspike asked Mr. MendenhaJ I to address the parking Issue, and 
he rep I led that there Is an old driveway and a grassy area that could 
be converted to a parking lot. 

Mr. Jones suggested that a plot p l an be submitted by the applicant 
that depicts the location of the parking area, screening, etc. and, 
also, a list of specific hours of operation, uses and equipment. He 
pointed out that the use might have been appropriate In 1974 and 
could have changed since that time. 

Mr. Mendenhal I stated that a plot plan is ava llable. 
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Case No. 15859 (continued) 
Ms. Hoort pointed out that Trans Voe was denied commercial zoning and 
withdrew an appl icatlon for a PUD. She stated that the neighbors 
were supportive of a PUD, since conditions could have been imposed on 
the app 1 1  cant. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz le, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fuller, 
"absent") to CONTINUE Case No . 1 5859 to November 12, 1991, to permit 
the appl leant sufficient time to acquire a site plan and meet with 
the neighborhood concerning the use. 

Case No. 1 5860 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception to permit Use Unit 17 (auto serv ice center) In a CS 
D I  strict - Section 701 . PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED IN COMERCIAL
DI STRICTS - Use Unit 17, located 5609 East 41st Street. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Charles Norman, 2900 Mid-Continent Tower, Tulsa, 
Okl ahoma, submitted photographs (Exhibit M-1) and stated that he is 
representing the Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company auto serv ice 
center. Mr. Norman exp I a I ned that the store has been operating at 
this location since 1965, which was prior to the adoption of the 
current Zoning Code. He pointed out that the use was permitted by 
right In a commercial area at that time, but a special exception is 

· required under the new ordinance. Mr. Norman stated that the store
is proposing additional service bays, and Board of Adjustment
approval ls needed In order to acquire a building permit to expand
the lawful nonconforming use and to continue operating at this
location. Mr. Norman stated that al I changes w l l  I be made Inside the
but ldlng and the bu ! I ding wal Is wl 1 1  not be expanded. He Informed
that the surrounding property owners have been notified and there
have been no objections to the appl !cation.

Protestants: None . 

Board Action : 
On MOTION of CHAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fuller, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Specia l  Exception to permit Use Unit 17 (auto 
service center) In a CS District - Section 701 . PRINCIPAL USES 
PERMITTED IN CCM4ERCIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 17; f i nding that the 
store was operating at this .location prior to the adoption of the 
current Zoning Code; and finding that the existing building wll I not 
be expanded, and the grant Ing of the request w 11 I not v lo I ate the 
sp Ir It and Intent of the Code or be I njur lous to the area; on the 
fol lowing described property: 
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Case No. 15860 (continued) 

Case No. 15861 

A tract of land that is part of the SE/4 SE/4 SW/4 and a part of 
the SW/4 SW/4 SE/4 of Section 22, T-19-N, R-13-E, Tulsa County, 
Ok I ahoma, said tract being des er i bed as fo I I ows to-wit: 
Starting at the SE/c of the SW/4 of Section 22; thence 
N0°01 1 5011E a long the east 1 1  ne thereof for 50 1 to the POB; 
thence N89°59'40"W on a I lne para I lel to and 50 1 north of the 
south I I ne of the SW/ 4 of sa Id Section 22 for 266. 44 1 ; thence 
due north 260 1 ; thence S89°59 1 4011E for 291 .58 1 to a point that 
Is 25 1 east of the east I I ne of the SW/ 4 of sa Id Section 22; 
thence S0°01 1 5011W for 260 1 ; thence N89°59 140"W for 25 1 to the 
POB; and Beginning 310 1 N and 55 1W of the SE/c of the SW/4; 
thence north 2 1 , west 66.50 1 , south 2 1 , east 66.50 1 to the POB, 
al I In Section 22, T-19-N, R-13-E of the IBM, in the City and 
County of Tulsa, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Variance to permit two dwel I Ing units per lot of record (main 
residence and cabana) - Section 207. ONE SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING PER
LOT <F RECORD - Use Unit 6, located 1505 East 29th Street. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Jack Arnold, 7318 South Yale, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted a p l ot plan (Exhibit N-1) and stated that his cllent is 
requesting permission to construct a cabana near the pool area in his 
yard. 

Colllnents and Questions: 
Mr. Bolzle asked If the structure wi l I be used as a guest house, and 
Mr. Arno l d  rep I led that It wl 1 1  be used as a guest house and for
entertaining. 

Mr. Jones suggested that, if approved, the Board requ I re a 
restrictive covenant stating that the bulldlng wll I not be used as a 
dwe 11 ing. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 3-0-1 (Bolzle, Chappelle, White, 
"aye"; no "nays"; Doverspike, "abstaining"; Fuller, "absent") to 
APPROVE a Variance to permit two dwe 1 1  Ing un Its per lot of record 
(main residence and cabana) - Section 207. ONE SINGLE-FAMILY
DWELLING PER LOT CF RECORD - Use Unit 6 ;  per plot plan submitted; 
subject to the execut ion of a covenant prohibiting the use of the 
cabana as a dwell Ing or for rental purposes; finding that the lot Is 
large enough to support the two structures, and that a cabana used 
for entertainment or as a guest house wit I not be detrimental to the 
neighborhood, or violate the spirit and Intent of the Code; on the 
fol lowing descr ibed property: 

Lot 1 1 ,  Rockbridge Park Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, 
Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15862 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the required minimum lot frontage from 1 50 1 to 1 25 1 -

Section 703. BULK AN:> AREA REQUIREMENTS IN C<M4ERCIAL DISTRICTS -
Use Un it 1 8, located south and east of the · southwest corner of 
7 1 st Street and South 92nd East Avenue. 

Co1'111'18nts and Questions: 
Mr. Jones Informed that the Board has previously approved a similar 
request on the dev.e I oped port l on of the P I  anned Un It Deve I opment 
( PUD). 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Wayne A lberty, 201 West 5th Street, Suite 1 20, Tulsa, 
Ok I ahoma, stated that he ls represent Ing the owners of the subject 
property. He submitted a site plan ( Exhibit P-1 )  and Informed that 
three d I fferent deve I opment areas are be Ing created with In the PUD, 
one of which is a Sonic drive- In restaurant. Mr. A l berty pointed out 
that there wi t I be no new curb cuts, since the drive-in wll I share an 
existing access point w i th the QulkTrlp store, and an Internal drive 
wll I provide access to the various uses . 

Protestants: None. 

Board Act ion: 
On MOTION of CHAPPELLE, the Board voted 3-0-0 (Chappel le, Doverspike, 
White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bolzle, Fut ler, "absent") 
to APPROVE a Var iance of the required minimum lot frontage from 150 1 

to 125 1 - Section 703. BULK AN:> AREA REQUIREMENTS IN CXM4ERCIAL 
DISTRICTS - Use Unit 1 8 ;  per site plan submitted; finding that the 
proposed drive-In wll I share an existing access, with no add i t l onal 
curb cuts be ing made to accommodate the business; and finding that a 
service drive wll I provide Internal access to the various uses; on 
the fol l owing described property: 

Case No. 15863 

Lot 2, Block 1 ,  Howerton Acres Addition, City of Tulsa, Tulsa 
County, Oklahoma. 

Action Requested: 
Variance of the required minimum 45 1 setback from the centerline of 
Norfolk Avenue to 30 1 to permit a garage - Section 403. BULK AN:>
AREA REQUIREMENTS I N  RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 6, l ocated 
1 044 East 36th Place. 

Presentat ion: 
The applicant, Adam Vanderburg, 1 044 East 36th P l ace, Tul sa, 
Oklahoma, submitted a plat of survey (Exhibit X-1 ) ,  and requested 
permission to construct a detached garage on his property. He stated 
that the former garage was destroyed by a storm, and the new 
structure w t  I I be bui l t  on the existing concrete slab. 
Mr. Vanderburg Informed that the new garage wl 1 1  be 20 1 by 30 1 , and 
w l  I I be approximate l y  15 1 tal I, with Masonite sid ing and no windows. 
A plot plan (Exhibit X-2) was submitted. 
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Case No. 15863 ( cont i n ued) 
Colllnents and Questions: 

Mr. Jones adv I sed that the setback shown on the p I ot p I an for the 
garage does not a l  low suff ic ient space to park a car I n  the d r i veway 
without the veh ic l e  extend i ng Into C ity r ight-of-way. He po inted out 
that the current Zon I ng Code requ I res the garage to be I ocated 40 1 

from the center I l ne of the street. 

Mr.  Vanderburg stated that the ex ist ing house i s  not 40 1 from the 
center I l n e  of the street. 

I n  response to Mr . Jones, the app I I cant stated that the p t  ot p I an 
des I gnates the front of the proposed garage as be I ng c I oser to 
Norfo l k  than the front of the ex i st i ng meta l b u i l d i ng ;  however, the 
garage cou l d  be set back to a l  lgn . w i th the b u t  I d i ng wa l I of the 
house. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 3-0-0 (Chappe I l e ,  
Doversp ike, Wh ite, "aye"; n o  "nays"; no "abstent ions"; Bo l z l e, 
F u l l er, "absent") to APPROVE a Variance of the requ l.red m i n i mum 45 1 

setback from the cente r l ine of Norfo l k  Avenue to 37 .2 1 to permit a 
garage - Section 403. BULK J.t,() AREA REQUIREMENTS I N  RESIDENTIAL 

D ISTRICTS - Use Un it  6; sub ject to the front of the 20 1 x 30 1 garage 
being a l i gned with the east wa l I of the ex i st i ng house; f ind ing that 
the garage w l l I not encroach further I nto the requ i red setback than 
the ex i st ing  house; and f i nd i ng that the granting of the var i ance 

· request w l l I not be detrimental to the neighborhood, or v io l ate the
s p i r it and Intent of the Code; on the fol  lowing descr ibed property:

Lot 1 and E/2 Lot 2, B lock 4, Peor la Park Add It ion, C i ty of 
Tu l sa, Tu l sa County, Ok l ahoma. 

Case No. 15865 

Action Requested: 
Var I ance of  the requ I red 85 ' setback from the center I I ne of P i ne 
Street to 69 1 - Section 403. BULK AK) AREA REQUIREJENTS IN 
RESIDENTIAL D ISTRICTS - Use Un it  6, l ocated 5 1 6  East P i ne P l ace. 

Conments and Questions: 
Mr. Jones I n  formed that the tract I s  un  I que I n  that It  has street 
setbacks on both the front and rear, and the patio cover wou l d  
encroach less than one foot Into a typ ica l  RS-3 requ i red yard of 20 1 • 
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Case No. 15865 (continued) 
Presentation: 

The appllcant, Delano Radford, 516 East Pine, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
submitted photographs (Exhibit R-1), and requested permission to 
reta i n  a patio cover that has been constructed over an exist i ng s l ab 
at the rear of the residence. Mr. Radford stated that the slab was 
poured when the res I dence was constructed, and the bu II der did not 
Inform him that a patio cover could not be added. He remarked that 
he has been unab I e to contact the bu 1 1  der, and they are .apparent I y 
out of business. Mr. Radford pointed out that there are other 
structures In the area that appear to be closer to Plne Street than 
his patio cover. A plot p l an (Exhibit R-2) and a petition of support 
(Exhibit R-1) were subm i tted. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of CHAPPELLE, the Board voted 3-0-0 (Chappel le, Doverspike, 
White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Bolzle, Fuller, "absent") 
to APPROVE a Variance of the required 85 1 setback from the center I lne 
of Pine Street to 69 1 - Section 403. BULK AN:> AREA REQUI REJENTS IN
RESIDENTIAL D I STRICTS - Use Unit 6; per p l an submitted; finding a 
hardship Imposed on the applicant by street setbacks on the front and 
rear of the property; and finding that the granting of the variance 
request wll I not vlolate the spirit, purpose or Intent of the Code, 
or be Injurious to the neighborhood; on the fol lowing described 
property: 

Lot 3, Block 3, Heritage Hi I l s  11 I Addition, City of Tu l sa, 
Tulsa County, Ok lahoma. 

Case No. 15866

Action Requested: 
Var I ance to perm It a detached accessory bu 1 Id i ng which covers more 
than 20% of the area of the requ I red rear yard - Section 21O.B.5.
Permitted Yard Obstructions - Use Unit 6, located 2565 East 26th 
Place. 

Presentation: 
The appl leant, Lou Reynolds, 2727 East 21st Street, Tulsa, Ok l ahoma, 
was represented by Don Detrich of the same address. He subm ftte·d a 
plot plan (Exhibit S-1 )  and Informed that the owner of the property 
Is requesting a variance to al l ow the construction of a garage I n  the 
rear yard that covers more area than Is perm I tted. Mr. Detr I ch 
explained that the hardship Is the fact that the Irregular shape of 
the lot s lgniflcantly reduces the size of the rear yard. He informed 
that the front of the house wl I I al lgn with the other houses on the 
street. 

Protestants: None. 
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Case No. 15866 (continued) 
Board Act ion: 

On MOTION of aw>PELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolz le, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no 11nays"; no "abstentions"; Fuller, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Variance to permit a detached accessory 
building which covers more than 20% of the area ·of the required rear 
yard - Section 210.B.5. Permitted Yard Obstructions - Use Un It 6 ;  
per plot plan submitted; finding that the front of the house will 
a l ign with the existing homes on the street, and the granting of the 
request w 1 1  I not be detr I men ta I to the ne I ghborhood; and f I nd Ing a 
hardship demonstrated by the Irregular shape of the lot, which 
s lgn If leant I y reduces the s I ze of the back yard; on the fo I low! ng 
described property: 

Part each of Lots 2 and 3, beginning at the southwest corner of 
Lot 3 ;  thence easter I y 1 02. 1 1 ; thence norther I y to the north 
line of Lot 2 ;  thence west 83.9 1 ; thence southerly 175 1 to the 
POB, al I In Block 3 ,  Peragen Addition to the City and County of 
Tulsa, Oklahoma according to the recorded Plat thereof; City of 
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 

Case No. 1 5867 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception to permit a fire station on an RS-2 zoned district 
- Sect ion 401 . PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED I N  RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS -

Use Unit 4. 

Variance of the required 85' setback from the centerline of Lew i s  to 
81.5 1 - Sect ion 403. BUU< Atf> AREA REQUI REMENTS I N  RES IDENTIAL
D I STRICTS - Use Un it 4, located 3602 South Lewis. 

Presen-tat lon: 
The appl leant, City of Tulsa, was represented by J. D. Turner, 
2317 South Jackson, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a plot plan 
(Exhibit T-1) for the renovation of a fire station at the above 
stated location. He Informed that the existing building was 
constructed approximately 40 years ago, and does not comply with the 
current required setback on Lewis Avenue. 

Protestants: None. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of CHAPPELLE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bolzle, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, 11aye11 ; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fu! ler, 
"absent") to APPROVE a Spec i a l  Exception to permit a fire station on 
an RS-2 zoned district - Section 401 . PRINCIPAL USES PERMITTED I N
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS - Use Unit 4 ;  and to APPROVE a Variance of the 
required 85 1 setback from the centerline of Lewis Avenue to 81.5 1 -

Sect ion 403. BUU< Atf> AREA REQUI REMENTS IN RESIDENTIAL D I STRICTS -
Use Unit 4; per p l ot p l an submitted; finding that the existing fire 
station was constructed prior to the adoption of the current Zoning 
Code; on the followlng described property: 

North 180 1 of East 185 1 of N/2, NE/4, NE/4, SE/4, Section 19,  
T-19-E, R-13-E, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
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Case No. 15868 

Action Requested: 
Special Exception to amend a previously approved plot p l an - Use 
Unit 14, located East 42nd Street and South Memorial Drive. 

Presentation: 
The applicant, Wal-Mart, 421 5  Newburg Road, Rockford, 1 1 1  lno i s, was 
not represented. 

Board Action: 
On MOTION of DOVERSPIKE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bo lzle, Chappel le, 
Doverspike, White, "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Fu t  ler, 
"absent") to CONTI NUE Case No. 15868 to November 12, 1 991 -. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 4 : 1 5  p.m. 

Date Approved 

10.22,91 :597(23) 
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