CITY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
MINUTES of Meeting No. 457
Thursday, February 6, 1986, 1:00 p.m.
City Commission Room, Plaza Level
Tulsa Civic Center

MEMBERS PRESENT MEMBERS ABSENT STAFF PRESENT OTHERS PRESENT
Bradley Gardner Jackere, Legal
Chappel le, Jones Department

Chalrman Moore Hubbard, Protective
Clugston Inspections
White Smith, Code
Wilson Enforcement

The notlce and agenda of sald meeting were posted In the Office of the City
Audltor on Tuesday, February 4, 1986, at 12:10 a.m., as well as In the
Reception Area of the INCOG offlces.

After declaring a quorum present, Chalrman Chappelle called the meeting to
order at 1:00 p.m.

MINUTES:
On MOTION of WILSON and SECOND by WHITE, the Board voted 3-0-1
(Chappelle, White, Wllson, "aye"; no "nays"; Clugston, "abstalning";
Bradley, "absent") to APPROVE the Minutes of January 9, 1986.

Ms. Wilson polnted out that the notlce and agenda of the January 23
meeting were posted In the Offlce of the City Audltor on Tuesday,
January 21, 1986, and not on February 21, 1986, as the mlnutes reflect.

On MOTION of CLUGSTON and SECOND by WILSON, the Board voted 4-0-0
(Chappel le, Clugston, White, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no, "abstentions";
Bradley, "absent") to APPROVE the MiInutes of January 23, 1986, as
corrected.

NEW_APPL ICAT IONS

Case No. 13913

Actlon Requested:
Varlance - Section 1221 - Buslness Signs and Outdoor Advertising -

Use Unit 1221 - Request a variance to allow 2,400 square feet of
outdoor advertising In an IL zoned district. Appllicant plans to
remove the 2 existing signs which total 3,058 sq. ft.

Presentation: )
The applicant, BIll Stokely, 8921 South 70th East Avenue, Tulsa,
Ok lahoma, submitted an article (Exhiblt A-1) from Tulsa City
Magazlne, a copy of Sign Erection Permits and proposed signage
(Exhib1t+ A-2) and photographs (Exhibit A=3). Mr. Stokely explalned
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Case No. 13913 (contlnued)

that he has recelved wearller approval to construct a
hellport-restaurant and is before the Board to request the removal
of existing signs on hls property and the Installatlion of new ones.
He Informed that he now has permits for 4 wall signs, 20' by 80!,
which were Issued In 1985. Mr. Stokely stated that he would |lke
permission to remove 2 existing signs with a total of 3,058 sq. ft.
and replace them with 2,400 sq. ft. of off-premise advertising
slgns.

Comments and Questions:
Ms. Bradley asked the appllcant to state the slze of the lot where
the restaurant will be located and he replied that It Is on a 2-acre
tract.

Ms. White asked Mr. Stokely If the 2 exlsting blllboards have
advertising on both sides. The applicant replied that the existing
slgns have advertlsing on both sldes, but that he Is proposing to
remove them and Install two faces on the restaurant, each contalning
1,200 sq. ft.

Ms. Wilson Inquired as to the distance between the 2 exIsting signs
and asked I1f they are Illegal at this tIme. Mr. Stokely answered
that they are 500' apart and are Illegal now, but were acceptable
when the permits were Issued.

Mr. Jackere asked If the sligns were approved and Mr. Stokely
relterated that they were acceptable when the permits were Issued.

Mr. Jackere Informed that a maxImum of 672 sq. ft. Is allowed and
polnted out to Mr. Stokely that he Is asking for 4 times that amount
of slgnage.

Mr. Jackere asked the sign Inspector to explain why a sign permit
was Issued for the 4 exlsting signs.

Ray Green, Protective Inspections, explalned that the signs In
questlon were Issued before the change In the Code. He polnted out
that the helght, slze and spacing of the proposed signs would not be
permltted under the new Code.

Mr. Clugston asked Mr. Green when the Code was changed and he
replled that the Code was amended December 13, 1985.

Ken Bode, Protective Inspections, pointed out that |f the exlsting
blllboards are removed, the new signage will be required to be
located at least 1,200 ft+. from other billboards.

Protestants:
Larry Gass, 1409 South Maln, Tulsa, Oklahoma, reminded the Board
that when the hellport-restaurant was approved, Mr. Stolely had
stated that he did not want signs.
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Case No. 13913 (contlInued)
Mr. Clugston asked Mr. Gass If he Is an employee of Tulsa Security
Patrol, who was prevliously before the Board to ask for the approval
of a hellport, and why he Is objecting to the signs on this project.

Mr. Gass replied that he has been before the Board to request
permission to operate a heliport, and that he Is appearing at thls
meeting to polnt out the inconsistency of the Board.

Mr. Clugston polnted out that the he would not agree that the Board
Is Inconslstent, because the locations of the 2 hellports are very
different. He remarked that the varlance request before the Board
today Is a signage lIssue.

Allen Kraft, 4512 South 102nd East Avenue, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated
that he obJects to the removal of the exlIsting signs. He Informed
that a hellcopter landed on the subject tract on October 28, 1986
and the nolse of the engine was so loud that he was unable to use
the phones In hls office next door.

Ms. Bradley pointed out to Mr. Kraft that the hel iport has been
approved and only the sign Issue Is belng declded today.

Mr. Kraft stated that he wants the record to reflect that he Is
opposed to the noise and unsafe conditions the landing of the
hel icopter presents.

Interested Partiles:
Ross Flood, 2500 South Delaware, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he
owns a business In the area and endorses the proposed project.

Additional Comments:
Mr. Chappelle suggested that It may be necessary to continue thls
case In order to allow the appllcant sufficient time to advertise
for additional relief of the height and spacing of the signs.

There was dlscussion concerning the non-conforming signs in the area
and thelr proximity to the subject signs.

Board Actlon:
Ms. Wilson's motion for denlal of the varlance request dled for lack
of a second.

On MOTION of CLUGSTON and SECOND by WHITE, the Board voted 4-1-0
(Bradley, Chappelle, Clugston, White, "aye"; Wllson, "nay"; no
"abstentions®; none "absent™) to CONTINUE Case No. 13913 until
March 6, 1986, to allow the applicant to advertise for additional
reflef.

Ms. Wilson pointed out to the Board that Mr. Stokely has been given
permission to construct a hellport and asked them to conslider that
the sign Is 3 times as high as [s permitted and that spacling and
slze Is not in accordance with the Code.
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Case No. 13914

Actlon Requested:
Special Exception = Section 910 =~ Principal uses permitted In
Industrial Districts - Use Unit 1219 - Request a speclal exception
to permit an Indoor recreation use In an IL district, located at
10909 East 56th Street.

Presentatlon:
The applicant, Valley Properties, was represented by Rlchard
Richards, 4129 South Peorla, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a plot
plan (ExhIbit B-2) for an Indoor recreatlion center.

Comments and Questlons:
Ms. Bradley asked the applicant If he Intends to make any changes In
the bullding. Mr. Richards replled that he has a bullding permit to
Increase the size of the warehouse, adding a 50' by 80' portion to
the west.

Mr. Clugston asked Mr. Richards to state the exact nature of the
proposed busliness. He answered that the operation wlll be soccer
only and will be open from 5 p.m. o 11 p.m., Monday thru Friday and
on the weekend. |t was polnted out by the applicant that there are
71 parking spaces, which [s ample parking for the buslness.

Mr. Jackere asked the appllicant [f there will be professional
exhibltion games played at the faclllty and he replled that the size
of the bullding will not allow these type matches.

Mr. Jones iInformed that there Is 1 other Indoor soccer facllity
located In a corrldor zoned area about 1 mile away.

Mr. Dukes, 304 South Burr, Broken Arrow, Oklahoma, owner of the
business, stated that the business will have 6 elght-week seasons
and the remainder of the year wlil be a repalir perlod for the
faclllity.

Mr. Gardner asked Mr. Dukes to state the amount of spectator seating
that will be avallable In the bullding and he replied that a maxImum
of 80 people could be accomodated In the facllity.

Mr. Clugston asked 1f there will be alcohollc beverages served and
the owner answered that only 3.2 beer wll!l be sold inslde.

Ms. Wilson asked [f both chlldren and adults will use the soccer
faclllty and Mr. Dukes answered In the affirmative.
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Case No. 13914 (continued)
Protestants:

Gene Womble, 2527 East 32nd Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he
represents a landowner 1In the complex and presented letters
(Exhib1t B-1) stating that they are not opposed to a soccer fleld,
but are opposed to concert halls, massage parfors and bllllard
parlors being located in the area. He stated that he was not aware
that added warehouse space was belng constructed. Mr. Womble stated
that he Is concerned that the soccer patrons may park In the spaces
al lotted to other tenants, therefore, creating a probiem. He voiced
a concern that beer wlil be served at the games.

Charles Ewlng, 2908 East 37th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, polnted out
that he does not object to the soccer Idea unless there Is a
confllict In parking. He stated that he has multi-tenant warehouses
and would object to excessive traffic that would Interfere wlth
these tenants.

Additlonal Comments:
: Mr. Clugston asked how many playling flelds will be In the bullding
and Mr. Richards stated that there will be only one field.

Mr. Clugston asked Mr. Richards to state the slize of the bullding
and he replled that the bullding has a total of 16,000 sq. ft.,
Including the additlion.

Mr. Richards explalned that the 78 parking spaces wlll be adequate
for the slze of the bullding.

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of BRADLEY and SECOND by WILSON, the Board voted 5-0-0
(Bradley, Chappelle, Clugston, White, Willson, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; none "absent") +to APPROVE a Speclal Exceptlon
(Sectlon 910 = Principal uses permitted In Industrial Districts -
Use Unit 1219) to permlit an Indoor recreation use in an IL district;
subject to the bullding belng used for soccer only, with spectator
seating being a maximum of 80; on the followlng described property:

Lot 6, Block 1, Carter Industrial Park, Clty of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 13915

Actlon Requested:
Variance - Sectlon 1221.3 - General Use Condlitions for Buslness

Signs - Use Unit 1221 - Request a variance to allow an
ldentiflcation sign within 10' of a freeway or highway right-of-way,
located at 4455 East 31st Street.

Presentation: .
The appllicant, Cecll Jones, 1100 West Edgewater, Broken Arrow,
Ok lahoma, stated that he Is property manager for Wright Propertles.
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Case No. 13915 (continued) -

He Informed that Wright Propertles owns the Herltage Apartments
which are located at the above stated address. Mr. Jones explalned
that the sign Is small, 3' by 6', and when hls company purchased the
property, they re-covered the face of the existing sign which was
consldered to be a new sign by Protective Inspections. He polnted
out that the property In question has an address on 31st Street, but

does not have frontage on that street. Mr. Jones stated that the
sign Is used only for property ldentification on the expressway, but
does not set 10' from the right-of-way as required.

Comments and Questlons:
Ms. Bradley Inqulired as to the helght of the sign In question and
Mr. Jones replled that It Is approximately 6' tall.

Mr. Jones stated that the 5' chain |Ink fence In the photograph
(Exh1bit C-1) Is the boundary |Ine for the expressway rlight-of-way.

Ms. Wiison asked If the sign meets state requirements and Mr. Jones
replied that he Is not famillar wlith those requlrements. The
app!icant stated, as he understands It, the problem Is that the sign
Is on prlvate property but not 10' from the right-of-way.

Ms. Wilson asked the applicant to address the hardship. Mr. Jones
replied that the sign would be In the middle of the parking lot If
moved back 10' from +the boundary |IlIne of the expressway
right-of-way.

Ken Bode, Protectlive lInspections, Informed that the Sign Inspector
went out to make the final check and found that the sign Is located
on the boundary line. He stated that the malntenance of thls area
Is the responsiblilty of the Clty, according to the State Highway
Inspector.

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of WHITE and SECOND by WILSON, the Board voted 5-0-0
(Bradiey, Chappelle, Clugston, White, WIlson, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentlons"; none "absent") to APPROVE a Varlance (Section 1221.3
- General Use Condltlons for Buslness Signs = Use Unlt 1221) +to
allow an lIdentiflcation sign within 10' of a freeway or hlighway
right-of-way; finding that, If the sign In question was placed 10!
from the boundary lIne as required, It would be In the center of the
row of parklng spaces; on the followlng descrlbed property:

Lot 3, Block 1, Georglan Terrace Addition, Clty of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 13916

Actlon Requested:
Use Varlance - Sectlion 710 - Principal Uses Permitted In Commerclal
districts - Use Unlit 1226 - Request a use varlance to allow a
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Case No. 13916 (continued)
portable ready mix concrete faclllty on a temporary basls In a Cs
zoned district within PUD 128-D, located on the SW/c of 71st Street
and Peorla.

Presentatlon:

The. appllicant, Tom Hines, was represented by Lou Reynolds,
909 Kennedy Bullding, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a plot plan
(Exhibit D-1) and asked the Board to allow a temporary concrete
mixing faclllty at the above stated locatlon. Mr. Hlnes explained
that the use would be needed during the construction of the
Riverside Parkway. He pointed out that the nearest residence Is
approximately 400! to the south of the facility.

Comments and Questlons:
Mr. Chappelle asked the applicant how long the concrete mixing
faclllty will be needed on the site. Mr. Hines replied that the land
Is leased for a 4 month primary term.

Mr. Jackere asked [f the concrete will be mixed off-site and the
applicant stated that Mid-Continent Concrete Company Is the
subcontractor to supply concrete on the Riverside Parkway and the
concrete will be mixed at this locatlon.

Mr. Gardner Informed that the proposed use Is under Use Unit 2,
Temporary Open Air Activitles, 1202.3(b) Use CondItlons.

Mr. Clugston commented that, 1f legal does not object, the request
Is for a special exception and not a use varlance.

Protestants: None.

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of CLUGSTON and SECOND by WHITE, the Board voted 5-0-0
(Bradley, Chappelle, Clugston, White, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays™; no
"abstentions"; none Mabsent") to APPROVE a Speclial Exception
(Section 710 = Principal Uses Permitted In Commerclal districts -
Use Unit 1202) to allow a portable ready mix concrete facllity on a
temporary basls In a CS zoned district within PUD 128-D; sub ject tfo
a time IlImitation of 6 months; on the followlng described property:

Part of Government Lot 1, Beginning 326' South and 26.97' West
of the NE/c of Government Lot 1, thence west 324.36',
northwest 268.59', east 371.21', southeast 254.61' to POB,
Section 12, T-18-N, R-12-E, 2.016 acres.

Case No. 13917

Actlon Requested:
Speclal Exceptlon =~ Sectlon 410 - Princlpal Uses Permitted In

Residential Districts - Use Unlt 5 - Request for speclal exception
t+o permit a chlldrens youth care home In an RS-2 zoned district,
located at 590 North Country Club Drive, Tulsa, Oklahoma.
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Case No.

13917 (contlnued)

Presentation:

The applicant, Roy Johnsen, 324 Maln Mall, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated
that he represents Christopher Youth Center, contract purchaser of
the property under application. The center will be a reslidential
faclllity for 10 boys who are emotionally disturbed. He informed
that the tract In question contains approximately 1 acre and polnted
out that there are 9 reslidences and muiti-famlly dwelllngs In the
area. Mr. Johnsen noted that there Is a simllar operation at 7th
and Delaware which Is functloning In the resldential nelghborhood
without Incldent. He pointed out that the center will be properly
managed, with quallfied staff and theraplsts on duty. Mr. Johnsen
noted that the children are full +time students and have no
behavloral problems where they have attended classes. He further
informed that there wlll be no smoklng or alcoholic beverages
allowed at tThe center. A 1lst of Proposed Use Standards was
submltted (Exhibit E-1).

Comments and Questlons:

Mr. Chappelle asked Mr. Johnsen to state the ages of the boys that
will live In the home. He repllied that the average age Iis 13 1/2
years, with a mInimum of 11 and a maxImum of 16.

Ms. Bradley questloned whether a request of thls nature would be
Involved In the group home study.

Mr. Jackere Informed that thls request Is under Use Unlt 5 and would
requlire a speclal exception Irregardless of the study.

Ms. Willson asked what necessitates a declsion on thls case today and
Mr. Johnsen replied that the property Is in the process of belng
purchased and reminded the Board that this case should be determined
by the Code that is in effect now and not a future one.

There was discusslion as to spacing between centers of this nature.

Mr. Gardner pointed out that the new ordlnance that addresses
spacing between youth care homes has not been adopted and suggested
that the Board should determine whether the proposed center Is
approprlate or [Inappropriate for +the area, based on todays
ordlnance. .

Ms. White asked Mr. Johnsen how many adult supervisors would be on
duty. He replied that there will be 4 or 5 adults on duty at all
times.

Protestants:

Willlam EllTott, 2418 West Newton Court, Tulsa, Oklahoma, Informed
that he has contacted property owners In the area and many of them
think that there are too many operatlons of thls nature already In
the area.
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Case No. 13917 (continuled) '
Richard Deslrey, 628 North Country Club Drive, Tulsa, Oklahoma, a
representative of Tulsa Community Youth Homes, stated that thelr
organization has a simllar home In the area and that he feels 2
youth care centers In the neighborhood would have an adverse effect.

Charles West, 506 West Falrview, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he has
lived In the area since 1968 and Is opposed to more than one youth
care home In the nelghborhood.

H. W. Gllbert, 564 North Country Club Drjve, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
Informed that he |ives to the south of the proposed center and feels
that Its presence In the nelghborhood wlll cause a depreclatlion In
the property value. Mr. Gllbert remarked that there Is not
sufflicient parkling to accomodate the faclllty.

Applicant's Rebuttal:
Mr. Johnsen stated that he Is amazed that the Tulsa Community Youth
Home would be opposed to a similar center In the nelghborhood. He
pointed out that the area Is In transition and asked the Board to
grant the speclal exceptlon request. Mr. Johnsen explained that
there 1s enough parking In the 2 exlIsting driveways to accomodate
approxImately 11 vehlicles.

Ms. Wllson asked 1f the 16 year old resldents were allowed to drive
cars and Mr. Johnsen replled that they are not.

Ms. Wllson Inquired of the appllicant if any of the boys are drug
addicts and he answered that they are not on drugs, but rather, only
have emotlonal problems. He stated that they are kept In the center
for approximately 1 year and elther returned to thelr homes or
placed In foster homes.

Ms. Bradiey remarked that she supports the concept, but Is concerned
about the Impact the center wlll have on the single famlly dwelllngs
In the area.

Mr. Clugston stated that, even though he Is supportive of the use,
he Is concerned with the concentration of simllar facllitles in the
area and feels the nelghborhood has enough.

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of CLUGSTON and SECOND by WILSON the Board voted 3-1-0
(Bradley, Clugston, Wilson, "aye"; Chappelle, "nay"; no
"abstentlons"; White, "absent™) to DENY a Speclal Exception
(Section 410 - Princlipal Uses Permitted In Residentlial Districts =
Use Unit 5) to permit a chlldren's youth care home In an RS-2 zoned
district; finding that the area already has a concentration of
special housing facllitles and that the granting of the special
exceptlon request would be detrimental to the nelghborhood; on the
followlng described property:
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Case No. 13917 (continued)
Lot 6 and the north 15' of Lot 7, Block 6, South Osage HIllls
Addition, City of Tulsa, Osage County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 13919

Actlon Requested:
Speclal Exception - Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted In
Residential Districts - Use Unlt 1209 - Request a speclial exception
to permit a moblle home In an RS-1 zoned district.

Varlance - Sectlon 440.6(c) - Speclial Exceptlon Uses In Residential
Districts, Requirements, request a varlfance to waive the one year
time limltatlon to permanently, located at 17110 East 11th Street.

Presentation:
The appllicant, Barbara StorJohonn, 10411 East 43rd Place, Tulsa,
Ok lahoma, asked the Board to allow her to move her moblle home from
a moblle home park to a lot at the above stated locatlon.

Comments and Questlions:
Mr. Clugston asked the applicant 1f she Intends to move her moblle
home to a vacant lot next door to an exlisting moblle home and Ms.
Stor Johonn answered In the affirmative.

Protestants:
Richard Johnson, 17006 East 11th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated
that he lives 2 lots down from the exlsting moblle home and owns the
property west of the proposed location of the appllcants mobile.
Mr. Johnson stated that there Is no access to the lot without
entering across adJoining property.

Mr. Johnson Informed that on December 5, 1986 hls daughter asked the
Board to allow a moblle to be located on his property at 17108 East
11th Street for a period of 5 years and at that time, the owner of
the subject tract opposed the appllication, stating that it would
devaluate the property.

Ms. Bradley asked Mr. Johnson If he Is opposed to the placement of
the moblle on the property and he replied that he Is opposed to the
granting of the varlance request, and not the moblle home locatlion.

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of WILSON and SECOND by BRADLEY, the Board voted 4-0-0
(Bradley, Chappelle, Clugston, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions™; White, "absent™) to APPROVE a Speclal Exceptlion
(Section 410 - Princlpal Uses Permitted In Resldentlal Districts -
Use Unit 1209) to permit a moblle home In an RS-1 zoned dlstrict;
and to DENY a Varlance (Sectlon 440.6(c) - Speclal Exceptlon Uses In
Residentlal Districts, Requirements,) to- walve the one year time
limitation to permanently; subject to a time l|imitatlion of 1 year;
and subject to removal bond; on the following described property:
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Case No. 13919 (contlnued)
The east 79.5' of Lot 5, Block 1, Lynn Lane Estates, Clty of
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 13920

Actlon Requested:
Speclal Exceptlon - Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted In

Resldentlial Districts - Use Unit 1209 = Request a speclal exceptlon
to allow a moblle home In an RS=3 zoned district.

Varlance - Section 208 - One Single-Famlily Dwelling per Lot of
Record - Request a varlance to allow 2 single-family dwelllngs per
lot of record, located at 4033 West 55th Place.

Presentation:

The appllcant, Jerry Hine, 3724 South Evanston, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
submitted a location map (ExhIbIt F-1) and photographs of the area
(ExhIbit F=2), Mr. Hine Informed that he Is the owner of Hineslte
Reconstruction, which provides low cost housing with garden and yard
space. He stated that In June he purchased and restored 2 deserted
houses In South Haven Additlon. Mr. Hine stated that there are many
unkempt lots In the nelghborhood and he would Ilke to buy them and
place moblle homes on the property for rental purposes.

Comments and Questions:
Mr. Gardner asked Mr. Hine If the moblle home In question Is
directly behind the exlisting house on the lot and If the house Is
rental property. Mr. Hine replled that the house Is a rental unit.

Mr. Gardner polnted out to the Board that the applicant has 2
dwel lings on one lot of record and asked Mr. Hlne why he has 2 on
the tract. He replled that he was trying to make thls an economical
operatlon and improve the area.

Mr. Chappelle asked If there are any properties In the area with 2
resldences on 1 lot and he answered In the affirmative.

Ms. Bradley asked 1f the applicant could obtaln a lot spllit. Mr.
Jackere commented that the lot would not meet the bulk and area
requirements.

Protestants: )
Essle Bohannon, 4032 West 55th Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, submitted a
petition (Exhibit F-3) In opposition to the application and stated
that she Is representing the community. She polnted out that the area
Is predominately older residents and they are annoyed by the tenants
that |lve In the rental unlts. Ms. Bohannon asked the Board to deny
the request for a mobile home In the nelghborhood.
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Case No., 13920 (continued)
Mr. Chappelle stated that Code Enforcement has recelved a complaint
(Exhlibit F-4) that a traller was being moved on the property.

Mr. Clugston remarked that the appllcant has not presented a
hardship for the varlance request.

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of CLUGSTON and SECOND by WILSON, the Board voted 4-0-0
(Bradley, Chappelle, Clugston, Wilson, ™Maye"; no '"nays"; no
"abstentlons"; White, "absent"™) +to DENY a Speclal Exception
(Section 410 = Princlpal Uses Permitted In Residential Districts -
Use Unlt 1209) to allow a moblle home In an RS=3 zoned district; and
to DENY a Variance (Sectlion 208 - One Single-Family Dwelllng per Lot
of Record) to allow 2 single-famlily dwellings per lot of record;
finding that the speclal exception request violates the spirit and
Intent of the Code and the Comprehenslive Plan; and finding that the
appllcant did not demonstrate a hardshlp that would warrant the
granting of the varlance request; on the following described
property:

Lots 18 - 20, Block 26, South Haven Addition, City of Tulsa,
Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 13921

Actlon Requested:
Speclal Exception = Sectlon 240.2(c) - Permitted Yard Obstructions -
Use Unlt 1208 - Request a speclal exception to allow 5'4" helght
fencing of a steel tube type constructlon within the required front
yard, located on the SE/c of 53rd Street and 54th Street South.

Presentation:

The applicant, Jim Hill, was represented by Steve Turner, Turner and
Assoclates, Sulte 267 Willlams Center, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who
submitted a plot plan (ExhIblt G=1). Mr. Turner explalined that a
security system Is proposed for an apartment complex at
approximately 5400 South Yale, which includes a securlty fence and
gate. He Informed that a 4' fence Is allowed by the Code and asked
the Board to permit the Installatlon of a stone and wrought Iron
type fence that will be 5' 4™ high.

Comments and Questlions:
Ms. Bradley asked If the fence wlll be on the City right-of-way and
Mr. Turner stated that the fence wlll be approximately 2' off the
property lIlne and on City right-of-way.

Mr. Gardner Informed that If the fence Is on the CIty right-of-way,
the case will also need to be heard by the City Commission.

Mr. Chappelle read a letter (Exhiblt G-2) from the District 18
Planning Team which stated that they oppose the type of fencing to
be used for the project.
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Case No. 13921 (contlinued)

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of WILSON and SECOND by BRADLEY, the Board voted 4-0-0
(Bradley, Chappelle, Clugston, Wliison, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; White, "absent") +o APPROVE a Speclal Exceptlon
(Sectlon 240.2(c) - Permitted Yard Obstructions = Use Unit 1208) to
allow 5'4" helght fencing of a steel and stone type construction
within the requlred front yard; per plans submitted; subject to a
Clty Commission approval and a removal contract belng executed with
the City, stating that the owner will remove the fence at hlis
expense In the event that the right-of-way Is wutllized by the Clity
at some future date; on the following described property:

Lot 2, Block 2, Lafortune Park Plaza Addition, City of Tulsa,
Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 13922

Actlon Requested:
Variance - Sectlon 1221.3(f) - General Use Conditlons for Buslness
Signs - Use Unlt 1221 - Request a varlance of setback from
centerllne of Utica from 50' to 35' to allow for sign. Varlance of
setback from 11th Street from 50' to 35' to allow for sign.
Variance of setback from 11th Street and from Utica Avenue from 50'
to 35' to allow for sign, located at 11th and Utica.

Presentation:
The applicant, David Page, 500 One Oak Plaza, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
submitted sign plans (Exhibit H-1) and stated that he represents
Hillcrest Medical Center. He Informed that the hospltal Is
proposing to spend 1.2 milllon dollars In Improving the landscaping
around Its faclllitles. He explained that a part of thls process Is
replacing signage, which Involves three sligns requiring varlances.

Comments_and Questions:
Mr. Gardner asked Mr. Page 1f any of the signs In question are on
publlc property and he replled that they are not on public property,
but a removal contract will be needed.

Ms. Wilson asked why a removal contract would be required If the
signs are not located on city right-of-way. Mr. Jackere Informed
that they are located in the proposed right-of-way of the Ma jor
Street and Highway Plan.

Mr. Clugston asked 1f the locatlon of any of the 3 signs would be
changed. He replled that the sign on 12th and Utica will be moved
south approxImately 5', but the setback from Utica will be the same.
The 11th and Utlca sign will be closer to the street, approximately
40" from centerlline.
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Case No.

13922 (contlnued)

Ms. Wilson asked the helghts of the current signs as opposed to the
new signs that will be installed and If they are on columns. The
applicant replied that the current sign at 12+h and Utica Is 16 1/2!
tall with 1 column and the proposed one Is 17 1/2' and wlll have
2 columns.

Ms. Wilson asked the helght of the columns and Mr. Page Informed
that the width of the proposed sign Is 7 1/2', an Increase of 2 1/2!
In width and 1' In helight, and the distance from the ground to the
bottom of the sign Is approximately 6'. Ms., Wlilson volced a concern
for the safety of motorists [f the larger sign Is Installed and
stated that, in her opinion, the 3 exlsting signs are adequate. Mr.
Page commented that most of the additional size of the sign will be
toward the bullding.

Mr. Clugston remarked that he, too, Is concerned that the sign will
block visibllity at the Intersection.

Ms. Bradley asked the appllcant to address the hardship for the
variance requests. He repllied that the bullding Is bullt on the
boundary Ilne and, for the most part, the enlarged signs would be
moving away from the street.

Mr. Gardner Informed that the exlisting sligns are cubes, or 4 faced,
and the new signs wlll have 2 faces, therefore, decreasing the total
bulk of the signage structure.

Ken Bode, Protective Inspections, Informed that the applicatlions for
permits of the 3 signs were denled on the basls of the setback and
the fact that the solld bases cause a vislon problem. He polnted
out that 50% of the wldth of the signs Is enclosed with the plllars.,

Mr. Page stated that these sign locatlons are necessary In order
that the public can read the Information on the slgns as they drlve
along the street.

Mr. Gardner polnted out that a portlon of the hosplital bullding is
apparently on the property lIne at the southeast corner on Utlca and
If so, some rellef Is needed.

Mr. Clugston stated that he has no problem with the proposed sign at
11th and Trenton, but Is opposed to the other two which wlil be
closer to the street and block visibility.

Mr. Page polnted out that the slgn on 12th and Utica would only be
6" closer to Utlca than the existing one and the sign at 11th and
Utlca has a varlance for 35', but It was not placed that close to
the street. He stated that the sign would move approximately 5°'
closer to 11th Street, but 5' farther away from Utlca.
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Case No. 13922 (contlnued)
Board Actlon:

On MOTION of WILSON and SECOND by BRADLEY, the Board voted 4-0-0 -
(Bradley, Chappelle, Clugston, Wiison, "aye"; no '"nays"; no
"abstentlions™"; White, "absent") to - DENY a Varlance
(Sectlon 1221.3(f) General Use Conditlions for Buslness Signs - Use
Unlt 1221) of setback from centerline of Utica from 50' to 35' to
allow for sign; to APPROVE a Varlance of setback from 11th Street
from 50' to 35' to allow for sign; and to DENY a Varlance of setback
from 11th Street and from Utica Avenue from 50' to 35' to allow for
a sign; finding that the app!icant falled to demonstrate a hardshlp
that would Justify moving the 1 proposed sign closer to 11th Street
and 1 sign closer to Utlca Avenue; on the followlng described
property:

Lot 10, Block 1, McNulty Addition; Lot 7, Block 1, Forrest Park
Addlt+ion; Lot 1, Block 2, Perryman Helghts || Additlon, City of
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 13923

Actlon Requested:
Minor Varlance - Section 430 - Bulk and Area Requlrements in
Resldentlal Districts - Use Unlt 1206 - Request a minor variance of
front yard setback from 35' to 30' and a varlance of the rear yard
setback frrom 25! to 20' to allow for construction of a new house,
located on the NW/c of 63rd Street and Oswego Avenue.

Presentation:
The appllicant, Jon Vrooman, 6138 South Loulsville, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
stated that he Is president of Vrooman Construction Company. He
submitted a plot plan (Exhibit I-1) and asked the Board to allow
construction of a new house on an Irregular shaped corner lot. He
Informed that the property owners In the area are In agreement with
the project.

Comments and Questions:
Ms. Bradley asked If the house fronts on Oswego and the applicant
answered In the affirmative.

Board Actlon:
On MOTION of CLUGSTON and SECOND by WILSON, the Board voted 4-0-0
(Bradley, Chappelle, Clugston, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; White, Mabsent") +to APPROVE a Minor Yariance
(Section 430 - Bulk and Area Requirements In Resldentlial Districts =
Use Unlt 1206) of front yard setback from 35' to 30' and a varlance
of the rear yard setback from 25' to 20' to allow for construction
of a new house; per plot plan; finding a hardshlp demonstrated by
the Irregular shaped corner lot; on the following described
property:

Lot 8, Block 3, Braeswood Additlon, City of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma.
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OTHER BUSINESS

Case No. 13932
Actlon Requested:
The appllicant, Charles Norman, requests a refund of flling fee for
Case No. 13932,

Comments and Questions:
Mr. Jones Informed that the case has not been processed and a refund
of the entlre fee of $125.00 Is In order.

Board Actlion:
On MOTION of CLUGSTON and SECOND by WILSON, the Board voted 4-0-0
(Bradley, Chappelle, Clugston, Wilson, ™aye"; no "nays"; no
"abstentions"; White, ™absent™) to APPROVE a refund of $125.00;
finding that the application has not been processed.

Case No. 13849

Actlon Requested:
Request for a revision of the BOA conditlons previously approved
with a revised site plan.

Presentatlon:
The applicant, Ken Alexander, was represented by Dave Mlller,
6130 South Maplewood, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a revised site
plan (ExhIblt J-1). He Informed that he Is a contractor, dolng work
for Mr. BIll Babb at 6144 South Oswego.

Comments and Questlons:
Mr. Chappelle commented that, If +the revised plot plan Is
substantially changed from the previous submitted plan, a new
hearing should be scheduled.

Mr. Miller Informed that the only difference on the plan Is the
cabana. He Informed that Mr. Babb noticed that the attic space Is
very large and asked [f a workroom and a restroom could be added In
thls area.

Ms. Hubbard Informed that a second floor has been added which
deviates from the condltlons previously Imposed by the Board.

Board Actlon:
On MOTION of BRADLEY and SECOND by WILSON, the Board voted 4-0-0
(Bradley, Chappelle, Clugston, Wilson, "aye"; no "nays™; no
"abstentlons™; White, "absent™) to DENY a request for a revislon of
the BOA conditions and site plan previously approved; flinding that
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Case No. 13849 (contlinued)
there are substantlal changes In the site plan and a new publlc hearing
wlll need to be scheduled In order that the Board can consider the
changes.

Discusslion and Conslderation of Board of Ad]Justment Rules of Procedure and
Code of Ethics.
Mr. Clugston suggested that In Item 8 the meeting place for the BOA could
read 'In a deslgnated place' Instead of Clty Commission Room. He polnted
out that In case of a change In meeting places, the Code would remaln
correct.

There was dlscussion on rehearing cases and whether there should be a 6
month walting period before they can be heard a second time. Also, Mr.
Clugston suggested that the conflict of Interest Issue be stated
dlfferently. Ms. Wilson asked If there should be some mentlion in the
rules concerning the private meeting of a Board member and an appllcant
prior to the hearing date.

Mr. Gardner stated that Staff and the Legal Department will discuss these
Items prior to putting the pollclies back on the Board meeting at a later
time.

There belng no further buslness, the meeting adjourned at 4:50 p.m.

Date Approved 2 -29-§p

] o M
Chal rman
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