CITY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
MINUTES of Meeting No. 531
Thursday, January 19, 1989, 1:00 p.m.
Francls F. Campbell Commission Room
Plaza Level of City Hall, Tulsa Civic Center

MEMBERS PRESENT MEMBERS ABSENT STAFF PRESENT OTHERS PRESENT

Bradley Gardner Jackere, Legal

Chappel le, Jones Department
Chairman Moore Hubbard, Protective

Quarles Inspectlons

Smith

White

The notlce and agenda of said meeting were posted in the Office of the Clty
Auditor on Tuesday, January 17, 1989, at 1:20 p.m., as well as In the
Receptlon Area of the INCOG offices.

After declaring a quorum present, Chalrman Chappelle called the meeting to
order at 1:04 p.m.

MINUTES:
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Bradley, Chappelle, Smith,
White, "aye"; no '"nays"; Quarles, "abstaining"; none "abseni") to APPROVE
the Minutes of January 5, 1989 (No. 530).

UNF INISHED BUSINESS

Case No. 14988

Actlon Requested:
Speclal Exception - Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted In
Resldential Districts - Use Unit 1205 - Request a speclal exception
to allow for a cultural center and church uses In an RM-2 zoned
district, located southeast corner 6th Street and Birmingham Avenue.

Presentat lon:
The applicant, Muhammond Asad, was not present.

Comments and Questlons:
Mr. Taylor advised that the case was previously continued to allow
the applicant to advertise for additional rellef.

Ms. Hubbard Informed that she has spoken to the appllcant on the
phone on three dlfferent occaslons, but he has not supplied the
needed Information.
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Case No. 14988 (continued)
Board Action:
On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle,
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none
"absent") to STRIKE Case No. 14988; finding that the appllicant has
failed to appear at two consecutive hearlngs.

Case No. 15017

Actlon Requested:
Speclal Exception - Section 420 - Accessory Uses In Resldentlal
Districts - Use Unlt 1211 - Request a speclal exceptlon to allow for
a |1fe insurance/brokerage office as a home occupation In an RS-3
zoned district, located 6680 South Oxford Avenue.

Presentatlon:

The applicant, Robert Nichols, 111 West 5th Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
stated that he Is representing Gary Kroll, owner of the subject
property. He Informed that his client resides at the above stated
address and 1s In the Insurance brokerage business, which he Is
proposing to operate from his home. It was noted that Mr. Kroll's
business consists primarily of dlrect mail, approximately 10,000
pleces per month, and of some home contact with prospective
customers. Mr. Nichols explained that his client formeriy conducted
his business at a previous location, but has closed that offlce, and
now has one personal secretary that works out of her home. He
pointed out that the secretary does come to Mr. Kroll's home on
occaslon, but does not maintain an office there. Mr. Nichols stated
that his client currently has three |lcensed agents that work out of
thelr homes. Mr. Nichols polnted out that property to the east of
the subject +tract 1Is =zoned for office use. Photographs
(Exhibit A-3) were submitted.

Comments and Questions:
Ms. Bradley Inquired as to the method of delivery for the 10,000
pleces of mall, and Mr. Nichols informed that hls client contracts
with a direct mailing flrm for bulk maillng, and that the mail Is
not actually dellivered to the subject property.

Ms. Bradley remarked that the Home Occupation CGuldeilnes state that
employees not |Ilving at the home are not allowed In a home
occupation, either full-time or part-time. Mr. Nichols polnted out
that the secretary does not office on the property, but rather
organizes the mall-outs for Mr. Kroll.

Ms. Bradley asked If Mr. Kroll resldes on the subjJect property, and
Mr. Nichols answered In the afflirmative.

Mr. Jackere Inquired as to the number of hours Mr. Kroll's personal
secretary spends at the residence, and Mr. Nichols stated that she
brings in layouts and Is there between flve and twenty hours per
week. Mr. Jackere asked if the secretary has other duties she
performs whlle at Mr. Kroll's home, and the applicant stated that
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Case No. 15017 (continued)
she does accounting for the firm and coordinates concerns wlith
attorneys. Mr. Nichols explained that his client Is also Involved
In real estate Investments and other types of business operations In
addition to hls Insurance business, and the secretary Iis general
errand person and coordlnator for Mr. Kroll.

Mr. Jackere asked If the Insurance agents visit Mr. Kroll's home,
and the appllcant replied that they do come to the house
occasional ly; however, only one of the three agents Is active In the
business at this time.

Protestants:
Harold Furtney, 6640 South Oxford, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that he
is the nearest neighbor to the north of the subject tract, and
pointed out that there are luxury homes In this area, wlith extra
large lots. He asked that the Board deny the application and allow
67th Street to remaln as a buffer between RS=3 and OL zoning. A
letter of opposition and photographs (Exhlbit A-1) were submitted.

William C. Johnson, 6150 East 67th Court, Tulsa, Oklahoma, submltted
a letter from Code Enforcement (Exhlbit A-4) and a yellow page
Ilsting (ExhIblt A-2) from the telephone dlrectory. He Informed
that he lives in the area and Is concerned wlth malntalning property
values. Mr. Johnson Informed that a letter from Code Enforcement on
November 2, 1987 verifled the fact that a buslness was operating on
the premises and stated that the owner was in the process of
attempting to purchase property for relocation. He stated that the
business has contlnued to operate untll this tIme and asked the
Board to deny the application. It was noted by Mr. Johnson that It
does not appear that the house Is occupled as a reslidence, slince
there Is no activity on the property after regular buslness hours.
He stated that the phone at thlis address Is |Isted under the name of
GK and Associates and Is answered with this name.

Additional Comments:
Mr. Quarles asked Mr. Nichols If there have been complalnts that
caused this appllcation to be flled, and he replled that Mr. Kroll
has filed the appllication to allow him to operate legally from hlis
home.

Mr. Chappelle asked 1f the offlce at the previous location on Peorla
Is closed, and the applicant repllied that his client's lease expired
on December 31, 1988.

There was dlscussion as to whether or not a busliness above and
beyond a home occupation Is already being operated on the property,
and Mr. Jackere noted that the Code requires that no outside
employees be allowed to work In a home occupation.
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Case No.

15017 (continued)
In response to Ms. White's question, Mr. Nichols stated that it has
been several months since a large mail-out has occurred, and that
the one active agent only visits the home on a personal basls, and
would never need to go there for business purposes. He stated that
the secretary will also discontlinue her visits to the Kroll property
1f required by the Board.

Mr. Jackere asked Mr. Johnson If he has ever called the telephone
number for GK and Assoclates before 8:00 a.m., and he replled that
he called there once before that tIime, and a girl answered with the
company hame.

Applicant's Rebuttal:

The applicant stated that his cllents telephone dld ring at both the
home and the business on Peorla when that offlce was open, so It
would have been possible for someone to answer the phone at that
business location. He Informed that the buslness was moved in 1987
from his cllent's home to the Peorla locatlon, and he Is now
requesting that the I[nsurance portlon of that operation be allowed
to locate In his home. Mr. Nichols stated that the photographs
submitted by the protestant did not show an unusual amount of cars
parked at the residence.

Mr. Chappelle asked Mr. Nichols why his client has a yellow page
|1sting at hls address for 1988 and 1989, and he replied that he was
not aware of the |isting.

Mr. Quarles stated that he might be able to support a "border|ine"
application In some Iinstances, but in thls case, the buslness has
yellow page advertising, Is a falrly large Insurance and real estate
flrm and does not have the support of the nelghborhood. He stated
that, due to these facts, he could not vote in favor of the
appl Ication.

Ms. Bradiey and Mr. Chappelle agreed that the business Is not a home
occupation, as referred to In the Home Occupation Gulidel Ines.

Board Actlion:

On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle,
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none
"absent") to DENY a Speclal Exception (Section 420 - Accessory Uses
In Resldential Districts - Use Unit 1211) +to allow for a |lIfe
Insurance/brokerage offlice as a home occupation in an RS-3 zoned
district; finding the business does not comply with the Home
Occupation Guidellnes and would not be compatible with the
nelghborhood; and that the granting of the request would violate the
spirit and Intent of the Code and the Comprehensive Plan; on the
followlng described property:
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Case No.

Case No.

15017 (continued)

Part of Lot 5, Block 1, County View Estates Addition to the
City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma described as
follows: Beglinning at the SE/c of Lot 5, thence west 209' +to
the SW/c of Lot 5, thence north 107', thence east 196.76' to a
point In the east boundary of Lot 5, thence southeasterly along
the east boundary of Lot 5, on a curve to the right with a
radlus of 137.86' a distance of 58.76', thence south 0°03' east
along the east boundary of Lot 5, a distance of 50' to the
Point of Beglnning, Clty of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

15028

Actlion Requested:
Variance - Section 620.2(d) - Accessory Use Conditions - Use
Unit 1221 - Request a variance to allow for CS signage standards to

apply In an OM zoned district; a variance of signage to allow for a
266 sq ft sign (remodellng exlsting sign) and a varlance to allow
for more than one sign per street frontage In an OM zoned dlstrict,
located 4311 East 31st Street.

Presentation:

The appllcant, Ace Hardware, was represented by James Adalr,
1783 South Canton, Tulsa, Oklahoma, who submitted a plot plan for
the center (Exhiblt B-2), and stated that he is representing Mr. and
Mrs. Little, operators of the hardware, and Greg Simmons, agent for
the owner of the shopping center. He submitted a sign plan
(Exhibit B-1) for a sign which will be remodeled and used by tenants
in the center. He stated that a plzza sign Is also located on the
property. |1+ was noted by Mr. Adair that the exlIsting sign is a
combination of nine individual different slzed sign cablnets and is
39' in height, with a combined total of approximately 250 sq ft. He
stated that the number of sign cabinets wlll be reduced, the height
of the proposed pole sign willl be reduced to 34' and the total
square footage will also be reduced. Photographs (Exhibit B=3) were
submltted.

Comments and Questions:

Mr. Quarles asked If there Is a chance that more sign space will be
needed In the future, and Mr. Adalr replled that signage for the
center will not be Increased in the future. He noted that itwo sign
spaces will be left blank for future tenants.

Mr. Smith asked If the banners wlll remaln on the front of the
hardware, and Mr. Adalr stated that the banners are temporary and
will not be made permanent.

Mr. Gardner advised that the Board has previously approved
commerclal use on the property and, If split Into two propertlies and
allowed CS slignage, the center would be allowed 420 sq ft of free
standing sign space.

1.19.89:531(5)



Case No. 15028 (continued)
Mr. Chappelle asked Mr. Adalr if the total amount of slignage Is
420 sq ft, or less, and he replied that he does not know the slze of
the plzza sign.

Mr. Moydell, stated that he Is the appilcant In Case No. 15039
regarding the plzza sign, and the fotal slignage for that business Is
92 sq ft (92 + 266 = 358).

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of QUARLES, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Chappelle, Quarles
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; Bradley, "abstalning"; none "absent")
to APPROVE a Variance (Sectlion 620.2(d) - Accessory Use Conditlons -
Use Unit 1221) to allow for CS signage standards to apply in an OM
zoned dlstrict; a variance of signage to allow for a 266 sq ft sign
(remodel Ing exlsting sign) and a varlance to allow for more than one
sign per street frontage in an OM zoned district; per plot plan
submitted; finding that the two signs located on the property
contaln a total of 358 sq ft and would be permitted by right if the
property was zoned CS and split Into two lots; finding that the
proposed sign will be lower and will contain less square footage
than the exlIsting sign; finding that commercial use has previously
been granted for +the property, and that the approval of +the
appllication will not be deftrimental to the area; on the followling
described property:

Lots 35, 36 and the east 24' of the south 17.7' of Lot 40,
Block 4, Santa Monica Addition; a subdlvision to the City of
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat
thereof; and part of Lot 3, Block 2, Exposition Gardens
Addition to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma,
according to the recorded plat thereof, more particularly
described as follows, to-wit: Beglnning at the SE/c of sald
lot; thence north 150', thence west 123!, thence south 150°!;
thence east 123' to the Point of Beginning, City of Tulsa,
Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 15039

Action Requested:
Varlance - Section 620.2d - Accessory Use Conditlons - Use Unlt 1221
- Request a varlance to allow for two signs on one street frontage
and a varlance of the allowable square footage to permit 209 sq ft
of total signage in an OM district, located 4301 East 31st Street.

Presentatlon:
The applicant, Barry Moydell, 1221 Charles Page Boulevard, Tulsa,
Oklahoma, stated that this appllcatlon deals wilth the sign for
Simple Simon Plzza, which Is located next door to Ace Hardware. He
Informed that the top portion of the sign is 6' by 10' and the
bottom portion Is 4' by 8', or 92 sq ft+ of signage.
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Case No. 15039 (contlinued)
Protestants: None.

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Chappelle, Quarles,
Smith, Whlte Maye"; no "nays"; Bradley, "abstalning"; none "absent™)
+o APPROVE a Varlance (Sectlion 620.2d - Accessory Use Conditions =
Use Unit 1221) to allow for two signs on one street frontage and a
varlance of the allowable square footage to permit 92 sq ft of
signage In an OM District; finding that commerclal use on the
property was previously approved and that the total signage for the
shopping center (two signs) wlll not exceed 358 sq ft; on the
following described property;

Lot 35, Block 4, Santa Monica Addition, Clty of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma.

NENW_APPL ICATIONS

Case No. 15034

Actlon Requested:
Varlance = Sectlon 1221,7(b) - Use Conditions for Outdoor
Advertising Signs - Use Unit 1221 - Request a varliance of spacing
between outdoor advertising signs from 1200' to 250' to allow for
the replacement of an exIsting sign, 3717 South Memorial Drive.

Presentation:
The applicant, Dean Lewls, 2831 East 32nd Street, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
stated that he Is representing Chris Nlkel!, owner of the property.

Chris Nikel, 3717 South Memorial, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that there
Is an advertising sign on his property which was In place at the
+Ime of purchase. He stated that he Is In the car business and bird
droppings fall on cars parked under the sign, causing damage to the
paint. Mr. Nickel stated that hls annual lease with Donrey Sign
Company has explired and he has negotiated with Mr. Stokiey to lease
the sign and Improve the situation.

Comments and Questlons: _
Mr. Chappelle asked 1f the sign will be enlarged, and Mr. Nickel

replled that there will be no change In the size of the sign.

Mr. Smith Inquired as to how long the sign has been on the subject
<ract, and Mr. Nikel stated that It was constructed 10 years ago.

Mr. Chappelle asked Mr. Nikel 1f he leases the advertising space to
other businesses, and he answered In the affirmative.
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Case No. 15034 (continued)
Mr. Jackere advised that, If the Board Is iIncllined to approve the
appllcation, they should be aware that the varlance would probably
extend beyond the time that nonconforming signs would be required to
be removed. He pointed out that, without the variance, the sign in
question would only be permitted to remain at thls locatlion until
1995, '

Mr. Gardner explalned that two signs are affected In this situation,
as there Is another sign located on the west side of Memorlal,
approximately 250' from Mr. Nikel's property. He explalned that the
removal of the sign In question and the Installation of a new sign
would cause the sign across the street to become the legal sign as
to spacing. Mr. Gardner polinted out that, If the Board Is InclIned
to allow the replacement by Mr. Stokley, with the Intent that the
sign Is to be removed In 1995, thls should be made a condition of
approval . He noted that the approval of the appllcation, as
requested and with no conditlons, would actually cause both signs to
become legal and to remaln past the removal time in 1995,

Bill Stokley, 10111 East 45th Place, Tulsa, Oklahoma, Informed that
the sign on Mr. Nikel's property was Installed prior to the
Instal latlon of the sign across the street, and polnted out that the
three-sided sign would not be allowed to remaln after 1995, He
stated that an approval of this appllication would not extend
permission to retaln the sign after 1995,

Mr. Gardner remarked that the ordinance allows the owner of the
three-sided sign across the street to modify the structure to a
two-slded sign by complying with the Code.

Mr. Stokley stated that the owner of the property Is agreeable to a
condltion which would allow the sign to remaln only until 1995,

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Stokley to state the duration of the lease with
Mr. Nikel, and he replied that It is renewed every flve years.

Mr. Quarles asked Mr. Stokley If he accepts the fact that the sign
across the street from the Nikel property will become the legal sign
(as to spacing) if this appllication Is approved, and he answered In
the affirmative.

Protestants: None.

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 5-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle,
Quarles, Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; none
"absent") to APPROVE a Varlance (Sectlion 1221,7b - Use Condlitions
for Outdoor Advertising Signs = Use Unit 1221) of spacling between
outdoor advertlsing signs from 1200' to 250' to allow for the
replacement of an existing sign; subject to the new sign belng
removed on or before January 1, 1995; finding that the new sign will
replace, and will be the same size as, the exlisting sign; on the
following described property:
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Case No. 15034 (contlinued)

A trilangular tract of land that Is a part of Lot 1, Block 4,
Memor jal Estates Additlon, a subdlvision In Section 24, T-19-N,
R-13-E, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, sald triangular tract of land
belng described as follows, to-wit: Beginning at a polnt on
the northerly I|lne of sald Lot 1, sald point being 210,00!
westerly of the NE/c thereof; thence westerly along the
northerly |ine thereof, for 153.95'; thence southeasterly along
+he southwesterly boundary 11ne thereof for 190.00' to the most
southerly corner thereof; thence northeasterly for 124.13' to
the Polnt of Beginning of sald trlangular tract of land, which
contains 0.2187 acres, more of less, City of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 15038

Action Requested:
Variance - Section 430.1 - Bulk & Area Requirements In Resldentlal
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a variance of front yard setback
from 25' to 2' and a varliance of side yard setback from 5' to 0' to
allow for a carport, located 2163 South Toledo.

Presentation:
The appllcant, Eldon Scott, 2163 South Toledo, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
submitted photographs (Exhlbit C-1), and explalned that he erected a
carport on his wife's property without a building permit. He stated
that construction Is partially complete, and asked the Board fto
allow him to finlsh the project.

Comments and Questions:

Ms. Bradley asked how long the carport has been In place, and the
applicant replled that construction on the carport began In
December. He Informed that there are other carports in the
nelghborhood and when he visited with the owners, they informed him
that they bullt thelr carports without permits.

I+ was noted by Ms. Bradiey that she did not find any other carports
on Toledo, between 2ist Street and 23rd Street, but did find that
there are several carports on Urbana.

Ms. White stated that she also viewed the property, but did not
drive down Urbana. She asked Ms. Bradley if the carports on Urbana
are as spaclous as the one constructed by the appllcant, and she
replled that Mr. Scott's carport Is the largest one In the
nelghborhood.

Mr. Scott polnted out that his carport does not obstruct the view
down the street, and complained that numerous motor homes are
allowed to park In nelghborhood driveways, which do block the view.
He stated that he does not have sufflclent space to construct a
carport that would comply with Code requlrements.
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Case No. 15038 (continued)
Protestants: None.

Board Action:

On MOTION of BRADLEY, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradiey, Chappelle,
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent")
to DENY a Varlance (Section 430.1 - Bulk & Area Requirements In
Residentlal Districts - Use Unit 1206) of front yard setback from
25' to 2' and a variance of side yard setback from 5' to O' to allow
for a carport; finding that there are no carports In the Immediate
area; and finding that the granting of the variance request would be
detrimental to the nelghborhood and would violate the spirlt and
Intent of the Code; on the followlng described property:

Lot 9, Block 4, Mayo Meadows Extended Addition, Clity of Tulsa,
Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 15040

Action Requested:
Varlance - Sectlon 1221.5 - Use Condltions for Buslness Slgns - Use
Unit 1221 - Requests a varlance to allow for a 26'10" by 6'
(156.6 sq ft) existing awning sign, 7307 East Admiral Place.

Presentatlon:
The applicant, Barry Moydell, 1221 West 3rd Street, Tuisa, Ok!lahoma,
submitted photographs (Exhiblt D-1) and explalned that he has
previously appeared before the Board concerning signage for the
subject property. He stated that there are two ‘business In the
bullding, Payless Shoesource and Little Caesar's Pizza, and that
223 sq ft of signage has been installed. Mr. Moydell informed that
the wall Is 75' long, and 225 sq ft of sighage Is allowed for the
building. He pointed out that a 55 sq ft sign has been erected for
the shoe store, and asked 1f the remalnder of the allowed slgnage
Is allotted to the restaurant. He stated that It has not been made
clear to him what portion of the signage Is to be allowed for each
busliness.

Comments and Questlons:
Mr. Jackere asked Mr. Moydell if the total amount of signage for the
whole building is In compllance with the Code, and he answered In
the afflrmative. Mr. Jackere Iinformed that he does not think that
the applicant Is In need of the requested rellef from thls Board.

Mr. Moydell Informed that the Sign and Graphics Board, under the
direction of Ray Greene and Ed Rice, 1s consldering a new category

for electric awnings which wlll allow 6 sq ft of awning for each
foot of lineal store front. He noted that a maximum of 3 sq ft of
copy area will be allowed, and that the existing signs comply with

these proposed requirements.

Mr. Jackere asked the applicant If he has been denied a sign permi+t
for the bullding, and he answered In the affirmative.
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Case No.

15040 (contlnued)

After speaking wlth slign inspector, JiIm Garrlott, Mr. Jackere
Informed that he Is of the opinlon that the Code on wall signs Is
being lInterpreted In a manner that Is not conslistent with the
content of the Code. He Informed that the Code states that 3 sq ft
of wall sign Is allowed for every lineal foot of building wall to
which 1t is attached. He suggested that the owner be notifled when
a tenant makes appllcation for a sign permit to Insure that the
owner |s aware of the proposed slignage for each busliness.

Ms. Bradley asked Mr. Moydel| If he Is representing the owner of the
bullding, and he replied that he is representing the owner of Littie
Caesar's Plzza.

Al Blatz, owner of Llttle Caesar's Plzza, stated that he has a
letter from the owner of the property which glives him permission to
erect the sign.

Mr. Jackere noted that, since there are only two tenants In the
building and both have signs for thelr business, he can see no
problem with thls application. He advised that the Staff person
responsible for taking the inltial appllcation should verlfy that
the person checklng the "square block" on the appllicatlion that Is
t+itled "Agent for Owner™ Is actually the agent for the owner of the
property, and not the agent for the owner of the business.

Protestants: None.

Board Actlon:

On MOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle,
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentlons"; Quarles "absent")
to APPROVE a Variance (Sectlon 1221.5 - Use Condltlons for Buslness
Signs - Use Unit 1221) tfo allow for a 26'10" x 6' (156.6 sq ft)
existing awning sign; finding that the entire building Is occupied
by two tenants and that the subjJect sign is one of two signs that
has been Installed on the bullding; and finding that the total
square footage of the two signs does not exceed that amount
permitted by the Code; on the following described property:

The south 260', west 240', W/2, Lot 2, less the west 50' and

south 60', Section 2, T-19-N, R-13-E, City of Tulsa, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma. -
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Case No. 15041

Actlion Requested:
Varlance - Section 430.1 - Bulk & Area Requirements in Resldentlial
Districts - Use Unit 1206 - Request a variance of setback from the
south property |ine from 25' to 13', located 2403 South Boston.

Presentation:

The appllicant, Don R. Philllps, 1535 East 31st Street, Tulsa,
Oklahoma, who submitted a site plan (Exhibit E-3) and photographs
(Exhibit E=1), explalined that he has been unsuccessful In an attempt
to sell the property In its present condltlon. He stated that the
house does not conform with the area and It has been determined to
do extenslive remodeling by adding 1800 sq ft of floor space, which
will approximately double the size. Mr. Phllips stated that the
house In question faces west and the archltect thought the east slde
was the rear yard, but it was determined by Ms. Hubbard that thls Is
not the case. Mr. Phillps informed that the yard will be landscaped
so as to direct the flow of water away from adjacent properties. An
archltectural rendering (Exhibit E-2) was submitted.

Comments and Questions:
Mr. Gardner polnted out that, regardless of the side yard or rear
yard determlination, the appilcant will be In need of a setback
varlance. Ms. Hubbard advised that an application for a building
permit will be required before going to Stormwater Management.

Protestants:
Ms. Coe, 2421 South Boston, Tulsa, Oklahoma, stated that the lot In
questlion drains across her property and Is concerned that the
proposed construction will compound the water problem.

Ms. White asked Ms. Coe I|f water drainage Is her primary objectlion
to the applicatlon, and noted that Stormwater Management approval
will be required. Ms. Coe replied that water run-off Is her primary
ob jection.

Ms. Bradley volced a concern that the protestant might not be
Involved In the Stormwater Revlew and her problem miIght not be
addressed.

Mr. Philips assured the Board that he will correct the water probiem
that now exlsts for Ms. Coe.

Board Action:

On MOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle,
Smith, Whlte "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent")
+o APPROVE a Varlance (Section 430.1 - Bulk & Area Requirements In
Residential Districts - Use Unit 1206) of setback from the south
property line from 25' to 13'; per plot plan submitted; subject to
Stormwater Management approval; and subject to speclal conslderation
being given to correct water run-off across the property to the
south; finding a hardship imposed on the applicant by the placement
of the house on the lot; on the following described property:

Lot 6, Block 10, Rlverside Drive |1l Additlon, City of Tulsa,
Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 1.19.89:531(12)



Case No. 15042

Actlon Requested:
Special Exception -~ Section 420 - Accessory Use Conditlons - Use
Unlt 1206 - Request a speclal exception to allow for a home
occupation for a newsletter business in an RS-1 zoned dIstrict,
located 11149 South Hudson Avenue.

Presentation:
The applicant, Jean Arehart, was not present.

Protestants: None.

Board Actlon:
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle,
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentions"; Quarles "absent")
+to0 CONTINUE Case No. 15042, o allow Staff sufficlent time to
contact the applicant.

Case No. 15043

Actlon Requested:
Varlance - Sectlon 280 - Structure Setback From Abutting Street -
Use Unit 1221 - Request a varlance of setback from the centerl|ine of
33rd Street from 50' to 30' to replace an existing sign.

Varlance - Section 1221.3b - General Use Conditlons For Busliness
Signs = Use Unit 1221 - Request a variance to allow a flashing sign
to locate within 200' of an R Dlstrict, located at 3304 West 42nd
Street.

Presentatlon:

The appllicant, David Grooms, 901 North Mingo, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
stated that the Quik Trip Corporation Is replacing an old sign at
one of thelr buslness locations, at the above stated address. He
submitted a site plan (Exhlbit+ F-1) and explalned that the new sign
wlll have a dligltal price display. Mr. Grooms informed that the old
sign contalned 84 sq ft of display area, while the new one will have
only 50 sq ft.

Comments and Questlons:

There was Board discusslon as to the simllarlty of this sign and
those that have previously been approved, and Mr. Grooms Informed
that +thls sign 1s +the same as those approved In previous
appl ications.

Protestants: None.

Board Actlion:
On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle,
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentlons"; Quarles "absent")
t+o APPROVE a Varlance (Section 280 - Structure Setback From Abutting
Street = Use Unlt 1221) of setback from the centerline of 33rd
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Case No. 15043 (continued)

Street from 50' to 30' to replace an exlsting sign; and to APPROVE a
Yarlance (Section 1221.3(b) - General Use Conditlons For Business Slgns
- Use Unit 1221) to allow a flashing sign to locate within 200' of an R
District; per plan submitted; subject to one full second or longer
between price changes (osclllation of the price change mechanlsm);
finding that the sign Is unlque and Is similar In operation to a time
and temperature sign; and findIng that the granting of the requests will
not be detrimental to the area; on the fol lowing described property:

The east 134.40!' of Lots 1, 2, 3 and 4, and the east 134.40' of
the north 4.0' of Lot 5, Block 24, Yargee Additlion, City of
Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 15044

Actlon Requested:
Special Exceptlon - Section 410 - Principal Uses Permitted in
Resldential Districts - Use Unit 1209 ~ Request a speclal exception
to allow for a moblie home in an RS-3 zoned dlstrict.

Varlance = Sectlion 440.6a - Special Exceptlon Requlrements - Use
Unit 1209 - Request a variance of the time regulation of moblle home
from one year to flve years, 3909 West Admiral Boulevard, Tulsa,
Ok | ahoma.

Presentatlon:

The applicant, Herman Edge, 104 South 41st West Avenue, Tulsa,
Ok lahoma, was represented by hls father, who submitted a plot plan
(Exhibit G-1) and stated that the moblle home In question was moved
to the present location In September of 1988. He explalned that the
moblle that was previously located on the property burned and that
there was a misunderstanding when the present moblle was moved In.
He polnted out that hls daughter-in-law was told that the unit would
be allowed since there had previously been a moblle home on the
slte, but later found out that Board approval would be requlired.
Mr. Edge stated that he has |lived across the street from the subject
tract since 1972 and there has been a moblle home on the property
since that time, except for the past two years since the fire.

Comments and Questlons:
Ms. Bradley asked Mr. Edge If he owns the property In questlon, and
he replled that he Is leasing the tract and the lessor Is In the
audlence.

Ms. White asked the applicant If the moblle home Is served by City
utllities, and Mr. Edge answered In the affirmative.
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Case No. 15044 (continued)
Board Action:

On MOTION of WHITE, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradiey, Chappelle,
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentlions"; Quarles "absent™)
to APPROVE a Speclal Exceptlon (Section 410 = Princlpal Uses
Permitted In Residential Districts - Use Unlt 1209) to allow for a
moblle home In an RS-3 zoned district; and to APPROVE a Varlance
(Section 440.6(a) - Speclal Exception Requirements = Use Unit 1209) of
the time regulation of moblle home from one year to flve years; per
plot plan submitted; finding that a moblle home has been located on
the subject tract for several years and has proved to be compatible
with the area; on the following described property:

Beglinning 155.5' east of the SW/c, SW/4, SW/4, NE/4, thence
east 210', north 404.5' to RY, thence southwesterly 225!, south
310" to the Point of Beglnning, Sectlon 4, T=19-N, R-12-E, Clty
of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

Case No. 15046

Actlon Requested:
Varlance - Section 930 - Bulk & Area Requirements In Industrial
Districts - Use Unit 1226 -~ Request a varlance of setback from the
centerline of W. 4|st Street from 100' to 60' and a varlance of
setback from the centerllne of South Elwood Avenue from 100! +o 63!,
located SW/c West 41st Street and South Elwood Avenue.

Presentation:

The applicant, Roy Johnsen, 324 Maln Mall, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
submitted a site plan (Exhiblt H-1) and stated that he s
representing Kentube, a manufacturing concern operating at the above
stated locatlion. He explalned that two bulldings contain the
manufacturing operation, wlth one bullding belng 60' from the
centerline of 41st Street and the other 63! from the centerline of
Elwood. Mr. Johnsen stated that the business Is planning an
expansion projJect which will tle the two exlisting bulldings
together, with no part of the addition extending closer to the
street than the present structures. Photographs (Exhiblt H=2) were
submlitted.

Protestants: None.

Comments and Questlons:
Mr. Smith stated that the street setbacks requested are consistent
with those aiready on the property, and that he Is supportive of the
~appl icatlon.
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Case No. 15046 (continued)
Board Action:

On MOTION of SMITH, the Board voted 4-0-0 (Bradley, Chappelle,
Smith, White "aye"; no "nays"; no "abstentlons"; Quarles "absent")
to APPROVE a Varlance (Sectlon 930 - Bulk & Area Requirements in
Industrial Districts = Use Unit 1226) of setback from the centerline
of West 4lst Street from 100" to 60' and a varlance of setback from
the centerline of South Elwood Avenue from 100! +o 63'; per slte
plan submlitted; finding that the addition will actually tie two
existing bulldings together and no portion of It will protrude
further Into the required street setback +than the exlsting
structures; on the followling described property:

The north 782.58' of the east 599.99' of the NE/4, Sectlon 26,
T-19-N, R-12-E, City of Tulsa, Tulsa County, Oklahoma.

OTHER BUSINESS

Review and Conslderation of Surplus Public Schools Study Presented by INCOG
Staff:

Mr. Gardner Informed +that +the Tulsa Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission, as part of thelr work program for FY 88-89, requlred that
INCOG make a study as to approprliate uses for surplus school properties.
It was noted that the report sets forth some general guldelines and has
been presented to TMAPC, but it Is not an officlal policy for the City.
Mr. Gardner informed that the Information In the report should prove to
be valuable to this Board, TMAPC and Clty Commission In making land use
declslons dealing with the surplus school properties.

In response to Ms. Bradiey's fInquiry, Mr. Gardner stated that TMAPC did
not choose, at thls time, to make the study formal pollcy for the City as
part of the Comprehensive Plan.

Carol Dickey, INCOG, stated that the report merely |ists possible uses
for the surplus schools and does not change city plans or ordlnances.
She polnted out that the study Is a clty wlde system and the conditlon of

school bulldings, as well as +the surrounding neighborhoods, were
consldered. Ms. Dickey stated that the study focuses on the 26 surplus
schools that are stlll owned by the Tulsa County Independent School

District No. 1, and the types of suggested uses for these structures were
categorized Into three types. She noted that low Intensity uses were
proposed for schools +that are completely surrounded by reslidential
nelghborhoods, medium Intensity uses for schools located on the fringe of
neighborhoods or In +transitional areas and mixed Intensity uses for
schools that are Isolated or In an area with mixed land uses. Ms. Dickey
pointed out that day care use for surplus schools has been successful In
Tulsa, -and the report |1sts some uses that might be considered for each
of the areas. She Informed that the study has been reviewed by Tulsa
school officlals and they are suppprflve of the lIdeas suggested.
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Surplus School Study (continued)
Ms. Bradley stated that she Is concerned with the suggestion that offlce
use be permitted In low Intensity neighborhoods.

Mr. Gardner pointed out that the Zoning Code does not permit private
general office use In a residentlally zoned area.

Mr. Jackere remarked that the study, at thls point, has not been adopted
by TMAPC as part of the Comprehensive Plan, but merely I|lIsts uses that
could be conslidered for the surplus schools.

Ms. Dickey stated that the study Is not officlial planning policy and Is
not binding, but Is merely a Iist of Ideas for surplus school uses.

There belng no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 3:35 p.m.

Date Approved -z -Ff
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