
 

  
STILLWATER BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT  
Special MEETING OF OCTOBER 16, 2014 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE OKLAHOMA OPEN MEETING  
LAW, THE AGENDA WAS POSTED October 14, 2014 
IN THE MUNICIPAL BUILDING AT 723 SOUTH LEWIS STREET 
 
 

Members Present:  Staff Present:  
Ron Walker 
Trey Lester 
Terri Ventress 
Robert Williams 
 
Members Absent: 
Joe Merrifield 
 

Dennis McGrath, Assistant City Attorney 
    Tom Coots, Planning Assistant 

Melissa Higgins, Admin. Assistant 
 
 
Guests: 
Valerie Delaloye 
Sandra Hall 
Bryan Hall 
Richard Owens 
Michael Martin 
James Potts 
Joe Haney 
 
 

1.  CALL MEETING TO ORDER. 
 
Mr. Dennis McGrath, Assistant City Attorney calls the meeting to order at 5:30 PM and explains 
the board and the proceedings for the evening.  
 
Mr. McGrath asks for those that wish to speak to identify themselves so that they can be sworn 
in.  Those individuals sworn in were:  
 
 Ms. Sandra Hall Mr. Bryan Hall  Mr. Michael Martin Ms. Valerie Delaloye  
 Mr. Richard Owens 
 
2.  BUSINESS ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION AND CONSIDER POSSIBLE ACTION ON: 
 

a. Valerie Delaloye, VARIANCE (PZ.14.1873), requesting review and granting of a 
variance to Sec. 23.137(D)(2) subsections B, C and E regarding rear setback on 
property addressed as 1225 E. Virginia Avenue, in the RSS (Residential Small Lot 
Single Family) district.  Evans   

 
Patty Evans, Planner II presents staff’s report and findings. Patty asks for questions.  
 
Chair Walker asks for confirmation that the property behind this one only has seven (7) feet to 
the rear lot line; Patty responds that there is seven to ten feet.  Chair Walker asks if this was a 
legal non-conforming; Patty responds that she didn’t research when this house was built so she 
cannot confirm whether or not it is a legal non-conforming or if it was built before regulations 
were in place.  
 



Stillwater Board of Adjustment Minutes                             Page 2 of 11 
Special Meeting of October 16, 2014  
 

Discussion is held regarding estimates on the distance from the rear property line for the house 
south of this lot.  
 
Chair Walker asks if there is any one that wishes to speak in favor of this item.  
 
Valerie Delaloye, comes to the speak on the following: 

• Here to speak in favor of the proposal. 
• Patty spoke very well regarding the property and that all four criteria are met 
• Wants to point out that several of the houses are all built to the rear setbacks 
• Many houses are built right up to the property lines as well 
• There is a conflict of interest here in that neighbors have been sending letters to me 

trying to buy my property so if they are here to speak against the proposal, believe it is a 
conflict of interest 

• Need room to move around so that is why this request is being made 
• If the request is not granted, then the structure would not be livable 
• Believe that the neighbors have different motives for being here 

 
Vice-Chair Williams asks if she has a design for the house; Ms. Delaloye responds that she has 
been working on that but each time it comes down to the setbacks issues so until she knows the 
setbacks for sure, she isn’t able to complete a design.  
 
Ms. Delaloye states that she is wanting to do something that is nice for the neighborhood; has 
property in Tulsa that is well maintained; believes that her property will look better than most of 
anything else in the neighborhood; and isn’t in agreement with the neighbors who say her project 
will be sub-standard as she is building to above code requirements. 
 
Discussion is held about this being her residence; moving here from Tulsa because she has a 
2nd floor condo and it is difficult for her mobility challenges; potential to have other family 
members or her children in the future live there to be able to attend college; discuss possibly 
change the setbacks on the west side of the property by increasing it to 15 and having the 5 on 
the east side; was aware of the setbacks when purchased the lot; talked with several contractors 
regarding the potential to build on this lot; and not building too large of a house but want to be 
able to move around. 
 
Chair Walker asks if there is any one else that wishes to speak in favor of this variance; none 
respond.  Chair Walker asks if there is any one that wishes to speak in opposition of this 
variance.  
 
Sandra Hall, owns property at 1221 E. Virginia and speaks on the following: 

• Did write her a letter and offer to purchase the property and wishes she would show the 
letter to the Board 

• Offered to buy it from her for what she purchased it for 
• Offered for her son to mow it as the weeds are four feet tall 
• The property has not been kept up since she purchased it 
• Was not aware that she didn’t own the lot when she purchased 1221 
• Didn’t realize she didn’t own 1225 until a For Sale sign went up 
• Investigated the 1225 lot and determine it wasn’t in their interest to purchase it at that 

time 
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• Decided that since its not being kept and after offering to mow it for her as well as offering 
her what she paid for it because there isn’t a lot that can be done on that lot 

• There is not a privacy fence 
• The neighborhood is a nice neighborhood and people are trying to clean it up further 
• Would have to build a two story house that won’t fit the style of houses in this area 
• If she is concerned with mobility, then a two story house doesn’t fit her needs 
• Virginia is a very busy street so getting on and off the street for these houses is a difficult 

to do 
 
Chair Walker asks if there are any questions.  
 
Mr. Lester asks what her plans were for the lot if she purchased it; Ms. Hall responds that the 
that they would build a two car garage. 
 
Chair Walker asks if there is any one else that wishes to speak in opposition.  
 
Mr. Richard Owens, 102 S. Arrington comes to speak on the following: 

• Lived there for over 40 years 
• Can’t see a two story home being built on this lot 
• Area is so small so doesn’t see how they could get access to Virginia 
• Traffic goes up and down that road all day long 
• It would be an eye sore for that area as there is no other two story homes in the area 

 
Chair Walker asks if there is any one else that wishes to speak in opposition of this variance; 
none respond.  Chair Walker asks for staff’s findings.  
 
Patty responds that staff has found that the applicant has met the four criteria.  Patty asks if there 
are any questions.  
 
Chair Walker asks for the aerial again and confirmed that they have heard from the property 
owner to the west and east but what about south; Patty responds that staff has not received 
anything from this property owner.  
 
Discussion is held about the letter that was presented to the Board being from Ms. Hall’s 
architect not the owner directly south of this lot. 
 
Discussion is held about possibilities of various layouts to make sure that this is the minimum 
relief required; if a ten (10) foot variance isn’t granted then the east portion the house will only be 
ten feet wide; background information in the report reflects 85 feet when it should have been 58 
feet for lot frontage; still unsure of how much footage for the house because of the design and 
size of the lot; if not granted, it would be a 480 square foot house and even the two story would 
not be too big.  
 
Chair Walker closes the public hearing and asks for Board discussion.  
 
Vice-Chair Williams comments that it seems a bit contradictory as she knew how much property 
was available when she purchased the lot but does want to try to get something built; and a two-
story house is out of character for this area. 
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The Board discusses that a two-story house would also increase the side yard setbacks by three 
feet which would make for an even smaller house; the applicant wanting to keep a small 
backyard but a five foot back yard isn’t much of a yard; and peculiar piece of property as noted 
but known that was the way when the lot was purchased.  
 
Chair Walker stated that there are four criteria that need to be met; the fourth one for the 
minimum relief necessary is difficult to quantify without seeing a plan to accomplish that; don’t 
know that even with the requested relief on setbacks that a rectangular lot with a rectangular 
house would fit on that lot; the house just may have to be designed to the setbacks; financial 
hardship is not a consideration that the Board can grant a variance on because if it cost more to 
build a house on that lot than that is just what it is.  
 
Mrs. Ventress states that there is almost 1,300 square feet that can be built upon; would like to 
see a plan; and not comfortable granting the request without seeing a plan.  
 
Chair Walker comments that there are utilities in that easement and those cannot be encroached 
upon; and on a setback the overhang and in some cases, a covered porch, can be there. 
 
Vice-Chair Williams states that he also is having difficulty considering this request without a plan 
for the house.   
 
Chair Walker stated that maybe this item should be tabled until the applicant has time to bring 
back to the Board a plan for consideration.  
 
Mrs. Ventress moved, Mr. Lester seconded to table so as to wait for a plan showing what 
the applicant wishes to build for a period of six (6) months. 
 

Roll Call: Lester Walker Merrifield Ventress Williams 
 Yes Yes Absent Yes Yes 

Time: 40 Minutes 
 

b. Michael Martin, VARIANCE (PZ.14.1874), requesting review and granting of a 
variance to Sec. 23-198(f) for sign setback requirements on property addressed as 
502 S. Duck Street, in the CS (Commercial Shopping) District.  Coots 

 
Tom Coots, Planner I presents staff’s report and findings. Chair Walker asks if there are any 
questions for staff.  
 
Mrs. Ventress asks if staff look at the line-of-sight requirement for that corner; Tom responds that 
Duck Street and 5th Avenue have enough right-of-way that there is a good line-of-sight even with 
the zero foot setback.  
 
Vice-Chair Williams asks why this hasn’t been rezoned and what is the long term plan for Duck 
Street; Tom responds that this was discussed with the applicant as an option, however, the issue 
is that the applicant wants the Commercial Shopping district to stay which allows for retail use as 
opposed to just Office as Office doesn’t allow retail use. 
 
Chair Walker asks what the sign situation is directly north of this site; Tom responds that for the 
next block there really aren’t any signs the RCB bank is another block up.  
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Vice-Chair Williams comments about the C-Star sign being set back to the proper setback. 
 
Discussion is held that this property is not within the Business Improvement District but it is in the 
Corridor Redevelopment Plan area. 
 
Chair Walker asks if there is any one that wishes to speak in favor of this variance.  
 
Mr. Michael Martin comes to speak on the following: 

• The reason for the request is because the other properties in this area are zoned 
Office 

• The hardship and uniqueness is that this area is want to create a consistent look, 
wanted to place this sign in alignment with others 

• Wanting to create a uniform look along Duck Street 
• Property line is approximately 24 inches behind the sidewalk 
• This proposed sign will align with the Ocean Dental sign just south of our property 
• Didn’t want to go through a whole rezoning to get a sign in place to create a 

consistent look 
• Here to answer any questions 

 
Mrs. Ventress asks for Mr. Martin to describe the hardship.  Mr. Martin responds that the 
hardship is that this is a historical building wherein the sign would be much better to lined up 
along with others on Duck; believes it would create an un-uniformed look along one of our main 
streets; it is in the Corridor Redevelopment area; and also in an area where if the new guidelines 
are adopted, the sign would comply with those. 
 
Chair Walker asks if there is any one else that wishes to speak in favor of this variance. 
 
Mr. Joe Haney, 1115 W. Richmond Road, comes to the podium and is sworn in.  
 
Mr. Haney comes to speak on the following: 

• Have known the Martin family for over 40 years 
• Believe they are doing a great job on the Berry property 
• One of the few properties that he considers to be historic and significant 
• Believes that it is on the Historic Register 
• They are aligning their monument sign with the Ocean Dental sign and away from 

the sight triangle; it is a very good and quality sign and will improve the Duck 
Street area 

• Will make it consistent in the area 
• Believes that what they are asking to do should be given serious consideration by 

the Board 
 
Chair Walker asks if there is any one else that wishes to speak in favor of this variance; none 
respond. Chair Walker asks if there is any one that wishes to speak in opposition of this 
variance; none respond.  Chair Walker asks for staff to continue.  
 
Tom returns to the podium and explains the recommendation. Tom also comments that if the 
Form Based Code is adopted, then the sign would not met the size requirements.  
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Chair Walker asks for Board discussion.  
 
Mr. Lester states that the Board is limited on what they can consider for now, not what could be.  
Vice-Chair Williams states that he is having difficulty arriving at a hardship.  
 
Vice-Chair Williams states that the hardship is that it could have been rezoned but they would 
lose the opportunity to have retail in the building; so the hardship is more along the lines of 
having to go through the steps to rezone than it is about the visual site line because it can 
happen if it was rezoned but much more expense and trouble as well as changing the zoning to 
where the retail could not be in the building; and basically, there would a lot more to have to be 
done if it were rezoned.  Vice-Chair Williams states that he doesn’t like to take money into 
account in these cases, however, it could be done another way but more hoops.  Chair Walker 
states that the Board cannot just assume that the rezoning would be approved anyway.  
 
Chair Walker states that peculiarity is more that this property is on the Historic Register and the 
sign is more in line and appropriate for the street because of the character of the building; 
believes that the sign ordinance is intended to keep it closer to the building to keep it out of the 
sight line and uniformity but this isn’t affecting that; and believes that the public is better served 
by granting this variance.  
 
Chair Walker states that in addressing the first criteria, the specific hardship is the visual 
appearance of the building with the sign closer versus further away and then the fourth criteria, 
the minimum relief necessary to alleviate the unnecessary hardship is again, the hardship being 
the visual impact of the sign as it is a very unique property.  
 
Mrs. Ventress states that it is a very beautiful property but is concerned about the size of the 
sign; did drive by the sight and it is looking gorgeous; and wants to know that the line-of-sight 
won’t be impacted. 
 
Chair Walker states that he can’t make a judgment as to whether that size will look best but staff 
has given assurance that the sight line is not an issue.  
 
Tom returns to further verify that the sight triangle isn’t impacted.  Tom explains how the sight 
triangle is calculated based upon engineering figures, not something just set in code; and staff 
will review this sight triangle before the permit is issued.  
 
Mrs. Ventress asks about the where the sign code is headed with the Form Based Code; Tom 
explains that it is all still being considered but the intent is that it is more of an urban feel and this 
type of sign would be smaller and closer to the road as the purpose would be to slow traffic 
down.  
 
Mr. Dennis McGrath, Assistant City Attorney reminds the Board on how the meeting of the 
criteria should be addressed and what can or cannot be considered.  
 
Board discusses that the hardship is not financial but that it is a historical building and believe it 
would detract from the building.  
 
Chair Walker moved to grant the variance  based upon criteria 1 due of the detrimental 
esthetics to the building if the sign is placed closer, approve criteria 2 and 3 based upon 
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staff’s recommendation, and criteria 4, the minimum relief necessary hardship being the 
same as criteria 1.  
 
Motion fails for lack of a second.  
 
Vice-Chair Williams asks if the variance is granted, is it just for this sign or any sign in the future; 
Mr. McGrath responds that no, if this variance is granted then it is just for this application.  
 
Mr. Lester states that he has difficultly with verifying that this is the minimum relief necessary to 
alleviate the hardship.  
 
Vice-Chair Williams asks if Mr. Lester is in agreement with Chair Walker on criteria 1; Mr. Lester 
responds that he agrees that the esthetics should definitely be taken into consideration.  Vice-
Chair Williams continues in that the request is the minimum relief necessary to get it off the 
building and to eliminate the hardship.  
 
Mr. Lester believes that the rezoning would be a more legal method to get this request done. 
 
Board discusses further the option for rezoning and asks the applicant to return for further 
questions.  
 
Mr. Lester asks the applicant to go over their reason why rezoning would not be a viable option.  
Mr. Martin responds the sign was applied for and can be placed closer to the building, however, 
the purpose of the variance was to align the sign for esthetic reasons as discussed.  Mr. Martin 
continues stating that if the property were rezoned, then it would be to a lower zoning 
classification to get the same thing that is being requested now; and so basically, in the 
Commercial Shopping district the reason there is a ten (10) foot setback that is there as usually  
there isn’t much green space between the property and the roadway and Duck is unique in that it 
has a wider right-of-way than other areas so by putting that sign on the property line, it lines it up 
with the other properties and there is still plenty of greenspace between the sign and the road.  
Mr. Martin reiterates that they could go through the long process of rezoning to a lower 
classification to get done what could be done here tonight.  
 
Mr. Lester responds that he agrees and would rather have the sign there, however, it is in the 
Board’s power to determine if its legally the minimum necessary to meet the hardship and 
doesn’t believe that it is.  Mr. Martin responds that the reason he filed the variance request was 
because he understood that one of the purposes of the Board of Adjustment is to alleviate 
situations like this where there is an area that the signage is all one way, have historical property 
where you don’t want to put a sign right up against the building so in discussion with staff, the 
only way to do this without having to rezone was to apply for a variance and ask the Board to 
consider those things that everyone has touched one which makes this a unique situation and it 
makes common sense as it could be done another way but it makes common sense to do it this 
way so the signs line up and as far as the size of the sign is scaled to fit the building.  Mr. Martin 
states that the easiest thing to would to have already had the sign built up against the building 
but it was more important, for esthetic reasons, to come before the Board and asks for the 
variance so that they could line up with the other signs on Duck Street and keep a historical 
property in town with the sign as far away from the building as possible and believes it is in the 
best interest of the community as this area will change over time and this will remain consistent 
with the surrounding properties.  
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Mr. Lester states that if Mr. Martin needs to convince him that this a smaller undertaking than to 
rezone it.  Mr. Martin states that there is still the same notification as with a rezoning, property 
owner letters are mailed to anyone within 300 feet in both instances, already zoned Commercial 
Shopping and there are number of things that you can do on that location such as retail but it is a 
lengthier process to rezone to a lesser classification of Office and it is possible to do, but his 
response to that is that one of the reasons he decided to come to the Board of Adjustment 
instead of rezoning because it would be a by-right in the Office zoning classification but it would 
be lowering the zoning classification in order to simply align the sign with the others on the street.  
 
Mr. Lester asks for Mr. Martin to explain to him why he thinks it is a lower classification.  Mr. 
Martin responds that Office has a more limited list of opportunities and the property is being used 
for office currently but isn’t for sure how long he will be staying there.  Mr. Martin states that 
before he occupied the building, there were several retail interest in the building and has been 
working on getting some parking improvements underway so believes that it will be a great 
commercial and retail location in the future but if you wanted to do a gift shop or flower shop 
here, you can’t if it were zoned office.  
 
Mr. McGrath asked Mr. Martin to confirm that for criteria 1, he is responding that the appearance 
and look would be impacted along Duck Street and by moving the sign closer to the building, you 
will be taking away from the historical esthetics the house has and the hardship is that it is a 
unique piece of property and by placing the sign closer, it would detract from it.  
 
Mr. McGrath asks Mr. Martin to confirm that for criteria 4, the minimum relief necessary is the ten 
(10) foot setback but would five (5) feet suffice or does Mr. Martin believe that to meet the 
requirement for criteria 1, they would need the whole ten (10) feet; Mr. Martin responds that if 
you truly believe #1 to be the hardship then the minimum relief would be to put it on the property 
line and that aligns it with the other signs and it also takes it further away from the building. 
 
Chair Walker states that 1 and 4 are for the same reason and it is harder to see the minimum 
which isn’t always the easiest or hardest regarding the zoning but regarding this particular 
request, as it is zoned, it is the minimum relief.  
 
Vice-Chair Williams states that they have to consider it as it is currently zoned, this is the 
minimum relief necessary as the Board cannot think about what it could be zoned but how it is 
zoned today and what is being requested. 
 
Vice-Chair Williams moved to grant the variance based upon staff’s recommendations for 
items 2 and 3, item 1 the un-necessary hardship being the detrimental esthetics to the 
area along Duck Street by making them move the sign back and item 4 being the 
minimum relief necessary as it sits today would be to grant the zero setback as long as it 
is used as the proposed signage under this application today, Mrs. Ventress seconds. 
 

Roll Call: Lester Walker Merrifield Ventress Williams 
 Yes Yes Absent Yes Yes 

Time: 45 Minutes 
 

c. Brenda Ann Field, VARIANCE (PZ.14.1875), requesting review and granting of a 
variance to minimum front yard, side yard and rear yard setback requirements per 
Section 23.141(d)(2) and Section 23.141(e) on property addressed as 615 W. 
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University Avenue, in the RMU (Residential Multi-Family Urban) district.  Coots  
James E. Potts, Architect  Coots 

 
Tom Coots, Planner I presents staff’s report and recommendation.  
 
Chair Walker asks if there are any questions for staff; none respond.  Chair Walker asks if there 
is any one that wishes to speak in favor of this variance.  
 
Mr. Joe Haney, 1115 W. Richmond Road, comes to speak on the following:  

• Manages the apartment property for Mrs. Sam Bates 
• The Bates family built it back in the late 60s or early 70s 
• Mrs. Bates supports Mr. Field’s request for his building to go up to the property 

line and wanted it expressed 
• Doesn’t believe it will be a detriment to her property 
• Only thing she asked Mr. Field to do was to put a new fence along the property 
• Otherwise, she has no concern about the request 

 
Vice-Chair Williams asks if there were any issues with the maintenance easement; Mr. Haney 
responds they are working on a maintenance easement document that hasn’t been completed 
yet.  
 
Chair Walker asks if there are any more questions; none respond.  Chair Walker asks if there is 
any one else that wishes to speak in favor of this variance.  
 
Mr. James E. Potts is sworn in by Mr. McGrath.  
 
Mr. Potts speaks on the following: 

• Working with the Fields as their Architect and representative for the variance 
request 

• Was originally contacted by a contractor who said he just needed a few drawings 
• However, when checking the zoning and such is when the issues were discovered 
• Have discussed several ideas with staff 
• Trying to combine the two structures so that it becomes legally conforming  
• Started doing research on how to meet the four (4) criteria 
• Lot isn’t that big and the setbacks would be an issue for a new building 
• After applying setbacks, would only have 25% of the lot that could be constructed 

upon 
• To tie the clinic to the residential structure would be approximately 43% coverage 
• The RMU district applies a hardship on the smaller than required lot for the 

setbacks  
• Being on the corner lot, there is nowhere else for them to go 

 
Vice-Chair Williams asks why they wanted to build; Mr. Potts responds they wish to expand to 
allow for more room for the employees and processing their paperwork.  Mr. Potts stated that 
they decided to expand and include that structure and about 8 more feet to the west, the current 
restroom is not ADA compatible which they wish to make compliant, wants to add open space to 
the physical therapy room for room and equipment, add a break room, create ADA accessibility 
to the structure in the back, bring the buildings into a more modern look and fire separation for 
the 2nd floor apartment in the residential structure.  
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Chair Walker asks if there any questions; none respond.  Chair Walker asks if there is any one 
that wishes to speak in opposition to this variance; none respond. Chair Walker asks for staff’s 
recommendation.  
 
Tom returns to the podium and reviews the recommendations.  Tom asks if there are any 
questions for him.  
 
Mr. Lester asks for review of what setbacks are in that area again; Tom responds that on the 
front along University, it would normally be 20 feet; along the alley would be 10 feet and for a 
mixed use along the south side would be 25 feet for the one story but 28 feet for the two story; 
then on the west side it is 25 feet for the mixed use for one story and again, 28 feet for the two 
story; and the request is for north side to about 15.5 feet on the front, no relief is being asked for 
on the outside, the south side is being asked to be able to stay at eight (8) feet and the west side 
is to zero feet.  
 
Vice-Chair Williams asks if the zero feet is for the whole west wide; Tom responds that the 
request would be for what is shown on the site plan and it would be verified at the review of the 
permit stage.  
 
Vice-Chair Williams asks if the front yard setback from 20 feet to 15.5 feet is only for the existing 
building not for a future building; Tom responds that they can make that a condition of the 
variance whereas if they have to rebuild, they would have to meet the setback requirements 
without the variance.  
 
Chair Walker reminds the Board that they must determine if they meet 1 and 4.    
 
Mrs. Ventress comments about there being some ADA compliance issues and has been in the 
building, both front and back, and will let you know that if you are in a wheelchair or have issues, 
you are not getting in that building; between the ADA issue and the fireproofing, these are the 
hardship issues.  
 
Mr. Lester comments that it definitely seems hard for them to continue to do business in this 
space. 
 
Mr. McGrath advises the Board that staff is not required to find the hardship, however, as long as 
the Board can be comfortable in their findings and motion, then all is well.  
 
Chair Walker closes the public hearing and ask the Board for discussion.  
 
Mr. Lester states that he believes most of the Board is in agreement that there is a hardship now 
but asks for input regarding the minimum relief necessary.  
 
Vice-Chair Williams believes that it can be the minimum relief necessary as both buildings are 
there and are legal non-conforming; and biggest thing is for granting the front building setbacks 
as wants to make sure that it is for the building that is there now, not for a future building. 
 
Discussion is held about the front setbacks meeting the proposed site plan; allowing the 15.5 feet 
setback for the existing building; if this building is destroyed, the setbacks reverts back to the 20 
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foot setback; the applicant trying to do what’s best for the site; and proposed maintenance 
easement for the zero setback side. 
 
Vice-Chair Williams moved to grant the variance and accept staff’s recommendations for 
items 2 and 3, for item 1 is that by enforcing the current code would be a unnecessary 
hardship to allow the business to continue to grow to meet ADA and other commercial 
needs and item 4 being the minimum relief necessary being the proposed site plan, as 
presented, and allow the first variance of 4.5 feet to the existing building on the north 
property line for only the existing building but not for a future building and to allow the 
variance to the building on the west side to be zero feet as is proposed on the site plan, as 
presented, as well as the setback increase from the existing two story building to be 
setback to the six (6) feet from the property line as is legally non-conforming 
encroachment is today along with the requirement of a maintenance easement between 
the applicant and the adjoining property to the west of this said property to be executed 
prior to the issuance of building permit unless the building is setback a minimum of three 
(3) feet from the west property line to allow for maintenance, Mrs. Ventress seconded. 
 

Roll Call: Lester Walker Merrifield Ventress Williams 
 Yes Yes Absent Yes Yes 

Time: 33 Minutes 
 
3.  MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS FROM STAFF FOR DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE 

ACTION: 
 

a. Next regular meeting is scheduled for November 6, 2014. 
 
4.  ADJOURNMENT 

 
This regular meeting of the Board of Adjustment adjourned with all members in attendance in 
agreement at approximately 7:29 p.m.   

 
Prepared by – Cindy Gibson, Administrative Coordinator 

 
 
 
Approved by: __________________________________ 
Stillwater Board of Adjustment 


	Special MEETING OF OCTOBER 16, 2014

