
REVISED 9/15/2022 

Case Number: BOA-23440 

Hearing Date: 09/27/2022 1:00 PM 

Case Report Prepared by: 

Austin Chapman 

Owner and Applicant Information: 

Applicant: Joel and Cassia  Carr   

Property Owner: J Builds LLC 

Action Requested: Appeal of the decision by the Tulsa Preservation Commission to deny 
Historic Preservation Permit Application HP-0380-2022 (Sec. 70.070-L) 

Location Map: Additional Information: 

Present Use: Residential     

Tract Size: 0.18 acres 

Location: 308 W. King St. N. 

Present Zoning: RS-4 w/ HP 
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REVISED 9/15/2022 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
CASE REPORT 

STR: 0235  Case Number: BOA-23440 
CD: 1

HEARING DATE: 09/27/2022 1:00 PM 

APPLICANT: Joel and Cassia  Carr 

ACTION REQUESTED: Appeal of the decision by the Tulsa Preservation Commission to deny a portion of 
Historic Preservation Permit Application HP-0380-2022 (Sec. 70.070-L) 

LOCATION: 308 W. King St. N. 

PRESENT USE: Residential  

ZONED: RS-4 w/ HP Overlay

TRACT SIZE: 7644.81 SQ FT 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LT 1 & N10 LT 2 BLK 6, BURGESS HILL ADDN CITY OF TULSA, TULSA COUNTY, 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

STAFF ANALYSIS:   
The appellant is appealing the decision made by the Commission on August 23rd to deny the replacement 
of windows at the subject property.  HP-0380-2022 included 15 separate items for the commission to 
review, of those items the Commission approved the remaining 14 items. The replacement of windows 
was denied by the Commission by a vote of six members voting to deny, no members voting to approve 
and five members not present.   

Exhibits included in your packet:  

 Explanation of appeal provided by appellant titled “Grounds for Appeal” .
 Case Minutes of HP-0380-2022, heard on August 23, 2022, titled “Minutes”.
 Staff report for HP-0380-2022 titles “Staff Report”.

Per Sec. 70.140- G of the Code the Board must grant the presumption of correctness to the decision of the 
Historic Preservation Commission and per Sec. 70.140-H of the code the Board may only reverse of modify 
the decision if it find that the Historic Preservation Commission erred in their decision.  
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REVISED 9/15/2022 

SAMPLE MOTION: Move to _________ (affirm/reverse) the decision by the Tulsa Preservation Commission 
to deny a portion of Historic Preservation Permit Application HP-0380-2022 (Sec. 70.070-L).  

Finding that the Tulsa Preservation Commission (acted appropriately/erred) in the decision to deny a 
portion of Historic Preservation Permit Application HP-0380-2022.  
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To: Board of Appeals/ Tulsa City Clerk 

From: Joel and Cassia Carr (the “Carrs”) 

Address in question: 308 W. King St. Tulsa, OK 74105 (“Property”) 

Re: Appeal of denial of installed aluminum windows at the Property 

Explanation: 

The denial of  installed aluminum windows at  the Property  should be overturned because  the 

original historic window material  is unknown,  there  is no physical or pictorial evidence of  the original 

windows, and  the windows  installed at  the Property are consistent with  the architectural style of  the 

home. 

The Carrs purchased  the  Property  from  their  parents  in  2022.    Their  grandfather owned  the 

Property since the 1990s. The house was covered  in several  layers of vinyl from different decades and 

appears  to have been added onto several  times. There was no  remnant of 1917 when  the home was 

supposedly built. Piers underneath the house and various foundational evidence suggests that the home 

was moved to its current location in the 1950s or 60s.  

The Carrs were unaware of the necessary historic permit but contacted the Historic Preservation 

Commission (“Commission”) when neighbors informed them of the requirement. By this time, however, 

all of the vinyl and metal windows had been replaced with aluminum single hung.  

The window guidelines  for Brady Heights  require  that when  replacing windows owners must, 

“match  the historic window material” and “use pictorial and physical evidence”  for guidance  (Section 

A.4.5.1 and A.4.2). The only available pictures of the Property are from 2012 and 2016 – both of which

show a mix of vinyl and aluminum windows.

In  the  absence  of  pictorial  evidence  of  the  original  windows,  an  owner  much  “match  the 

architectural style of the house” (A.4.3).  This is a subjective requirement which is open to interpretation 

from different designers – but does not require the windows to be wood. This home was a mess and mix 

of several styles. Joel Carr is a general contractor and has attempted to bring congruency to this home. 

He choose a mix of ranch and craftsman elements. The Commission agreed with this choice. Aluminum 

windows match the ranch/craftsman style of the home. At the Commission’s suggestion, windowsills have 

been added to create detail and depth. 

The Carrs have been cooperative and responsive during this process and the Commission has been 

patient. Over sixteen (16) items came before the Commission for review on this Property over a span of 

three meetings, and the Carrs have complied with all requests except this. Replacing the installed windows 

would cost the Carrs over $15,000 and months of delay to the renovation. The guidelines as written do 

not support this costly requirement. 

Thank you, 

Grounds for Appeal 
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TULSA PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 
Tuesday, August 23, 2022 
HP-0380-2022 

HHP PERMIT NUMBER:  HP-0380-2022 

PROPERTY ADDRESS:  308 WEST KING STREET 

DISTRICT:  BRADY HEIGHTS / THE HEIGHTS 

APPLICANTS:  JOEL & CASSIA CARR  

REPRESENTATIVE:  NONE  

A. CASE ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION
1. Replacement of siding
2. Replacement of fascia and soffit
3. Replacement of vents in gables
4. Installation of brackets under eaves
5. Replacement of windows
6. Replacement of trim around windows
7. Replacement of window with door on east side of residence
8. Replacement of door and hardware on north facade
9. Replacement of garage door
10. Reconstruction of porch
11. Construction of rail on porch
12. Construction of patio
13. Replacement of driveway
14. Replacement of fence
15. Installation of light fixtures
Project initiated without an Historic Preservation Permit

B. BACKGROUND
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION:  1917
ZONED HISTORIC PRESERVATION:  1999
NATIONAL REGISTER LISTING:  BRADY HEIGHTS HISTORIC DISTRICT: 1980
CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURE:  YES
PREVIOUS ACTIONS: NONE

C. ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS
In response to a report of activity on the site, the staff of the Tulsa Preservation Commission
investigated and discovered Work in progress. A letter of notification was sent to the owners but
was not delivered by the postal service. Staff was able to contact the owners, who responded
promptly with an application form and documentation. Proposed are several alterations to the
residence and its surroundings. According to the applicants, the residence had been altered
significantly over time, and few original elements were present upon their purchase of the
property. The Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee reviewed the application on July 19,
2022. Because the scope of work was extensive and reconsideration of several items was
requested, the applicants agreed to postpone review and returned with additional information on
August 16, 2022. The proposals and the recommendations made by the Historic Preservation
Permit Subcommittee, where applicable, are described in the following paragraphs.

STAFF REPORT
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1. Replacement of siding  
First proposed is the replacement of vinyl siding with Hardie Panel Vertical Siding, which has 
been partially installed, and the placement of Hardie Trim Batten Boards to give a board-and-
batten appearance. Originally, the applicants proposed to install the batts sixteen inches (1’-
4”) apart. However, after a recommendation by the subcommittee, the applicants have 
revised the request to instead place the batts twelve inches (1’-0”) apart. The applicants 
created a mock-up of the siding with twelve-inch (1’-0”) spacing and included an image with 
the staff report. 
 

2. Replacement of fascia and soffit 
Hardie Trim Boards are proposed for the fascia everywhere on the house except for the 
porch, which would have cedar fascia. Hardie Soffit Panels with a Cedarmill texture would 
replace the vinyl soffit previously on the residence. 
 

3. Replacement of vent in gable on east facade 
The vent in the gable on the east facade has been replaced with a rectangular cedar vent. 
Another matching vent is proposed for installation in the gable on the south facade. 
 

4. Installation of brackets in gable on east facade 
Originally proposed was the installation of two cedar brackets in the gable on the east 
facade. However, the subcommittee recommended reducing the beams running under the 
eaves on the north and south ends of that gable to be flush with the house. As a result, two 
additional brackets are proposed for a total of four in the east gable. The applicant also 
proposes to place brackets under the eaves on the west facade. 
 

5. Replacement of windows 
The windows have been replaced with Reliabilt 85 Aluminum Single Hung windows with no 
muntins. According to the applicants, a mixture of window materials, including metal and 
vinyl, were previously present, and the original material of the windows is unknown. Although 
subcommittee members present during the first review did not express concern about the 
lack of muntins, they did suggest that the applicants consider an alternative proposal—
namely, installation of wood windows rather than single-hung aluminum windows. The 
applicants have not proposed an alternative window but have provided an additional 
justification for the windows as installed. The subcommittee discussed the windows during 
the second review but ultimately forwarded the item without a recommendation. 
 

6. Replacement of trim around windows 
A 2 X 4 cedar trim has been partially installed around the windows. Upon a recommendation 
from the subcommittee, the applicants have revised their proposal to include a sill and a 
piece of trim atop the header. The applicants created a mock-up of the window trim as 
proposed and included an image with the staff report. 
 

7. Replacement of window with door on east side of residence 
Near the rear of the residence on an east-facing wall, a window was removed and replaced 
with a door, which would provide access to a proposed concrete patio (Item 11). Cedar trim 
would be installed around the door to match the trim around the windows, and the handle 
set will match that of the front door. 
 

8. Replacement of door and hardware on north facade 
The front door was also replaced. During the first review, the subcommittee felt that the 
installed door emulated a Mid-Century Modern style and preferred a Craftsman style door. 
The applicants have revised their proposal to install a different door with hardware. Cedar 
trim would be installed around the door to match the trim around the windows. 
 

STAFF REPORT
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9. Replacement of garage door
The garage door, which has been damaged, is proposed for replacement. Product data for
the garage door are included with the staff report.

10. Replacement of porch
Although the main gable of the porch has been retained, a small, shed roof projection was
removed on the west side of the porch. According to the applicants, most elements on the
porch were previously vinyl, so nearly every feature on the porch would be replaced. The
applicants have proposed cedar for the ceiling, columns, beam, and skirting and Trex
Enhance Basics composite deck board for the floor and steps. The subcommittee
recommended that the boards around the porch run perpendicular to the face of the house,
and the applicant agreed. During the second review, the subcommittee also recommended
running a piece of trim along the edge of the porch to conceal the ends of the boards. The
applicants provided a drawing of the porch floor and rail with that detail included.

11. Construction of rail on porch
As originally proposed, the rail would be aluminum and have an overall height of thirty-six
inches (3’-0”). The subcommittee suggested that the rail be no higher than what is required
by building code, that the rail be constructed with wood rather than aluminum, The applicant
and has revised the proposal to instead construct a cedar rail with a height of twenty-four
inches (2’-0”). The top rail would be two inches (0’-2”) tall and eight inches (0’-8”) wide. The
balusters would be 2 x 2 cedar pieces with a four-inch (0’-4”) space between each. A detailed
drawing of the rail was provided by the applicants.

12. Construction of patio
The proposed concrete patio would be ten feet (10’-0”) wide and fifteen feet (15’-0”) deep.
During both reviews, the subcommittee requested additional information about the steps
and rail leading to the door. The applicant has provided a drawing of the steps and hand rail.

13. Replacement of driveway
The proposed driveway would match the existing driveway but have a slightly different slope
to align with the floor of the garage. The subcommittee suggested reducing the width of the
driveway to match the width of the existing apron, and the applicant agreed.

14. Replacement of fence
Finally, the applicants have proposed the replacement of the chain link fence with a picket
fence. The metal fence posts would remain, and the pickets would be forty-eight inches (4’-
0”) in height to match the height of the existing fence and posts. The subcommittee specified
that the posts should be no taller than the pickets, and the applicant agreed.

15. Installation of light fixtures
During the review of the application on August 16, the applicant mentioned that several light
fixtures would be installed. The item has been added to the agenda, and the applicant has
provided product data for the lights.

The Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee forwarded the application with the following 
recommendations: 

 Approval of every item except Item 5: Replacement of windows, with the conditions that 
o Trim be added to cap each column on the porch,
o The driveway width align with the width of the curb cut, and
o The posts on the fence be no taller than the pickets

 No recommendation on Item 5: Replacement of windows 
 Recommendation, but not a condition, that the construction of the back patio match 

that of the front porch 

STAFF REPORT
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Reference:  Tulsa Zoning Code 
SSECTION 770.070-F  Standards and Review Criteria 
In its review of HP permit applications, the preservation commission must use the adopted   
design guidelines to evaluate the proposed work and must, to the greatest extent possible, 
strive to affect a fair balance between the purposes and intent of HP district regulations                    
and the desires and need of the property owner.  In addition, the preservation commission 
must consider the following specific factors: 
1.  The degree to which the proposed work is consistent with the applicable design guide-

lines; 
2.  The degree to which the proposed work would destroy or alter all or part of the historic                    

resource; 
3.  The degree to which the proposed work would serve to isolate the historic resource      

from its surroundings, or introduce visual elements that are out of character with the                                 
historic resource and its setting, or that would adversely affect the physical integrity of 
the resource; 

4.  The degree to which the proposed work is compatible with the significant characteristics 
of the historic resource; and 

5.  The purposes and intent of the HP district regulations and this zoning code. 
 

                             Reference:  Unified Design Guidelines - Residential Structures  
                             SECTION A – GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES 

A.1 General Requirements 
Use the following guidelines as the basis for all exterior work: 
A.1.1 Retain and preserve the existing historic architectural elements of your home.   
A.1.2 If replacement of historic architectural elements is necessary, match the size, shape, 

pattern, texture, and directional orientation of the original historic elements. 
A.1.3 Ensure that work is consistent with the architectural style and period details of your 

home. 
A.1.4 Return the structure to its original historic appearance using physical or pictorial 

evidence, rather than conjectural designs. 
 
A.2 Exterior Walls 
A.2.1 Retain and preserve the original historic wall materials and character-defining 

details, including, but not limited to, window and door trim, eave brackets, and 
embedded porch columns. 

A.2.2 To return the home to its original historic appearance, remove non-historic siding and 
trim. Repair and restore the underlying historic siding, trim, and details. Removal of 
non-historic siding is encouraged (and may be staff approved). 

A.2.3 If replacement of deteriorated wall materials is necessary, use matching materials 
(wood, brick, etc.) that maintain the size, shape, pattern, texture, and directional 
orientation of the original historic material. 

A.2.4 When proposing to use materials different from the original historic wall materials, 
replacement materials that maintain the character of the structure and the size, 
shape, pattern, texture, and directional orientation of the original historic siding will 
be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

A.2.5 In order to maintain the historic appearance of the structure, do not apply paint to 
unpainted brick or stone walls. Staff can approve the removal of paint from brick or 
stone surfaces to return the structure to its original historic appearance. Repainting 
previously painted surfaces does not require HP Permit review. 

 
A.3 Doors and Door Surrounds 
A.3.1 Retain and preserve original historic doors and door surrounds, including frames, 

glazing, panels, sidelights, fanlights, and transoms. 
A.3.2 Do not remove, cover, or move existing door, sidelight, fanlight, and transom 

openings. 

STAFF REPORT
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A.3.3 To return the home to its original historic appearance, remove non-historic doors and 
replace them using physical or pictorial evidence of the originals. If no evidence 
exists, select doors and surrounds which are consistent with the architectural style of 
your home. 

A.3.4 To gain thermal efficiency, storm doors which maintain the appearance and allow 
maximum visibility of the original historic doors may be installed. Unfinished or clear-
finished metals are not allowed. (Storm doors can be staff approved.) 

A.3.5 If replacement of deteriorated doors is necessary, select doors and surrounds which 
are consistent with the architectural style of your home. 

A.3.6 If replacement of deteriorated trim is necessary, match the appearance, size, shape, 
pattern, texture, and detailing of the original historic trim. 

A.3.7 When adding new door openings, maintain the proportions of the façade. Match the 
dimensions and trim details of other doors and surrounds on your home. Select 
doors and surrounds which are consistent with the architectural style of your home. 

A.3.8 Use clear glass in new or replacement doors and sidelights. 
A.3.9 Exterior security bars and grilles are discouraged. 

 
AA.4 Windows and Window Trim 
A.4.1 Retain and preserve original historic windows, including glazing, trim, muntins, and 

character-defining details. 
A.4.2 Do not remove, cover, or move existing window openings. 
A.4.3 To return the home to its original historic appearance, remove non-historic windows 

and trim. When selecting replacements, use physical or pictorial evidence. If no 
evidence exists, select windows which are consistent with the architectural style of 
your home. 

A.4.4 To gain thermal efficiency, storm windows which maintain the appearance and allow 
maximum visibility of the original historic windows may be installed. Unfinished and 
clear-finished metals are not allowed. (Storm windows can be staff approved.) 

A.4.5 If replacement of deteriorated windows is necessary, match the original historic 
windows in sash design, size, shape, muntin pattern, location, glazing area, and tint. 
Insulated glass (double-pane) windows may be used. Exterior muntins are required 
on simulated-divided-light windows. 

.1 Brady Heights – Match the original historic window material. 

.2 Elmwood – Match the original historic window material 
A.4.6 If replacement of deteriorated trim is necessary, match the appearance, size, shape, 

pattern, texture, and detailing of the original historic trim. 
A.4.7 When adding new window openings, maintain the proportions of the façade. Match 

the size, design, and pattern of the existing windows. Align the headers of new 
windows with the existing windows. 

A.4.8 Exterior security bars and grilles are discouraged. 
 
A.5 Roofs 
A.5.1 Retain and preserve the original historic roof form (hipped, gabled, etc.) and pitch. 
A.5.2 Do not remove character-defining architectural features of your roof, including, but 

not limited to, dormers, chimneys, cupolas, eaves, soffits, fascia boards, and 
decorative details, such as eave brackets, exposed rafter tails, or corbels. 

A.5.3 If replacement of deteriorated architectural roof features is necessary, use materials 
that maintain the character of the structure and the size, shape, pattern, texture, 
dimensions, and directional orientation of the original historic roof features. 

.1 Elmwood – Match the original historic roof material 
A.5.4 To return the home to its original historic appearance, use physical or pictorial 

evidence. If no evidence exists, select architectural roof features which are 
consistent with the architectural style of your home. 

A.5.5 Replacement of existing roof covering—wood shingles, asphalt shingles, clay tile, 
etc.—with the same material does not require HP Permit review (for example, 

STAFF REPORT
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replacing an asphalt-shingled roof with asphalt shingles). Architectural shingles are 
encouraged. 

A.5.6 When proposing to change the materials of your roof covering, replacement materials
that maintain the character of the structure and the size, shape, pattern, texture, and 
directional orientation of the original historic roof covering will be considered on a 
case-by-case basis. 

.1 Yorktown – Metal roofing is not allowed. 
A.5.7 When replacing your roof covering, replace an entire roof section if it is visible from

the street. 

AA.6 Porches
A.6.1 Retain and preserve the original historic porch and its character-defining

architectural features through repair. 
A.6.2 Do not remove character-defining architectural features of your porch, including, but

not limited to, ceiling, floor, piers, columns, railings, handrails, steps, bulkheads, 
skirt/stem wall, and decorative details, such as crown molding, trim, eave brackets, 
and exposed rafter tails. 

A.6.3 If replacement of deteriorated porch elements is necessary, use materials that
maintain the character of the structure and the size, shape, pattern, texture, 
dimensions, and directional orientation of the original historic features. 

A.6.4 To return the home to its original historic appearance, use physical or pictorial
evidence. If no evidence exists, select porch features which are consistent with the 
architectural style of your home. Return enclosed porches to original historic open 
design (which can be staff approved). 

A.6.5 If adding a railing or other porch elements where none exists, select porch elements
(columns, railing design, trim, etc.) which are consistent with the architectural style of 
your home. 

SECTION G – GUIDELINES FOR LANDSCAPE FEATURES, PAVING, AND SIGNAGE 
G.1 Landscape Features
G.1.1 Retain and preserve original historic walls, fencing, lighting, planters, and other

landscape features through repair. 
G.1.2 Removal of historic landscape features will be considered on a case-by-case basis.

Removal of non-historic landscape features can be staff-approved. 
G.1.3 Ensure that new landscape features are appropriate to the style of your home and

consistent with the historic elements found along the same street and within the 
district. 

G.1.4 Use fencing materials that are consistent with the historic fencing found along the
same street and within the district. Chain-link fencing, wire fencing (12 gauge or 
less), vinyl fencing, or any fencing that blocks the view of structures is not allowed. 

G.1.5 Use wall materials that are consistent with the historic walls found along the same
street and within the district. Cinder block, segmental retaining wall systems, 
corrugated metal, and railroad ties are not allowed. Historically styled cast concrete 
block will be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

G.2 Paving
G.2.1 Retain and preserve original historic paving, steps, and bulkheads through repair.
G.2.2 Ensure that the design of new paving is consistent with historic elements found

along the same street and within the same neighborhood. 
G.2.3 Use paving materials that are consistent with the historic paving found along the

same street and within the same neighborhood. Asphalt and stained concrete are not 
allowed. 

STAFF REPORT
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308 West King Street – 2012 (image from Google Street View) 

 

 
308 West King Street – 2014 (image from Google Street View) 

 

 
308 West King Street – August 2022 
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Reasons to reconsider new window currently installed:

A) Thanks to the committee suggestion, I Have researched and
looked into era appropriate window trim for a house in the
heights. Please see the picture of the adjusted trim. All the
windows and doors will be trimmed similarly. This changed the
look of the window to tend much more traditional. 

B) There are newer renovations and multiple houses in the
Heights neighborhood that have aluminum windows. Please
see the following pages with examples of these houses. One in
particular appears to be the exact same window only in white
not black. 

C). The house appears to be moved to this lot and appears to 
not be built in 1917 as the county records state. We assume
this because of several findings: - All the lumber is nominal
lumber and generally that was not used before WW2. - The
sheathing (see pics) is nominal not traditional. - The pitch of the
roof does not match design criteria for a house built in 1917. A
guess would be the house was located on that lot sometime
mid century judging by the construction methods. 

D). Windows that were in the house when we purchased it did
not match. The house had every type of window on it...mainly
vinyl and aluminum. 

E). There was a concern about the shadow line of this
window(please see pics). Measuring a neighbors house with
original trim and wood windows. They have 3" from the face of
the bottom window to the outside trim. With my current installed
trim, the distance from the bottom window seal to the exterior
trim is 2.5".

F) There is uncertainty on what windows were originally on the
house. We could assume it would either be aluminum or wood
windows. We believe the aluminum window selected will add to
the design and neighborhood appearance and not deter from
the historical value of the neighborhood. 
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House at 657 N Cheyenne
with Metal Aluminum
windows

Proof that the
original sheathing on
the house is nominal
wood - 11-1/4" X 3/4"
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House on Cheyenne with
Metal Aluminum windows

House on Cheyenne with
Metal Aluminum windows

New House on Cheyenne
with Metal Aluminum black
windows

House on Cheyenne with
Metal Aluminum windows
no muntins.

House on Cheyenne with
Metal Aluminum windows
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TULSA PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
Tuesday, August 23, 2022, 4:30 P.M. 

City Hall @ One Technology Center, 175 East 2nd Street 
10th Floor - South Conference Room 

A. Opening Matters
1. Call to Order and Verification of Quorum

Commissioner Turner called the Regular Meeting to order at 4:36 P.M.

Members Present Members Absent 
James Turner, AIA, Chair  
Holly Becker, Vice-Chair 
Royce Ellington 
Susan McKee, MFA 
Mark Sanders 
Mary Lee Townsend, Ph.D. 

Katelyn Parker, RA, Secretary 
Chris Bumgarner 
Peter Grant, CGR, CAPS 
Ted A. Reeds II, AIA 
Robert Shears, ASLA 

Staff Present 
Audrey Blank, Felicity Good, Robi Jones 

Others Present 
John Spillyards, Joel Carr, Cassia Carr, Dariela Gonzales, Steven Jones, Kimberly 
McCoy 

*Late Arrival

2. Approval of Minutes – Regular Meeting, August 11, 2022
Commissioner Turner made a motion to approve the Minutes of the Regular Meeting
on August 11, 2022. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Ellington and
approved unanimously.

Vote: Minutes – Regular Meeting, August 11, 2022

In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Turner
2. Becker
3. Ellington
4. McKee
5. Sanders
6. Townsend

Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

3. Disclosure of Conflicts of Interest
None

B. Actionable Items
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1. HP-0376-2022 / 1611 S. Troost Ave. (Swan Lake)
Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee Review Dates: July 7, 2022, August 16,
2022
Applicant: Dariela Gonzalez
Proposals:
1. Replacement of rail on porch
2. Replacement of door and hardware

Project completed without an Historic Preservation Permit

Staff directed commissioners’ attention to Section 70.070-F of the Tulsa Zoning Code 
and afterwards presented its report. The applicant was present and had nothing to 
add to the staff report. Commissioner Turner stated that he was present at the most 
recent review of the application by the Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee on 
August 16, 2022, and that there was not much discussion about the door or hardware. 
Commissioner Turner reported that the subcommittee focused discussion on the 
spacing of the balusters on the rail and ultimately recommended approval of the 
application as proposed. Commissioner Ellington concurred that the balusters were 
spaced wider than the previous balusters but indicated acceptance of the rail. 
Commissioner Sanders asked if the Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee had 
discussed the painting of the masonry piers on the porch. Commissioner Turner 
stated that it was not discussed, as the piers had been previously painted, and 
Commissioner Ellington agreed. Ms. Good stated that the piers appear to be painted 
in both an image of the residence from Google Street View and the survey photos 
from 1995. Commissioner Townsend inquired whether an historic preservation (HP) 
permit would be required to repaint the piers since they were masonry, and Ms. Good 
stated that in the past the requirement for an HP permit had been applied only to 
painting previously unpainted surfaces. Commissioner Sanders agreed with 
Commissioner Townsend’s question and inquired whether changing the paint color 
would be subject to review by the preservation commission. Commissioner Turner 
stated that the preservation commission did not typically regulate color and had not in 
the past reviewed the repainting of previously painted masonry. Commissioner 
Townsend advised the applicant, Dariela Gonzalez, to contact staff in the future 
before painting any surfaces to ensure that it would not require an HP permit, and Ms. 
Gonzalez agreed. Commissioner McKee expressed disapproval of the wider spacing 
of the balusters and objected to the top rail. Commissioner Turner stated that the 
reconstructed rail appeared to match that shown in the survey photo except for the 
spacing of the balusters. The applicant, Dariela Gonzalez, explained that she tried to 
preserve as many elements on the porch as possible and mimic the previous railing. 
Ms. Gonzalez stated that much of the wood was rotted, and the balusters had been 
unevenly spaced prior to her purchase of the house. Upon a request for clarification 
from Commissioner McKee, Ms. Gonzalez confirmed that the entire rail had been 
replaced, adding that the previous rail was unsafe. Commissioner McKee asked the 
applicant why the rail was not returned to its previous appearance, and Ms. Gonzalez 
emphasized that there had been no template for the spacing of the balusters because 
they had been unevenly spaced. Upon an inquiry from Commissioner Townsend, 
Commissioner Ellington said the Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee had the 
same conversation about the spacing of the balusters, and Commissioner Turner 
stated that the recommendation of approval had not been unanimous.  

As there was no further discussion, Commissioner Ellington made a motion to 
approve both items in the proposal as presented. The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Sanders. The motion failed due to a lack of majority. Commissioner 
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Sanders clarified that his vote in favor of the application did not include the painting of 
the masonry piers. 

Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4, A.3.1, A.3.2, A.3.3, A.3.4, A.3.5, A.3.6, 
A.3.7, A.3.8, A.3.9, A.6.1, A.6.2, A.6.3, A.6.4, A.6.5

Vote: 1611 S. Troost Ave. (Swan Lake) 

In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Ellington
2. Sanders

1. Turner
2. Becker
3. McKee
4. Townsend

Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

Commissioner Turner then made a motion to approve Item 2: Replacement of door 
and hardware. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Becker and approved 
unanimously. 

Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4, A.3.1, A.3.2, A.3.3, A.3.4, A.3.5, A.3.6, 
A.3.7, A.3.8, A.3.9

Vote: 1611 S. Troost Ave. (Swan Lake) 
Item 2: Replacement of door and hardware 

In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Turner
2. Becker
3. Ellington
4. McKee
5. Sanders
6. Townsend

Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

Commissioner Turner made a motion to approve the proposal for Item 1: 
Replacement of rail on porch with the conditions that the rail have four (4) balusters 
for every three (3) existing balusters, and that a baluster be placed against each 
column. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Becker and was approved with 
a majority. 

Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4, A.6.1, A.6.2, A.6.3, A.6.4, A.6.5 

Vote: 1611 S. Troost Ave. (Swan Lake) 
Item 1: Replacement of rail on porch 

In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Turner
2. Becker
3. McKee
4. Sanders
5. Townsend

Ellington Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

Commissioner Becker complimented Ms. Gonzalez on the treatment of the columns 
and the siding. In response to Commissioner Sanders’ and Commissioner 
Townsend’s earlier questions, Ms. Blank read aloud Section A.2.5 of the Unified 
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Design Guidelines for Residential Structures, which verified that painting previously 
painted masonry does not require an HP permit review. 

2. HP-0386-2022 / 1807 S. Quincy Ave. (Swan Lake)
Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee Review Date: August 16, 2022
Applicant: Steven Jones
Proposals:
1. Replacement of siding
2. Replacement of trim
3. Removal of shutters

Staff presented its report, and the applicant, Steven Jones, was present. 
Commissioner Turner asked Mr. Jones if he had anything to add, and he stated that 
he did not. Commissioner Turner reported that the Historic Preservation Permit 
Subcommittee reviewed the application and that Mr. Jones specified he would be 
removing the shutters at that meeting. Mr. Jones noted that the owner may want to 
reinstall them after the siding and trim have been replaced, depending on how the 
house looks without them. Ms. Good stated that the request for the removal of the 
shutters was added to the agenda for today’s meeting after Mr. Jones told the 
Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee that he planned to remove the shutters. 
Upon an inquiry from Commissioner Turner, Mr. Jones stated that storm doors were 
not present on the set of doors above the porch but that they may have been 
previously. Mr. Jones informed the commissioners that the owners may want to 
make the second-story doors operable and build a rail above the port-cochere in the 
future. Commissioner Turner recalled that Mr. Jones had stated the soffit and 
brackets would be retained, and Mr. Jones concurred. Commissioner Ellington 
agreed with Commissioner Turner’s summary of the subcommittee review and 
expressed approval of the application. Commission Sanders commented that he was 
certain that the shutters were not original to the house and expressed support for the 
project only if the shutters are permanently removed. 

As there was no further discussion, Commissioner Sanders made a motion to 
approve the application with the condition that the shutters be removed permanently. 
Commissioner Turner inquired whether one-inch (0’-1”) by four-inch (0’-4”) trim would 
be used around the windows, and Mr. Jones answered affirmatively, offering his 
project at 1616 South Quincy Avenue as an example. The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner McKee and approved unanimously. 

Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4, A.2.1, A.2.2, A.2.3, A.2.4, A.2.5 

Vote:  1807 S. Quincy Ave. (Swan Lake) 

In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Turner
2. Becker
3. Ellington
4. McKee
5. Sanders
6. Townsend

Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

3. HP-0387-2022 / 1519 S. Norfolk Ave. (North Maple Ridge)
Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee Review Date: August 16, 2022
Applicant: Kimberly McCoy
Proposal:
1. Construction of addition
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Staff presented its report, noting that the roof over the addition would match the 
existing roof. The applicant, Kimberly McCoy, was present. Commissioner Turner 
gave a brief overview of what was discussed during the review of the application by 
the Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee. He stated that the subcommittee 
was concerned about the continuity of the siding along the side of the house and if 
they could salvage enough siding off the back of the house that would be the 
preferred option. Commissioner Ellington stated that the applicant had addressed his 
concerns about the roof material. 
 
As there was no further discussion, Commissioner McKee made a motion to approve 
the application as submitted. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Becker 
and approved unanimously. 
 
Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4, B.1.1, B.1.2, B.1.3, B.1.4, B.2.1, B.2.2, 
B.2.3, B.2.4, B.2.5, B.3.1, B.3.2, B.3.3, B.4.1, B.4.2, B.7.1, B.7.2, B.7.3, B.7.4 

 
Vote:  1519 S. Norfolk Ave. (North Maple Ridge) 
 
In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Turner 
2. Becker 
3. Ellington 
4. McKee 
5. Sanders 
6. Townsend 

  Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

 
4. HP-0380-2022 / 308 W. King St. (The Heights/Brady Heights) 

Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee Review Dates: July 19, 2022, August 16, 
2022 
Applicants: Joel & Cassia Carr 
Proposals: 
1. Replacement of siding 
2. Replacement of fascia and soffit 
3. Installation of vents in gables 
4. Installation of brackets under eaves 
5. Replacement of windows 
6. Replacement of trim around windows 
7. Replacement of window with door on east side of residence 
8. Replacement of door and hardware on north facade 
9. Replacement of garage door 
10. Reconstruction of porch 
11. Construction of rail on porch 
12. Construction of patio 
13. Replacement of driveway 
14. Replacement of fence 
15. Installation of light fixtures 
Project initiated without an Historic Preservation Permit 

Staff presented its report, summarizing the suggestions made by the Historic 
Preservation Permit Subcommittee and the changes made to the application during each 
review. Staff noted that the installation of light fixtures came up during the review of the 
application by the subcommittee on August 16, 2022, and was added to the preservation 
commission agenda as Item 15. Staff also added that the subcommittee had 
recommended approval of Items 1 through 4 and 6 through 14 with several conditions. 
Item 5 was forwarded without a recommendation. The applicants, Joel Carr and Cassia 
Carr, were present. Commissioner Turner announced that each item would be 
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addressed one-by-one for discussion. Commissioner Turner directed commissioners’ 
attention to Item 1: Replacement of siding and expressed the opinion that the house 
resembled a Ranch style more than a Craftsman Bungalow and noted the mix of styles. 
Commissioner Turner stated that the Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee did not 
have much discussion on the board and batten siding, the replacement of the fascia and 
soffit, or the installation of the vents in the gables. He commented that the brackets 
under the eaves would offer a nice level of detail and would be acceptable even if placed 
in the south gable. Staff asked for clarification on the location of the brackets on the west 
side, and Mr. Carr explained that they would be adding two brackets under the eaves to 
the west of the porch. Upon an inquiry from Commissioner Sanders, Mr. Carr clarified 
that no additional brackets would be placed near the garage. Commissioner Sanders 
said he would like to go ahead and make a motion on Items 1 through 4 before moving 
on to the next items. 
 
Commissioner Sanders made a motion to approve Item 1: Replacement of siding, Item 
2: Replacement of fascia and soffit, Item 3: Installation of vents in gables, and Item 4: 
Installation of brackets under eaves as submitted. The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Ellington and approved unanimously. 
 
Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4, A.2.1, A.2.2, A.2.3, A.2.4, A.2.5, A.5.1, A.5.2, 
A.5.3, A.5.4, A.5.5, A.5.6, A.5.7 

 
Vote:  308 W. King St. (The Heights/Brady Heights) 

 
In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Turner 
2. Becker 
3. Ellington 
4. McKee 
5. Sanders 
6. Townsend 

  Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

 
Commissioner Turner suggested that the commissioners skip any discussion of Item 5: 
Replacement of windows until the end since there would be a lot of discussion on that 
item. He moved on to Item 6: Replacement of trim around windows and said he thought 
the addition of the sill and the cap over the windows was a distinct improvement and 
would add to the Ranch style of the house. Commissioner Turner continued to Item 7: 
Replacement of window with door on east side of residence and Item 12: Construction of 
patio, and he noted that the subcommittee did not have much discussion but observed 
that the patio would be constructed from concrete rather than being similar in style to the 
front porch, which has a deck and rail. Commissioner Turner noted that, because the 
front of the house faces King Street, the new door on the east side, the new patio, and 
the front porch would all be visible from Denver Avenue. Upon a request for clarification 
by Commissioner Sanders, Mr. Carr and Ms. Carr clarified that the property at 308 West 
King Street abuts Denver Avenue. Commissioner Turner directed attention to Item 8: 
Replacement of door and hardware on north façade, and Item 9: Replacement of garage 
door. Commissioner Turner reported that the subcommittee members felt the simple 
styling of the proposed Craftsman style door and hardware was more appropriate to the 
style of the house, and Commissioner Ellington agreed that the style would fit in well with 
the style of the proposed siding. Commissioner Turner stated that the garage door 
matched the front door well. Commissioner Turner moved onto Item 10: Reconstruction 
of the porch and Item 11: Construction of rail on porch and expressed the opinion that 
the proposal would clean up the porch quite a lot by removing several elements. For 
clarification, Commissioner Turner asked the applicant if they had removed the ramp 
connecting the driveway to the porch, and Mr. Carr answered affirmatively and noted 

MINUTES 

11.23



7 

that a set of steps would be constructed in its place. Commissioner Turner reported that 
the subcommittee had asked the applicant to add a trim board along the edges of the 
Trex composite deck boards, which would run perpendicular to the house. Mr. Carr 
added that the subcommittee had requested that cap and base trim be added to the 
columns. Addressing Item 12: Construction of patio, Commissioner Turner stated that he 
had recommended the material match that of the front porch during the subcommittee 
review on August 16, 2022, but that the applicants selected concrete because of the 
cost. Moving on to Item 13: Replacement of driveway, Commissioner Turner stated that 
the reduction of the width of the driveway to match the existing curb cut would be an 
improvement. Commissioner Turner reported that the subcommittee was satisfied with 
Item 14: Replacement of fence and only requested that the metal posts to be reused 
from the existing chain-link fence be no taller than the pickets. He reminded the 
commissioners that the subcommittee did not have a submittal for Item 15: Installation of 
light fixtures, so there was not a recommendation. Commissioner Turner asked if anyone 
had any questions or concerns on any of the application, aside from Items 5 and 15. 
Commissioner Townsend asked if the open gable over the front porch would remain 
open, and the applicant answered affirmatively. Commissioner Townsend questioned 
whether the open gable would be appropriate, and Commissioner Turner expressed the 
opinion that it would be an appropriate detail for a Ranch style house. Upon an inquiry 
from Commissioner Turner, Mr. Carr explained that the siding in the gable and the 
ceiling of the porch were removed because the ceiling was so low. Commissioner 
Ellington noted that had been discussed by the subcommittee. Commissioner Sanders 
inquired about the skirting on the porch, and Mr. Carr stated that one-inch (0’-1”) by six-
inch (0’-6”) painted boards had previously been present and would be replaced with one-
inch (0’-1”) by six-inch (0’-6”) cedar boards placed vertically. Commissioner Sanders 
questioned whether the skirting constructed with vertical boards would be a historically 
appropriate treatment, and Commissioner Turner stated that a historical treatment would 
probably be an open crawl space under the porch or an open lattice around the porch 
but noted that an open crawl space under a porch would be atypical of a Ranch style 
house. Mr. Carr pointed out examples he had provided of other residences that had 
been sources of inspiration for the design and color selection. Commissioner Sanders 
asked the applicants if they had considered a wood lattice, and Mr. Carr explained that 
the space under the deck is so open that one would be able to see straight through the 
deck from King Street. Commissioner Becker indicated approval of the proposed cedar 
skirting and expressed a preference for it over lattice. Commissioner Sanders said he 
felt the monochromatic color of the previous skirting almost looked like cement or vinyl 
but expressed acceptance of cedar skirting if there was a clear delineation between the 
skirting and the trim around the porch floor. Mr. Carr explained that he would be staining 
the cedar boards so that the skirting would match the railing. Upon an inquiry from 
Commissioner Sanders, Mr. Carr confirmed that landscaping would be planted in the 
area in front of the porch. Commissioner McKee asked the commissioners about running 
the boards horizontally instead of vertically, but Commissioner Ellington felt that doing so 
would not be consistent with the siding on the house since it would be running in the 
opposite direction. Commissioner Sanders agreed. Commissioner Ellington expressed 
approval of the proposed garage door and front door because it would be consistent with 
the siding and indicated that the porch should be as well. Commissioner Turner asked 
the applicants if they had considered constructing the porch with the same materials and 
board and batten design as the siding, and Mr. Carr indicated a willingness to do so. 
Commissioner Sanders agreed with the suggestion. Ms. Carr indicated a preference for 
the cedar skirting but acceptance of the suggestion if it were preferred by the 
commission. Other commissioners agreed with the suggestion to match the skirting to 
the siding. Mr. Carr pointed out that constructing the skirting to match the siding would 
alleviate the large amount of cedar elsewhere on the porch. Commissioner Townsend 
suggested giving the option of either cedar or board and batten skirting. 
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Commissioner Sanders made a motion to approve Item 10: Reconstruction of porch with 
the condition that the porch skirting be a board and batten style in the same materials 
and condition as the siding on the house, including the trim. Commissioner Townsend 
informed the applicants that they could seek an amendment to the Approved Proposal if 
they decided to construct the skirting differently or needed to make any other changes to 
their application. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Ellington and approved 
unanimously. 
 
Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4, A.5.1, A.5.2, A.5.3, A.5.4, A.5.5, A.5.6, A.5.7, 
A.6.1, A.6.2, A.6.3, A.6.4, A.6.5 

 
Vote:  308 W. King St. (The Heights/Brady Heights) 

 
In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Turner 
2. Becker 
3. Ellington 
4. McKee 
5. Sanders 
6. Townsend 

  Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

 
Commissioner Turner asked if there was any more discussion on Items 6 through 9 and 
11 through 14. Commissioner Sanders asked if the door that was installed on the east 
side of the house was a steel door. Mr. Carr answered that it was steel and clarified that 
the proposed front door was also made from steel. Upon inquiries from Commissioner 
Sanders, Mr. Carr confirmed that both doors would be painted and would have black 
hardware. Commissioner Sanders questioned whether steel was generally an 
acceptable material, particularly in the Brady Heights Historic Preservation Overlay (The 
Heights), and Commissioner Turner stated that the Unified Design Guidelines do not 
prohibit steel doors. 
 
Commissioner Becker moved to approve Item 6: Replacement of trim around windows, 
Item 7: Replacement of window with door on east side of residence, Item 8: 
Replacement of door and hardware on north façade, Item 9: Replacement of garage 
door, Item 11: Construction of rail on porch, Item 12: Construction of patio, Item 13: 
Replacement of driveway, and Item 14: Replacement of fence as presented. The motion 
was seconded by Commissioner Ellington and approved unanimously. 
 
Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4, A.3.1, A.3.2, A.3.3, A.3.4, A.3.5, A.3.6, A.3.7, 
A.3.8, A.3.9, A. 4.1, A.4.2, A.4.3, A.4.4, A.4.5, A.4.6, A.4.7, A.4.8, A.6.1, A.6.2, A.6.3, 
A.6.4, A.6.5, G.1.1, G.1.2, G.1.3, G.1.4, G.1.5, G.2.1, G.2.2, G.2.3 

 
Vote:  308 W. King St. (The Heights/Brady Heights) 

 
In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Turner 
2. Becker 
3. Ellington 
4. McKee 
5. Sanders 
6. Townsend 

  Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

 
Commissioner Turner opened discussion to Item 15: Installation of light fixtures. Staff 
directed commissioners’ attention to images of the proposed fixtures submitted by the 
applicants. Upon requests for clarification from Commissioners Turner and Sanders, Mr. 
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Carr verified the placement of the light fixtures above the garage door, near the door on 
the east side of the house, and in the ceiling of the porch. Commissioner Sanders 
inquired about the finish of the fixture on the porch ceiling, and Mr. Carr stated that the 
gold finish was proposed. The discussion continued about the color of the finish of the 
light fixture on the front porch. The applicant stated that if the gold finish was not 
satisfactory, he could possibly order it with a black finish or paint it black. Commissioner 
Sanders expressed the opinion that the fixture was on the edge of being historically 
appropriate but indicated that he might accept it because of the eclectic style of the 
house, although he expressed a preference for a black finish. Commissioner Townsend 
asked if the fixture would be visible since it would be hung from the ceiling of the porch. 
Mr. Carr answered that it probably would not, but it might be slightly visible through the 
gable. Ms. Carr stated that they intentionally selected the black and gold fixtures 
because they like the combination. Commissioner Becker stated that she did not have a 
problem with the gold finish, especially since the other fixtures have a gold element to 
them, and agreed with comments about the eclectic style of the house. Upon an inquiry 
from Commissioner Townsend, Ms. Carr stated that her grandfather had purchased the 
house in the 1980s, and Mr. Carr guessed that he had constructed the most recent 
addition. 
 
Commissioner Ellington moved approval of Item 15: Installation of light fixtures. The 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Becker but failed due to a lack of majority. 
 
Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4 

 
Vote:  308 W. King St. (The Heights/Brady Heights) 

 
In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Becker 
2. Ellington 
3. Townsend 

Turner 
McKee 
Sanders 

 Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

 
Commissioner Townsend asked why those who opposed the proposal did so. 
Commissioner Turner stated that he did not feel that the light fixture proposed for the 
front porch matched the style of the house because it resembled a Mid-Century Modern 
style. Commissioner McKee agreed and clarified that she did like the other proposed 
fixtures. Commissioner Sanders stated that the mixture of black and gold finishes on the 
fixtures proposed for the garage and east side of the residence were acceptable but 
preferred something other than gold alone for the light fixture on the porch. Ms. Carr 
requested that the commission make a motion on the east-facing door and garage light 
fixtures only and offered to return with another proposal for the light fixture on the porch 
at a later date. The commissioners agreed with her suggestion. 
 
Commissioner Turner moved approval of Item 15: Replacement of light fixtures for the 
light fixtures above the garage and on the east side of the residence only but not the 
light fixture on the front porch. The motion was seconded by Commissioner McKee and 
passed unanimously. 
 
Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4 

 
Vote:  308 W. King St. (The Heights/Brady Heights) 

 
In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Turner   Parker 
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2. Becker 
3. Ellington 
4. McKee 
5. Sanders 
6. Townsend 

Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

 
Commissioner Turner asked if any of the commissioners were present at the first review 
of the application by the Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee. Commissioners 
Sanders and Becker stated that they were present during that review. Commissioner 
Sanders explained that the subcommittee had a problem with the windows because 
matching the original window material is required for houses in The Heights. 
Commissioner Sanders recalled that the subcommittee agreed that, regardless of the 
alterations that had been made to the house over time, the original material of the 
windows would have been wood. He stated that there has been a lot of controversy in 
The Heights about the wood window requirement and the preservation commission has 
had to be very tough about honoring that requirement in the Unified Design Guidelines. 
Commissioner Sanders stated that deviating from the guideline would set a bad 
precedent. Commissioner Becker read aloud from Guideline A.4.3, which stated, “When 
selecting replacements, use physical or pictorial evidence. If no evidence exists, select 
windows which are consistent with the architectural style of your home.” Commissioner 
Becker questioned how to determine what the original material would have been if that 
evidence is not present and what type of window would be consistent with the 
architectural style. Commissioner McKee pointed out an image of the residence as it 
previously appeared in Google Street View and observed that a window near the rear of 
the house appeared to be a double-hung wooden window. Commissioner Sanders 
requested clarification from the applicants, and Mr. Carr stated that the window had not 
been present when they purchased the residence. Commissioner McKee expressed the 
opinion that there was pictorial evidence of probable wooden windows and asked about 
the date of the image. Ms. Good stated that she believed the image was from 2014. 
Commissioner Turner stated that his concern was not necessarily the material but the 
proportions of the frame of the window. Commissioner Turner explained that typically 
aluminum and vinyl windows do not have the same setbacks, proportions, or shadow 
lines that wood windows or good replacement windows have. Commissioner Turner 
indicated acceptance of the color and single-pane sashes and said that the addition of 
exterior muntins might be a step in the right direction but would not be supported by 
previous images of the residence. Commissioner Turner emphasized that his biggest 
concern is that the windows that had been installed do not have the correct proportions 
for windows in the neighborhood. Commissioner Sanders stated that he agreed with 
Commissioner Turner and hoped to meet the applicants somewhere in the middle so 
that they would not have to replace the entire frame along with the window. 
Commissioner Sanders expressed approval of the window trim that had been approved 
and indicated support for that trim with wood windows installed. Commissioner Sanders 
emphasized that the neighborhood worked hard to include the specific guideline about 
window materials in The Heights and that he was confident that the house originally 
would have had wood windows. Commissioner Turner inquired whether Commissioner 
Parker, who lives in The Heights, had been present at the first review of the application 
by the Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee, and Commissioner Sanders stated 
that she had been. Ms. Good stated that Commissioner Parker had said some of the 
same things during that review and noted that the subcommittee had based discussion 
on the assumption that the windows would have originally been wood. Commissioner 
Sanders recalled that Commissioner Parker had also expressed concern about the lack 
of shadow lines in the windows that had been installed. Commissioner Becker stated 
that she did not disagree with Commissioner Sanders or Turner but wanted to be sure 
that the preservation commission’s decision would be consistent with the Unified Design 
Guidelines. Commissioner Ellington agreed with the issues raised by Commissioners 
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Sanders and Turner. Commissioner Turner further explained his rationale, stating that 
each window appeared to be in one plane with little offset between the bottom sash and 
top sash and that the stiles were much thinner than those typical of a wood window. Mr. 
Carr pointed to an image he had submitted showing wood windows on a neighboring 
residence that he said had similar shadow lines and similar depth between the glass and 
the outside of the trim. Upon requests from Commissioners Becker and Sanders, Mr. 
Carr clarified the location of the residences in the images. Commissioner Turner 
reviewed the Unified Design Guidelines and stated that he did not see a way to approve 
the proposal. Commissioner Turner stated that the Unified Design Guidelines are clear 
on the issue, noting that he felt a case could be made for approval if the sashes were 
roughly proportional to those of a wood window. Commissioner Turner showed the 
applicants which dimensions he was referring to—the stiles, the rails, and the offset 
between the sashes—and stated that he could not make a case to support the request 
for the replacement of the windows as proposed.  

As there was no further discussion, Commissioner Turner moved to deny Item 5: 
Replacement of windows. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Ellington and the 
motion to deny passed unanimously. 

Guidelines cited: A.1.1, A.1.2, A.1.3, A.1.4, A.4.1, A.4.2, A.4.3, A.4.4, A.4.5, A.4.6, A.4.7, 
A.4.8

Vote:  308 W. King St. (The Heights/Brady Heights) 

In Favor Opposed Abstaining Not Present 
1. Turner
2. Becker
3. Ellington
4. McKee
5. Sanders
6. Townsend

Parker 
Bumgarner 
Grant 
Reeds 
Shears 

Ms. Carr requested clarification about the types of windows that would be acceptable, 
and Commissioner Turner stated that a window with similar proportions to that of an 
original wood window would be important. Commissioner Turner noted Guideline 
A.4.5.1, which requires owners to match the original historic window material in The
Heights. Commissioner Turner expressed the opinion that the house probably originally
had wood windows, so any replacement windows should be wood. Commissioner
Turner then informed the applicants of their right to appeal the decision to the Board of
Adjustment. Commissioners Townsend, McKee, and Ellington agreed that the guidelines
would direct the applicants to install wood windows. Ms. Carr requested clarification
about whether Guideline A.4.5.1 requires wood windows or requires that the original
window material be matched. Commissioner Sanders explained that the guideline
requires the original window material to be matched and stated that the original window
material on the residence most likely would have been wood. Ms. Carr guessed that
most residences on the street would probably have originally had wood windows, and
Commissioner Sanders agreed. Commissioner Sanders complimented the applicants on
their project and the improvements to the residence and referenced a similar decision
the preservation commission recently made about the replacement of windows at
another residence in The Heights. Mr. Carr stated that a mixture of window materials
had been present when they purchased the residence, but Commissioner Townsend
explained that the existing windows when the house was purchased could differ from the
original windows. Commissioner Turner questioned whether a replacement in-kind of
windows could be approved at the staff level, but Ms. Good stated that Section 70.070-K
of the Tulsa Zoning Code authorizes the preservation officer to approve the replacement
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of materials with equivalent materials only if the work complies with the design 
guidelines of the subject historic preservation district. Ms. Carr inquired about the 
options for moving forward, and Commissioner Turner replied that they could propose a 
different type of window or appeal the decision to the Board of Adjustment. 

C. Reports
1. Staff Report

Staff reported on Work completed at 1616 South Quincy Avenue.

2. Chair Report
None

D. New Business
None

E. Announcements and Future Agenda Items
None

F. Public Comment
None

G. Adjournment
Commissioner Turner adjourned the Regular Meeting at 6:15 P.M.
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