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Public Outreach for SA-8  

 March 3, 2026 - presented proposal at a Developers Community Roundtable, hosted by 
PartnerTulsa; 

 March 11, 2026 – Tulsa Planning Office mailed 17,069 notices to all property owners in 
the proposed boundary and within 300 feet including information about City Council 
Town Hall meetings and the TMAPC public hearing.  

 March 16, 2026 – NIO webpage was published with information about the proposed 
boundary and text amendments:  tulsaplanning.org/nio26  

 March 23, 2026 - Council District 1 Town Hall meeting for NIO, Rudisill Regional 
Library, approximately 300 in attendance;  

 March 31, 2026 - Council District 3 Town Hall meeting for NIO, Owen Elementary 
School, 100+ in attendance; and  

 April 15, 2026 - Presented at a TMAPC work session. 
 
Information on how to submit formal comments on the proposal was provided with all public 
notices that were mailed out and at each City Council Town Hall meeting that was held.  At the 
time of writing this report, the Planning Office has received 14 comments which are attached 
for the Commission’s review.  From the comments received, 6 have stated support for the 
proposal while 8 have stated an objection to the proposal.   
 
Additional comments will likely be received prior to the hearing but following the publication 
of this report.  New comments will be forwarded to the Commission as they are received.  A 
map of properties that have stated formal objection or support of the proposal will be provided 
at the hearing.   
 

Comprehensive Plan Considerations 
The proposal is consistent with the recommendations of the Tulsa Comprehensive Plan as 
stated in the following provisions: 
 
planitulsa (2023) 
Housing and Neighborhoods 
Goal 3 - Tulsa has a robust housing stock with an adequate mix of housing sizes, types, costs, 
and locations.  
 
Strategy 3.1 Ensure a regulatory environment that supports new housing to satisfy demand.  

 HN 3.1.2 – Analyze residential zoning impediments periodically to ensure future 
housing demand can be accommodated within the service areas of existing 
infrastructure and services  
 

Strategy 3.2 Ensure housing is well connected to basic services and land uses that support 
residents’ daily needs 

 
Strategy 3.3 Encourage the development, preservation, and maintenance of well-constructed 

affordable housing  
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 HN 3.3.1 – Conduct periodic reviews of the City of Tulsa Zoning Code and Zoning Map to 
identify feasible amendments to facilitate an increase in the development of affordable 
housing 
 

 HN 3.3.4 – Continue to remove barriers to the development of “missing middle” 
housing types 

 
Strategy 3.4 Identify resources for local home builders to support a range of housing 

development types 
 
The proposed NIO extension assists in implementing the stated goals in the Tulsa 
Comprehensive Plan by amending the map to increase the areas where missing middle housing 
and accessory dwelling units would be permitted by right.   
 
The extension area is also covered by several adopted small area plans with recommendations 
that support the proposal.   
 

 Crutchfield (2019)  
o Priority 2 – Support compatible residential infill and reinvestment 

 Goal 5, Increase housing choices available in Crutchfield 
 5.1 – Support the development of an expanded range of housing types, 

including single-family and appropriately scaled “missing middle” 
housing such as townhomes, multi-unit houses, live-work units, and 
accessory dwelling units.  

 Unity Heritage Neighborhoods (2016)  
o Goal 3 – Transform and revitalize neighborhoods most impacted by vacancy or 

poor maintenance 
 3.3 Utilize special zoning overlays to allow for higher density residential 

development around the transit services, parks, commercial areas, and 
other amenities and destinations.  

 Kendall-Whittier (2016) 
o The small portion of the proposed extension is designated as medium density 

residential by the small area plan land use map.  Medium density residential is 
defined as a mixture of single-family, townhomes, and small apartment 
buildings.  

 36th Street North (2013) 
o Housing Priority 1 – Increase diversity of housing stock types and housing 

ownership 
 Goal 23 - Encourage a range of housing types, including multifamily, 

townhomes, and traditional single-family.  
 Sequoyah (2007)  

o Goal 2 – Stabilize and Improve the Sequoyah Housing Market 
 

Staff Recommendation 
Approval of SA-8 to extend the NIO boundary as shown on the attached case maps.  
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Attachments 
Proposed boundary for SA-8 Neighborhood Infill Overlay Extension 
Initiation memo from the Tulsa City Council 
Public Comments received by the Planning Office 
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Roark, Erin

From: Emily DelGrosso <emily.faith.love@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2026 7:56 PM
To: Tulsa Planning Office
Cc: (DIST3) Dutton, Jackie; (DIST1) Hall-Harper, Vanessa
Subject: [External Mail] Concerns Regarding Proposed Neighborhood Infill Overlay (SA-8)

This message is intended for the commissioners of the Tulsa Metropolitan Area Planning Commission 
(TMAPC).  
 
My name is Emily and I am a very proud homeowner near Sequoyah Park, an area which falls inside of the 
bounds for the proposed Neighborhood Infill Overlay (NIO SA-8) your commission will soon be considering. 
Unfortunately, I will not be available to attend the meeting on May 6th at which this will be discussed, so I 
wanted to send my concerns your way now.  
 
I recently attended a community meeting, which had been moved at last minute, to learn more about this 
proposed plan. Among many frustrated, concerned, angry, and otherwise invested neighbors, I had the 
opportunity to ask a few questions and hear the answers to many others.  
 
After much consideration, I write to you this evening to express my sincere concern regarding two possible 
outcomes/impacts of this NIO and respectfully request that you do not approve this proposed NIO.  
 
My primary concern regarding the increased density of our area has to do with the capacity of code 
enforcement. Like many others, I have navigated repeated, extreme frustration with excessive delays when 
reporting code violations in my neighborhood (even including very serious violations having to do with safety). 
The reason I am told for this is limited code enforcement staff overwhelmed with too many reports. I am also 
told that these staff limitations are due to a lack of sufficient funding.  
 
My question for you: If we are having such a hard time keeping up with the current volume of code 
violations, just how much worse will this issue get when there are even more households/properties to 
maintain? Further, what additional risks will my neighbors and I face due to the reduced safety caused by an 
increase of ignored code violations? I am thinking about cars on jacks, unsecured properties, unsecured animals, 
and more.  
 
 
I feel strongly that the code enforcement function of this city needs to be addressed before neighborhood 
density is further increased.  
 
Additionally, one of my questions at the community meeting was regarding eligibility for these 
"rule reductions." It is my preference that these "rule reductions" are only available to individuals and not 
to businesses and corporations. I am told that this is not a legal possibility, despite it appearing to be a widely 
popular preference that corporations are not able to participate in this.  
 
My concern is that this NIO opens the door for our neighbors to be profited off of further. It is my opinion that 
housing should not be owned by massive corporations. I see this NIO as a way to save corporations money 
and time; therefore speeding up the process of our neighbors (many of which are struggling financially) 
generating profit for corporate overlords.  
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If and when Tulsa has an effective code enforcement department and if it is possible to exclude businesses and 
corporations, I will support this NIO. I understand the importance of increasing housing in Tulsa and the 
urgency at which we need to solve the issue of unhoused and unsheltered neighbors. We must be intentional 
with the how.   
 
I thank you for your consideration. If you'd like additional information or have questions for me, please don't 
hesitate to let me know. 
 
Gratefully and respectfully, 
Emily 
 
Peace and well wishes,  
Emily DelGrosso, HS-BCP 
(she/her) 
 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the  
Internet.

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not reply, forward, click links, or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Please report using the Phish Alert button in the Outlook Desktop Client if this 
message contains potentially unsafe content. 
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Roark, Erin

From: George McCallum <gemcca57@pm.me>
Sent: Wednesday, April 1, 2026 2:02 PM
To: Tulsa Planning Office
Subject: [External Mail] NIO

This will be a terrible thing for many current homeowners. If property values drop enough value  invested 
homeowner get screwed. I remember what happened about 2008 when home prices plummeted.  

Many bailed on their  existing mortgages, stripping the home of anything of value, destroying it in the 
process.   My first home I bought in Grand Rapids in 1983 on a 11% Land Contract for $30,000. Eventually 
paying that off on an FHA Loan and again a standard mortgage. During the housing crisis it sold for 
$14,000. By that time I had already been living in Manistee, MI since 1996 paying a Mortgage on my 
second home.  

If something like this happened at my age it would be devastating for me. If this goes through I had better 
sell while my home retains value. I don't want to be locked in to this place because my equity is 
consumed away by a wealth distributing plan. That is exactly what this is. The invested homeowner could 
potentially become the City of Tulsa's next homeless population.  

At a minimum homeowners will cease making updates, repairs and improvement on their homes here. I 
enjoy doing my own DIY projects on my home. Making improvements, efficient, safer and healthier home. 
If home values decrease this all comes to a screeching halt.  

Packing more people into an area is not good either. The people, the Culture. They litter heavily here and 
the illegally dumping continues unabated. I no longer turn in illegal dumps because it's a waste of 
my time. We already have too many vehicles parked in front yards, filthy discarded mattresses and sofa 
furniture. Just look about our neighborhood, Owen Elementary and around that area. If you have eye's to 
see with.  

Many are ignorant when it comes to managing their City Trash and Recycling Carts. The simple things like 
this they don't understand. 

Every City is vulnerable if the economy takes a downturn for the worst. Eventually it will.   

Packing them in will only make it more "interesting"  

 

George McCallum  

The reward for work well done is the opportunity to do more.  

—Jonas Salk  
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not reply, forward, click links, or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Please report using the Phish Alert button in the Outlook Desktop Client if this 
message contains potentially unsafe content. 
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Roark, Erin

From: Francisco Javier Bautista <fjbogart@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 2, 2026 8:23 AM
To: Tulsa Planning Office
Cc: (DIST1) Hall-Harper, Vanessa; (DIST3) Dutton, Jackie; Ryan Keyt
Subject: [External Mail] Re: SA-8 / NIO Extension – Follow Up & Questions

Hello, 

I just wanted to take a moment to thank everyone involved in organizing and presenting at the recent NIO 
community meeting. 

I can imagine these meetings are not always easy with the different opinions and concerns, but I really 
appreciated the time, patience, and effort that went into explaining the proposed changes. 

It was my first time attending, and I’m glad I did. I’m very interested in the NIO initiative and in learning 
more about how it can support responsible development and additional housing in the community. 

Thank you again for your time and for putting this together for the community. 

Best regards, 
Francisco Bautista 

918-899-4324 

 
On Tue, Mar 24, 2026 at 10:21 AM Francisco Javier Bautista <fjbogart@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hello, 

My name is Francisco, and I own four residential lots (approximately 50x100) within the proposed NIO 
extension area. 

I was not able to attend the March 23rd community meeting, but I am very interested in the proposed 
changes and how they may impact future development on my properties. I am planning to attend the 
upcoming meeting and would like to be as prepared as possible. 

If possible, could you please share: 

 Any summary or key takeaways from the March 23rd meeting  
 Any presentation materials or guidance for property owners considering new development under 

the NIO  

Additionally, I would appreciate some clarification on a couple of items as they relate to my lots: 



2

 What would be the typical number of units allowed on a standard 50x100 lot under the proposed 
overlay?  

 Whether duplexes, triplexes, or similar multi-unit developments would be permitted by right  

Also, based on my experience, I’ve seen strong demand for more budget-friendly housing options for 
small families, single individuals, and couples. I’m interested in exploring concepts like small unit 
developments or tiny home-style communities. 

Would this type of development be supported or feasible under the proposed NIO guidelines? 

I’m looking forward to attending the next meeting and learning more. 

Thank you for your time and for putting this together for the community. 

Best regards, 
Francisco 

918-899-4324 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not reply, forward, click links, or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Please report using the Phish Alert button in the Outlook Desktop Client if this 
message contains potentially unsafe content. 

 



From: Hunter Gotcher
To: Tulsa Planning Office
Subject: [External Mail] SA-8 / ZCA-38: documented land concentration concerns and request for anti-displacement

safeguards
Date: Wednesday, April 1, 2026 3:51:58 AM

To the Tulsa Planning Office, Councilor Vanessa Hall-Harper, and Councilor Jackie Dutton,

My name is Hunter Gotcher. I am writing as a concerned Tulsa resident, venue owner, artist,
and longtime member of this community.

I attended the recent SA-8 / NIO public meeting and left with more concern, not less.

I appreciate the stated goal of making housing easier to build. I understand the City’s position
that SA-8 is a zoning overlay and not a direct taking. But that is not the only question in front
of the public. The real question is what happens when zoning flexibility is introduced into
neighborhoods where land has already been quietly concentrated through layered ownership
structures, LLCs, trusts, nonprofits, tax-resale acquisitions, and repeated deed transfers.

That is the pattern I have been researching.

Using county deed records and related ownership documents, I have assembled a data pool
showing repeated acquisition and transfer activity in North Tulsa involving, among others:

SLG Property LLC — Scott Lamar Gordon 
Blue Dream Homes LLC — Justin Ryan Thompson 
Tulsa Precise Investments LLC — Arvelester Rentie Jr. 
Summer Lark Prairie LLC 
Maxwell Brown Enterprise, LLC 
Joyce A. Brown 
Maxwell Brown

In the records I have reviewed, one notable ownership sequence appears to run from Joyce A.
Brown to Maxwell Brown Enterprise, LLC, and then into Summer Lark Prairie, LLC. In other
areas, parcel control appears to move through similar entity layering and portfolio assembly
patterns.

I am not asking the City to accept my conclusions blindly. I am asking the City to stop
pretending these ownership patterns are irrelevant to zoning expansion.

If SA-8 reduces development barriers in neighborhoods already experiencing parcel
consolidation, then the City must publicly answer at least the following:

1. What analysis has been done on current land concentration inside the proposed SA-8 area?
2. What share of vacant or distressed parcels in the proposed expansion area is already
controlled by LLCs, trusts, nonprofits, or related-party entities?
3. Has the City evaluated whether SA-8 could accelerate speculative assembly instead of
stabilizing owner-occupants?
4. What anti-displacement protections will exist before this overlay is expanded?
5. What safeguards are proposed to prevent shell entities or layered LLC structures from
quietly buying out entire blocks?

mailto:huntergotcher@gmail.com
mailto:Planning@cityoftulsa.org


6. Will the City publish a parcel-level ownership concentration report for the proposed SA-8
area before any vote?
7. Will the City require beneficial ownership disclosure for bulk residential acquisitions in the
overlay area?
8. Will the City commit to an equity audit of code enforcement, demolition pressure, and
nuisance enforcement in these neighborhoods?

I also want to note a process concern. Public trust is already fragile, and it does not help when
residents receive one meeting location on printed materials and then encounter a different
meeting location posted at the site. That kind of inconsistency makes residents feel managed
instead of heard.

I am requesting the following before any final action on SA-8 or related code amendments:

- a public ownership-concentration analysis of the proposed overlay area
- disclosure of major LLC / trust / nonprofit parcel holders in the affected geography
- anti-speculation and anti-displacement safeguards adopted before expansion
- an owner-occupant protection plan for legacy residents
- a public review of how code enforcement may interact with redevelopment pressure
- a delayed vote until the public has had meaningful time to review the ownership data and
respond

I have assembled records that I am prepared to share in an organized format. I would like
confirmation that this message and any attached materials will be included in the formal public
record for SA-8 and ZCA-38.

This is not abstract to us. This is about whether policy is being shaped in a vacuum while the
land underneath our community is already being repositioned.

Please confirm receipt and advise the best way to submit my supporting documents for
inclusion in the official case record.

Sincerely,

Hunter Gotcher
(918) 289-8948

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not reply, forward, click links, or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Please report using the Phish Alert
button in the Outlook Desktop Client if this message contains potentially unsafe content.









 
 
 
4735 North Detroit Avenue 
Tulsa, OK  74126 
April 27, 2026 
 
Tulsa Planning Commission 
175 E. 2nd Street – 4th Floor 
Tulsa, OK 
 
Re: SA-8; NIO 
 
Dear Tulsa Planning Commission: 
 
Please accept this communication as a means to let you know that our neighborhood 
organization, Chamberlain Area Neighbors (C.A.N.), oppose the proposed extension of a 
zoning overlay allowing property owners to build more housing than currently allowed.  
We purchased property for single family homes, NOT to make it easier to build homes on 
smaller lots, duplexes, townhouses, backyard homes, garage apartments, quadplexes, and 
six-plexes! 
 
We have a neighborhood and we want to keep it for single family.  We ask that you not 
approve this proposal. 
 
If you have questions or desire additional information, please do not hesitate to contact 
me at home (918/425-4756).  Thank you. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Jane Malone, President Emeritus 
 
Via:  planning@cityoftulsa.org and US Mail 
 
Cc:  City Councilors 
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Foster, Nathan

From: Frank Zaidle <fzaidle1@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2026 2:58 PM
To: Tulsa Planning Office
Subject: [External Mail] ZCA-38 Comments

To the Tulsa Planning Department, 

I am writing to formally express my opposition to the proposed ZCA-38 NB Infill Overlay as currently 
drawn. My concern is not with the concept of the overlay itself, but with the boundary expansion process 
and the lack of public input that preceded it.—in regards to the actual boundary. 

The expansion area includes properties directly across the street from my home at 1720 W Newton. 
Despite the direct impact on adjacent homeowners, there was no opportunity for affected residents to 
provide feedback before the boundary was expanded. This has created a situation where one side of the 
street is included in the overlay while the other is not, even though both sides share the same 
neighborhood character, infrastructure, and development pressures. 

For the sake of consistency, fairness, and proper planning practice, I believe both sides of the street 
should be included in the overlay if it moves forward. At minimum, the boundary should not be expanded 
without meaningful public engagement from those who live immediately adjacent to the affected area. 

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. I respectfully request that the Planning Department 
revisit the boundary decision and ensure that residents have a voice in the process. 

Sincerely, Frank Zaidle 

918-261-9256 

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not reply, forward, click links, or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Please report using the Phish Alert button in the Outlook Desktop Client if this 
message contains potentially unsafe content. 
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