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EXECUTIVE IN-DEPTH CASE SUMMARY
Board of County Commissioners of the County of Tulsa v.

Tulsa Little League Baseball, Inc.

CJ-2026-1049 - LaFortune Park

Focus: Tulsa County's effort to terminate the LaFortune Park user-group lease, recover possession, and
enforce utility/Additional Rent obligations.

Prepared from the complete court-document set supplied by the requester. The requester supports Tulsa County's effort to end the existing
user-group lease. This report emphasizes the County's factual and legal case while distinguishing advocacy from actual court rulings.
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Executive Summary
CJ-2026-1049 is a dispute over control of publicly owned youth-sports property at LaFortune Park and the consequences

of a long-term lease that assigns broad operating obligations to a private nonprofit tenant. Tulsa County alleges that Tulsa

Little League Baseball, Inc. (TLLB) materially breached the March 5, 2015 lease by failing to pay or reimburse utility

expenses defined as Additional Rent. The County seeks termination, possession, money damages, interest, attorney fees

and costs.

The lease's nominal Base Rent is $10 per year, but that figure does not describe the full economic bargain. The lease

separately assigns utilities and broad operating expenses to TLLB. Section 6.2 requires prompt payment of water, sewer,

electric current and other utility services used by the tenant or supplied to the premises. Section 15.1 allows the County to

perform tenant obligations and demand reimbursement with interest. Sections 16.1 and 16.2 establish default and

landlord remedies, including termination and possession.

Tulsa County's January 22, 2026 demand calculated $108,946.96 then due. A February 17 response stated an updated

total of $113,331.77. The verified petition alleged $45,685.16 in electricity, $14,100.77 in water/sewer and $53,545.84 in

interest. These are amounts asserted at different stages, not a final judicial determination.

TLLB disputes liability through factual, equitable, procedural and regulatory defenses. The case is currently stayed

pending resolution of TLLB's related declaratory-judgment action, CJ-2026-3433. The August 4 court expressly found

jurisdiction but granted the stay for judicial economy and to avoid inconsistent rulings, over Tulsa County's objection.

1. The Lease: Public Access at Nominal Rent, Private
Responsibility for Operations
The 2015 lease is the center of the County's case. It grants a 15-year primary term with two 15-year renewal options and

charges only $10 per year in Base Rent. In exchange, however, the lease shifts substantial operating and maintenance

responsibility to the tenant.

Additional Rent includes utilities supplied to or used or consumed on the leased premises. The net-net provision states

the parties' intent that operating expenses be borne by the tenant, subject to specified exceptions. The utilities provision

requires TLLB to promptly pay charges for water, sewer, electricity and other services. The landlord-performance

provision permits Tulsa County to step in, pay an obligation, and demand reimbursement plus interest.

From a public-accountability perspective, the key distinction is between nominal rent and operating subsidy. Tulsa

County's theory is that the lease granted inexpensive access to public property but did not authorize the tenant to shift its

operating costs back to taxpayers.

2. Utility Charges and Public-Fund Exposure
Tulsa County alleges that County funds paid utility charges serving the leased premises from 2015 through 2025. The

County's January demand itemized electricity month by month and water/sewer charges, then applied the lease's 18

percent interest provision. The February correspondence updated the total claimed amount.

The County later strengthened its exhibit list with certificates of authenticity, Bank of Oklahoma checks, City of Tulsa

records, utility-account evidence, meter photographs and a 1959 resolution concerning LaFortune Park's public purpose.

The County's July response also relied on the lease itself and on legal authority supporting enforcement of anti-waiver

provisions.

The County's strongest presentation is a chain-of-proof theory: written lease obligation; physical meter/service attribution;

public payment; notice and opportunity to cure; refusal to reimburse; and the contractual remedy for uncured default.
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Stage Electric Water/Sewer Interest / Total

Jan. 22 demand $45,685.16 $12,333.21 $50,928.59 interest; $108,946.96 total

Feb. 17 response $45,685.16 Updated component $113,331.77 total stated

Verified petition $45,685.16 $14,100.77 $53,545.84 interest alleged

3. Tulsa County's Core Legal Theory
Tulsa County argues that TLLB breached the lease in at least two related ways: failing to pay utility services required by

the lease and refusing, after demand, to reimburse the County for payments allegedly made on TLLB's behalf. It further

argues that Additional Rent remained unpaid and that the lease's anti-waiver and written-amendment provisions prevent

TLLB from converting prior non-enforcement into a permanent waiver.

The County also grounds its position in public-law concerns. Its July response argues that a political subdivision cannot

lawfully commit future public funds to the operating expenses of a private corporation and cannot waive constitutional

limitations governing public expenditures. The County therefore frames enforcement not merely as a private landlord

collection dispute but as protection of public funds and public rights.

The County gave written notice in January 2026, supplied documentation after TLLB requested proof, reiterated the

demand in February, and ultimately pursued the lease's possession remedy after nonpayment.

4. TLLB's Defense Strategy
TLLB contests whether the County-paid utility service can be proven to have been supplied to or consumed by TLLB. It

points to utility accounts it maintained and paid in its own name and argues that the County must establish which meters

served which parts of LaFortune Park.

TLLB also raises waiver, laches and statute-of-limitations theories based on the long delay in billing; a claimed setoff and

equitable interest based on more than $100,000 in asserted leasehold improvements; and an ejectment theory based on

long occupancy and improvements.

Immediately before the August hearing, TLLB added a regulatory argument that the County's reimbursement claim

resembles resale or submetering of electricity requiring Oklahoma Corporation Commission authorization. TLLB also

asserted equity and an implied duty of good faith and fair dealing. These are litigation positions, not court findings.

5. Significant Court Rulings and Procedural History
On March 19, the court denied TLLB's motion to strike/transfer the possession hearing and denied a jury trial on

possession. The court bifurcated the expedited possession issue from the monetary judgment issue. This was an

important early rejection of TLLB's attempt to move the possession question out of the forcible-entry framework.

On April 7, the court heard legal arguments concerning ejectment, laches, proof and limitations. Proceedings were stayed

so registered Little League participants could complete the spring season while the parties' legal positions were

preserved.

By July 14, the court stated that it had authority to try the case and maintained the August special setting. TLLB then filed

the related declaratory-judgment action CJ-2026-3433 and, on August 3, filed multiple stay and bench briefs.

On August 4, Judge Tammy Bruce expressly found that the court had proper jurisdiction over the subject matter and

parties, but sustained TLLB's motion to stay pending resolution of CJ-2026-3433. The docket states that the decision was

for judicial economy, avoidance of inconsistent rulings and expeditious resolution, and that it was entered over Tulsa

County's objection. The stay is not a merits ruling for TLLB.
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6. Public-Facility Governance Significance
This case illustrates a structural problem that extends beyond one utility bill: long-term control of taxpayer-owned sports

infrastructure by a private user group. The lease combines nominal rent, lengthy renewal rights and significant operational

autonomy with contractual obligations intended to prevent the public owner from absorbing the tenant's operating costs.

When a public owner later concludes that public funds have been paying expenses allocated to the private tenant,

enforcement becomes both a contract issue and a governance issue. The County's position reflects a

public-accountability model in which the public owner retains the right to enforce lease terms, protect public funds and

recover possession when contractual conditions are not satisfied.

The record also shows why long-term user-group leases can become institutionally difficult to unwind. TLLB relies on

decades of occupancy, community history, capital improvements and disruption to youth programs as equitable reasons

against displacement. Those considerations may be important as policy matters, but they do not by themselves erase the

written allocation of operating responsibility in the lease.

7. Assessment of Tulsa County's Position
The documentary record provides Tulsa County with a substantial contractual foundation. The lease expressly addresses

utilities, Additional Rent, reimbursement, interest, default, remedies and non-waiver. The County also developed a more

detailed evidentiary record over time through utility records, checks, certifications, meter evidence and witness testimony

plans.

The most important unresolved factual issue is attribution: whether the County can prove that the specific charges it paid

were for services supplied to or consumed on TLLB's leased premises and were not duplicative of utility service TLLB

already paid directly. The County recognized this issue by developing meter-location and account evidence.

The most important unresolved legal issue is how CJ-2026-3433 affects the lease-breach determination, including TLLB's

regulatory, waiver, equitable and contract defenses. Because the August stay expressly avoided a merits determination,

the present record does not establish that Tulsa County has already prevailed or that TLLB has defeated the County's

claim.

For public-policy research, however, the record strongly supports examining whether nominal-rent user-group leases

create insufficient transparency around operating expenses, public subsidy, facility control, renewal rights and

accountability. The dispute demonstrates the practical consequences when those issues are not continuously audited and

reconciled.

8. Conclusions
Tulsa County's case is best understood as an effort to enforce the written financial architecture of a public-property lease

and recover control of a taxpayer-owned recreational asset after an alleged material default. The County's position is not

that TLLB failed to pay the $10 Base Rent; it is that the tenant failed to satisfy the much larger operating obligations that

formed part of the consideration for receiving the premises at nominal rent.

The case also demonstrates why the phrase 'user-group lease' can understate the public consequences of these

arrangements. Control of fields, long renewal options, facility improvements, utilities, public expenditures and

youth-program continuity become intertwined. Once a dispute occurs, the public owner's ability to redirect the property

can be constrained by litigation even where the owner asserts a contractual right to terminate.

As of the supplied record, the County's possession action remains unresolved on the merits because of the stay tied to

CJ-2026-3433. Any public presentation should therefore distinguish three categories: established lease terms and

procedural facts; Tulsa County's allegations and evidence; and TLLB's competing defenses. That distinction strengthens,

rather than weakens, a public-accountability analysis because it keeps the research anchored to the court record.
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Selected Record Sources Reviewed
• Verified Petition for Forcible Entry and Detainer, filed March 6, 2026.

• TLLB Answer, Amended Answer and Second Amended Answer.

• Tulsa County Memorandum of Law and Objection to Transfer/Continuance.

• March 19-20 order/minute bifurcating possession from monetary judgment and denying jury trial on possession.

• Plaintiff and Defendant witness/exhibit lists and amended lists.

• Defendant Trial Brief and July 7 Addendum.

• Tulsa County's July 7 Response to Defendant's Trial Brief, including lease, demand correspondence, utility records and

supporting exhibits.

• August 3 defense motions/briefs concerning declaratory judgment, OCC resale/submetering, equity and good faith.

• August 4-5 stay proceedings and August 11 filed order staying CJ-2026-1049 pending CJ-2026-3433.

• OSCN docket report supplied with the document set through August 25, 2026.

Research caution: This report is an analytical summary of the supplied court record, not legal advice.
Allegations, defenses and legal arguments are attributed to the party advancing them unless the record shows
an actual judicial finding.



