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Introduction

¢tKS {GS@Sy /o 1'3SS 902y2YAO wSaSIFNOK FyR t2fAao0e
Meinders School of Business in cooperation with the Society of Industrial and Office Realtors (SIOR) has
undertaken this study to evaluate municipalities in theeater Tulsa area with regard to general
timetables and the costs/fees for permitting a typical commercial (office) and industrial development
project identified in this report. Eight municipalities were included in this stugixby,Broken Arrow,

Glerpool, Jenks, Owass&and Springs, Sapulend Tulsa

The ERPI team has compiled this report to provide a helpful starting point for develodmsoising a
location fortheir office or industrial building site within this area. Every effort has beade to provide

both accurate figures and correct descriptions of the development process in the municipalities studied.
In addition to its value for developers, we anticipate that the directors of the development departments
in the cities surveyetierein will use this documentp assessheir municipalitiesand ultimately improve

the access to data and information for the entire area.

Methods

Research Process

We employed the following methodology in collecting our data: We selected the eight murtiegali
contacted the departments in charge of city planning and development, informed them that we were
conducting a research study on behalf of ERPI, and scheduled a meeting with each of them.

The meetings were usually attended by3 Zcholars from ERRy. Steve C. Agee, and the employees of
the municipality. Some meetings included-& person panel on behalf of the municipaltile others
included only onenunicipalemployee.

Each meeting lasted0-90 minutes. The scholars started the meetingg mtroducing themselves and
asking the city planning employee(s) to describe the procesdshatjuiredin order toobtaina building
permit for our two hypothetical building plansffice and industrial¢ see Appendices and B. From
that point, the municipality representative(s) typicaltpok over and gave a detailed description of the
entire process. After they finished their explanations, the scholaasked about other specific
information that the study required Each meetingoncludedwith anexchange otontact information
and discussion abotibllow-up interviews

After each meeting, the team compiled the notes taken during the meeting and put the pertinent fees

into a spreadsheetThe scholars then emailashch municipality the completees of data that ERPI had

tabulated for that specific municipality Y R I a1 SR GKS OAdGe L FyyAy3a RSLI
accuracy in order to avoidny errors or omissions in theata. The confirmed numbers were then

placed inthis report along with brief descriptions of the meetings aswime demographic data about

each municipality.

! Broken Arrowand Owasso did not provide us with any follow up confirmation
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Permitting Time

In addition topermitting cost and fee structurg the intent of this study was to determine the time it

takesto work through the permitting process, frorfiling the building permit applicatioto the final

issuance of a building permit by the municipality. In many cases, the permitting process involves zoning,
platting, or other actions prior to th& dzy’ A O A adteptanded &p@rmit application This study

specifically assumes that all the platting, zoning, floodplain, and other issues of this nature were already

taken care of and that the only remaining issue was the approval/permitting of the building plans.

Based upon tbse rather restrictive assumptions, our study found that permitting times varied énoen

toeleveng SS1 & F2NJ GKS SAIKG YdzyAOALI f AGASEA Ay 2dzNJ & dzN.
building permitsin the City of Tulsahat is, real applicationsled for building permits iMulsa the date

of those filingsand the final date of building permit issuance. Hotual permittingtime table (Figure

5,pageld akK2ga | O2YLI NRA2Y 2F GKS aSaddzarabtiQ®eé LISNIA
development officials@ SNE dza G KS &l OldzZl £ ¢ LISNXAGOGAY3A GAYS & R
permits that have been submitted and approvediimsa

Wetook a random sampling &0 buildingpermitsin orderto ensure normal distributionThe average
time for obtaining a building permiepresentsthe interveningtime between application and issuance
The number of each permit corresponds to the date the permit application was submitted (the higher
the number, the later the date of submission). In Tufsarmits issuedver the past 3 years correspond
to numbers between 100,000 and 185,000, se selected the commercial building permits
correspondngto randomnumberswithin the statedrange

Assumptions

Forconsistensy ¢S KI @S FaadzySR | moyé o+ SN t Agesffick yR | n
building is a thredevel office complexvith a total area of 50,18§rosssqg. ft. The industrial building is a

one-level warehousavith a total area ofL14,402grosssq.ft.

Office Industrial
Gross Square Footage 50,188 114,402
Lot Surface Area (Acres) 3.8 7.43
Impervious Surface (Sq. Ft.) 142,230.5 306,302.2
Curb Cuts 2 2
Declared Valuation (Per Sq. Ft.) $160 $50
Total Declared Valuation (Millions) $8.03 Mil $5.72 Mil

Tablel: General information regarding the building plans

In executing this studfERPhas assumed that the zoning and platting teesehypothetical
development plans weralready complete This assumption hgsovenproblematicat times, as some
of the fees were associated with this stage of the project rather than the building permit stage.

The tables presented beloyirables 2 and 3, pages8pdepict the costsand feesassociated withtthe
office and industrial buildingsdentified in Appendices A and B. For easegeaafding, some of the
separate fee categoridsave been combinethto groups. Detailed spreadgsheet of the feesare listed in

2
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Appendices C and.DVe have also included somé the optional fees.For example,ni some cases, the
municipalities allow the developer to build his owtorm-water detention facilities or sidewalk®ther

times, the developer may opt to pay a fee and have the city provide these services. The sidewalk
have been included due to the fact that the developer may not have a choice and will be required to pay
the direct fees.

Observations

Stormwater D etention
In the course of visiting each municipality, ERPI discovered sassuals that prove pertient to the

nature of the study. Fird, stormwater detention and flood plains are a major issuemnost of these
cities Due to the generdiandscape of Oklahomdloodplains are a particularly relevant factdgeveral
of the municipalitiesn this studyhave a significant portion of their developaléend contained within a
floodplain which restricts the possibility of develpg residential structures These municipalities
provide various ways tovercomethis problem. Thestandard methods to raise tle structure above
the floodplain level. Other solutions included aearth changing permit (involvinigngthy paperwork),
widening the riverbedand creating a mixed retail/residential building with the retpdrtion on the

ground floor andesidential above.

$70,000

The municipalitieswere also concerned with] $60,000
stormwater detention and drainage on the $50,000 —
development site and normally charge detentio] $40,000 —

fees basd on impervious sdace area. Two| $30,000 |  mOffce

courses of action were available, sometimes | $20 000 1— L __ =Industrial

the choice of the developer, but more often & 10000 | L | -

iKS RA&AONBUGAZY 2F G(GKS 0 - . . 2 LIY Sy

officer: (a) provide onsite detention ofb) pay a
fee in lieu of onsite detention in order to e@sa
regional detention pond. Bixby and Tulsa we Figurel: Detention Fees for Bixby and Tulsa

the only two municipaties in this study which offethis fee in lieu option. We excludetiis fee in lieu
of onsitedetention fromthe overall municipatomparisons in order to refrain from penaliziftgetcities
that require the fee for having a bett@rganized detention systemHowever, ve have included those
fees in Figure for simplecomparison.

Tulsa Bixby

Municode.com

Early in our study, we learned that many Oklahoma municipalities have their municipal codes on
www.municode.com ¢ KS 902y 2YAO wSaSINOK g t2fA08& LyadAiddzis
{GdzR@ ¢ A Yy | GQkiRhorhaNZtydmyefoplek féril found that all eight municipalities studied had

placed information about their permitting fees and process on municode.com. However, this was not

the case for the municipalities researched in the Tulsa aBraken Arrow washte only municipality we

studied in the Tulsa area that listed their data on municode.c&th municipalityn our studytypically

kept at leasta portion of the perinent data on their own website, but @vencourage the Tulsa

3
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municipalities to join the dbrt to provide current information and transparency to their permitting
process by providing relevant information to municode.covde also highly recommend that any
developer visit municode.corto determineif the murcipality of interest is listed. Adibnally, they
should visithe Y dzy’ A O A waébditeinib@le®th verify numbers and to obtain any changes or updated
information regarding fees and permitting requirements.

Permitting Process

Another issue that emergedduring the course of our studwas the large variance between
municipalitiesregarding the order of steps in thgermitting process. Some municipalitiesake a very
short time to approve &uilding plan because the other permiisve already beeteken care of in the
zoning and plattig stages of the proceswhile others use consolidated procedures which require all of
the permits to be approved and issued together as part of the general permitting process

It became obvious through our interviews that every municipality covets sakes generated by retail
sales. Several municipalities discourage industrial development but will provide economic incentives for
retail development in order to increase sales tax revenue.

In general, most of the municipalities wevery accommodatingandwent out of their way to help us in
our study. Some meetings were spent with the heads of the planning deparsmvambwere able to
brief us on the exact detailsyhile other meetings consisted of a mock preplanning meeting with the
Ydzy AOA LI f AledQa & HBrimatd vegeyhélpfuli &tnfordnative and we received
pertinent information from each. Appendiists contact information for all the participéninvolved.

Disclaimer

In the compilation, processing, and preparation of this report, every attempt has been made to offer
current, correct, verifiable, and clearly expressed information. However, since inadvertent errors can
occur and since relevatdws, regulations, and fees often change, the information contained herein may
be neither current nor accurate. The data and information included in this report are provided in good
faith and a reasonable effort has been made to ensure that this datdardadnation are both accurate

and current as ofhe date of the completion of the study

The intent of this study is to provide the reader with a general overview of the office and industrial
market within the eight municipalities surveyed from the perdper of a developer or builder
interested in understanding the fee structure and the permitting process of the participating
municipalities. Nothing in this report is intended to suggest professional advice and it is not intended to
provide a comprehensé/or complete analysis of the issues discussed herein. It should be specifically
understood that this report does not and should not be interpreted as endorsing or criticizing any
municipality.

Oklahoma City University (OCU), the Meinders School of BissifMSB), the Economic Research &
Policy Institute (ERPI), and the students and faculty at OCU hereby disclaim any liability and shall not be
held liable for any damages including without limitation, direct, indirect, or consequential damages
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including los of revenue, loss of profit, loss of opportunity, or any other type of loss, as a result of the
use of this report for business decisions that may be made by the reader.

Further, in no event shall OCU, MSB, ERPI, or the students and faculty of OCU, be liable for any damage
arising, directly or indirectly, from the use of the information contained in this report; including damages
arising from inaccuracies, omissions or errofgly person relying on the information contained in this
report or making any use of the information contained herein, shall do so at its own risk and expense.
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Broken

Building Permit relatedees Bixby Arrow Glenpool Jenks Owasso Sand Springs  Sapulpa Tulsa
Basic Building Permit Fee 4,282.33 4,867.86 3,764.10 10,625.00 2,423.46 3,011.28 3,816.10 21,669.50
Plumbing, Electrical, and Mechanica  300.00 21,250.00 1,505.64 655.00 884.00
Miscellaneous Other Permitting Fées 25.00 3,011.28 2,512.52 650.00 37.00 90.00
Utilities Fees 2,007.52 200.00 500.00

Landscaping, Streets & StorWater
Sidewalk Fee 150.00
Other Related Feés 125.00 125.00 120.00

Water & Sewer
Water Supply Fees 341.00 2,380.00 2,900.25 1,107.00 1,500.00 25.00 1,037.00 210.00
Sewer Fees 150.00 25.00 200.00 400.00 25.00 1,000.00

Total $5,07333 $7,297.86  $11,683.15 $33307.00  $8,341.62 $4,691.28 $6,010.10  $23,503.50

Table2: Breakdown of fees regired for office building permit

% Based on Office Site and Building Plans identified in Appendix A

® Miscellaneous OthrePermitting Fees include Capital Improvement, InspectiofinBgection, Site Review Meeting, Processing/Plan Review, Occupancy,

Economic Development, Subcontractor and Accessory Building

* Other Related Fees include Fence, Curb Cut, Land Disturbandezersgportation Impact
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Total Fee Comparison (Office)

$35,000

$1,43200

$30,000

$25,000

$20,000

$15,000

$10,000

$5,000

$0

$5,073 $7,298 $11,683
_ ) : 33,307
Bixby Broken Glenpool s A

Arrow Jenks Owasso  sand Springs  sapulpa

$4,691 $6,010  $23,504

Tulsa

m Building Permitting Fee = Other fees

Figure2: Fees in the Tulsa metroplex. Other fees include all the fees not mentioned specifically
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Industrial Building Development Survey Summary

Industrial Permitting Fees 5

Building Permit related fees Bixby I?Arr?lg\?vn Glenpool Jenks Owasso S?)?i::(gj]s Sapulpa Tulsa
Building Permit $8,705.15 $10,968.19 $8,580.15 $7,400.00 $5,313.09 $6,864.12 $8,680.15 $15,548.00
Plumbing, Electrical, and Mechanical  300.00 147.00 14,800.00  3,432.06 655.00 74.00 884.00
Miscellaneous Other Permitting F8es ~ 707.41 60.00 6,864.12 425.00 850.00 627.00 4,765.67

Landscaping, Streets, and Stormwater
Sidewalk Permitee 150.00
Other Related Feés 125.00

Water & Sewer
Water Supply Fees 583.00 4,760.00 1,076.25 1,082.00 1,500.00 25.00 2,287.00 210.00
Sewer Fees 600.00 25.00 200.00 200.00 400.00 25.00 1,000.00

Total $10,895.56 $15,96019 $16,720.52 $23,482.00 $11,070.15 $8,544.12 $12,68.15 $21,%57.67

Table3: Breakdown of fees reaired for industrial building permit

® Based on Industrial Site and Building Plans identified in Appendix B

® Miscellaneous Other Permitting Fees include Capital Improvement, Inspectigmsfiéetion, Site Review Meeting, Processing/Plan Review, Occupancy,
Economic Dewspment, Subcontractor and Accessory Building

" Other Related Fees include Fence, Curb Cut, Land Disturbance, Storm water related fees and Transportation Impact
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Total Fee Comparison (Industrial)

$25,000 o
$1,282‘
4
$20,000
-
— A — $1,274_ T
$15,000
$4,78
A — — — — A —
511894 $1,90(’
$10,000
$5,000
$
$10,896  $15,960  $16,721  $23,482  $11,070 $8,544 $12,668  $21,558
Bixby Broken Glenpool Jenks Owasso Sand Sapulpa Tulsa
Arrow Springs
m Building permit = Other fees

Figure3: Other Fees include anything not directly associated with the building permit fee
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Total Time Comparison (Office and Industrial)

Per Interview:
Time Required to Obtain Building Permit

12 =
10 8 8
8 rF__~ A—
6 4 4
_A— A—
4 2 .
s = s e
o LAEEF L L
Bixby Broken Glenpool Jenks Owasso Sand Sapulpa Tulsa
Arrow Springs
= Maximum (weeks)
Figure4: Permitting timetable organized by maximum expected permit time
Actual Permitting Time in Tulsa Per
Sampling of Approved Permits
9
10 Ay
8 [
6 4 —
4 /.- e -
2
=
0
Tulsa (Per Interview Tulsa (Average from Tulsa (Min. and Max.
Researched Sample) from Researched
Population)
= Time (weeks) Averag: = Time (weeks) Minimunr = Time (weeks) Maximur

Figure5: Timeline comparing receivedala and researched data. The 6 week colunepresents the avesige
ofthe30LISN¥A(Ga Ay (GKS &l YL S 2 A0K | pp: O2YyFARSYOS Ayl SND
the minimumand maximum represented on the graph.
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Individual Observations for the Municipalities

Bixby

When we arrived in Bixby, the City Hall was recuperating from some recent flooding. We were taken to
GKS OAGe LXIFYyYySNRa 2FFAOS otkBiNBwyag, EityRlarRer.[Mr.@ENE Ay T
retrieved some of the answers for our questions from the city website. Even with the website, there

was still a large amount of information that we were missing. He later referred us to Donna Crawford,
CommunityDevelopment Director, who provided us with a fee sheet and was able to quickly answer all

of our additional questions. Ms. Crawford was very helpful and provided us with all the information
requested.

Broken Arrow

In our meeting with theBroken ArrowDevelopment Services Departmenive were welcomed by
Michael SkatesDevelopment Service Directoand two of hiscolleagues Our initial discussion was
open and relaxed.They aiickly informed us that Broken Arrow isiterested in private development
rather than governmentdevelopment. Broken Arrowappeared to bevery organized andasflexible in
taking care of our needsThey were thorough, approachabkend very willing tassist us We obtained

the majority of the information we needed during this meeting, but were unable to confirm our
estimated numbers with the municipality officials.

Broken Arrow is a fast growing city that has experienced a significant increadticanpermits over
recentyears. They expressed that theitent was to increassales taxevenue They also informed us
that they had akar plansabout further developing theistorm water detention areas.

The site plans evaluated by a team of fouthe progect cocoordinator, the storm water engineer, the
mechanical engineer and the fire marshdlhe site plan application requires 4 hard copies and a PDF
file.

Glenpool

During our visit, the city offices of Glenpool were undergoing some minor construciimmet with

Stan Ewing, Communitipevelopment Director/Assistant City Manager. He was very excited about
several new development projects taking place in Glenpool. He was very knowledgeable and able to
answer any questions we had. Glenpool has sulisthoffice development blossoming on thedWY 75

and HWY 11¢orridor and he property value in that area has gone up substantially in the last 10 years.

Df SyLJl22f Qa RS@St2LIYSyd LXFYyyAy3a 2FFAOSa INB Y20Ay

Jenks

In Jenkswe met with Robert Bell Planning Directar He briefly explained some of the policies that
municipalitiesgenerallyfollow. He addresse®lanned Unit Development$ (D3, clarified why cities

must have a strong industrial base, andshardtl I ya F2NJ WSy 1a4Q FdzidzNB RS@Sft 2

Mr. Bell also explained howlenks isworking to overcome their problem with flood plains. Each
situation is dealt with differently, and they are constantly incorporating new strategies to overcome

11
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additionalobstacles that ariseHe also explained to us that Jerddseadyhas a healthy industridlase.
Thus, at this time, the main focus in Jenks is on residential dewvent and the associated valaelded
by those developments relative to ow@xpansion oftte industrial base.

Compilingthe specific permitting information fronienkswas somewhadifficult. We were informed
that we would be able to retrieve thenformation from their website;their current permitting
information was not posted on their welts, however,so we tried to contact theplanningoffice by
telephone and email Our efforts in this area initiallgid not yield any results, butventually, after a
little subtle pressure by Dr. Agee, Robert Bell was kind enough to take the time tolgumvwith the
complete list of fees required.

Owasso

Upon our arrival, we were immediately escorted into the board room with a sense that this was to be a
very important meeting. We were met by Chelsea Harkins, Director of Economic Development; Daniel
Dearing, Civil Engineer; Brian Dempster, Building Inspector; Larissa Darnaby, City Planner; the Fire
Marshal, and the Asistant City Planner. This was the largest group of city officials that we met with
during our entire study. They were each professioand very knowledgeable in their fields. There
were several policies unique to Owasso, one of which was that they required 15 large print copies of the
building plans. This was somewhat unusual as most municipalities required only three or founerAnot
peculiarity was that, other than sidewalks, Owasso had fairly minimal landscaping requirements. They
seemed to be satisfied that most developers had sufficient landscaping requirements of their own and
RARY QiU ySSR lFye IRRAUGAZYIE NBAGNROGAZ2YAD

Sand $rings

We met with Terry Walters,Director of Economic Developmerih the city council chambers. The
meeting provided us with basic informatiaabout the process of obtaining a building permit. Sand
Springds looking for a combination of officand industrial growth, andthey emphasized how, in their
view, the two worktogether.

After the initial interviewwith Mr. Walters the Honorable Robert Walker, City May@ave us an
2OSNIBASG 2F { | y Revdlopihehtglaha SQandSIpengSEans tb @Gnex some of thi
expansive fence linen the nearfuture. Among other thingsMayor Walkeralso mentioned that Sand
Springs recognizes that there are some areas in which they cannot compete with Tulsa, kavbey
focused on building mutually beneficial relationshighich shouldhelp foster growthin Sand Springs.

Sand Springs isssidoth industrial and officglan permits in less tha@ weeks Everyone in the city
office was very helpful and willing to work with us.

Sapulpa

In Sapulpa, we were welcomed very graciously by Ted Fisher, Economic Development Director, and
Farley Fisher, Building Inspector. They communicated to us thatthey ar&lJ] Ay 3 (2 o0dzA f R
2F fAFSE T2N (véSopaddto@éveiopd. SThed haleyaRarticuNBinterest in office and
retail development and work especially hard to attract developers in this area. Industrial development

12
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is also welcomed, but not on such a high level. One material problem Mr. Fisher identified was the
rough rock formations found just below the surface of the ground in the Sapulpa area. This makes the
cost of digging foundations, sewer lines, and water lines, an issue for any new development projects in
Sapulpa.

Three sets of plans must be submitted $apulpa for distribution to the Engineering Department, Fire
Marshal, & Planning Commission. Per our interview, it can take up to one week to receive a building
permit. Fast tracking depends on hydrology. If the site is flat and has no drainage spritheynare
sometimes able to issue a building permit the next day.

Tulsa

The permit office was very busy when we arrivieelcause they were in the middle of relocation and
everyone was in the process of movitlgeir offices In spite of thisthey werestill very willing to meet
with us and were able to locatemost of the necessary materials that we requestedVe initially
estimated the appropriate fees based on a 2004 booklet tipegvided; then followed up with
subsequent contact to update these fe&s the current year. The fees reported in this study are
therefore current through the Fall 2008

We were greeted byHarold Tohlen,Infrastructure Development Managedames Mitchell Plans
Examiney David SteeleSenior EngineerfTerry Whiteley, Assiant Fire Marshal; and Paul Enix, Building
Plans ExaminerThey were very positive in the way thegadt with storm water detentiorand flood
plains. Theyalsohad a unique way of calculating building permitsich usecthe valueof the building
rather than the square footage. TulBa&d RS @St 2 Ighwéug the iApFesioDtBatt is always
searching fomways toimprove its processes by makitigem more efficientand usesfriendly.

Demographics

Municipalities were contactedegardingdemographic informatiorfor their area We received partial

information from ®veral of the municipalities, butgha & 2 F 2dzNJ RI 41 61 & NBGNRSJ
Places database and approved by the individual municipalities.

We included demographida the study so that the fee schedsleould be coupled with humbers from
each individual municipality indicating population growth, spendivaipits, and living situation$or
better decisioamaking Included is a table of the demographics for the colleetmunicipalities in the
Tulsaarea as well as graphs highlighting key numbers.

13
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Bixby Broken Arrow | Glenpool Jenks Owasso | Sand Springs| Sapulpa Tulsa
General Demographics
Population 21,000 92,256 9,412 14,123 24,938 18,246 82,850 389,536
Growth Rate from 200Q007 (%)| 6.60% 17.9P%0 12.5%%6 48.00% 34.7%% 5.00% -3.00%
Population DensityPer Sqg. Mile) 666.2 666.2 1,844.4 934.2 1,028.5 2,1522
Number of Households 7,185 25,553 3,167 5,132 8,900 6,907 30,908 92,669
Unemployment Rate (%) 4.1% 2.8% 4.1% 4.1% 4.1% 4.1% 4.7 4.3%
Median Householdnicome $60,330 $63,531 $49,491 | $71,147 $55,617 $44,759 $42,863 $38,270
Per Capita Income $28,687 $27,907 $20,122 | $28,771 $23,240 $21,581 $19,698 $25,928
City Fencé.ine (Sq. Mi.) 25 45.6 9.3 25 10.1 22 18.7 186.8
Housing
Median Home Price $230,000 $184,200 $99,900 | $235,400 | $214,900 $126,500 $127,500 $147,500
Home Ownership (%) 70.3% 76.8®% 78.73% 81.020 68.08% 69.6% 66.1% 51.63%
Tax Structure
Property TaMillages(per $1000), 110.44 115.38 107.70 117.08 106.13 110.08 110.00 110.45
TotalSales TaRate(%) 8.5206 8.52%6 9.52%6 8.5206 8.5206 9.02% 9.52% 8.52%
Municipality Sales Tax Raé#) 3.5% 3% 1% 3% 3% 3.5% 4% 3%
Municipality Sales TaRollection | $6,629,332] $26,935,5D | $2,064,85 | $3,886,7& | $15,349,68 | $9,152,669 | $10,962,18 | $193,943,309

Table4: Municipal Demographic Information
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Comparison of Demographic Indexes

Unemployment Rate
5.0%

4.0%
3.0%
2.0%
1.0%
0.0%

Bixby Broken Glenpool Jenks Owasso Sand Sapulpa Tulsa Oklahoma
Arrow Springs Average

H Unemployment Rate (%

Figure6: 2007 unemployment ratestated as percentagesNumbers for Broken Arrow and Tulsa are from the Oklahoma
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Figure7: 2007 hcome numbers Numbersfor Broken Arrow and Tulsa are fromthe { € K2 Y 5 SLJ NI YSy

2007 American Community Survey. Numbers for the remaining municipalities are frddS NX A y3Qa . Sa i
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Median Home Price
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Figure8: 2007 median home pricesSource{ LISNI Ay 3Qa . Sad t

Home Ownership
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Figure9: 2007 home ownership percentages. SoureLJSNI A y3Qa . Said tfl O0Sa
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Sales Tax Rate!

Il

Bixby Broken Glenpool Jenks Owasso Sand Sapulpa Tulsa Municipal
Arrow Springs Average in
Oklahoma
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Figure10: 2007 municipality sales tax rates. Source: Oklahoma Tax Commission.
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Figurell: Amounts represent millages used in calculating the property tax rate.
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Municipality Sales Tax Collectiol
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Figurel12: July2007¢ June 2008 city sales tatNumbers gathered using theity sales tax collectedy the Oklahoma Tax
Commission.

Municipality Sales Tax Collection
(Excluding Tulsa)
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Figurel3: July 2007 June 2008 city sales taNumbers gathered using theity sales tax collectedy the Oklahoma Tax
Commission.
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