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Introduction
The Steven C. Agee Economic Research and Policy Institute (ERPI) at Oklahoma City University’s
Meinders School of Business in cooperation with the Society of Industrial and Office Realtors (SIOR) has
undertaken this study to evaluate municipalities in the greater Oklahoma City 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 study: Del City,
Edmond, Midwest City, Moore, Mustang, Norman, Yukon, and Oklahoma City.

The ERPI team has compiled this report to provide a helpful starting point for developers in choosing a
location for their office or industrial building site within this area. Every effort has been made 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 surveyed herein will use this document to assess their municipalities and 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 municipalities,
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 by 2 3 scholars from ERPI, Dr. Steve C. Agee, and the employees of
the municipality. Some meetings included a 5 6 person panel on behalf of the municipality while others
included only one municipal employee.

Each meeting lasted 30 90 minutes. The scholars started the meetings by introducing themselves and
asking the city planning employee(s) to describe the process that is required in order to obtain a building
permit for our two hypothetical building plans (office and industrial – see Appendices A and B). From
that point, the municipality representative(s) typically took over and gave a detailed description of the
entire process. After they finished their explanations, the scholars asked about other specific
information that the study required. Each meeting concluded with an exchange of contact information
and discussion about follow up interviews.

After each meeting, the team compiled the notes taken during the meeting and put the pertinent fees
into a spreadsheet. The scholars then emailed each municipality the complete set of data that ERPI had
tabulated for that specific municipality and asked the city planning department’s staff to verify their
accuracy in order to avoid any errors or omissions in the data. The confirmed numbers1 were then
placed in this report along with brief descriptions of the meetings and some demographic data about
each municipality.

1 Del City and Norman did not provide us with any follow up confirmation
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Permitting Time
In addition to permitting cost and fee structures, the intent of this study was to determine the time it
takes to work through the permitting process, from filing the building permit application to the final
issuance of a building permit by the municipality. In many cases, the permitting process involves zoning,
platting, or other actions prior to the municipality’s acceptance of a permit 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 these rather restrictive assumptions, our study found that permitting times varied from two
to twelve weeks for the eight municipalities in our survey. However, ERPI also researched “actual”
building permits in the City of Oklahoma City; that is, real applications filed for building permits in
Oklahoma City, the date of those filings, and the final date of building permit issuance. The actual
permitting time table (Figure 5, page 9) shows a comparison of the “estimated” permitting time
provided to us by Oklahoma City’s development officials versus the “actual” permitting time as
determined by our research of “real world” permits that have actually been submitted and approved in
Oklahoma City.

We took a random sampling of 34 building permits in order to ensure normal distribution. Since we
could not search specifically for office buildings, we selected random commercial building permits issued
within the last 3 years and used the data from any of these development projects with an estimated
value of $100,000 or higher. Most of the values represented are significantly lower than the value of the
office building used in this study, so any sampling error would most likely cause an understatement. The
average time for obtaining a building permit represents the intervening time between application and
issuance for the permits in our sample.

Assumptions
For consistency, we have assumed a 1½” water line and a 4” sewer line where applicable. The office
building is a three level office complex with a total area of 50,188 gross sq. ft. The industrial building is a
one level warehouse with a total area of 114,402 gross sq. 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
Table 1: General information regarding the building plans

In executing this study, ERPI has assumed that the zoning and platting for these hypothetical
development plans were already complete. This assumption has proven problematic at times, as some
of the fees were associated with this stage of the project rather than the building permit stage.
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The tables presented below (Tables 2 and 3, pages 6 8) depict the costs and fees associated with the
office and industrial buildings identified in Appendices A and B. For ease of reading, some of the
separate fee categories have been combined into groups. Detailed spreadsheets of the fees are listed in
Appendices C and D. We have also included some of the optional fees. For example, in some cases, the
municipalities allow the developer to build his own storm water detention facilities or sidewalks; other
times, the developer may opt to pay a fee and have the city provide these services. The sidewalk fees
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 Detention
In the course of visiting each municipality, ERPI discovered several issues that prove pertinent to the
nature of the study. First, stormwater detention and flood plains are a major issue in most of these
cities. Due to the general landscape of Oklahoma, floodplains are a particularly relevant factor. Several
of the municipalities in this study have a significant portion of their developable land contained within a
floodplain which restricts the possibility of developing residential structures. These municipalities
provide various ways to overcome this problem. The standard method is to raise the structure above
the floodplain level. Other solutions included an earth changing permit (involving lengthy paperwork),
widening the riverbed, or creating a mixed retail/residential building with the retail portion on the
ground floor and residential above.

The municipalities were also very concerned
with stormwater detention and drainage on the
development site and typically charge detention
fees based on impervious surface area. Two
courses of action were available, sometimes at
the choice of the developer, but more often at
the discretion of the municipality’s development
officer: (a) provide onsite detention or (b) pay a
fee in lieu of onsite detention in order to use a
regional detention pond. Moore and Oklahoma City were the only two municipalities in this study which
offer this fee in lieu option. We excluded this fee in lieu of onsite detention from the overall municipal
comparisons in order to refrain from penalizing the cities that require the fee for having a better
organized detention system. However, we have included those fees in Figure 1 for simple comparison.

Municode.com
Early in our study, we learned that many Oklahoma municipalities have their municipal codes on
www.municode.com. We highly recommend that any developer visit municode.com to verify numbers
and to obtain any changes or updated information regarding fees and permitting requirements. Aside
from this website, each municipality also kept a portion of the pertinent data on their own website.

Figure 1: Detention Fees for Moore and Oklahoma City
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Permitting Process
Another issue that emerged during the course of our study was the large variance between
municipalities regarding the order of steps in the permitting process. Some municipalities take a very
short time to approve a building plan because the other permits have already been taken care of in the
zoning and platting stages of the process, while 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 sales taxes 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 were very accommodating and went out of their way to help us in
our study. Some meetings were spent with the heads of the planning departments who were able to
brief us on the exact details, while other meetings consisted of a mock preplanning meeting with the
municipality’s development team. Both formats were helpful and informative and we received
pertinent information from each. Appendix H lists contact information for all the participants involved.

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 relevant laws, 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 the data and information are both accurate
and current as of the 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 perspective 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 comprehensive 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 Business (MSB), 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
including loss 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 errors. Any 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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Total Time Comparison Research

Figure 4: Timelines for obtaining the building permit

Figure 5: Timeline comparing received data and researched data. The 15 weeks represents the average of
results from the 34 permits in the sample. With a 95% confidence interval, the population’s average will

fall between the minimum and maximum represented in the chart.
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Individual Observations for the Municipalities

Del City
Del City placed a great emphasis on a personal approach to the building permit process. We met with
the City Planner, Tom Leatherbee; Public Works Director, William Graham; Fire Marshal Officer, Zee
Williams; and Economic Development Director, Geranium Carrington. When we arrived in the planning
office, all attendees of the meeting were gathered and prepared. They stressed how their
predevelopment meeting made the whole process more efficient. One problem in Del City is their
extensive flood plains. This was something they pointed out as a major obstacle to development. While
other municipalities explained how they have dealt with flood plains, Del City just pointed out how this
could tie up the permitting process for months. Overall the city officials seemed very relaxed and easy
going.

Once the predevelopment meeting has been concluded, the municipality requires five sets of paper
plans. The entire permit process can take between one week and two years depending on
complications. It was clear in our discussions, a courteous attitude and constant attention by
builders/developers will speed up the permitting process.

Mr. Tom Leatherbee was not available through e mail or telephone to confirm our numbers for fees or
demographics.

Edmond
In Edmond we met with the City Planner, Robert Schiermeyer. We arrived at the building permit office
and were immediately greeted by Mr. Schiermeyer. He took us into the conference room and explained
to us Edmond’s permitting process in great detail. It was obvious that he knew the process extremely
well and from many different angles. He explained both what was required and why Edmond required
it. He provided us with updated hard copies of the municipal building code. This was by far the most
detailed code of all the municipalities. We used this code to create a list of fees which we checked
against all our future municipality visits.

Plans in Edmond go from staff to the Planning Commission. Once received, It takes 3 5 days for the
planning commissioners to approve a set of plans, and the building permit takes 14 20 days after the
approval of the site plan.

After our meeting, Laura Greenwood was prompt in response to all correspondence that was directed
toward the Edmond Planning Office. She was very proactive when addressing any questions or
problems we had. Always following up with an e mail or phone call to make sure we received the
information we required.

Midwest City
Our Midwest City interview took place early in the morning. Shortly after our arrival, we quickly noticed
the Community Development Office becoming quite busy. Despite this influx of activity, their Planning
Developer, Ron Green, remained very patient with us. Mr. Green has 27 years of experience in
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municipal planning and development, and it was obvious that he knew the permitting process very well.
He named most of the figures we were interested in off of the top of his head, and was able to tell us
the break down of each fee. As this was our first interview, we used our experience at Midwest City as
template for our future municipality interviews.

Midwest City requires three sets of plans (four for a restaurant). It takes 10 14 days for the permit
officers to verify plans. Chain Store site approval is quicker than local planning. Plans can be returned
with small corrections, and thus not necessitate resubmitting entire sets of plans.

Despite some problems with receiving e mails, Ron Green was very helpful with all post meeting
questions and confirmations; replying to all messages left for him within a day or two.

Moore
During our visit to Moore we met with the Community Development Director, Elizabeth Jones. The
office had a very relaxed atmosphere and everyone seemed willing to help. Moore had a
comprehensive information packet for commercial development which we found very helpful during our
post meeting fee analysis. The information in the packet adequately communicated the necessary
procedures for developing an office building site. Of all the municipalities we visited, Moore’s
information packet was the easiest and most comprehensive to use.

Ms. Jones was very insistent that the City of Moore was not interested in any industrial development
and indicated that they essentially see themselves as a bedroom community to Oklahoma City and
Norman. Many of the citizens of Moore do not typically work within Moore, but the municipality wishes
to keep them there in evenings and on weekends by providing adequate dining options, shopping
centers, and other services. The Community Development Director expressed a very pro active
willingness to accommodate new office development that would further support their vision.

There are three reviewers in the same office who look at the plans and mark any necessary changes.
Due to the small office size, whenever someone is out of the office, plan approval may be delayed. The
positive aspect of their small office size is that it makes review extremely efficient. They have
historically been able to approve a permit in as little as one day. There are no special charges for
expediting services. Normally, the review time on building plans is 5 10 business days.

After our meeting, Elizabeth Jones was very easy to reach through e mail and she answered all
additional questions promptly.

Mustang
The Senior City Planner, Melissa Helsel, in Mustang was very helpful in supplying us with information we
requested both during and after our meeting. The City Hall is new and the employees we saw and
interacted with were very professional.

Mustang is not interested in new industrial development because of their small size. The 12 square
miles of Mustang are completely surrounded by Oklahoma City. Many of their residents work for the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Mustang’s main goal is to create and keep a good quality of life



13

for their citizens. One of their long range goals is to down zone most of the existing industrial sites.
They have welcomed several new retail and office developments within the last few years. They have
increased code requirements to protect their residential areas. The sewer system is currently limited,
but they are in the process of updating it.

It takes about three weeks to obtain a building permit from Mustang. All building plans must be
submitted in paper form.

Post meeting, Ms. Helsel was very prompt in answering all e mails and questions and was especially easy
to work with.

Norman
For our visit to Norman we were scheduled to meet with Pat Copeland, the City Planner. When we
arrived at the Planning and Community Development offices, his staff informed us that he had not come
in that day. In his absence, no one in the office was aware of our appointment and they were
unprepared to meet with us. We eventually met with Jane Hudson, City Planner II, who tried to be
helpful, but was very noncommittal when we asked her about Norman’s future development vision and
declined comment on nearly every question. Their facility was not very accommodating and we ended
up conducting our meeting at a small table in the general use area of their office space.

At our meeting, we received very little information about Norman’s vision for future development
opportunities and were quite disappointed that the City Planner failed to show up for the meeting.
During our meeting Ms. Hudson had given us a sheet with some general permitting information
somewhat pertinent to our study. We tried to confirm the numbers that we had extracted from the
schedule, but were referred to many different departments and officials with no success.

Yukon
In Yukon, we met with the Director of Community Development, Mitchell Hort, and his assistant, Louise
Hickman. Mr. Hort was excited to help us out in any way he could and when we arrived he was ready
for us with fee sheets, future development plans, and other suggestions that he thought might help our
study. Yukon’s fee sheet was thorough, straight forward, and easy to read.

Yukon requests the submission of 2 sets of plans. These plans are reviewed by a city engineer, fire
inspector, mechanical and plumbing inspector, electrical inspector, and city planner. The process
normally takes anywhere from 15 20 days. Yukon also allows for expedited plan approval by offering
fast track services. When using fast tracking a permit can be issued in as little as 5 days.

After the meeting, Louise Hickman was very helpful with all questions pertaining to fees and
demographics responding to all e mails and keeping the lines of communication open for further
questions.

Oklahoma City
In Oklahoma City, we met with the Public Works Director, Dennis Clowers; the Development Center
Manager, Jack Crockett; and the Plan Review Supervisor, Mike Willson. The meeting was conducted in a
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conference room of the Oklahoma City Public Works Department. The manner in which the meeting
was organized was very professional. The city officials were well prepared. They provided both
supporting documents and gave a demonstration of their mobile permitting process. Oklahoma City’s
use of cutting edge technology made it stand out relative to the other municipalities.

The Public Works Department houses all of the offices needed to receive a permit. The submitted plans
travel among the separate offices but remain in the same building. Oklahoma City was the most
technologically progressive city we visited. All city inspectors carry a Panasonic Toughbook connected to
a central system allowing them to enter permits and updates on line and to allow developers to verify
the process online in real time. They also carried a small printer that would print a notice of inspection
with a list of needed changes.

The drainage/detention policy of Oklahoma City was very thorough. Depending on the location, the
developer has the option of building an on site detention facility in lieu of paying a fee to use the city’s
detention basins. In certain cases, the city may specify that one of these in particular is required.

Oklahoma City requires three sets of paper plans. Per our interview, we were advised it would take an
average of 14 working days to obtain a permit in Oklahoma City. The developer is able to check on the
progress online. The submittal fee is half of the building permit fee, but not in excess of $2,750.

Post meeting, the Public Works Director Dennis Clowers was very easy to reach by e mail when we had
additional questions or comments.

NOTE: Subsequent to our meeting with Mr. Clowers and his staff, we were advised that the City of
Oklahoma City was considering a material change in their impact fees. Since these “proposed fees”
have not yet been implemented, we have reported both the current existing fees and the proposed fees
in this report. The “proposed fees” are stated in Appendices C F of this report.

Demographics
Municipalities were contacted requesting demographic information. We received complete information
from Moore and partial information from several of the other municipalities. Some of the data for the
larger municipalities, such as Edmond, Oklahoma City, and Norman, came from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
2007 American Community Survey provided by the Oklahoma Department of Commerce. Most of the
other data was retrieved from Sperling’s Best Places database and approved by the individual
municipalities.

We included demographics in the study so that the numbers of the fee schedules could be coupled with
numbers from each individual municipality indicating population growth, spending habits, and living
situations. Included in Table 4 are the demographics for each of the municipalities in the Oklahoma City
area as well as graphs highlighting key numbers.
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Comparison of Different Demographic Indexes

Figure 6: Unemployment Rate numbers are from 2007 and stated as percentages. Numbers for Moore are taken from City of
Moore’s 2008 Economic Profile. Numbers for Edmond, Norman, and Oklahoma City are taken from the Oklahoma
Department of Commerce’s 2007 American Community Survey; all other numbers taken from Sperling’s Best Places

database.

Figure 7: Income numbers are from 2007. Both median household income and per capita income are represented. Numbers
from Moore are taken from the City of Moore’s 2008 Economic Profile. Numbers for Edmond, Norman, and Oklahoma City

are taken from the Oklahoma Department of Commerce’s 2007 American Community Survey. Numbers for other
municipalities are taken from Sperling’s Best Places database.
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Figure 8: Median Home Price numbers from 2007. Numbers from Sperling’s Best Places database.

Figure 9: Home Ownership Percentage numbers are from 2007 and stated as percentages. Numbers from Sperling’s Best
Places database.



18

Figure 10: Municipality sales tax rates are from 2007. Source: Oklahoma Tax Commission.

Figure 11: Amounts represent millages used in calculating the property tax rate.
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Figure 12: July 2007 – June 2008 city sales tax. Numbers gathered using the city sales tax collected by the Oklahoma Tax
Commission.

Figure 13: July 2007 – June 2008 city sales tax. Numbers gathered using the city sales tax collected by the Oklahoma Tax
Commission.
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Appendix G: Peer Cities
In this section, we report on data for three specific impact fees from five peer cities that are comparable
to Oklahoma City. The five cities that we chose were Fort Worth, TX; Galveston, TX; Kansas City, MO;
Tulsa, OK; and Wichita, KS. When gathering the necessary data to compare the impact fees, we focused
on three specific fees: water, wastewater and transportation (traffic). The intent of collecting this data
was to compare Oklahoma City’s newly proposed impact fees (announced in October 2008) to those
currently used by other peer cities.

Table 5: Office Building*

Water & Wastewater Transportation

Fort Worth $11,388 $101,129
Galveston $0 $0
Kansas City $0 $52,622
Tulsa $0 $0
Wichita $0 $0
Oklahoma City $12,986 $132,496

Figure 14: Office Building Comparison of Impact Fees*
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Table 6: Industrial Building*

Water & Wastewater Transportation

Fort Worth $11,338 $2,941
Galveston $0 $0
Kansas City $0 $73,961
Tulsa $0 $0
Wichita $0 $0
Oklahoma City $29,219 $118,445

Figure 15: Industrial Building Comparison of Impact Fees*
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Table 7: Convenience Store*

Water & Wastewater Transportation

Fort Worth $9,810 $18,227
Galveston $0 $0
Kansas City $0 $19,088
Tulsa $0 $0
Wichita $0 $0
Oklahoma City $3,246 $234,416

Figure 16: Convenience Store Comparison of Impact Fees*

Contact Information:

Affiliation Contact Name Title Address E mail & Phone Website

Wichita, KA Mike Hampel Assistant to the Director
455 N. Main
Wichita, KA 67202

mhampel@wichita.gov
Ph: (316) 268 4421

www.wichitagov.org

Kansas City, MO Travis W. Kiefer
Plats, Permits and General
Services Manager

414 E.12th Street
Kansas City, MO 64106

travis_kiefer@kcmo.org
Ph: (816) 513 2509

www.kcmo.org

Galveston, TX Libby Stone Planner
823 Rosenberg
Galveston, TX 77553

Ph: (409) 797 3660 www.cityofgalveston.org

Fort Worth, TX
1000 Throckmorton St.
Fort Worth, TX 76102

Ph: (817) 392 7820 www.fortworthgov.org

Tulsa, OK Clayton Edwards
Deputy Director of
Environmental Operations

Ph: (918) 596 7810 www.cityoftulsa.org
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Appendix J: Terms and Definitions
The following are definitions or clarifications of the terms used within this report:

1½” Water Line:

The size of the water supply line that leads to the building. A variety of sizes ranging from ½” to 8” are
available to developers but all of our fees are based on 1½” lines.

4” Sewer Line:

The size of the sewer line that leads to the building. A variety of sizes are available to developers but all
of our fee calculations are based on 4” lines.

Fee in Lieu:

Fee required by the municipalities which permits the developer to connect to the regional storm water
detention facility.

Impact Fees:

Fees implemented by a municipality to help cover the additional costs that new development may place
on the public services of a community.

Transportation:

Impact fees used towards the improvement of the general transportation infrastructure of a
municipality.

Water and Wastewater:

Impact fees used towards the upkeep of plants and reservoirs, transmission mains, interceptors,
and pump stations.

Impervious Surface:

An area covered by impenetrable materials such as asphalt, concrete, stone, or brick.

Millage:

Millages are the levy applied per $1000 dollars of net assessed value. They vary among school districts
within counties.

Onsite Detention:

Requirement to build a detention facility on the property. The detention facility collects the storm
water and allows it to evaporate or drain into the ground below the property in order to prevent it from
flowing downstream to other properties.
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Platting:

Submission of a detailed map of a section or subdivision showing the location and geographic
boundaries as well as any easements and nearby streets of individual lots or parcels of real estate (plat).

Population Mean:

The average of the entire population of data; often only an estimation.

Property Tax:

A tax collected based on the value of a property. The following formula is used to calculate it:

(Taxable Market Value x Assessment Ratio – Homestead Exemption)
Property Tax =

1,000
X Millage

Sample Mean:

The average of the data taken from a sample of the entire population. Measured as a percentage for
certain calculations.

Storm Water Detention:

Characteristic of a plot to absorb water resulting from precipitation. Most municipalities require the
amount of detention after construction to be equal to or greater than before construction.

Utilities Fees:

Plumbing:

The general fees pertaining to the supply and drainage systems of a property.

Electrical:

The general fees pertaining to the power systems of a property.

Mechanical:

The general fees pertaining to all mechanical components within a property.

Zoning:

The division of a municipality that determines which types of development are permissible in specific,
geographical areas.


