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2007-08 . . . .  
 

• More than 11 months of data collection, analysis, and 

deliberation, resulting in three distinct plan options 

 

• A 22-member ‘Complete Our Streets’ task force, divided into 3 

committees; 26 page report 

 

• City Council Streets Subcommittee; more than 30 fact-finding 

meetings and numerous presentations from city staff and 

community experts 

 

• 14 town hall meetings across the city 

 

= 5-year, $452 million program, planned on a 12-year horizon 

 



Since 2008 . . . . 

http://www.fastforwardplan.org/


Three significant factors contributing 

to deteriorating street conditions . . . 

• Land Area and Street Network 

Growth 

• Street Construction Cost Increases 

• Revenue Constraints 



Land Area & Street Network Growth 
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In the 1960s, Tulsa was the 19th most densely populated 

large city in the country.  The city held over 260,000 

people in a land area of 50 square miles. 



In the spring of 1966, the 

city annexed 117 square 

miles of land, more than 

tripling in size overnight. 



Around the same time, we de-

annexed some of our largest 

industrial areas, exempting the 

facilities located there from the city 

portion of property taxes (but 

gaining some water revenue). 



At 197 square miles, the City of Tulsa is larger than San 

Francisco, Boston, Washington D.C., and Miami . . . 

     

Miami Boston Washington 

D.C. 
San Francisco 



At 197 square miles, the City of Tulsa is larger than San 

Francisco, Boston, Washington D.C., and Miami . . . 
    

           . . . combined. 

Miami Boston Washington 

D.C. 
San Francisco 

47 sq. mi. 48 sq. mi. 61 sq. mi. 36 sq. mi. 
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Population Density (People Per Sq. Mi.) 

of the 285 Largest U.S. Cities 

From New York to Anchorage 
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Tulsa is #222 

Population Density (People Per Sq. Mi.) 

of the 285 Largest U.S. Cities 

From New York to Anchorage 
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But our sprawl comes at a cost . . . . 

from the 1966 annexation ordinance, Ord. No. 10399 





There are enough lane miles of streets in the City of Tulsa to 

stretch from New York to Los Angeles, and back to Tulsa – with 

500 miles to spare . . . 

. . . with a signalized intersection every ten miles along the way. 



31st St. & 129th E. Ave (ca. early 1960s) 



31st St. & 129th E. Ave (2008) 



51st & Garnett (1965) 



51st & Garnett (2008) 



31st & Memorial (1962) 



31st & Memorial (2008) 



51st & Memorial (1964) 



51st & Memorial (2008) 



71st & Sheridan (1954) 



71st & Sheridan (2008) 



In the City of Tulsa today, there are . . . 
  

• 3,038 Lane Miles of Residential Streets 

• 1,263 Lane Miles of Arterial Streets 

• 478 Lane Miles of Expressways 

• 93 Lane Miles of Downtown Streets 

• 511 Signalized Intersections  







Street Construction Costs 
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Producer Price Index 

Street & Highway Construction 

Council approves 

Fix-Our-Streets package 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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ODOT Monthly Asphalt Binder Price Index 
Since BLS Street & Highway Construction Cost Index Was Discontinued 

Source: ODOT 



Funding Options/Revenue Trends 



Funding Options 

Funding Source Benefits Drawbacks 

Sales Tax 

 familiar to voters 

 taxes visitors 

 regressive 

 voters may reach limit of tolerance 

 volatile revenue source 

Ad Valorem 

(Property) Tax 

 stable revenue source 

 familiar to voters  

 includes industrial and commercial property 

 progressive 

 voters may reach limit of tolerance 

 cannot be used for operations (i.e. maintenance 

personnel) 

Income Tax 

 progressive  by state law, could only apply to residents  

 no capacity to administer locally 

 could stifle economic development 

Fuel Tax 

 a true user fee  probably insufficient revenue to have an impact 

 potential disparity with suburbs 

 established unpopularity 

Impact/Assessment 

Fees 

 beneficiaries of improvements pay  development disincentive 

 limited scope 

County/State 

Funding 

 returns money to municipalities and invests in 

the county/state 

 must persuade elected officials 
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Authorized Sales Tax Rates (1983-2018) 

State of Oklahoma 

City of Tulsa 

Tulsa County 
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City of Tulsa Property Tax Levy as Projected in 2008 

for the 12-Year Streets Program 

2008 levy 

at peak, +$70-$75 on a $100,000 home 

smaller impact at beginning and as bonds are paid off 
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Water Urban & Econ. Dev. 

Solid Waste Sewer 

Public Safety Parks & Recreation 

Stormwater/Flood Control Public Facilities 

Capital Equipment Streets/Transportation 

Composition of Capital Improvement Funding Programs 

(1980-2007) 
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Water Urban & Econ. Dev. 

Solid Waste Sewer 

Public Safety Parks & Recreation 

Stormwater/Flood Control Public Facilities 

Capital Equipment Streets/Transportation 

Composition of Capital Improvement Funding Programs 

(1980-2008) 
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Water Urban & Econ. Dev. 

Solid Waste Sewer 

Public Safety Parks & Recreation 

Stormwater/Flood Control Public Facilities 

Capital Equipment Streets/Transportation 

Composition of Capital Improvement Funding Programs 

(1980-2013) 



PCI Goals and Costs 
(from Paul Zachary’s Dec. 13th Presentation) 



65 PCI by 2020 70 PCI by 2020 

Arterial Non-Arterial Arterial Non-Arterial 

2015 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2016 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2017 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2018 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2019 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2020 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $60,000000 

Total $234,000,000 $330,000,000 $360,000,000 $430,000,000 

$564,000,000 $790,000,000 

Funding Needed to Reach PCI Goal of 65 or 70 by 2020 



65 PCI by 2020 70 PCI by 2020 

Arterial Non-Arterial Arterial Non-Arterial 

2015 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2016 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2017 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2018 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2019 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2020 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $60,000000 

Total $234,000,000 $330,000,000 $360,000,000 $430,000,000 

$564,000,000 $790,000,000 

Funding Needed to Reach PCI Goal of 65 or 70 by 2020 



64 PCI by 2019 69 PCI by 2019 

Arterial Non-Arterial Arterial Non-Arterial 

2015 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2016 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2017 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2018 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2019 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2020 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $60,000000 

Total $195,000,000 $275,000,000 $300,000,000 $370,000,000 

$470,000,000 $670,000,000 

Funding Needed to Reach PCI Goal of 64 or 69 by 2019 



2014-19 Revenue Projections 
(from Gary Hamer’s Dec. 20th Presentation) 



NEXT PHASE RESOURCES 

49 

$800,252,000 



64 PCI by 2019 69 PCI by 2019 

Arterial Non-Arterial Arterial Non-Arterial 

2015 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2016 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2017 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2018 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2019 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2020 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $60,000000 

Total $195,000,000 $275,000,000 $300,000,000 $370,000,000 

$470,000,000 $670,000,000 

Funding Needed to Reach PCI Goal of 64 or 69 by 2019 



64 PCI by 2019 69 PCI by 2019 

Arterial Non-Arterial Arterial Non-Arterial 

2015 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2016 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2017 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2018 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2019 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $74,000000 

2020 $39,000,000 $55,000000 $60,000,000 $60,000000 

Total $195,000,000 $275,000,000 $300,000,000 $370,000,000 

$470,000,000 $670,000,000 

Funding Needed to Reach PCI Goal of 64 or 69 by 2019 

59% of projected funding 84% of projected funding 
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What’s Next? 



Capital Improvement Program Task Force 

Tentative Timeline 

December 

13th 

 

20th 

Discussion with the Engineering Department regarding the City’s Pavement Management System and Pavement Condition Index (PCI) trends. 

 

Discussion with the Finance Department regarding sales tax, property tax, and interest rate trends, and revenue projections for renewal of the 

1.167% sales tax and general obligation bond authorizations associated with the 2008 Fix-Our-Streets program. 

January 

 

 

 

February 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

March 

Hear department/agency presentations on capital needs: 
Capital Equipment and Asset Management (Finance/EMD) 

Streets and Bridges, including Street Capacity (Engineering/Streets & Stormwater) 

Transit (MTTA/INCOG/Planning) 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure (Planning/INCOG/Engineering) 

Public Facilities (Streets & Stormwater/Engineering/Planning) 

Working In Neighborhoods (WIN) 

Flood Control/Stormwater (Streets & Stormwater/Engineering) 

Sewer (Water & Sewer/Engineering) 

Port of Catoosa and McClellan-Kerr Navigational System 

Park & Recreation 

River Parks 

Zoo 

BOK Center 

Convention Center 

Performing Arts Center (PAC) 

Gilcrease Museum 

Police 

Fire 

Information Technology 

Tulsa City-County Library 

Airports and Related Facilities 

March 

 

April 

 

May 

Conduct town hall meetings. 

Develop a draft capital improvement program. 

Conduct more town hall meetings. 

Refine and finalize capital improvement program. 


