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OKLAHOMA MUNICIPAL LEAGUE BOARD UPDATES STRATEGIC PLAN

INAUGURAL CONGRESS OF MAYORS CONVENES
Almost 100 mayors and vice mayors met on Friday, Jan. 21 at the State Capitol for the 
Inaugural “Congress of Mayors.” This grand event came to fruition after almost two 
years of planning by the Mayors Council of Oklahoma (MCO) which was spearheaded 
by Piedmont Mayor and MCO Vice-Chairman Mike Fina.  

CDBG PROGRAM MAY BE AT RISK; LOCAL OFFICIALS ENCOURAGED TO 
SHARE THEIR SUCCESS STORIES
In January, NLC’s leadership responded to reports that federal funding for local pro-
grams like the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program might be at risk 
by declaring efforts to protect it a top legislative priority for the National League of Cities 
in 2011. 

OKLAHOMA MUNICIPAL LEAGUE RECIPIENT OF BROWNFIELD CLEANUP 
FUNDING
The Oklahoma Municipal League (OML) is one of several Oklahoma entities that will 
receive funds from a Brownfi elds Cleanup Subgrant competition that is administered by 
the Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

DATES, LOCATIONS FOR OWRB FEEDBACK AND IMPLEMENTATION MEETINGS
Beginning in April, the OWRRI will host a series of meetings designed to gather fi nal 
public feedback and comments on the draft plan for the Oklahoma Comprehensive 
Water Plan. 

NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION KaBOOM!, LET’S PLAY, DR. PEPPER SNAPPLE 
GROUP OFFER $2.1 MILLION IN GRANTS TO CITIES THROUGH PLAYFUL CITY 
USA PROGRAM
WASHINGTON, D.C.  — In an effort to combat the Play Defi cit among children, national 
non-profi t KaBOOM! and Dr Pepper Snapple group will award 103 grants totaling $2.1 
million during the next three years as part of the Playful City USA program. 

STATE CENTRAL SERVICES TO HOLD ANNUAL TRADE SHOW MARCH 16, 2011
The Department of Central Services invites all municipalities to attend its annual trade 
show at the Oklahoma History Center in Oklahoma City. Come see a sample of the 
wide variety of products and services that State Use Vendors provide and obtain state 
pricing.

OKLAHOMA MUNICIPAL BUDGETARY CONDITIONS IN 2010-11
 Recession, Sales Tax, and Budgets
 What Factors Most Challenged Municipal Offi cials in FY 2010-11?
 FY 2010-11 Budgets Compared to Past Years and Other Cities
 Management Concerns: Personnel Actions Due to Budget Constraints
 Management Concerns: Sales Tax Collection Services
 Management Concerns: Compensatory Time Practices
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MCO / OML DAY AT THE CAPITOL
Monday, March 21, 2011

State Capitol, Oklahoma City
Legislative updates!

If I Were Mayor Essay Contest winners recognized!
Visit with legislators about municipal issues!

Network with other municipal offi cials!

For a tentative agenda and registration information, click here.

From the Desk of
OML President Robert Johnston

Last August in this column I quoted Sir Isaac Newton “… we stand on the shoulders 
of giants …” in reference to those great leaders who have gone before us.  Monday, Jan. 
31, 2011 was the fi nal work day in the long and productive careers of two noteworthy 
local government managers: Jim Crosby and Tom Muehlenbeck.  Each of whom I have 
known for several years and am privileged to call my friend.

After 46 years of faithful service in Norman, Oklahoma City and Yukon, Oklahoma, 
many who read this column will know and have had the privilege of interacting with Jim 
Crosby, Yukon’s recently retired city manager.  Most of you are more likely to know of 
Tom Muehlenbeck by his sterling reputation more than by personal knowledge.  Tom 
retired after 23 years of faithful service as city manager for Plano, TX after 22 years of 
prior local government service in Kansas, Texas, Georgia and Virginia.

After more than 45 years of local government service by each, both have been designated Life Members by the In-
ternational City/County Management Association (ICMA).  They have each been mentors, advisors, role models and 
confi dantes for many of us; they leave behind noteworthy legacies and big shoes to fi ll.  The unanswered question is 
whether either will stay retired based upon their hearts for public service.

I have called your attention to these two mentors to recognize their exemplary service, and to point out to you that 
they are two of many faithful public servants that those of us in the local government arena encounter.  After almost 
thirty years in local government, I can name by personal knowledge and/or reputation, many more individuals known 
for their positive contributions; I bet you can too.

Later this spring, the nomination process will commence for the Oklahoma Hall of Fame for City and Town Of-
fi cials Foundation.  Amongst your busy schedules I encourage you again to begin refl ecting upon other municipal 
“giants” to be considered for induction this September in Tulsa. 

Safe travels to all during this time of winter storms and rescheduled meetings!  I hope to see many of you at the 
MCO/OML Legislative Day at the Capitol on March 21, 2011.
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Oklahoma Municipal League Board updates strategic plan
Giant Partners of Edmond recently completed a day-long planning session with the Oklahoma Municipal League 

(OML) Board of Directors to update our existing strategic plan. Brent Douglas and Andrew Ranson, both executive 
partners and strategists with the worldwide company, conducted the session. 

The board was divided into four groups, each tasked with the same requests: identify OML”s uniqueness, target 
audience and output scope.  After each breakout session, the board convened as a whole to capture the common 
goals presented from each group.

The Oklahoma Municipal League’s Mission, Vision and Values, along with identifying the priority strategic focus 
areas, were identifi ed and will serve as the updated guidelines for staff.   The focus areas that were identifi ed in order 
of priority include:

1. Legislative advocacy to promote local control, with priorities given to:
 Municipal Finance
 Governance
 Economic Development
2.  Member support: training, information, technical support
3. Communication to priority audiences
4. Protect and enhance municipal fi nance
5.  Eliminate/modify binding interest arbitration
6. Membership outreach (visitations)
7. Leadership development for municipal positions

A complete copy of the plan can be viewed on the OML website under OML Information/OML Mission State-
ment.

 The Oklahoma Municipal League extends our sincere thanks to Giant Partners for an incredible experience in 
engaging all board members and coming up with a strategic plan that will continue the momentum already taking 
place, as well as to further advance the cause of making Oklahoma cities & towns the best in the nation.

OKLAHOMA MAYORS UNITE
Inaugural “Congress of Mayors” Convenes

Almost 100 mayors and vice mayors met on Friday, Jan. 21 at the State Capitol for the inaugural Congress of May-
ors. This event came to fruition after almost two years of planning by the Mayors Council of Oklahoma (MCO) which 
was spearheaded by Piedmont Mayor and MCO Vice-Chairman Mike Fina.  

Mayor Fina felt it was critical for mayors and vice-mayors to learn more about the legislative process so that they 
can be better advocates when working with the legislature on behalf of their municipalities and their citizens.

During this day long event, the participants broke into committee meetings and debated fi ve resolutions on issues 
of importance to municipal government including: Transportation/Infrastructure, Public Safety, Municipal Operations, 
Community & Economic Development, and Municipal Finance. Once the resolutions were debated in committee, the 
mayors shared lunch with OML staff and sponsors on the fourth fl oor rotunda. Our thanks to the many businesses, 
banks and industries that sponsored, including our event partner, Garver Engineers and event sponsors AEP-PSO, 
Baker Group, Mehlberger/Brawley, Municipal Finance Service Corp., Myers Engineering, Oklahoma Municipal As-
surance Group, Oklahoma Municipal Retirement Fund, Oklahoma Natural Gas – a Division of ONEOK, Siemens, 
Tetra Tech and Waste Connections. 

After lunch, the Congress of Mayors reconvened on the fl oor of the House of Representatives, where each resolu-
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tion was presented to the full body, with the opportunity to further debate the resolution much the same way the legis-
lature presents their issues during session. 

Mayor Fina said the Congress of Mayors is meant to help further municipal issues in the Legislature. “We’ve 
brought mayors from across the state to this legislative setting, because it is our hope that we’ll be able to further 
municipal issues in the Legislature,” Fina said.   “We also want those municipal offi cials who attend to learn about the 
legislature to help them in their individual endeavors.”  

State Representative Joe Dorman served as parliamentarian for the Congress and House of Representatives ser-
geants also participated and played their role in the process.   OML staff served as committee executive assistants as 
well as pages on the House fl oor.

Rep. Dorman said the Mayors’ Congress is critical to the collaboration between lawmakers and city offi cials as it 
helps to ensure both groups work jointly to serve all of our constituents.

The Capitol photographers were also in on the action and took pictures throughout the day including a group photo 
that was provided to each of the attendees.

If you missed this inaugural event, make plans now to participate in the January 2012 Second Annual Congress of 
Mayors which promises to be even bigger and better.

However, in the meantime, you can still capture the legislative fl avor and the experience of sitting in the House of 
Representative’s chairs by attending the MCO / OML Day at the Capitol event which is scheduled for Monday, March 
21. To register for this event, go to www.oml.org and click on the Education tab, then click Workshops. The winner and 
runners-up to the “If I Were Mayor” contest will also be announced. This is the third year for the essay contest, which 
garnered over 451 entries this year. This event also provides a unique opportunity to hear from your House and Senate 
leaders on signifi cant pieces of legislation that will have an impact on the way you govern your city or town. This day 
culminates with a legislative reception with all state leaders invited to attend. We hope to see you there!

Delegates and guests who attended the inaugural Mayors Council of Oklahoma Congress of Mayors.
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CDBG Program May Be At Risk; 
Local Offi cials Encouraged to Share Their Success Stories

Reprinted from Nation’s Cities Weekly, January 31, 2011

by Michael Wallace

In January, NLC’s leadership responded to reports that federal funding for local programs like the Community De-
velopment Block Grant (CDBG) program might be at risk by declaring efforts to protect it a top legislative priority for 
the National League of Cities in 2011. This marks the fourth time in six years that protecting the program has risen to 
the top of NLC’s annual legislative agenda. 

Since its authorization by Congress in 1974, the CDBG program has been a favorite of city offi cials and the subject 
of occasional (and potentially growing) criticism from federal regulators and members of Congress of both parties. To 
protect this key program, NLC leaders are encouraging city offi cials to educate federal regulators, the White House, 
and members of Congress about the benefi ts of the CDBG program and the economic impact it continues to have in 
local communities. 

The CDBG program has a long history. President Nixon created the CDBG program in 1974 by proposing a single 
block grant for cities and towns that combined seven then-existing, narrowly focused grant programs. Among other 
things, those seven programs focused on restoring urban neighborhoods through land acquisition, clearing blight, and 
encouraging private development as a means to improve neighborhood environments for families living at the low to 
moderate income level. 

Today, by statute, state and local governments use CDBG to fund projects that serve at least one of three require-
ments: (1) activities that principally benefi t low to moderate-income individuals; (2) activities that prevent or eliminate 
slums and blight in neighborhoods; and (3) activities to remedy urgent threats to the health or safety of the commu-
nity. 

Crawford & Associates, P.C.
10308 Greenbriar Place • Oklahoma City, OK 73159

Phone: 405/691-5550
Fax: 405/691-5646

E-mail: info@crawfordcpas.com
Web site: www.crawfordcpas.com

Crawford & Associates, P.C.
Certifi ed Public Accountants and Advisors to Government

 Financial Statement Preparation
 Budget Preparation
 Accounting Principles Implementation
 Policies and Procedures Development
 Monthly Accounting and Balancing
 Fraud Investigations
 Computer System Implementation
 Internal Control Evaluations
 Expert Witness Services
 Bond Issue Verifi cations
 Internal Audit Services
 Training

SERVING GOVERNMENT ENTITIES
WORLDWIDE SINCE 1984
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According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the federal agency that administers 
the program, CDBG is most commonly used to support activities that have a direct bearing on the quality of life in the 
community: the acquisition of real property; demolition of property and family relocation; rehabilitation of residential 
and community structures; certain public services such as housing counseling; activities relating to energy conserva-
tion and renewable energy resources; construction of public facilities and improvements such as water and sewer fa-
cilities and streets and sidewalks; and projects designed to assist small businesses that perform economic development 
and job creation/retention activities. 

Although CDBG can be used on a wide range of activities, the program is not without accountability standards. 
Cities and towns are responsible for ensuring that CDBG-funded activities support community development functions 
and do not supplant local funds that provide for the operation of local government, even if those operations support 
community development. As such, there is a 20 percent cap on the amount of an individual CDBG grant that can be 
spent on administrative or planning activities. Moreover, HUD has identifi ed several activities as generally ineligible 
for CDBG funds, including the acquisition, construction or rehabilitation of buildings for the general conduct of gov-
ernment; political activities; certain income support activities; or the construction of new housing undertaken by local 
governments. 

Today, CDBG is one of the largest federal direct block grant programs for communities. 
Although all cities and towns are eligible recipients of CDBG funds, local population levels determine whether a 

city or town receives a direct allocation from the federal government or from its state. 
The federal government allocates 70 percent of the annual appropriation of CDBG funds by way of a formula di-

rectly to cities and towns that meet one of three criteria: they are either a principal city of Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
(MSAs) as determined by the U.S. Census; they are a city with a population of at least 50,000; or they are an urban 
county with a population of at least 200,000. 

The remaining 30 percent of annual CDBG funds are distributed to the states who in turn determine eligibility cri-
teria for grants to cities and towns that do not qualify for a direct allocation from the federal government. 

In 1982, just 732 cities and towns received a direct allocation of CDBG funds from the federal government; today, 
1,209 cities qualify for the direct allocation, signifi cantly diluting the size of a grant award since the total amount of 
funds available has not changed substantially. 

At the time of its creation, CDBG was widely praised as a program that offered an unprecedented degree of local 
control, with opportunity for tremendous public input, that gave city and county offi cials broad discretion to fund hous-
ing, economic development activities, social services and infrastructure. 

Over time, however, that fl exibility has, in some ways, become an often-heard criticism of the program. 
Critics of the program note that, despite signifi cant population and demographic shifts, only two relatively minor 
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changes have been made to CDBG over the 35-year life of the program, suggesting that it might be ripe for a signifi -
cant overhaul 

The fi rst was the addition of a second formula in the 1970s and the second was the decision in the 1981 to permit 
states, instead of the federal government, to award CDBG funds to cities and towns with smaller populations. 

In addition to those criticisms, the fl exibility of the CDBG program has drawn criticism from those unfamiliar with 
the requirements and impact of the program. Some mistakenly believe that the program has no accountability stan-
dards and can be used for almost any purpose with little oversight. 

The scores of CDBG grant managers in cities and towns across the country who monitor the use of the funds would 
certainly disagree with that premise. 

In addition, newly elected members of Congress, especially those with no background in local government and 
little understanding of the program, may be particularly susceptible to supporting CDBG’s critics. In the current 
defi cit-conscious environment in Congress, this criticism could prove to be especially damaging to local efforts to 
preserve CDBG funds. 

That’s why education and advocacy by local leaders and NLC will be essential to maintaining level funding of $4 
billion for this program in Congress this year. 

To help set the record straight on CDBG with Congress and the Administration, NLC is collecting examples of how 
city offi cials have invested CDBG funds to make a difference in their improve communities. 

To support this effort, local offi cials are encouraged to send their CDBG stories, with photographs of the project, 
to NLC at wallace@nlc.org. 

Second, as cities celebrate achievements that have been accomplished with the support of CDBG funds, they should 
be sure to share the good news with their congressional delegation and HUD. 

Details: More information on CDBG is available at the HUD website www.HUD.gov. For more information or 
questions about the CDBG program, contact Michael Wallace, program director in NLC’s Center on Federal Rela-
tions, at wallace@nlc.org.

Plan to attend the OWRB Feedback 
and Implementation Meetings 

As you may know, 2011 will conclude the multi-year Oklahoma Comprehensive Water Plan process with the fi nal 
plan, as approved by the OWRB board, being presented at the Governor’s November 2011 Water Conference.  The 
draft plan will be released in late March for public comment at thirteen regional meetings.  This time frame will allow 
seven months for the OWRB Board to formulate the fi nal plan with approval at its October 2011 meeting.  Once 
presented to Governor Fallin and legislative leaders in January 2012, it is not anticipated that the legislature will take 
formal action on the plan.

This year’s thirteen regional meetings will march across the state beginning on Tuesday, April 19 in Beaver and end 
on Thursday, May 26 in Oklahoma City.  The full listing follows this article. 

Please note an apparent change from the format announced at OWRB’s January board meeting, where it was 
discussed that these regional meetings would be divided into an afternoon session for water providers on the technical 
aspects of the plan and an evening session for non-technical comments.  All the meetings will be held in the evening 
from 6 to 9 p.m. 

Each meeting is a come-and-go format with no formal presentations.  Staff from OWRB and CDM (the engineering 
fi rm contracted to perform the bulk of the water plan’s technical work) will be available for discussions.  Written 
comments will also be accepted.

Please let OML staff know if you will be able to attend any of the meetings.  
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Oklahoma Municipal League 
recipient of Brownfi eld Cleanup funding

The Oklahoma Municipal League (OML) is one of several Oklahoma entities that will receive funds from a Brown-
fi elds Cleanup Subgrant competition that is administered by the Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ). OML has been selected to receive $200,000 to clean up environmental problems relating to the building im-
mediately east of its offi ces in Oklahoma City. A funding presentation ceremony will be held during the OML Board 
meeting which will be held at 12:30 p.m. on Feb. 16 at the League offi ces at 201 N.E. 23rd Street. 

The League will use the subgrant to safely remove asbestos from this former offi ce building, currently referred to 
as the Pink Building, so that it can be torn down.

The City of Seiling, George Kaiser Family Foundation and Love Link Ministries were also recipients of the fund-
ing. The funding for these subgrants is from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA).  DEQ’s Brown-
fi eld Program received approximately $1.9 million to issue subgrants and loans through its Brownfi elds Revolving 
Loan Fund. The ARRA Brownfi eld cleanup subgrants are meant to fi nance eligible shovel-ready Brownfi eld cleanup 
projects, encourage redevelopment and create and/or preserve local jobs in communities across the state. The funds 
may be used toward the cleanup of properties contaminated by hazardous chemicals, petroleum or petroleum products, 
mine-scarred lands, and buildings containing asbestos and lead paint. Local governments and non-profi t organizations 
are eligible for subgrants and loans; “for-profi t” companies are eligible for low-interest loans.

DEQ will hold another Brownfi elds cleanup subgrant competition in early 2011. Questions about the ARRA Brown-
fi eld cleanup subgrants and loans can be sent to oklahomabrownfi elds@deq.ok.gov. 
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Non-Profi t Organization KaBOOM!, Let’s Play, 
Dr Pepper Snapple Group Offer $2.1 Million in Grants 

to Cities Through Playful City USA Program
New Applicants and Current Playful City USA Communities Eligible to Receive Playspace Grants - 

WASHINGTON, D.C. – In an effort to combat the Play Defi cit among children, national non-profi t KaBOOM! and 
Dr Pepper Snapple group will award 103 grants totaling $2.1 million during the next three years as part of the Playful 
City USA program. The Playful City USA grants are part of Let’s Play – a community partnership led by Dr Pepper 
Snapple Group to get kids active nationwide. 

According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, only 1-in-5 American children live within walking 
distance of a park of playground, resulting in a Play Defi cit among children. This Play Defi cit is having disastrous 
consequences for kids physically as well as mentally and socially. Children desperately need a place to play every day 
in order to be active and healthy.

KaBOOM!, a national non-profi t dedicated to saving play, created the Playful City USA program in 2007 to help 
local governments address the Play Defi cit by ensuring their children have the time and space they need to play and to 
be active and healthy. Playful City USA is a national recognition program honoring cities and towns that make play a 
priority and use innovative new programs to get children playing outdoors more.  

“Cities receiving Playful City USA recognition have always enjoyed the benefi ts of identifying and sharing best 
practices, inclusion in the national discussion about the importance of play and local praise for their dedication to 
children,” said KaBOOM! CEO and Co-Founder Darell Hammond. “In these diffi cult economic times, KaBOOM! 
is thrilled to offer grants to Playful City USA communities to help them create even more play opportunities for their 
children and help KaBOOM! save play.”

First Auditing Firm Certified By The OTC
With today’s tough economic times you need to take smart steps to insure that you

receive all revenues due your jurisdiction.

For 30 years, RDS has helped governments run efficiently. We offer the most 

comprehensive range of revenue enhancement services of any of our competitors,

including sales/use tax compliance auditing.

•  75+ experienced Auditors, Certified Revenue Examiners and CPAs

•  Local auditor on staff in Oklahoma

•  Conducted more than 8,400 sales/use audits in the last three years

•  Produce immediate unrealized revenue and promote growth of revenue base

•  Safe, secure and stable partnership in a challenging economic business climate

•  A competitive services rate structure with an above average return 

on investment

Largest sales/use tax auditing firm 
in Alabama and Louisiana

In These Times, 
Every Penny Counts.
RDS provides cost effective, high value solutions 
to more than 750 governments nationwide. Let 
RDS show you how to get the most out of your 
revenue sources.

Danny George
Business Development, OK

405.595.9331
dannygeorge@globalassetmgt.net

David MacLeod
VP Sales & Business Development, RDS

205.423.4111
dmacleod@revds.com

Alan Holt
Business Development, OK

918.671.2589
alanholt@globalassetmgt.net

2317 Third Avenue North, Suite 200
Birmingham, Alabama 35203
800.556.7274 • Fax 205.423.4099
www.revds.com
twitter.com/smartgovt
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Despite budget defi cits, Playful City USA communities continue to dramatically increase play opportunities for 
children, using innovative best practices. Cities including Orlando, St. Petersburg, Fla., and Tucson, Ariz., have sig-
nifi cantly increased the quantity of playspaces by developing joint-use agreements with local school districts to open 
school recreation facilities to the public during non-school hours. Upon becoming a Playful City USA community, 
Dothan, Ala., committed to using a community-build process for the construction of all future parks and playgrounds 
in the city. The community-build process engages citizens and organizations, while relying on volunteers for con-
struction, which signifi cantly lowers the cost of building playgrounds.  St. Petersburg and Tucson were among the 12 
communities featured in Play Matters, a KaBOOM! report designed to help cities build awareness and political capital 
while developing a policy on play. The complete report is available for free at www.kaboom.org/playmatters. The new 
Playful City USA grants will go towards supporting two of these best practices communities across the country. 

A total of 103 grants worth $2.1 million are available to Playful City USA recognized cities and towns between 
2011-13. Grants range in values of $30,000, $20,000 and $15,000 and will be awarded to existing Playful City USA 
communities as well as communities receiving Playful City USA recognition for the fi rst time. The $30,000 and 
$15,000 grants are available for projects relating to joint-use agreements and the $20,000 grants will be awarded to 
cities using the community playground build process. Cities also are eligible to receive multiple grants during the 
three-year period. Dr Pepper Snapple Group, a member of the leadership circle within the KaBOOM! National Partner 
Program, is providing the funding for the grants.  

In 2010, 118 communities in 36 different states earned Playful City USA recognition, ranging in size from Atlanta 
and San Francisco to Shirley, Mass., and Ottawa, Kan. These Playful City USA communities are making a commit-
ment to play and physical activity by developing unique local action plans to increase the quantity and quality of play 
in their community. In doing so, some of the most innovative ideas and cost-effective programs are being developed 
in Playful City USA communities – proving that parks and play are more important than ever.

Communities wishing to receive grants and apply for Playful City USA status must meet fi ve core commitments of 
the program:

 Create a local play commission task force 
 Design an annual action plan for play 
 Conduct a playspace audit of all publicly accessible play areas 
 Identify current spending on capital projects and maintenance of playspaces 
 Proclaim and celebrate an annual “KaBOOM! Play Day”

Cities and towns can apply to become a Playful City USA community by completing the application available at 
www.kaboom.org/playfulcityusa. The application deadline is June 1, 2011. 
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Affi liate in the Spotlight
Standley prides itself on serving clients, community

History
It was in 1934 that Fred Standley launched his company selling and servicing manual 

typewriters and 10-key adding machines. From the very beginning, a reputation for integrity 
and reliability helped his company grow—both in size and in the respect he earned from 
his central Oklahoma neighbors.  Over the years, our company has evolved and invested to 
meet the growing demands of Oklahoma’s businesses, government and education sectors.  
However, our primary and guiding business principle has remained consistent and true: To 
serve our clients and our community.  Service is at the heart of everything we do.

Company Reach
Today, Standley Systems locations dot the entire Oklahoma state map. Our commitment to serving our customers 

means that we do business in all 77 Oklahoma counties. Still managed from the corporate headquarters in Chickasha, 
Standley Systems remains a family-owned business that has earned the trust of the business, government and education 
communities by providing leading businessware and matchless service for more than 75 years. 

Oklahoma Born and Bred  — Oklahoma Proud
From the very beginning in the diffi cult Dustbowl days of 1934, and continuing right up to today, Standley Systems 

has purposed to do business in a way that keeps as many dollars as possible in Oklahoma. We carried that philosophy 
through the ups and downs of the last half of the 20th Century, and right into the new millennium.

It’s a tradition and philosophy we proudly continue today. We do so in many ways: by doing business with other 
Oklahoma companies; buying services and supplies locally; hiring Oklahoma college graduates; and keeping money 
in local banks. 

The Focus Is on Our Customers
If there is one thing we would like for OML members to know about Standley systems, it would be that we are 

totally customer focused. We sell and service the document management industry’s most advanced, cutting edge 
equipment and software; but our ultimate goal is to help our customers achieve their business and organizational goals. 
We do this by tailoring green solutions to boost effi ciency, cut waste and improve the bottom line. Ask any current 
Standley Systems customer and they will tell you that our service is what truly sets us apart from our competition. 
We’re proud to be the only statewide document management company that offers customer service 24 hours a day / 7 
days a week. It all comes down to a simple idea: we work when our customers work and where our customers work. 
Throughout our history, this simple business philosophy and our dedicated people have forged business partnerships 
that have been strengthened, year after year. 

Photo of early day Standley Systems offi ces in Chickasha.
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A Leader in Innovation
Recognizing the business improvement opportunities created by advances in technology is central to our interaction 

with our clients. The overriding question posed for every recommendation and proposed solution is: “How does this 
help the client achieve important business goals?” This “Consulting Culture” is the catalyst for new innovations like 
Optimize™, a print-fl eet management consulting relationship that identifi es budget improvement opportunities for our 
clients through better printer equipment and supply management.

Standley Systems has always been on the leading edge of innovation in document management. Our dedicated 
focus on effi ciency improvement has led us to be the industry leader. Recently, as the key vendor for document 
management technology for Oklahoma state agencies, we’ve been instrumental in creating a greater focus within state 
government on effi ciency enhancements and higher levels of cooperation, realizing great benefi ts from the wisest use 
of resources.

 
A Word of Gratitude

All of the people at Standley Systems are humbled by this opportunity to share information about our company, our 
history and especially about our people and we would like to say ‘thank you.’ If you would like to learn more about 
Standley Systems or have a need you think we could help fi ll, please give us a call at (800) 522-3725 or visit us at 
www.standleys.com

March 16, 2011 – State Use Program Annual Trade Show
The Department of Central Services, State Use Program provides employment opportunities for Oklahomans with 

disabilities.  We would like to invite all municipalities to attend our annual trade show on March 16, 2011 at the Okla-
homa History Center (800 Nazih Zuhdi Dr) in Oklahoma City.  The State of Oklahoma has statewide contracts in place 
which can be used by your offi ce.  Come see a sample of the wide variety of products and services State Use Vendors 
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Recession, Sales Tax, and Budgets
Surveys are a snapshot in time. OML sent out the Budgetary Conditions Survey in autumn 2010, when municipali-

ties had just fi nished a budget year in which total municipal sales tax revenues had an actual decline of  -4.6 percent 
from FY2009 to FY2010. So far for FY2010-11 sales tax revenues have begun to slowly rebound with increases over 
last year’s declines.  So, just what sort of budgetary year should municipalities anticipate?  Oklahoma’s economy has 
been less impacted by some of the economic downturns. The state requirements for balanced budgets have kept the 
state and local governments from the over extension and defi cit spending that have plagued some other states, in which 
general operations seem to run on borrowed money.

Recession Impacts on Municipal Sales Tax Revenues
For Oklahoma municipalities, collectively, the recession began in March 2009, with the fi rst month of negative 

sales tax change from the previous year. From March 2009 through April 2010, each and every month, the Oklahoma 
Tax Commission reported that the sales tax receipts for that month were less than the previous year. For fourteen 
months in a row, municipal offi cials watched and adjusted their budgets, unsure of the duration. 

Prior to that time, since 2002, municipal sales tax receipts, from one fi scal year to the next, had increased every year. 
The most recent years are from 2006 to 2007, 5.35 percent, for 2008, 5.93 percent, for 2009, 3.08 percent, then for 
2010 a minus -4.61 percent.  The fi rst half of FY 2010-11 is up 8.62 percent from the previous December 2009. 

So, with increased sales tax collections over last year, municipalities are out of the woods, right? Not quite. The 
percentage increases in sales tax collection are so positive because the collections were so low last year. You have to 
go back to FY 2007 to fi nd lower total collections for the year.  If revenue recovery continues at the current pace sales 
tax revenues will be in the ballpark to approach pre-recession sales tax levels. However, in the start and stop recovery 
municipal budgets for FY2012 are being approached with caution .

Within the widely different budgets of Oklahoma’s 590 cities and towns, each will have its own story. Collectively, 
over-dependence on sales tax puts municipalities at the mercy of rollercoaster revenues. The swings can be much 
less dramatic when municipalities have a mix of volatile and more stable revenues sources.such as sales and property 
taxes.

Oklahoma State Budget Picture
Early estimates indicate the State of Oklahoma projects a budget hole of approximately $224-600 million for FY 

2012, if revenue collections meet projections and come in 4 percent more than originally expected. (Oklahoman, Oct. 
3, 2010) Why the large range of numbers?  The legislature can only spend 95 percent of the money in the general fund. 
If 100 percent or more of the budget estimate is collected by the end of the fi scal year, June 30, 2011, then the remain-
ing 5 percent would be available for appropriation. Half way through the fi scal year revenues are running 5.6 percent 
above projections, which is good if the trend holds. The range of defi cit is based on the difference between falling short 
of estimated collections, meeting the estimate or having a surplus.

To date, the State Board of Equalization has certifi ed $6.1 billion for the anticipated revenue for FY2012, which 
starts on July 1, 2011. The offi cial estimate will be issued in February. The new governor must use the $6.1 billion to 
prepare the budget. In FY2011 the legislature combined revenues, federal stimulus funds, and rainy day funds to le-
verage a $6.7 billion budget for the current year. With the rainy day fund depleted, the decisions for this year’s budget 
will be more diffi cult.

The state is concerned about federal Medicaid matches, shoring up underfunded retirement systems, prisons and 
more. Many states with estimated revenue shortfalls in the billions would gladly trade places with Oklahoma. Okla-
homa unemployment is 6.9 percent compared to 9.8 percent nationally, but the Oklahoma rate is still high enough to 
indicate a slowed economy.

Oklahoma Municipalities
However, it does mean that Oklahoma municipalities cannot count on state or federal aid to relieve their current bud-

Oklahoma Municipal League
Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions in FY2010-11
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get stress. It will, also, serve 
to slow additional state tax 
cut proposals. For example, 
last year was the fi rst in recent 
history in which the legisla-
ture enacted no new sales tax 
exemptions, leaving the total 
at 149. This would be a good 
year to reduce mandates, hold 
the current number or repeal 
sales tax exemptions, and al-
low municipalities more free-
dom to fund and operate their 
communities.

So what do the Oklahoma 
economists say? Chad Wilk-
erson, vice-president, Federal 
Reserve, Kansas City Branch, 
believes that there is a myth 
that Oklahoma enters a reces-
sion late and exits the reces-
sion late. He told the Eco-
nomic Outlook Conference 
participants that except for 
the oil bust of the 80s, Okla-
homa may enter a recession 
late but usually recovers from 
a recession at the same rate 
as the U.S. The current reces-
sion seems to be following this pattern, with 2011 a year of gradual recovery with possible full recovery by the end of 
2012.

Wilkerson said that  “We entered the recession actually this time almost three quarters late compared to the nation, 
then we fell when energy prices fell, but we’re beginning to exit at about the same time as the nation and at a slightly 
faster pace in the last couple of quarters.”

A wise old sage once said that sometimes “a little train wreck isn’t a bad thing.”  While Oklahoma has not suffered 
the depth of unemployment or economic recession that many parts of the country have sustained, deep cuts or higher 
taxes are foreseeable. This scenario also provides an opportunity for reevaluation of priorities and increased effi cien-
cies for both state and local governments. As citizens of the state, municipal offi cials will be looking at statewide 
impacts; as local offi cials, they will be working to assure that the state budget is not balanced on the back of local 
governments.

Oklahoma Municipal League
Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions in FY2010-11

Year July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb March April May June 
1990-91 $50 $96 $142 $186 $281 $276 $330 $371 $412 $456 $502 $548 
1991-92 $50 $97 $147 $192 $237 $286 $340 $387 $431 $477 $524 $573 
1992-93 $50 $100 $150 $197 $245 $294 $355 $400 $444 $494 $546 $596 
1993-94 $52 $107 $160 $211 $261 $313 $378 $428 $480 $536 $592 $649 
1994-95 $58 $127 $182 $238 $295 $354 $428 $481 $536 $595 $653 $714 
1995-96 $65 $129 $194 $255 $314 $376 $455 $513 $568 $632 $694 $760 
1996-97 $68 $134 $200 $264 $328 $394 $473 $533 $593 $658 $724 $791 
1997-98 $69 $138 $208 $274 $341 $409 $492 $553 $624 $693 $762 $831 
1998-99 $75 $147 $225 $294 $364 $439 $527 $594 $660 $735 $808 $882 
1999-00 $76 $148 $220 $291 $360 $430 $517 $581 $649 $721 $792 $865 
2000-01 $75 $152 $232 $309 $383 $457 $549 $623 $695 $791 $868 $951 
2001-02 $86 $169 $251 $328 $405 $489 $581 $661 $742 $827 $909 $996 
2002-03 $85 $167 $253 $334 $417 $504 $595 $674 $752 $833 $916 $1,005 
2003-04 $86 $175 $264 $353 $439 $531 $626 $709 $792 $881 $968 $1,057 
2004-05 $92 $186 $277 $364 $455 $550 $655 $743 $830 $924 $1,017 $1,112 
2005-06 $96 $192 $290 $384 $480 $584 $697 $802 $891 $990 $1,088 $1,195 
2006-07 $104 $207 $313 $413 $513 $624 $739 $837 $940 $1,049 $1,151 $1,259 
2007-08 $105 $212 $328 $433 $539 $658 $777 $884 $993 $1,103 $1,215 $1,333 
2008-09 $114 $236 $354 $469 $586 $709 $832 $942 $1,048 $1,156 $1,263 $1,374 
2009-10 $110 $221 $330 $432 $537 $642 $765 $868 $972 $1,085 $1,196 $1,311 

Cumulative Total Monthly Municipal Sales Tax Receipts
for FY 1990-91 Through FY 2009-2010

Source:  Oklahoma Tax Commission

Alternative proposals for sources of revenue offered by past responding cities include:
 Property tax to municipalities for operations  
 Gasoline tax 
 Federal fund sharing to offset cost of federal unfunded mandates  
 State funds for state mandates
 Catalog & Internet sales tax      
 Rural ambulance and fi re districts for small cities and towns   
 Broaden sales tax code, eliminate exemptions
 Expand state funds for local infrastructure improvements, like REAP
 Franchise tax for all utilities 
 Municipal income earnings tax
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What Factors Most Challenged 
Municipal Offi cials in FY 2010-11?

As the national recession came home to Oklahoma, municipal offi cials listed Condition of the Local Economy as 
their top fi nancial concern followed by Increased Prices and Cost of Employee Health Benefi ts. The traditional, num-
ber one concern of Infrastructure and Capital Needs was pushed to fourth place. Federal and State Environmental and 
Non-Environmental Mandates ranked fi fth and eighth respectively. 

Large cities of more than 50,000 population ranked Condition of the Local Economy fi rst but followed with Costs 
of Employee Health Benefi ts followed by Infrastructure and Capital Needs.  Large cities in Oklahoma usually track 
more closely with the larger cities in the National League of Cities (NLC) survey. This year they shared the top four 
concerns — the economy, healthcare benefi ts, pension/wage pressure, and infrastructure but in differing order with 
healthcare benefi ts ranking fi rst nationally.

When Oklahoma cities are examined by size, the Condition of the Economy still ranked number one in each popu-
lation category. However, Public Safety Needs tied with the Condition of the Local Economy for fi rst in the largest 
city category. Public safety costs and pension/retirement benefi ts traditionally rank lower with the smaller size cities, 
which are less likely to face as great a pressure from union bargaining, arbitration, and grievance procedures. 

Infrastructure; State and Federal Mandate Concerns Linked
In recent years, Infrastructure and Capital Needs and Healthcare have alternated as areas of fi scal concern. Rather 

than abated, they have been pushed 
down the priority list by the reces-
sion. Infrastructure needs have been 
exacerbated by new EPA/DEQ regu-
lations on water, wastewater, and 
storm water as demands for facility 
improvements and new treatment re-
quirements have caused local funding 
of improvements to become hard-
ships for some communities. 

According to the Department of 
Environmental Quality, 38 percent 
of municipalities are under a DEQ 
consent order for non-compliance 
for failure to meet regulations at one 
or more water/wastewater facili-
ties. DEQ has recently implemented 
Phase II Stormwater permitting in 
Oklahoma municipalities with signif-
icant compliance costs. EPA released 
a list of more than 140 unregulated 
contaminants in water, a move al-
most guaranteed to assure a pipeline 
of new water treatment regulations. 
More regulations, Crypto, Disinfec-
tion Byproducts II and others con-
tinue the parade.

Ranking of Most Unfavorable Factors Affecting Municipal Budgets
By Population of Oklahoma Cities & Towns in FY 2010-11

UNFAVORABLE FACTOR ALL LARGEST LARGE MEDIUM SMALL
Condition of the Local Economy 1 1T 1 1 1 

Increased Prices, Inflation, Cost of Living 2 0 2T 4 2 

Cost of Employee Health Benefits 3 3T 2T 2 4 

Infrastructure & Capital Needs 4 0 2T 3 3 

Federal & State Environmental Mandates 5 0 2T 7 5 

Public Safety Needs 6 1T 7T 6 6 
Pension / Retirement 0 3T 2T 5 9 

See Notes on Table 1   1= most unfavorable  T = tied for that rating 

Source: Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions Report in 2010-11.  Oklahoma Municipal League 

Ranking of Most Unfavorable Factors Affecting Municipal Budgets
by All Oklahoma Cities & Towns, Oklahoma Cities Over 10,000 Population 2010-2011

UNFAVORABLE FACTORS ALL CITIES   CITIES >  10,000 NATION* 

Condition of the Local Economy 1 1 3 
Increased Prices, Inflation, Cost of Living 2 10 7 
Cost of Employees Health Benefits 3 2 1 
Infrastructure and Capital Needs 4 3 4 
Federal and State Environmental Mandates 5 6T 12/13 
Public Safety Needs 6 5 6 
Employee Wages / Pension 7 4 2 
Federal / State Non-environmental Mandates 8 8 18/15 
Population Change(Growth/Decline) 9 6T 14 

     1 = most unfavorable  T = tied for that rating 

Source: City Fiscal Conditions in 2010. National League of Cities.  
             Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions in 2010-11.  Oklahoma Municipal League 
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Funding of infrastructure, water and 
otherwise, is directly correlated with the 
ability to attract new businesses and im-
prove “quality of life.” The substantial in-
fusion of capital to meet even traditional 
demands for fi re, streets, police, parks, 
water and sewer is beyond the ability of 
many local governments and their citizens. 
Recently, an OKpolicy CAP paper pre-
sented fi ve proven fi nancials tools to grow 
Oklahoma’s economy. First and foremost 
was “Invest in Public Infrastructure.”  In 
today’s society, research shows that skilled 
workers relocated primarily for quality of 
life and that the jobs follow the skilled 
labor force. Truly, quality municipalities 
where key workers want to live are vital 
to economic development for the State of 
Oklahoma.

Healthcare Benefi ts
Costs of Healthcare Benefi ts ranked 

third for all Oklahoma cities and second 
for Oklahoma municipalities of more than 
10,000 population. Nationally it ranked 
fi rst. With increased costs and the uncer-
tainty of the impacts of national healthcare 
legislation, it remains diffi cult to provide 
the quality of healthcare coverage munici-
pal offi cials want for their employees. Mu-
nicipalities want good healthcare for em-
ployees and understand that coverage can 
be a factor in retaining good employees.

Average healthcare costs to Oklahoma 
municipalities per employee rose from 
$458 per employee per month in 2009 to $508 per employee in FY2010-11. The annual cost of health benefi ts per 
employee rose, while the levels of cost varied by city size. The Largest cities paid $8,028 per employee, the Large 
$7,659, Medium $6,143 and the Small $5,918 as an average. At the same time, the percentage of cities that rank it as 
a major concern declined as more visible issues attracted attention. 

Employee Wages/Pensions
Interestingly, employee wages ranked as the second most important budget buster for cities in the NLC survey but 

only seventh in Oklahoma and fourth among cities of more than 10,000 population in Oklahoma.  An earlier OML 
study of several large Oklahoma cities revealed that 39 to 57 percent of their personnel budgets were devoted to pubic 
safety which is a major area of pressure on personnel budgets.

Oklahoma Municipal League
Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions in FY2010-11

Chart 1 

Oklahoma Municipal Average Monthly Cost for Employee Healthcare Benefits & 
Percent of Concerned about Healthcare Costs In FY1993-2011 

Source: Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions in 2010-11.  Oklahoma Municipal League 
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Chart 2 
Annual Cost of Health Benefits per Employee for 

Oklahoma City and Towns by Population 
For FY 07, FY 09 and FY 011

Source: Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions in 2010-11.  Oklahoma Municipal League 
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Recently, national attention has been 
focused on the unfunded liabilities of sev-
eral public pension funds. The focus is on 
the promise of benefi ts and pensions that 
are unsustainable with current funding 
streams. Oklahoma Firefi ghters and Pen-
sion Systems, 53.4 percent funded and the 
Oklahoma Police Pension and Retirement 
System, 74.9 percent funded, are statewide 
funds. All municipalities with fi refi ghters 
are required to participate in the fi re pen-
sion system, while police offi cers may 
participate in other retirement options. 
(Source: Oklahoma State Treasurer’s Of-
fi ce)

Fund Availability
For the fi rst time since 2003, percentage 

change of the average municipal general 
fund budget decreased. The average decrease was -1.6 percent. The negative number followed a steady four-year 
decline in levels of growth since 2006.  In 2006, budget changes averaged 6.4 percent, 1.2 percent in 2008 and, then, 
-1.6 this year. The good news is that the Consumer Price Index, CPI, dropped to 1.5 percent year to year for December, 
2010. However, the items in the CPI do not correlate directly to the items of expenditure for municipalities. So the in-
creased costs for items such as construction materials, continue to hit municipal budgets. Energy costs, which include 
oil, gas, and petroleum products such as asphalt, increased by 13.9 percent over 2009.

On the one hand, budgets are impacted by factors that affect municipal bonds and possibly revenues. This is truly 
a year in which traditional service demands are coupled with economic factors, making this year’s budget a challenge 
with no guarantee of rapid improvement.

Oklahoma Municipal League
Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions in FY2010-11

Population Categories 
OML Budgetary Conitions Survey
 
    Largest     > 300,000
    Large        > 50,000 < 300,000
    Medium    > 10,000 < 50,000
    Small        < 10,000

Chart 3 

Oklahoma Municipal Average Monthly Cost for Employee Healthcare Benefits & 
Percent of Concerned about Healthcare Costs In FY1993-2011 

Source: Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions in 2010-11.  Oklahoma Municipal League 

85 81 80 76 75 66 70

351
380 387

426 417
458

508

76 61 59 59 70 79 79

208 200 210
241

261

324

330

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

19
93

19
95

19
97

199
9

20
01

20
02

200
3

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

200
8

20
09

20
10

% Cities with
Problem

Monthly $ Per
Employee



18

FY 2010-11 Budgets Compared 
to Past Years and Other Cities

While 87 percent of cities nationwide re-
ported that they were “Less Able” to balance 
their budgets, only 68 percent of Oklahoma 
cities and towns stated that they were” Less 
Able” to balance budgets. At the time of the 
surveys, a national recession, exacerbated by 
concerns about pensions/benefi ts and health 
insurance costs led to budgetary stress across 
the nation. Federal stimulus funds took the 
edge off of some crisis situations but brought 
forth concerns about unsustainable long-term 
costs in underfunded pension/benefi ts and un-
certainty over increasing healthcare costs.

Oklahoma Municipalities
In Oklahoma, the degree of optimism did 

vary between the different population sizes 
of respondents. The Largest cities all were 
“Less able” to balance their budgets than last 
year. Small municipalities, the most optimis-
tic, still reported 62 percent as “Less Able” 
to balance budgets. Large cities, 80 percent, 
and Medium cities, 86 percent, joined in an 
overwhelming affi rmation of the impact of 
the recession on Oklahoma municipal bud-
geting.

Municipalities Nationally
Nationally, fi ve years of increasing opti-

mism from 2003 to 2007, ended when the 
percentage of cities “Less Able” to balance 
their budgets jumped from 30 to 64 percent 
in 2008 according to the National League of 
Cities publication “City Fiscal Conditions in 
200.”  That was followed in 2009 and 2010 
to 88 and 87 percent reporting that they were 
in worse shape than the previous year. Na-
tionally, it was the Western cities that were 
the most pessimistic about their abilities. 

Oklahoma Municipal League
Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions in FY2010-11
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Population Categories 
OML Budgetary Conitions Survey
 
    Largest     > 300,000
    Large        > 50,000 < 300,000
    Medium    > 10,000 < 50,000
    Small        < 10,000

Comparisons
Oklahoma cities and town did not mirror as rapidly increasing pessimism of other cities nor did they register the 

dramatic downward trend of other cities nationally the last two years. The recession hit Oklahoma later than many 
other areas of the country. Unemployment and housing foreclosure rates have stayed below the national averages. Still, 
when six of every ten municipalities are struggling with fi nances, it is a tough year for cities and towns.

According to the NLC report:
The fi scal condition of individual cities varies greatly depending on differences in local tax structure and reliance. 

While an overwhelming majority of cities have access to local property tax, many are also reliant upon local sales 
taxes and some are reliant upon local income taxes. Consequently, it is also worthwhile to understand the differing 
performance of these tax sources and the connections to broader economic conditions.

It is normal for Oklahoma municipalities to run counter to national trends to some degree. The mix of the Oklahoma 
economy and the balanced budget requirements may not lead to the best funded services but do tend to result in more 
ability to weather downturns. 
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Management Concerns: 
Personnel Actions Due to Budget Constraints

When budgets last year were hit hard by the national recession, municipal offi cials were forced to look at person-
nel expenditures for savings.  The OML Budgetary Conditions survey asked what personnel actions had been taken 
to help bring budgets in line with reduced expenditures.  Did they give raises, institute furloughs, reduce the work 
week or take other actions? 

Realize that economic conditions vary greatly between communities.  That lucky municipality that just opened a 
new Wal-Mart Super Center may see revenue increases.  However, overall trends indicate the seriousness of budget 
pressures.

The questions asked this year indicated that all of the largest cities reduced the number of employees, while 40 
percent of large cities, 30 percent of medium cities and 21 percent of small cities and towns reduced their number of 
employees last year.  When it came to hiring freezes, 50 percent of the largest and 40 of the large took that action. 
The percentage dropped to 17 and 13 percent for the medium and small.  This is not necessarily an indication that 
smaller communities were not dealing with reduced revenues. Many are so small and have so few employees that 
services could not be provided with the loss of the employee.  If the municipality has one clerk and one water plant 
operator, reductions are diffi cult.

Raises
Two-thirds of responding municipalities did not give any raises last year.  Of these, 67 percent went to all em-

ployees.  This includes a majority of small municipalities with very few employees.  Of the largest cities, only one 
gave raises and those were to the fi refi ghters.  In many cases, union contracts already in force will dictate raises and 
amounts.  Only one large city gave raises and those were to all employees. In medium and smaller sized cities and 
towns, a third gave raises with two-thirds of those going to all employees and the remaining allocated only for police 
and/or fi re. 

Furloughs
 Furloughs are days off of work without pay.  They are used in an effort to retain employees and avoid layoffs 

by spreading the reduction via a day or days off per month without pay. The employee has the day free to spend as 
they like but don’t receive any pay.  Furloughs, though rare, cut across all population sizes of cities and towns.  Only 
seven percent of municipalities reported using furloughs.  This includes half of the largest cities, 20 percent of the 
large, 13 percent of the medium and four percent of the small municipalities.  

Which employees were furloughed?   General employees, management, and police were furloughed in differing 
combinations.  No municipality reported that it furloughed only fi re fi ghters.    Three furloughed all employees, three 
management, general employees, and police, two only general employee, and one each management and general 
employee, and management only.

Most municipalities that used furloughs only assigned one unpaid day per month.   Sixty percent chose the one 
day option.  Only 20 percent opted for two days per month.

Reduced Work Week
A reduced work week for city employees was one often discussed topic among municipal offi cials.  The concept is 

to share the revenue shortages by reducing the number of hours or days worked per week rather than layoffs or leav-
ing positions open. The most frequent reduced work week is to close certain operations, like city hall, for a day/half 
day  or work longer hours for fewer days.  Note that municipalities, also, might use a reduced work week in conjunc-
tion with other budget reduction actions.  
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There was discussion but how many cities and towns actually reduced their work week? Answer: not very many 
reduced, only three percent.  Of the 144 cities and towns that responded to this question, only fi ve had instituted a 
reduced work week.  General employees were included in all of the municipalities, along with the police in two and 
fi refi ghters in one.

Two of the municipalities closed for one day a week, usually city hall, with the change only impacting general 
employees.  All would need to maintain police and fi re protection services if they were offered by those communi-
ties. One stated that they rotated the employee days off to stay open during normal working hours.  The others did 
not specify how the reduced work week was implemented. All municipalities that had reduced the work week for 
employees were in the small category, under 10,000 in population.

 If current revenue trends return, hopefully these measures will not be necessary in the future.  There are reduc-
tions that encourage review of effi ciencies, which is positive.  After a certain level, the results can be damaging re-
ductions in service levels from slowed public safety response times, to unmowed unsightly areas, to more unrepaired 
pot holes. As with the private sector, reductions leave workers without employment or reduced wages that may not 
meet fi nancial needs.  Municipal leaders continue to work to provide services that citizens demand with the most ef-
fective management possible.
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Management Concerns: 
Sales Tax Collection Services

In recent years, OML member cities and towns increasingly have expressed concerns over sales tax collections 
and distribution.  What are the concerns and how serious are they?  

Twenty-three percent of Budgetary Conditions survey respondents stated that they were displeased with the cur-
rent collection and/or distribution of municipal sales taxes, while only 21 percent were pleased. The majority fell 
into the adequate category.  However, further analysis indicates that half of the largest, 60 percent of the large and 
45 percent of the medium cites were displeased with the current situation.   Only 16 percent of the small municipal 
municipalities were displeased and 27 percent pleased.

Oklahoma municipal sales and use taxes are collected by the Oklahoma Tax Commission (OTC) under contract 
with each individual city that levies a sales and/or use tax.  A percentage of the revenues collected is retained by the 
OTC for administrative costs.  Local sales tax administrative funds are co-mingled with other OTC revenue sources 
without a separate accounting for their expenditure.

Municipalities receive reports in varying levels that give the municipality some idea of the details of their local 
collections. Fifteen percent of cities expressed the opinion that the reports are not useful.

In more than half of cities and towns, the largest complaint was the lack of transparency.  They believe that the 
current system does not assure cities that their taxes are being properly collected and remitted.  One of fi ve were 
concerned that OTC provides no accountability for the funds it retains from municipal sales taxes.   

One problem since the 2010 legislative change to assigning sales to the point of delivery has been assuring that 
the sales are credited to the correct local jurisdiction.  This can be either because the zip code for the business is in-
correct or that the point of delivery is coded to the incorrect jurisdiction.  This is more complicated when a zip code 
is split between multiple taxing jurisdictions. Municipalities are required to send boundary changes to the OTC on a 
regular basis.  OTC has contracted with the University of Oklahoma to maintain a data base with the correct bound-
aries for each jurisdiction.  Still the problem remains, which is why 15 percent expressed concerns, probably cities 
that have experienced problems.

Why do more of the large municipalities seem to be dissatisfi ed?  They are usually the ones that have specialized 
staff, who examine reports in detail to determine if taxes are being remitted properly.  Many small communities do 
not have staff to dedicate to this kind of detailed work.  Many are just happy to get a check to help with their bud-
gets. Still, they do their best to keep track of new businesses and developments.  

For example, a couple of small communities with new growth areas were very assertive when they found that 
building materials delivered to new housing sites in their communities were not being coded for the taxes to go to 
their accounts.  Part of this particular problem is because the post offi ce often does not assign the addresses until the 
structure is completed, partly because the lumber yard did not check the location, and partly because the OTC did 
not audit to make sure that the proper remittance was occurring. 

Due to these concerns, OML has established a Liaison Board to the OTC composed of municipal fi nance offi cials 
to fi nd ways to improve both collection and accountability.  One in ten respondents noted that the OTC is underfund-
ed.  Audits are inadequate.  Computers are antiquated.  Hopefully, through cooperative effort, improvements can be 
made to benefi t both local and state sales tax collections and distribution. 

Oklahoma Municipal League
Oklahoma Municipal Budgetary Conditions in FY2010-11
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Management Concerns: 
Compensatory Time Practices

Upon occasion, municipal employees are required to work additional hours over the their normal work schedules.  
In some cases, they are paid overtime for eligible hours; in others, additional time off is awarded in place of overtime 
pay sometimes, a combination of the two.  A brief explanation of Federal Labor Standards Act (FLSA) parameters 
follows the Budgetary Conditions survey results on current municipal practices. 

A majority, 58 percent, of responding municipalities use compensatory time for some or all employee groups.  Of 
the largest and smallest municipalities, half allow compensatory time.  All of the large cities, along with 83 percent 
of the medium sized cities and towns, provide for comp time.

In some cases, the comp time is negotiated as a part of union contracts and may vary from the amount allowed for 
non-union employees or employees that belong to other unions.  The range of maximum allowed hours of comp time 
is from 8 – 480 for general employees, with an average for 179 hours that can be accrued by any one employee.

For union employees, maximum accruals ranged from 40 – 1220 hours.  The average total number of hours per 
employee is 318.   Rules for both accruing comp time and utilization of comp time are governed by a combination 
of local practice and the FLSA.  Certain parts of the federal provisions are mandatory and other parts are permissive. 
The following paragraphs review some of the provisions.  For a more thorough examination of FLSA, see Section 
4A of the Oklahoma Municipal League Handbook for Municipal Offi cials.

A Brief FLSA Compensation Primer
Compensatory time off is time off with pay in lieu of overtime pay for irregular or occasional overtime work.  

Or, when permitted under agency fl exible work schedule programs, time off with pay in lieu of overtime pay for 
regularly scheduled or irregular or occasional overtime work. Compensatory time off can be approved in lieu of 
overtime pay for irregular or occasional overtime work for both FLSA exempt and nonexempt employees who are 
covered by the defi nition of “employee” at 5 U.S.C. 5541(2). Compensatory time off can also be approved for a 
“prevailing rate employee,” as defi ned at 5 U.S.C. 5342(2), but there is no authority to require that any prevailing 
rate (wage) employee be compensated for irregular or occasional overtime work by granting compensatory time 
off. Compensatory time off may be approved (not required) in lieu of regularly scheduled overtime work only for 
employees, including wage employees, who are ordered to work overtime hours under fl exible work schedules. See 
5 U.S.C. 6123(a) (1). Municipalities may require that an FLSA-exempt employee (as defi ned at 5 U.S.C. 5541(2)) 
receive compensatory time off in lieu of overtime pay for irregular or occasional overtime work, but only for an 
FLSA exempt employee whose rate of basic pay is above the rate for GS-10, step 10. No mandatory compensatory 
time off is permitted for wage employees or in lieu of FLSA overtime pay. An FLSA-exempt employee must use 
accrued compensatory time off by the end of the 26th pay period after the pay period during which it was earned. A 
municipality may provide that an FLSA-exempt employee who (1) fails to take earned compensatory time off within 
26 pay periods or (2) transfers to another agency or separates from service before the expiration of the 26 pay period 
time limit:

Receive payment for the unused compensatory time off at the overtime rate in effect when    • 
earned or 

Forfeit the unused compensatory time off, unless failure to use the compensatory time off is due to an exigency • 
of the service beyond the employee’s control. (An FLSA-exempt employee whose earned compensatory time off 
would otherwise be forfeited due to an exigency of service beyond the employee’s control must receive payment 
for the unused compensatory time off at the overtime rate in effect when earned.) 

Oklahoma Municipal League
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An FLSA-nonexempt employee must use accrued compensatory time off by the end of the 26th pay period after 
the pay period during which it was earned. If accrued compensatory time off is not used by an FLSA-nonexempt 
employee within 26 pay periods or if the FLSA-nonexempt employee transfers to another agency or separates from 
service before the expiration of the 26 pay period time limit, the employee must be paid for the earned compensatory 
time off at the overtime rate in effect when earned. An FLSA-exempt or nonexempt employee must be paid for 
compensatory time off not used by the end of the 26th pay period after the pay period during which it was earned 
at the overtime rate in effect when earned if the employee is unable to use the compensatory time off because of 
separation or placement in a leave without pay status (1) to perform service in the uniformed services or (2) because 
of an on-the-job injury with entitlement injury compensation under 5 U.S.C. chapter 81. 

One hour of compensatory time off is granted for each hour of overtime work.

References
5 U.S.C. 5543 and 5 U.S.C. 6123(a) (1)
5 CFR 550.114 and 551.531
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Municipal Government
is more than police and fi re protection 

or basic services such as water, sewer and garbage.
Cities & towns are the collection points
for people, ideas, goods and commerce.

Improve the public perception 
your citizens have about your community by

celebrating our cities and towns during

Municipal Government Week
March 21 – 25, 2011

• Hold Mock Council/Board Meetings 
in Junior and Senior High School

• Hold an Open House
• Honor Community Leaders

• Encourage Media Coverage, Media Communication
• Schedule Events

For packets detailing how to develop a local program 
to observe Municipal Government Week

call OML, 1-800-324-6651 long distance, 528-7515 locally 
or email to jlayman@oml.org.

Let’s show all our citizens that

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT WORKS!
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GRANTS & LOANS
National Endowment of the Arts Grants for Municipalities

The National Endowment of the Arts has announced that it will offer approximately 35 Our Town grants to 
municipalities. The awards range from $25,000 to $250,000 (based on funding) to municipalities which will offer 
leadership to the project and work together with the philanthropic sector, both profi t and nonprofi t, to develop art as 
a core value in community growth and development. These grants require a non-federal match, capitalizing on the 
participation of the profi t and nonprofi t sectors.  Applicants should review and must submit a three-page Statement 
of Interest through www.Grants.gov.  The Statement of Interest deadline is March 1, 2011.  The formal application 
deadline is April 25, 2011. 

For information about this grant, please visit the website for the National Endowment for the Arts at http://www.
nea.gov/Grants/apply/OurTown/how-to-apply.html.       

    

EPA Seeks Applications for Community-Based Environmental Grants
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has announced the availability of $2 million in grants in 2011 

to reduce pollution at the local level through the Community Action for a Renewed Environment (CARE) program. 
CARE is a community-based program that works with county and local governments, tribes, non-profi t organizations 
and universities to help the public understand and reduce toxic risks from numerous sources to protect people’s 
health. 

EPA will award the CARE grants in two levels. Level I awards range from $75,000 to $100,000 and will help 
establish community-based partnerships to develop local environmental priorities. Level II awards, ranging from 
$150,000 to $300,000 each, will support communities that have established broad-based partnerships, identifi ed the 
priority toxic risks in their communities and are prepared to measure results, implement risk-reduction activities and 
become self sustaining.

In 2010, EPA’s CARE program distributed $2 million to 14 communities. Among the grant recipients, projects 
included tackling drinking water and stormwater pollution, solid waste, and toxics issues in Cordova, Alaska; 
addressing air and water pollution sources, municipal solid waste collection and chemical releases in Ashland, Ky.; 
targeting pest and solid waste issues in New York City; tackling air pollution and land use issues in Detroit; focusing 
on threats from lead in paint, mold and hazardous household products in Gary, Ind.; and addressing air pollution, 
greenhouse gas emissions, water pollution and poor waste management in Kansas City, Kan.

Applications for the CARE grants are due March 22 by 4 p.m. Eastern time. EPA will conduct three webcasts to 
answer questions from prospective applicants about the application process on February 8, February 23 and March 2 
from 1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Details: For more information about the grants and webcasts, visit www.epa.gov/care
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CALENDAR OF EVENTS
March 21, 2011
MCO/OML LEGISLATIVE FORUM
State Capitol
Oklahoma City

March 21 – 25, 2011
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT WEEK
Statewide

April 1, 2011
MC&T TRAINING
Woodward

April 8, 2011
OAMA SPRING CONFERENCE
Oklahoma History Center
Oklahoma City

April 15, 2011
CODE ENFORCEMENT WORKSHOP
Francis Tuttle Technology Center

April 28 & 29, 2011
OMJA / OMCCA SPRING CONFERENCE
Renaissance Hotel 
Tulsa

May 13, 2011
RETAIL WORKSHOP 
Rose State College 
Midwest City

June 9 & 10, 2011
NOI / JUNE INSTITUTE
Francis Tuttle Technology Center
Oklahoma City

June 16 & 17, 2011
NOI / JUNE INSTITUTE
Technology Center, Lemley Campus
Tulsa

June 23 – 25, 2011
MCO MAYORS AND OML BOARD RETREAT
Broken Arrow

July 13 – 15, 2011
CMAO SUMMER CONFERENCE
Location TBA

July 24-27, 2011
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF THE ASSOCIATION 
OF PUBLIC TREASURERS, UNITED STATES AND 
CANADA
Renaissance Hotel & Cox Convention Center
Oklahoma City

August 5, 2011
EMPLOYMENT SEMINAR
Rose State College
Midwest City

September 13 – 15, 2011
OML ANNUAL CONFERENCE
IN ASSOCIATION WITH 
MESO, OMAG, AND OMRF
Doubletree Hotel Downtown & Tulsa Convention 
Center

OML DISTRICT DINNER MEETINGS
Locations TBA
October 6
October 13
October 20
November 3
November 17

November 4, 2011
PLANNING WORKSHOP
Location TBA

December 9, 2011
PRACTICAL GUIDE WORKSHOP
Rose State College
Midwest City


