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Executive Summary
Propel Pottsboro 2045 is Pottsboro’s first-ever Comprehensive Plan. It serves as the community’s 
official blueprint for growth, resiliency, and community character. This Plan is informed by over a 
year of public engagement, and it balances Pottsboro’s valued “small-town feel” with the inevitable 
growth pressures of the North Texas region.

The guiding star of this Plan is a shared vision of Pottsboro as a thriving lakeside destination. Public 
input established a clear hierarchy of needs, with infrastructure and growth readiness as their top 
priority.

The Vision Statement:
“The City of Pottsboro will be a thriving lakeside community with convenient 
proximity to amenities, embracing its small-town charm while fostering sustainable 
growth, providing a superior educational experience, and cultivating a deliberately 
aesthetic design.”

To plan for the City’s future, its current foundation was assessed. The following data points represent 
the baseline for recommendations:

CATEGORY KEY STATISTIC IMPLICATION

Population 2,821 Steady growth requires proactive utility 
planning.

Housing Stock 88% Single-Family A need for “Missing Middle” options for seniors 
and first-time home buyers.

Occupancy Rate 94.5% A tight market with limited vacancy suggests 
high demand for new units.

Senior Population 19% Age 65+ A high concentration of seniors necessitates 
ADA-accessible infrastructure

Land Use 60% Agricultural/
Unzoned

Represents a vast opportunity for strategic, 
intentional development

DRAFT
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Key Strategies for Growth and Resilience
1.	 Future Growth and 

Community Character

	■ Missing Middle 
Housing 
Update zoning to allow 
cottage courts and 
duplexes as buffers 
between commercial and 
residential areas.

	■ Lakeside Identity 
Implement architectural 
design guidelines (stone 
accents, timber framing) 
to ensure new buildings 
reflect Pottsboro’s 
proximity to Lake Texoma.

	■ Strategic Hubs 
Direct high-intensity 
growth toward the Central 
Hub (FM 120/SH 289) and 
the Eastern/Western 
gateways.

2.	 Mobility and Public 
Facilities

	■ Growth Pays for 
Growth 
Adopt a Capital 
Improvements Plan 
and Impact fees so new 
development funds the 
infrastructure it requires.

	■ Safe Pathways for 
Pedestrians 
Prioritize a continuous 
sidewalk network 
connecting 
neighborhoods to 
destinations such as PISD 
campuses.

	■ Municipal Hub 
Consolidate police, fire, 
and administrative 
services into a centralized 
facility to improve 
response times and 
operational efficiency.

3.	 Infrastructure and 
Hazard Resilience

	■ Water Security 
Actively study the 
activation of the City’s 
Lake Texoma water rights 
to ensure long-term 
independence.

	■ Infrastructure 
Hardening 
Retrofit critical facilities 
with permanent 
generators and transition 
new utilities underground 
to withstand North Texas 
weather hazards.

	■ Redundant 
Communication 
Pair existing outdoor 
sirens with a high-
enrollment CodeRED 
digital alert system.

The Implementation Roadmap
Propel Pottsboro 2045 is designed as a living document; not a study bound to sit on a shelf. 
Implementation is driven by a strategy to leverage state and federal grants from agencies like the 
Texas Department of Agriculture, Texas Waster Development Board, and United States Department 
of Agriculture. Staff will provide an annual status of action items to the City Council, and the Plan 
will undergo a complete review every five years to adjust for shifts in regional economic drivers like 
Preston Harbor or Texas Instruments.

Conclusion
Pottsboro stands at a crossroads between passive growth and intentional development. By following 
this roadmap, the City will protect its fiscal health, secure its natural resources, and ensure that the 
“Propel” into its future leads to a thriving, resilient community for generations to come. 
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Purpose
Project Purpose and History
In early 2024, the City of Pottsboro (“City” or 
“Pottsboro”) embarked on the development 
of its first-ever Comprehensive Plan, 
entitled Propel Pottsboro 2045 (“Plan”). A 
comprehensive plan serves as a community’s 
official blueprint for the future by providing a 
long-range vision and including policy direction 
for physical development. The title is a nod 
to the community’s identity as a lakeside 
destination and its vital connection to Lake 
Texoma.

This Plan applies to all land within the corporate 
limits and extraterritorial jurisdiction (“ETJ”) of 
the City, as shown in Figure 1.1. It addresses 
key interconnected elements such as land 
use, housing, infrastructure, and community 
character, and the authority for the City to 
prepare and adopt this Plan is granted by 
Chapter 213 of the Texas Local Government 
Code. As the community’s primary policy guide, 
this forward-looking document is designed 
to manage growth and shape the provision of 
services for residents, businesses, and visitors 
over the next two decades. This collaborative 
effort was made possible through the Texas 
General Land Office’s (“GLO”) Resilient 
Communities Program (“RCP”) and was 
developed in partnership with Antero Group, an 
urban and rural planning and consulting firm. 

In alignment with the GLO’s program, a key 
component of this Plan is a strong focus on 
community resilience. The City recognizes the 
importance of integrating relevant portions of 
the Grayson County Hazard Mitigation Action 
Plan (“HMAP”) to identify and mitigate risks 
associated with natural disasters. Beyond that, 
this Plan directly addresses the challenges 
associated with growth, including strategies 
and policies to ensure Pottsboro is well-
prepared for the future.

The planning process officially began with a 
kickoff meeting with City staff on September 
11, 2024. A Comprehensive Plan Advisory 
Committee consisting of city staff, elected 
and appointed officials, and representatives 
from the business, real estate, and education 
sectors, was subsequently formed to guide 
the process and ensure the Plan reflects 
community values. Following the launch of 
the project website, propelpottsboro.org, and a 
community-wide input survey in October 2024, 
the process included a series of stakeholder 
workshops, public meetings, and advisory 
committee meetings throughout late 2024 and 
2025 to review existing conditions, refine the 
community’s vision and goals, and develop the 
policies and Future Land Use Map (“FLUM”) that 
form the core of this document. 
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Roles in the Planning Process
The development of this Plan was a collaborative effort involving several groups, each with a distinct 
and vital role.

	■ The Community 
Residents, business owners, and local 
stakeholders are the foundation of this 
Plan. Their primary role was to provide 
direct input on values, priorities, and 
future aspirations through surveys, public 
workshops, and hearings.

	■ Comprehensive Plan Advisory 
Committee 
This committee served as the primary 
steering body for the Plan. Designed to 
represent a cross-section of the community, 
this group’s role was to guide the planning 
process, review technical analyses, 
deliberate policy alternatives, and ensure 
the final Plan reflects the community’s 
vision.

	■ City Staff 
Key staff members provided essential data, 
institutional knowledge, and technical 
support throughout the process, ensuring 

the Plan is grounded in the operational 
realities of the City.

	■ Planning & Zoning Commission 
As required by state law, the Planning & 
Zoning Commission’s role is to review the 
draft comprehensive plan for consistency 
with the City’s long-term goals and make a 
formal recommendation to the City Council.

	■ City Council 
The City Council has the ultimate authority 
in the planning process. Their role is 
to hold public hearings to receive final 
community input and to formally adopt the 
Comprehensive Plan as official City policy.

	■ Consultant Team 
The consultant, Antero Group, was 
responsible for managing the project, 
facilitating public engagement, conducting 
technical analysis, and drafting the Plan 
document based on direction provided by 
the community, the advisory committee, 
and the City.
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Community Engagement and 
Vision
The vision and goals that form the foundation of this Plan 
are a direct result of a robust community engagement 
process. To ensure the final Plan is a true reflection of the 
community’s aspirations, several methods were utilized 
to gather input from a wide range of residents, business 
owners, and stakeholders:

	■ Community Input Survey 
A comprehensive online survey was 
conducted from October to December 
2024 to gather broad quantitative and 
qualitative data on community values, 
concerns, and priorities for the future. The 
complete responses to this survey are found 
in Appendix A.

	■ Stakeholder Workshop 
A dedicated workshop was held with key 
community leaders and representatives 
from various sectors to gain focused 
insights on specific challenges and 
opportunities related to economic 
development, education, and civic life.

	■ Public Workshops 
Interactive public meetings were held to 
present findings and provide a forum for 
residents to give direct feedback on the draft 
vision, goals, and future land use alternatives.

Community Engagement Process
The engagement process was designed to 
understand what residents value most about 
Pottsboro and what their highest priorities are 
for the future. The Community Input Survey 
was a cornerstone of this effort and revealed 
a community that is highly satisfied with its 
quality of life, valuing its small-town character, 
strong sense of community, and access to 
Lake Texoma. The most frequently used words 
to describe Pottsboro were “Small,” “Friendly,” 
“Quiet,” “Community,” and “Safe.”

The survey also highlighted key challenges and 
opportunities. Residents expressed significant 
concerns about managing future growth, the 
potential for overdevelopment, and the need 
for improved infrastructure, particularly roads 

and water systems. When asked to identify the 
most pressing issues for the next 10-15 years, 
the top three responses were:

	■ Improving infrastructure such as 
roadways, water supply, and sewer lines.

	■ Expanding commercial and retail 
opportunities.

	■ Maintaining Pottsboro’s unique character.

This focus on infrastructure was reinforced 
during the first public workshop where 
residents were asked to prioritize their desires 
for the City. Though given four categories to 
choose from, Infrastructure and Growth 
Readiness emerged as the clear top priority, 
receiving 51.7% of all input.
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Vision Statement and Guiding Principles
Synthesizing this public feedback, the following Vision Statement was crafted to serve as the Plan’s 
North Star, articulating the community’s shared aspiration for the future.

Vision Statement
“The City of Pottsboro will be a thriving lakeside community 
with convenient proximity to amenities, embracing its small-
town charm while fostering sustainable growth, providing a 
superior educational experience, and cultivating a deliberately 
aesthetic design. Through the intentional use of funding, unique 
partnerships, and infrastructure investments, Pottsboro will 
create a vibrant destination for families, businesses, and visitors 
where civic pride flourishes.”

Overarching Goals and Objectives
To bring this vision to life, nine guiding principles, or goals, were developed. These goals provide the 
foundational policy direction for the entire Plan and represent the community’s core priorities 
for charting its course forward. 

	■ Goal #1: Create a business-friendly 
environment supporting sustainable 
economic growth.

	■ Goal #2: Promote a balanced inventory 
of housing choices enhancing access to 
homeownership.

	■ Goal #3: Enhance partnerships with 
schools, libraries, and regional education 
centers to improve access to quality 
educational opportunities.

	■ Goal #4: Invest strategically in public 
infrastructure to support responsible and 
sustainable growth.

	■ Goal #5: Cultivate a deliberately 
aesthetic design throughout the City to 
enhance the overall community character.

	■ Goal #6: Prioritize access to parks, green 
spaces, and natural areas, promoting 
healthy lifestyles.

	■ Goal #7: Promote branding of Pottsboro 
as a desirable lakeside community.

	■ Goal #8: Invest in and improve access to 
utilization of municipal facilities.

	■ Goal #9: Promote land use policies 
that support sustainable growth and 
the preservation and protection of the 
environment. 
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While these goals are essential for achieving 
the community’s vision, the public 
engagement process revealed a clear 
hierarchy of priorities. Goal #4 emerged as the 
community’s top priority, receiving more than 
double the support for any other single goal. 
Other high-priority goals included enhancing 

educational partnerships (Goal #3), improving 
municipal facilities (Goal #8), and supporting 
sustainable economic growth (Goal #1). This 
feedback underscores the community’s 
immediate focus on strengthening the 
foundational systems that support quality of life 
and future growth.

Objectives
To translate these broad goals into concrete actions, a series of draft 
objectives were developed and presented to the Advisory Committee 
for review before making them available for public comment. Based on 
feedback received, these objectives were refined to ensure greater specificity, 
address critical community concerns such as future water independence and 
preserving housing character, and confirm fiscal responsibility.

To organize these efforts, the objectives are grouped into five thematic categories. These categories 
provide the foundational framework for the policy chapters of this Plan, where the specific 
objectives and implementation strategies are detailed:

	■ Zoning and Development 
Focuses on land use regulations, 
development standards, and housing 
policies to guide the physical growth of the 
community.

	■ Infrastructure and Utilities 
Addresses the core physical systems 
that support the City, including water, 
wastewater, streets, sidewalks, and 
emergency facilities.

	■ Community and Public Services 
Pertains to the services and facilities that 
enhance quality of life, such as parks, 
public safety, educational partnerships, and 
community gathering spaces.

	■ Branding and Character 
Relates to the visual and aesthetic quality 
of the community, including design 
guidelines, landscaping standards, and 
efforts to strengthen Pottsboro’s unique 
identity.

	■ Business and Administration 
Encompasses strategies for economic 
development, improving administrative 
efficiency, and fostering a business-
friendly environment through streamlined 
processes.
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Plan Framework
This Plan is organized to tell a clear story, moving from a high-level vision, to specific, actionable steps. 
The remaining chapters of this Plan are as follows:

	■ Chapter 2 provides “who Pottsboro is” 
through a comprehensive analysis of 
existing conditions, data, and trends that 
inform the Plan’s recommendations.

	■ Chapter 3, 4, and 5 will detail the “what 
we’ll do” by outlining specific policies, 
strategies, and the Future Land Use Map 
that will guide Pottsboro’s development.

	■ Chapter 6 will outline the “how we’ll do it” 
by providing a clear action plan for turning 
the community’s vision into a reality.

	■ Chapter 7 will synthesize the key findings 
of the planning process and reiterate the 
purpose for developing a vision, goals, and 
a plan for preparing Pottsboro for the years 
ahead.

This chapter established the “why” behind the Plan, detailing the community engagement process, 
the overarching vision, and the guiding goals built upon extensive community input and representing 
the community’s future aspirations. To chart a realistic course toward that future, these goals must 
be grounded in a clear and objective assessment of Pottsboro’s current strengths, challenges, 
and opportunities. The following chapter provides the context for this data-driven foundation.
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02.  COMMUNITY 
PROFILE

This chapter provides a profile of the City’s existing conditions across key sectors, including 
demographics, housing, the economy, and land use. The findings serve as the factual foundation 
for this Plan, highlighting the challenges and opportunities that directly inform the goals, objectives, 
and strategies in the chapters that follow. 

Pottsboro's Future Begins with You  |  11

DRAFT



Geographic and Natural 
Context
Pottsboro, Texas, encompasses 3.3 square 
miles in northern Grayson County (“County”), 
situated just south of the Texas-Oklahoma 
state border, as illustrated in Figure 2.1. The 
City itself is nestled within the natural beauty 
of North Texas’ Blackland Prairies ecoregion 
and benefits from its close proximity to 
major natural assets, including Lake Texoma, 
the Hagerman National Wildlife Refuge 
in Sherman, and Eisenhower State Park in 
Denison.

The City is conveniently located near key 
regional institutions like Grayson College 
and infrastructure such as the North Texas 
Regional Airport. Neighboring urban amenities 
are highly accessible, with Denison just five 
miles away and the county seat of Sherman 
approximately fifteen miles to the south. Major 
transportation arteries such as US Highway 75 
enhance the City’s regional access. The Dallas-
Fort Worth-Arlington Metropolitan Area and 
DFW International Airport are located within 80 
miles, connecting Pottsboro to the larger region.

DENISON

FORT WORTH

MCKINNEY

DALLAS

DENTON

POTTSBORO

SHERMAN

DURANT

THACKERVILLE

GAINESVILLE

Esri, HERE, Garmin, USGS, EPA, NPS

0 10 205 Miles

289

120

Figure 2.1.	 Regional Map

Source(s): 
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Culture and History
Understanding a community’s culture and history provides crucial context for its present-day 
characteristics, values, and development patterns. From its origins as a trading post to its evolution 
as a lakeside community, Pottsboro’s history has shaped its identity, physical layout, and economic 
drivers. This section offers insights into the underlying influences that define the City today by 
exploring its key historical phases.

Early Trading to Railroad Town
In the late 1830s, Holland Coffee, the American 
frontiersman and trader, established a trading 
post approximately nine miles north of 
Pottsboro, where horses were a primary trading 
item between pioneers and the Caddo and 
Wichita Native American tribes indigenous to 
the area. 

In 1878, James A. Potts, a land developer, 
rancher, and Civil War veteran, and his wife, 

Sarah, daughter of early settler James G. 
Thompson, deeded land for the expansion of 
the Denison and Pacific Railway, a subsidiary 
of the Missouri–Kansas–Texas (MK&T) Railroad. 
This land donation included both the railroad’s 
right-of-way and acreage for the establishment 
of the town of Pottsborough, which later 
evolved into its current spelling, Pottsboro. 

Railroad Town to Lakeside 
Community
Incorporated on June 19, 1885, the City experienced 
both growth and notable setbacks, including 
major fires in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. 
Despite these challenges, the Pottsboro community 
persevered, and within its first decade, it established 
a foundation of homes, churches, general stores, 
gristmills, a cotton gin, a post office, a hotel/saloon, 
and a school. 

Pottsboro’s next phase began in 1939 with the 
construction of one of the largest reservoirs in the 
United States, Lake Texoma. Built by the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers and authorized by 
the Flood Control Act of 1938, Lake Texoma propelled 
Pottsboro into the lakeside community it is today. 
This transformation provides Pottsboro with distinct 
natural and cultural advantages, including a relaxing 
and welcoming atmosphere for residents and visitors. 
Today, the recreational opportunities offered 
by Lake Texoma contribute to the local tourism 
economy and help define Pottsboro’s character. 

Source: The Historical Marker Database

Community Profile
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Demographic Data
This section highlights demographic data and trends crucial for understanding Pottsboro’s 
current situation and anticipating future challenges. Key demographic characteristics for 
Pottsboro, as illustrated in Figure 2.2, include an estimated population of 2,624, and an average 
household size of 2.64. Analyzing these demographics provides the basis for forecasting future 
demand for housing, infrastructure, and public services so the City can plan effectively for its 
residents.

Population Trends
For over a decade, Texas has consistently 
ranked as the fastest-growing state in the 
nation, surpassing 30 million people in 2022. 
The 2022-2027 Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy (“CEDS”) published 
by Texoma Council of Governments (“TCOG”) 
highlights growth in North Texas, noting 
that the Texoma region experienced 6.3% 
population growth from 2010-2020. 

Pottsboro is no exception to this regional 
growth. Since the 1950s, the community has 
experienced a steady and substantial growth 
rate, consistently outpacing Grayson County as 
illustrated in Figure 2.3.

Figure 2.2.	 Demographic Snapshot 

CHARACTERISTIC VALUE

Population 2,821

Housing Stock 994

Occupancy Rate 2.64

Population 26.0%

Housing Stock 35.5%

Occupancy Rate 71.7%

Population 94.5%

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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Figure 2.3.	 Historical Population Growth, Pottsboro and Grayson County (1900-2020)

Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census (1900-2020)
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Recent data from the 2023 American 
Community Survey (“ACS”) 5-Year Estimates 
indicate that Pottsboro experienced 11.8% 
growth from 2020 to 2023, with the City’s 
estimated population reaching 2,821 in 2025. 
The historical population trends for Pottsboro 
are detailed in Figure 2.4. 

Over the past 30 years, Pottsboro’s population 
has more than doubled, increasing from 1,177 
people in 1990 to 2,488 people in 2020. From 
1990 to 2000, the population grew by 34%, then 
expanded by an additional 37% from 2000 to 
2010. However, growth slowed to 15% between 
2010 and 2020. Over these three decades, the 
population experienced an average annual 
growth rate of approximately 2.53%. More 
recent U.S. Census Bureau data indicates that 
from 2020 to the 2023 estimate, Pottsboro’s 
population increased by approximately 5.5%, 
while Grayson County experienced 2.9% during 
the same period. 

Residential building activity, a key indicator of 
growth, remains steady and consistent with 
recent years. In 2024, the City processed 20 
building permits for new single-family homes 
which, based on an average household size of 

2.64, would add approximately 52 people and 
represent 2% growth from the 2023 U.S. Census 
ACS 5-year estimate. As of September 2025, 
an additional 22 homes are either permitted 
or in the final plat stage. This level of activity, 
along with development plan permits for 
larger projects between FY 2024 and FY 2025, 
is consistent with recent growth trends and 
signals ongoing development interest.

Future growth in the region is further bolstered 
by significant developments like the $6 billion 
Preston Harbor community development on 
Lake Texoma, which will include an expansive 
$100 million Margaritaville resort. These projects 
are anticipated to draw increased tourism and 
economic activity to the broader Lake Texoma 
area, potentially creating job opportunities 
and attracting new residents to nearby 
communities like Pottsboro. Additionally, 
the Texas Department of Transportation’s 
(“TxDOT”) US 75 Project is designed to improve 
and maintain traffic long-term as it extends 
from US Highway 82, anticipating future 
development of rural and agricultural land, 
which could further enhance Pottsboro’s 
accessibility and attractiveness for growth. 

Figure 2.4.	 Historical Population Trends (1900–2020) 

YEAR POTTSBORO POPULATION 10-YEAR GROWTH ANNUAL RATE

1900 400 -- --

1910 313 -22% -2%

1920 454 45% 5%

1930 358 -21% -2%

1940 342 -4% 0%

1950 383 12% 1%

1960 640 67% 7%

1970 748 17% 2%

1980 895 20% 2%

1990 1,177 32% 3%

2000 1,576 34% 3%

2010 2,160 37% 4%

2020 2,488 15% 2%

Source(s): Antero Group; U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census (1900-2020)
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS
Estimating future population growth for 
Pottsboro requires analysis of historical data, 
market trends, and development patterns 
to anticipate future growth and create 
informed projections. Three scenarios were 
developed using a Compound Annual Growth 
Rate (“CAGR”) method to project Pottsboro’s 
population by 2050: low, moderate, and high 
growth. The moderate growth scenario of 2.53% 
annually is based on the City’s average growth 
rate from 1990 to 2020. The high (3.3%) and low 
(0.27%) scenarios reflect the range of growth 
Pottsboro experienced during the fastest and 
slowest decades over the past century. These 
scenarios, shown in Figure 2.5, provide a 
framework for planning for different potential 
futures.

While current indicators point toward the 
moderate growth scenario, regional drivers like 
the Preston Harbor development and improved 
access to outside employment opportunities 
via US Highway 75 could accelerate growth. 
Conversely, the City’s limited ability to annex 
new land may temper this potential. Therefore, 
this Plan is primarily based on the moderate 
scenario, while also providing strategies 
to manage higher-than-expected growth 
pressures. Preparing for a range of outcomes 
will ensure adequate infrastructure, diverse 
economic opportunities, and quality housing 
options are available to accommodate new 
residents. 

2025 2030 2040 2045 2050

Low 2,522 2,556 2,626 2,661 2,698

Moderate 2,819 3,193 4,098 4,642 5,259

High 2,927 3,442 4,763 5,602 6,590

0

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

5,000

6,000

7,000

Figure 2.5.	 Projected Population Growth Scenarios, 2025-2050

Source(s): Antero Group; U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census (1900-2020)
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Age and Sex
The age and sex distribution of a community’s 
population provides critical insights into its 
current character, future service demands, 
and workforce potential. Understanding 
these demographics helps the City plan for 
appropriate housing, facilities, and social 
services that cater to different groups.

Pottsboro’s median age is estimated to be 
40.7, slightly higher than County (39.6), national 
(38.7), and state (35.9) medians. With 38% of the 
City’s population aged 45 and older, planning 
for services and housing that appeal to active 
adult and retirement communities will be 
critical over the next 20 years. In contrast, the 
largest single age group is 15-to-19-year-olds, 
comprises 8% of the population as depicted in 
Figure 2.6.

This youthful segment will serve as a vital 
employment base for the next thirty years. 
The presence of a strong youth population 
highlights the ongoing need for creating 
and maintaining family-oriented spaces for 
recreation and daily life, and for fostering an 
environment conducive to family growth.

Figure 2.7 illustrates the distribution of males 
and females in the City. The population of men 
and women in 
the City is nearly 
evenly distributed, 
with males 
constituting 51% 
of Pottsboro’s 
population and 
females 49%. 

Male

51%Female

49%

Figure 2.7.	 Sex Distribution

Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau,  
ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)

Figure 2.6.	 Age and Sex Distribution

Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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Race and Ethnicity
Population and employment opportunities in 
North Texas are dynamic, driven by domestic 
and international migration alongside an 
influx of companies that influence the region’s 
racial and ethnic composition. Understanding 
Pottsboro’s current demographics is essential 
for fostering an inclusive culture and building 
stronger, more vibrant communities for all 
residents.

Pottsboro’s racial composition is predominantly 
White. According to the 2023 ACS 5-Year 
Estimates, 89.5% of Pottsboro’s population 
identified as White Alone as illustrated in 
Figure 2.8. In comparison, Grayson County’s 
population is 87% White, Texas is 76.8% 
White, and the national percentage of white 
individuals is 75%. Foreign-born residents 
comprise 1.3% of the Pottsboro population, 
compared to 7.3% in Grayson County and 17.9% 
of those foreign-born in Texas.

In summary, Pottsboro’s population is 
characterized by a large youth cohort, a 
significant share of active adults approaching 
retirement age, and a predominantly White 
racial composition. These demographic realities, 
particularly the need to attract and retain 
working-age adults and foster an inclusive 
environment, will be key considerations for 
future economic development and community-
building strategies.

Household and Family 
Characteristics
Understanding the composition of families 
and households is essential for determining 
future investment and development priorities. 
This data directly informs the planning for 
family-oriented facilities, recreational spaces, 
community centers, and services for older and 
retired adults. 

Pottsboro has approximately 997 households, 
with an average household size of 2.64 
according to the 2023 ACS 5-Year Estimates. 
This is similar to the average of 2.6 persons per 
household in Grayson County and slightly below 
the Texas average of 2.7. Smaller household 
sizes in Pottsboro suggest that the growing 
retirement community will increase demand for 
smaller housing units, particularly single-story 
structures that require less maintenance.

RACE %

 White 89.5%

 Two or More Races 7.0%

 Some Other Race Alone 1.5%

 Black or African American 0.8%

 American Indian or Alaska Native 0.6%

 Asian Alone 0.3%

 Native Hawaiian and Other 
Pacific Islander

0.2%

7.0%

1.5%
0.8% 0.6%

0.3%

0.2%

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)

Figure 2.8.	 Racial and Ethnic Composition 
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The City’s average family size of 3.28 people 
is slightly larger than Texas’s average of 
3.26, as shown in Figure 2.9. Accommodating 
the diverse needs of both larger families and 
smaller households—including retired and 
single populations—necessitates consideration 
of a range of housing options, which may 
include reducing minimum lot sizes, 
developing garden homes, or creating higher-
occupancy housing opportunities.

Among the family households, 52.1% are 
married couples, and 29.6% include one or more 
individuals under the age of 18. A notable trend 
is the decline in the percentage of households 
with children. In 1990, 41.6% of households had 
children; this number rose to 45.2% by 2000, 
but then decreased to 38.9% by 2020. 

Conversely, the percentage of households with 
seniors has increased significantly. In 1990, only 
20.6% of households included seniors. Today, 
seniors comprise 38.9% of households in 
Pottsboro, and of these, approximately 33% 
include one or more individuals aged 65 or 
older. In Grayson County, the percentage is 
slightly lower at 32.5%. 

As mentioned earlier, garden homes, which are 
typically single-story or one-and-a-half-story 
residences with smaller lot sizes requiring less 
yard maintenance, are attractive to the needs 

of the growing retirement community. They 
offer the privacy of single-unit homes while in 
proximity to neighbors, providing opportunities 
for social interaction. Consideration for the 
aging population and hazard mitigation will 
also require enhanced public services such 
as modified emergency notifications, public 
awareness campaigns, and well-check options 
for seniors and their family members. 

As Figure 2.10 demonstrates, 25.7% of residents 
aged 65 and older experience difficulties with 
mobility, and 6.0% face cognitive challenges. 

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)

Figure 2.9.	 Average Family Size; Pottsboro, Grayson 
County, and State of Texas
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Pottsboro Grayson County Texas

Figure 2.10.	 Health Issues by Percentage of Population for Ages 65 and Over

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)

0.0% 0.7%
6.0%

25.7%

4.4% 4.3%
0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

Hearing
Difficulty

Vision
Difficulty

Cognitive
Difficulty

Ambulatory
Difficulty

Self-care
Difficulty

Independent
Living

Difficulty

Pottsboro's Future Begins with You  |  19

Community Profile

DRAFT



Addressing these challenges is critical, and 
improving community integration through 
enhanced accessibility is a key strategy. 
Implementing features such as continuous, 
barrier-free sidewalks, four-way stop signals, 
and pedestrian amenities can significantly 
enhance the mobility of older adults. 
Additionally, access to recreational facilities 

positively influences their independence and 
social participation, particularly for those who 
are socially isolated, at risk of falling, or have 
underlying issues affecting their movement 
and balance. An accessible environment is 
therefore fundamental to enabling older adults 
to maintain independence and manage their 
daily needs effectively.

Household Income
The U.S. Census Bureau’s ACS 5-Year Estimates 
(2023) report Pottsboro’s median household 
income as $75,909, as presented in Figure 2.11. 
This figure is higher than Grayson County’s 
median household income of $69,019 and 
slightly above the state of Texas’ median 
income of $75,780.

A more detailed examination of household 
income distribution, as illustrated in Figure 
2.12, reveals that the largest share of Pottsboro 
households (24.4%) falls within the $50,000 
to $74,999 income bracket. Additionally, a 
significant proportion (21.4%) earns between Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)

Figure 2.11.	 Median Household Income; Pottsboro, 
Grayson County, and State of Texas

$75,909
$69,019

$75,780

$0

$20,000

$40,000

$60,000

$80,000

Pottsboro Grayson County Texas

Figure 2.12.	 Households by Income

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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$100,000 and $149,999, with another 18.6% 
earning $150,000 or more. This distribution 
indicates a strong presence of middle 
to upper-middle-income households, 
contributing to the City’s overall economic 
stability. While a smaller percentage, it is also 
notable that 1.1% of households earn less than 
$10,000 annually, highlighting areas where 
support services may be needed. 

The poverty rate in Pottsboro, as shown in 
Figure 2.13, is 7.9% of the population, which is 
notably lower than Grayson County’s rate of 
10.2% and the statewide rate of 13.7%. These 
favorable statistics, combined with higher 
household incomes and a strong working-age 
population, indicate a robust socio-economic 
profile for the City’s residents.

Key Takeaways
	■ Pottsboro is experiencing steady 

population growth, requiring proactive 
planning for future demand across all 
sectors.

	■ Projections anticipate continued 
population growth, with recent indicators 
supporting the moderate range growth 
scenario. This necessitates preparation for 
moderate increases to ensure adequate 
infrastructure and housing. 

	■ The City’s demographic profile reveals a 
comparatively older population. Coupled 
with the community’s appeal to active 
adults and retirees, this trend suggests 
ongoing demand for age-friendly housing 
and services.

	■ The City exhibits a higher median 
household income and lower poverty 
rate compared to the County, reflecting a 
robust socio-economic profile among its 
residents.

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)

Figure 2.13.	 Poverty Status; Pottsboro, Grayson County, 
and State of Texas
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Housing Characteristics
Housing characteristics, including dwelling 
quality, location, and prices, can significantly 
impact a community’s future growth and 
well-being. By analyzing these current 
conditions, we can assess whether the needs 

of the community are addressed now and 
will continue to be met in the future. This 
understanding allows for informed decision-
making in creating sustainable and thriving 
communities.

Housing Stock Composition and Trends
Single-family homes dominate Pottsboro’s 
housing stock, representing 88% of all units as 
shown in Figure 2.14, with multi-unit structures 
and mobile homes comprising the remaining 
12%. The lack of housing diversity, combined 
with a high occupancy rate of nearly 95% that 
will be further discussed in the Occupancy 
section of this chapter, indicates a tight housing 
market with limited options. Addressing this 
may require exploring a wider range of 
housing types to accommodate young, first-
time home buyers and a growing population. 88%

8%
4% Housing

Units in
Single
Structures

Housing
Units in
Multi-Unit
Structures

Mobile
Homes

Figure 2.14.	 Housing Units by Structure Type

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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HOUSING VALUE AND OWNERSHIP 
The 71.1% homeownership rate in Pottsboro 
as of the 2019-2023 ACS 5-Year Estimates 
surpasses both Grayson County’s rate of 67.3% 
and the state’s rate of 62.6%. This also reflects an 
increase from Pottsboro’s 67% homeownership 
rate in 2000. The high homeownership rate is 
a significant characteristic, often associated 
with a strong sense of community pride and 
investment. This trend can contribute to well-
maintained properties and public spaces, 
fostering a positive neighborhood atmosphere.

This strong homeownership emphasis in 
Pottsboro, with 71% owner-occupied units 
compared to 29% renter-occupied units, is 
further illustrated in Figure 2.15, highlighting 
a notable contrast to the housing tenure in 
Grayson County and Texas overall. Homeowners 
generally exhibit greater long-term residency, 
which can promote stability and increased 
participation in local events, organizations, 
and civic activities. This can lead to heightened 
social capital potentially enhance residents’ 
sense of belonging and responsibility. 
Furthermore, a high homeownership rate is 
frequently linked to higher property values, 
which may attract businesses and investment, 
thereby stimulating the local economy through 

related sectors like construction and home 
improvement. 

As Figure 2.16 illustrates, Pottsboro homes 
have a median value of $246,300, slightly 
less than that of the County and the state. The 
median house value, as the midpoint of all 
homes sold at market price, is a key indicator of 
market accessibility. For first-time homebuyers, 
this median value, when considered against 
local income levels, can indicate the relative 
affordability of market entry.

Figure 2.15.	 Housing Units by Occupant Type

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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Figure 2.16.	 Median Home Value; Pottsboro, Grayson 
County, and State of Texas

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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AGE OF HOUSING STRUCTURES
The age of housing structures significantly 
affects decisions about land use, 
infrastructure capacity, and the overall 
character of a community. A thoughtful 
approach is necessary to balance preservation, 
modernization, and sustainability. Older 
structures often showcasing distinctive 
architectural styles and historical significance, 
and their adaptive reuse can create 
opportunities for various land uses, such as 
mixed-use developments or areas designated 
for civic and institutional purposes. Such 
transformations can also impact residential 
housing by making previously underutilized 

areas more appealing for living, potentially 
leading to new opportunities for housing 
development.

As Figure 2.17 depicts, 62.2% of housing 
structures in the City are more than 25 years 
old, while 15.8% have been built in the last 15 
years. Older housing stock may not adequately 
meet the needs of a diverse population, 
highlighting the importance of planning for 
a wider variety of housing types and sizes. 
To meet the needs of an aging population, 
planning efforts should focus on ensuring 
that older neighborhoods are accessible for 
individuals with mobility challenges.

Figure 2.17.	 Percentage of Homes Built by Year

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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Housing Projections
Housing projections estimate the future 
housing needs of a city. Like population growth 
projections, these should be periodically 
reviewed to determine a city’s trajectory. 
Various factors influence housing demand, 
including changes in the local and national 
economy, internal and external development, 
and updates to a city’s infrastructure.

To estimate future housing needs, three growth 
scenarios were developed for the period from 
2020 to 2050 as illustrated in Figure 2.18. The 
moderate growth rate of 2.25% is based on 
average housing growth from 1990 to 2020, 
while the low (0.05%) and high (5%) rates reflect 
the historical range of development activity.

2022 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
Low 1,007 1,022 1,048 1,074 1,102 1,129 1,158
Moderate 1,042 1,114 1,245 1,392 1,556 1,739 1,944
High 1,099 1,272 1,624 2,073 2,645 3,376 4,309

0

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

5,000

Figure 2.18.	 Total Projected Housing Unit Estimates, 2025-2050

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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These growth rates were applied to project 
future housing developments, and can be 
categorized into different types of housing, 
including single-unit, multi-unit, and mobile 
homes, as demonstrated in Figure 2.19. 
Utilizing these projections, the City can ensure 
that new housing developments align with 
the community’s needs while preserving the 
character of existing neighborhoods.

The high, low, and moderate growth rates are 
intended to help the City adapt to the changing 
regional and local economy. These projections 
are crucial for guiding strategic planning 
regarding infrastructure improvements, such 
as those related to the Preston Harbor project 
and the US 75 Project highlighted earlier in this 
chapter. Additionally, they address challenges 
such as the limited opportunities for expanding 
city limits.

Housing Density
According to the 2023 ACS 5-year estimates, 
housing density in Pottsboro was 348.6 units 
per square mile (approximately 0.54 units/
acre) in 2020, showing a steady increase from 
181.4 units per square mile in 1990. More recent 
estimates for 2023-2024 place the housing 
density at approximately 367.8 units per square 

mile, reflecting continued development. As 
overall density rises, the cost of housing is also 
expected to increase, driven by the limited 
availability of land for development in the face 
of a growing population.

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

Mobile Homes 45 50 56 62 70 78
Multi-Unit Housing 89 100 111 124 139 155
Single-Unit Housing 981 1,096 1,225 1,369 1,530 1,710

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500
Housing Composition (Moderate Growth)

Figure 2.19.	 Total Projected Housing Unit Estimates by Type, 2025-2050

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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Occupancy
As previously mentioned, Pottsboro has a 
housing occupancy rate of 94.5% across its 1,052 
total housing units, as demonstrated in Figure 
2.20. This rate is notably higher than Grayson 
County’s occupancy rate of 87.7% and the 
statewide rate of 90.8%. This high occupancy 
rate indicates a robust housing market with 
limited vacancies, suggesting a potential 
demand for additional housing units to 
accommodate future growth and maintain 
housing affordability.

Key Takeaways
	■ Pottsboro’s housing market is 

characterized by a strong predominance of 
single-family homes and a high occupancy 
rate, suggesting a potential demand for 
additional units.

	■ The high homeownership rate can 
contribute to community stability, 
pride, and local economic stimulation, 
providing a strong base for neighborhood 
preservation and resident engagement 
initiatives. 

	■ Housing units have increased significantly, 
but aging stock indicates the importance 
of planning for diverse housing types that 
can accommodate varied socioeconomic 
situations and accessibility for an aging 
population.

	■ Housing projections indicate a need for 
continued development, underscoring 
the importance of strategic planning to 
balance growth with community character 
and resource availability.

94.5% 87.7% 90.8%
80%

82%

84%

86%

88%

90%

92%

94%

Pottsboro Grayson County Texas

Figure 2.20.	 Housing Occupancy Rates; Pottsboro, 
Grayson County, and State of Texas

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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Economy and Workforce
The workforce, education level, industry, and employment composition are essential for Pottsboro’s 
economic health. Analyzing industry and occupational trends helps identify opportunities for growth 
and investment, shaping policies that support a vibrant local economy. 

Workforce
According to the 2023 
ACS 5-year estimates, 
Pottsboro’s labor force 
comprises 65.5% of the 
population. Private 
wage and salaried 
employees comprise 
83.6% of the civilian 
employed population. 
Government workers 
constitute 13.6% of the 
civilian workforce, and 
2.8% are self-employed 
as illustrated in Figure 
2.21. This composition 
indicates a strong 
reliance on traditional 
employment sectors, 
with a smaller 
proportion engaged 
in self-employment, 
which may reflect 
the availability 
of employment 
opportunities within 
established organizations.

65.5%

4.6%

83.6%

13.6% 2.8%

Labor Force
Population Rate

Unemployment
Rate

Private Wage
and Salaried
Employees

Government
Workers

Self-
Employed

4.6%
Unemployment

Rate

Figure 2.21.	 Workforce Composition as a Percentage of Population

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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Education Level
Educational attainment is considered a 
key indicator of earning potential and 
improved socioeconomic status. The levels of 
educational attainment by Pottsboro residents 
are depicted in Figure 2.22. 95.8% of residents 
have at least graduated high school, exceeding 
rates for both Grayson County (89.6%) and Texas 

(96.3%). However, only 35.6% of residents hold a 
post-secondary degree. This disparity suggests 
a potential area for workforce development 
and highlights the importance of access to 
higher educational opportunities, particularly 
in professional fields across North Texas, to 
enhance local competitiveness.
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3.0%

31.8%

28.4%

14.2%

17.1%

4.3%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

Less than 9th
degree

9th to 12th
grade, no
diploma

High school
graduate
(includes

equivalency)

Some college,
no degree

Associate's
degree

Bachelor's
degree

Graduate or
professional

degree

Figure 2.22.	 Educational Attainment

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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Industry
Understanding key industries such as 
manufacturing, health care, or retail enables 
targeted development plans and promotes 
diversification and innovation. Overall, these 
insights are vital for fostering economic growth, 
job creation, and resilient communities.

The primary industry sectors in Pottsboro are 
Educational Services, Healthcare, and Social 
Assistance, which collectively account for 
27.4% of the labor force. Following these, 16.6% 
of the workforce is employed in Retail Trade, 
with all other sectors employing less than 10% 
individually. These industry sectors are shown in 
Figure 2.23.

27.4%

16.6%

9.8%

9.5%

8.2%

5.7%

5.2%

4.4%

4.3%

3.6%

3.1%

1.9%

0.4%
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Transportation and warehousing, and utilities

Wholesale trade

Professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and waste management services

Public administration

Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing

Other services, except public administration

Construction

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining

Information

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and food services

Educational services, and health care and social assistance

Figure 2.23.	 Employment by Industry Sector

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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LOCATION QUOTIENT ANALYSIS
A Location Quotient (“LQ”) measures the 
specialization of a region’s industry compared to 
a larger area, in this case, the City of Pottsboro 
compared to the nation. It is calculated by 
dividing the percentage of employment in a 
specific industry in Pottsboro by that industry’s 
national percentage. An LQ of 1.0 indicates 
that the level of employment in that industry 
in Pottsboro matches the national average, 
while values above one indicates a higher 
concentration of that industry in the region.

Calculating the LQ for each industry in 
Pottsboro helps to understand which sectors 
provide the jobs that support the local 

economy, particularly through the export 
of goods and services to places with less 
industry density. Base sector industries are 
those that support a community’s economy by 
exporting goods and services to areas outside 
the local region. For Pottsboro, a review of 
Figure 2.24 indicates that industries with an 
LQ greater than 1 such as Wholesale Trade, 
Transportation and Warehousing, and Retail 
act as economic strengths and areas of 
specialization. Strengthening these existing 
base industries and cultivating growth in 
sectors currently showing a shortage can lead 
to a more stable and diverse local economic for 
the City.

Figure 2.24.	 Historical Population Trends (1900–2020) 

EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT LQ ECONOMIC 
BASE

Wholesale trade 106 4.04 Surplus

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 123 1.59

Retail trade 214 1.56

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 24 1.19 Meets 

Community’s 

Needs

Educational services, health care and social assistance 353 1.17

Public administration 67 1.12

Manufacturing 126 0.99 Shortage

Other services, except public administration 46 0.75

Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and 
leasing

57 0.67

Arts, entertainment, and accommodation and food 
services

55 0.48

Professional, scientific, and management, and 
administrative and waste management services

74 0.45

Construction 40 0.45

Information 5 0.21

Source(s): Antero Group; U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census (1900-2020)
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Employment Composition
The largest segment of Pottsboro’s 
workforce, accounting for 32.5% of jobs, 
is employed in management, business, 
science, and art occupations. Production, 
transportation, and material moving 
occupations follow, comprising 22.2% of the 
workforce. Sales and office jobs represent 
21.7% of the occupations in Pottsboro. The 
smallest percentage of jobs, at just 10.7%, is 
found in natural resources, construction, and 
maintenance, as depicted in Figure 2.25.

The composition of local employment 
opportunities, particularly the observed lower 
concentrations in sectors such as Construction, 
Information, and Professional, Scientific, and 
Management Services as indicated by the LQ 
analysis, suggests that many of Pottsboro’s 
residents work outside of the City. Detailed 
commuting characteristics for Pottsboro are 
included within the Community Transportation 
Network section of this chapter. Therefore, 
analyzing which industries are viable and have 
the potential for growth within Pottsboro is 
crucial for comprehensive planning regarding 
local economic development and job creation.

Local and Regional Dynamics
Pottsboro, like many other communities in 
Texas, has historically been a destination for 
retirees, drawn by affordable living options, 
rural landscapes, and unique community 
character. In the past, the City participated in 
the Texas Department of Agriculture’s (“TDA”) 
GO TEXAN Certified Retirement Community 
(“CRC”) program, which encouraged retirees 
to settle in Texas towns. This program 
outlined criteria for communities to support 
essential needs like employment, volunteer 
opportunities, health services, entertainment, 
education, and safety. In 2015, the now-
dissolved Pottsboro Area Development Alliance 
(“PADA”) achieved CRC status for the City. 
However, the program required recertification 
every five years, which was not pursued, and 
TDA suspended the CRC program statewide.

With a median age of 40.7 years, Pottsboro’s 
demographic profile is only slightly higher 
than the county, state, and national averages, 
indicating a broader population mix than a 
primary retirement community. In addition, the 
current rate of new single-family home permits 
shows a continued demand for family-oriented 
housing. Given this and the City’s historical 
participation in the CRC program, Pottsboro’s 
demographics highlight the importance of 
planning for both its retiree population and 
its appeal to a diverse range of residents and 
families to ensure continued economic and 
social sustainability.

32.5%

22.2%

21.7%

12.9%

10.7%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Educational services, and health care and social assistance

Retail trade

Manufacturing

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities

Wholesale trade

Figure 2.25.	 Employment by Occupation

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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MAJOR ECONOMIC DRIVERS
Significant economic developments are currently shaping the broader Texoma region, with 
substantial implications for Pottsboro’s future growth and workforce dynamics.

	■ Preston Harbor 
This $6 billion, 3,000-acre+ development in 
Denison is projected to attract over 18,000 
residents. It is designed to include 7,500 
homes, a marina with 400-600 boat slips, 
and a $100 million Margaritaville resort 
complex, alongside other entertainment 
amenities. 

	■ GlobiTech 
As a semiconductor production facility 
and subsidiary of the Taiwan-based 
GlobalWafers company, GlobiTech is 
expected to create 1,500 direct jobs and 
generate an estimated 8,500 indirect jobs in 
the area. 

	■ Texas Instruments (TI) 
TI is investing up to $40 billion to expand 
its semiconductor chip manufacturing 
capabilities with plans to construct four new 
fabrication facilities in nearby Sherman. The 
first facility slated to begin initial production 
later this year, just three years after breaking 
ground. TI is anticipated to add over 3,000 
new jobs to the local economy.

Key Takeaways
	■ Pottsboro’s economy is shaped by a 

workforce with a strong high school 
graduation rate but lower post-secondary 
attainment compared to regional 
and state averages, highlighting a 
potential need for expanded workforce 
development initiatives.

	■ The Location Quotient analysis indicates 
a robust economic base of export-
oriented industries in wholesale trade, 
retail, and transportation, but there’s a 
recognized shortage of local employment 
opportunities in various sectors, 
contributing to the City’s “bedroom 
community” characteristic.

	■ Significant regional developments in the 
Texoma area are poised to dramatically 
increase job opportunities and population 
growth in neighboring cities, which 
will have substantial spillover effects 
and implications for Pottsboro’s future 
economic and workforce planning.
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Mile

Zoning Districts

Pottsboro City Limits

Grayson County ETJ Data

R-1: Single Family Residential District

R-2: Two Family Residential (Duplex) District

MF: Multifamily District

MH: Manufactured Home Park District

B-2: General Business District - General

B-1: Local Business District - Office, Light
Retail, and Neighborhood Services

I: Manufacturing/Industrial District

A: Agricultural District

Texas Parks & Wildlife, Esri, HERE, Garmin, USGS, EPA, NPS

Figure 2.26.	 Zoning District Map

Source(s):  City of Pottsboro; Antero Group (2026)
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Land Use
Effective land use is essential for ensuring 
that resources are utilized efficiently. It 
helps minimize traffic congestion, promotes 
environmental sustainability, enhances 
community livability, supports economic 
growth, and encourages social interaction. 

Strategic land use, through the designation 
of zoning districts, can stimulate economic 
development by creating attractive, vibrant 
communities for businesses to locate and 
expand. The City of Pottsboro zoning districts 
are exhibited in Figure 2.26. 

Zoning 
Zoning governs how land can be used, 
including regulations on lot sizes, building 
setbacks, and heights. Its primary purpose is 
to protect public health, safety, and general 
welfare, as well as to preserve historical, cultural, 
and architectural sites. 

Each zoning district has a specific set of 
regulations that applies uniformly to all 
properties within that area. This framework 
facilitates the strategic placement of 
infrastructure that supports similar types of 
land use. Zoning districts allow for compatible 
land uses to be located near each other while 
ensuring a reasonable distance between 
incompatible ones. This process involves local 

policy choices and is tailored by each locality to 
meet its specific community goals.

ZONING DISTRICTS AND LAND USE 
BREAKDOWN
Among the various types of residential land 
use, the Single-Family Residential Zoning 
District is the largest, encompassing 542.8 
acres, which represents 25.8% of the total land 
area. In comparison, duplexes occupy 25.3 acres, 
accounting for just over 1% of the total property 
in Pottsboro. Multifamily homes, manufactured 
homes, and planned developments each 
represent 1% or less of the total acreage.
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For commercial land use in Pottsboro, the 
most sizeable area is the Local Business 
District, which covers 124.6 acres. The 
General Business District occupies 98.6 acres, 
and combined, these commercial districts 
constitute approximately 10.6% of the total land 
area. In contrast, industrial and manufacturing 
zones account for less than 1% of the 
designated land use within Pottsboro’s zoning 
districts. An additional 74 acres are located 
within FEMA-designated Flood Hazard 
Areas, which are subject to the regulations 
of the Floodplain District. Figure 2.27 details 
Pottsboro’s zoning districts and land use, which 
encompasses a total area of 2,112 acres.

OTHER LAND USE WITHIN ZONING DISTRICTS
School property covers 111 acres, accounting 
for approximately 5.28% of the land in 
Pottsboro. Additionally, a total of 43.8 acres is 
occupied by other public facilities, which include 
City-operated municipal buildings and public-
use facilities such as City Hall, the fire station, the 

police department, public works, and City parks, 
as well as City-owned buildings that house the 
library and the Chamber of Commerce’s visitor’s 
center. Overall, approximately 78% of the public 
property owned by the City of Pottsboro consists 
of these facilities.

There are approximately 22 acres of 
freshwater ponds and livestock tanks in the 
area. Together with the FEMA-designated Flood 
Hazard Areas, these water bodies account for 
approximately 4.5% of the total acreage, as 
detailed in Figure 2.28.

Figure 2.27.	 Zoning Districts and Land Use Acreage and Percentage of Total Land 

ABBR. ZONING DISTRICT NAME ACREAGE PERCENTAGE

A Agricultural District and areas not currently 
within zoning district

1,268.93 60.3%

R-1 Single-Family Residential District 542.80 25.8%

R-2 Two-Family Residential (Duplex) District) 25.30 1.2%

MF Multifamily District 18.21 0.9%

MH Manufactured Home Park District 9.83 0.5%

B-1
Local Business District – Office, Light Retail, 
and Neighborhood Services

124.6 5.9%

B-2 General Business District – General 98.6 4.7%

I Manufacturing/Industrial District 15.30 0.7%

PD Planned Development District 0 0%

FP Floodplain District (flood hazard areas) 73.6 3.5% of Total Zoning Districts

Source(s): Antero Group; City of Pottsboro; Grayson County Appraisal District (2025)

Figure 2.28.	 Demographic Snapshot 

LAND USE ACREAGE %

FEMA-Designated 
Flood Hazard Areas

73.6 3.50%

Other Water 21.8 1.03%

Schools 111.11 5.26%

Churches 8.9 0.42%

Municipal and Public 
Buildings and Parks

43.8 2.07%

Railroad (some areas 
listed as vacant land)

27.8 1.32%

Source(s):  Antero Group; City of Pottsboro; Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (2025)
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Current Development Patterns
To better understand the City’s development 
patterns, the area has been divided into 
three sections: North, Central, and South. 
These sections are separated by four east-west 
roadways: FM 406, Cemetery/ Reeves Road, FM 
120, and FM 996. 

NORTHERN POTTSBORO
The North section encompasses the area 
between FM 406, also known as Georgetown 
Road, at its general northern boundary 
and Cemetery/ Reeves Road to the south. 
Georgetown Road serves as a link between 
rural and agricultural communities and the 
City, providing access to various regions around 
Lake Texoma. To the east, it leads to Eisenhower 
State Park, while to the west, it connects to 
numerous resorts and marinas. 

Most of the land in this area of Pottsboro is 
not zoned. It is used for either agriculture or 
residential purposes. This area also includes 
11 parcels currently zoned for commercial 
use. Although two are vacant, most include 
businesses that are primarily storage or 
warehouse-style buildings. There is also a 
convenience store and a motel. The total 
acreage of these commercial lots is 33 acres. 
Currently, approximately 3 acres, or 9.1% of 
the land in commercial zoning districts, are 
occupied by buildings. This means over 90% of 
the commercially zoned land in this northern 
section is vacant and represents a significant 
opportunity for future development.

CENTRAL POTTSBORO
The central area of Pottsboro primarily 
consists of agricultural land with the largest 
portion designated for commercial zoning 
districts. This area includes newer residential 
lots and neighborhoods that contribute to the 
City’s growth and development. It serves as a 
central hub for families due to its proximity to 
essential amenities, such as a grocery store, 
parks, and the high school. Furthermore, the 
concentration of businesses along FM 120 
provides opportunities to enhance local 
economic activity and improve access for all 
residents.

SOUTHERN POTTSBORO
The southern section of Pottsboro extends 
from FM 120 to just south of FM 996, also 
known as Hagerman Road. This road connects 
residents from rural and agricultural areas to 
the City, providing access to the Hagerman 
National Wildlife Refuge located to the west of 
Pottsboro. 

This section of Pottsboro includes most public 
services and the railroad line, including two of 
the three schools, the fire station, the police 
department, the public works office, two City 
parks, and the library. Additionally, it features 
many of the older, traditional homes in the 
area. Public surveys have indicated a desire 
to preserve the character of Pottsboro while 
enhancing public services and ensuring that 
parks and schools remain accessible to all 
residents. 
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Key Takeaways
	■ A significant portion of Pottsboro’s land 

(60%) is currently agricultural or not zoned, 
presenting substantial opportunities 
for future development planning and 
strategic land use designation.

	■ 26% of land is in the Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District and very 
limited multi-family (<1%) and industrial 
(<1%) acreage, highlighting a need 
for diversified housing and economic 
development zones to accommodate 
future growth and varied community 
needs.

	■ Concentrated commercial zoning along 
FM 120 in central Pottsboro, coupled with 
available commercial land in the northern 
area, indicates key corridors for focused 
economic development efforts.

	■ The concentration of municipal services, 
schools, and parks in southern Pottsboro 
defines it as a core civic and community 
hub, informing future infrastructure and 
amenity strategies. 

Transportation 
Transportation is fundamental to the health of a community. Whether traveling on foot or by car, 
it is essential for residents to be able to easily and safely reach their destinations. The convenience 
of travel significantly impacts daily routines and can influence choices about where to live, work, 
and access goods, services, and leisure activities. By assessing the current characteristics of the 
community’s travel behavior within its transportation network, the City can better identify key areas 
for improvement, which will inform the 
development of effective solutions.

This section will identify the modes of 
transportation utilized in the City, provide 
details of the City’s roadway and sidewalk 
network, and outline commuting 
characteristics of the community, 
including traffic safety data.

Community Transportation 
Network
Residents of Pottsboro, like many in the 
United States and in nearby cities, primarily 
rely on personal vehicles as their means for 
transportation. Figure 2.29 illustrates the 
various means of transportation to work 
and key trip characteristics for the City’s 

Figure 2.29.	 Means of Transportation and Work Trip 
Characteristics 

MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK

Car, Truck, or 
Van 
85%

Work 

from 

Home

Taxi, 

Motorcycle, 

or Other

Bicycle Walk

Drive 
Alone

Carpool

71% 14% 10% 4% 2% 0%

PREDOMINATE TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Travel Time Departure Place of Work

Less than 10 
Minutes

9:00 a.m.–
11:59 a.m.

Outside 
Pottsboro

Inside 
Pottsboro

24% 18% 71% 29%

Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)
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residents. For example, 14% of commuters who 
drive to work participate in carpooling. This 
percentage is higher than County and State 
averages.

 Most work trips, 23.9%, take less than 10 
minutes of travel time, while most commuters, 
18%, leave for work between 9:00 a.m. and 
11:59 a.m. Additionally, 71% of residents work 
outside the City of Pottsboro. This high rate of 
out-of-city employment largely accounts for 
Pottsboro commuters spending an average 
of 25 minutes traveling to work, despite the 
City’s internal longest distance being just over 
3 miles along FM 120. Figure 2.30 details how 
much time is spent on work trips.

ROADWAYS 
Roadways and thoroughfares are critical to 
a community’s economy and significantly 
influence the dynamics of daily life. The 
quality and effectiveness of these roadways 
can profoundly shape the character of a city. A 
road’s effectiveness is measured by its ability to 

provide access and/or mobility, as illustrated in 
Figure 2.31. A freeway offers high mobility but 
limited access, while a local road offers high 
access but limited mobility. A road’s quality is 
determined by how well it fulfills its intended 
mixture of mobility and access. This includes 
factors such as safety, construction quality, 
maintenance, and public perception. 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

Under
10 min.

10–
14 min.

20–
24 min.

25–
29 min.

30–
34 min.

35–
44 min.

45–
59 min.

60+
min.

15–
19 min.

23.9%
22.1%

14.8%

2.3%

10.7%

2.9% 2.2%

13.4%

7.6%

Figure 2.30.	 Travel Time to Work

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)

Figure 2.31.	 Functional Road Classification System

Source(s):  Adapted from FHA

MOBILITY Freeways
Highest Mobility;
Low Degree of
Access 

LAND
ACCESS

Principal &
Minor Arterials
High Mobility;
Lower 
Accessibility 

Major & Minor
Collectors
Balance Between
Mobility and Access

Local Roads &
Cul-de-Saces
Lower Mobility;
High Degree of
Access
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Figure 2.32.	 TxDOT Roadway Classifications, 
City of Pottsboro

Source(s):  Texas Department of Transportation
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ROAD CLASSIFICATION
Most roadways in Pottsboro are classified 
as local streets. Figure 2.32 details the 
classifications of roadways in Pottsboro as 
determined by the TxDOT. These are primarily 
intended to link destinations or enhance 
accessibility for low-volume, low-speed traffic, 
such as in residential neighborhoods. Safety 
concerns arise in these areas due to design 
characteristics that encourage frequent 
stops and varied vehicle movement, and 
may lead to less consistent driver behavior 
compared to higher-speed roads.

COLLECTOR ROADS
Pottsboro has two roads categorized as 
major collector roads: West FM 120 spanning 
from Thomas Lane to Spur 316, and FM 
996. Collector roads are intended to enhance 

mobility by connecting local roads to minor 
arterial roads. In Pottsboro’s case, FM 120 and 
FM 996 connect to SH 289 and FM 120. Notably, 
a segment of FM 120 expands from a two-lane 
road to a four-lane road, increasing its capacity. 
Arterial roads serve as the primary corridors for 
travel, connecting Pottsboro to US Highway 75 
to the east and US Highway 82 to the south. 
This connectivity is vital for residents to access 
neighboring cities for work, trade, and everyday 
life. However, due to increased traffic volume 
and higher speeds, the need for safety is 
particularly heightened on arterial roads. 
These arterial roads are further detailed by 
traffic counts and volume-to-capacity ratios for 
key thoroughfares in Figure 2.33.

Figure 2.33.	 Traffic Counts and Road Volume-to-Capacity Ratio 

ROAD 
SEGMENT FROM TO AADT* LENGTH 

(MI.)
VOLUME/  
CAPACITY LANES

Minor Arterial: Rural (Capacity: ~6,000 vehicles)

SH 289 
(Preston 
Highway)

FM 120 Spur 316 4,955
0.1

0.83 2 Lane, Undivided

Spur 316 FM 120 SH 289 2,777 0.72 0.46 2 Lane, Undivided

Minor Arterial: Urban (Capacity: ~14,000 vehicles)

FM 120
Spur 316 Franklin 

Ave.
8,202 0.32

0.59 4 Lane, 
Undivided

FM 120
Franklin 
Ave.

Houston 
St.

8,622 0.01
0.62 4 Lane, 

Undivided

Major Collector: Urban (Capacity: ~6,300 vehicles)

W. FM 120
Thomas 
Ln.

SH 289
3,807 1.06

0.60 2 & 4 Lane, 
Undivided

FM 120
SH 289 Spur 316

4,939 0.47
0.78 4 Lane, 

Undivided

FM 996 
(Grayson St.)

Hagerman 
Rd.

Front St.
776 0.34

0.12 2 Lane, Undivided

FM 996 
(Franklin Ave.)

Front St. FM 120 779
0.3

0.12 2 Lane, Undivided

Source(s): Antero Group; Texas Department of Transportation; Federal Highway Administration GIS
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THE GRAYSON COUNTY THOROUGHFARE PLAN
The Grayson County Thoroughfare Plan, 
shown in Figure 2.34, is essential for the 
future of the City of Pottsboro, as it focuses 
on improving transportation infrastructure 
to increase mobility throughout the region. 
By increasing the capacity of the existing 
road network, important challenges related to 

growth, such as traffic congestion, accessibility, 
and connectivity are intended to be eased. 
Improved mobility not only aims to allow 
residents and commuters to move more 
freely, but also seeks to support economic 
development, enhances quality of life, and 
promotes sustainable growth. 

Figure 2.34.	 Grayson County 2024 Thoroughfare Plan

Source(s):  Grayson County Metropolitan Planning Organization
42   | T ransportation  

DRAFT



Credit: Victor/stock.adobe.com

All major roads in and near Pottsboro will be 
expanded to improve capacity and enhance 
mobility in the area. Key changes include an 
expansion of the Dallas North Tollway from 
its current terminus in Collin County to US 
Highway 75 in Denison, with its planned route 
in close proximity to Pottsboro. This toll road, 
in addition to US Highway 75, provides a direct 
route to the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex.

State Highway 289 will serve as a Principal 
Arterial, increasing mobility for north-south 
traffic. FM 120, and FM 406 will function as 
major arterials that will increase capacity for 
east-west routes and simplify access to US 
Highway 75 and Lake Texoma.

Cemetery/Reeves Road, FM 84 and Squirrel 
Lane, will increase capacity as minor arterials 
connecting rural neighborhoods to areas within 
the City. FM 84, also known as Airport Road, 
will improve access to the North Texas Regional 
Airport.

The components of the Grayson County 
Thoroughfare Plan present significant 
opportunities for the City of Pottsboro to 
integrate diverse means of transportation, 
anticipate and address safety concerns, 
and improve connectivity between the 
community and the region. Understanding 
and leveraging this plan is fundamental to 
developing a well-connected and functional 
transportation system that supports economic 
growth and enhances the overall quality of life 
in the area.

SIDEWALKS 
The lack of sidewalk infrastructure in 
Pottsboro affects commercial opportunities, 
pedestrian safety, and connectivity across 

1	 Georgetown University, Center for Real Estate and 
Urban Analysis, https://cpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com/blogs.gwu.edu/
dist/a/326/files/2019/06/FTA19.pdf; Measuring Local Economic 
Activity Using Pedestrian Count Data*. Econ Rec, 99: 35-49. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1475-4932.12756, Pedestrian Connections, Texas A & 
M Transportation Institute (TTI) https://policy.tti.tamu.edu/strategy/
pedestrian-connections; Smart Growth and Transportation, 
US EPA, https://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/smart-growth-and-
transportation. Accessed June, 2025

the community. In the Propel Pottsboro 
Survey, respondents expressed a desire for 
the City to maintain a “small-town feel,” 
valuing the familiarity and social connections 
within the community. Additionally, many 
respondents expressed a desire to encourage 
more commercial opportunities (49.7%) and 
expand outdoor and recreational spaces 
(53.5%). These community priorities underscore 
the importance of addressing pedestrian 
infrastructure to foster a vibrant economy, 
promote social interactions, and enhance 
mobility.

Sidewalks play a crucial role in facilitating 
pedestrian movement and access, thereby 
enhancing overall connectivity and promoting 
healthy lifestyles. Improved connectivity can 
facilitate customer access to businesses, 
potentially increasing foot traffic that can 
contribute to a more active commercial 
environment. 

Additionally, integrating sidewalks with 
effective parking solutions and aesthetic 
enhancements to both hardscapes and 
landscaping can enhance business traffic. 
Such integrations can also enrich community 
character while also improving safety and 
connectivity between public areas, residential 
neighborhoods, and commercial locations. 1
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION
Public transportation options in Grayson 
County are limited to the Texoma Area 
Paratransit System, Inc. (“TAPS”). TAPS 
is a small, primarily rural, paratransit 
service provider, which offers on-demand 
transportation tailored to individuals with 
specific mobility needs. While TAPS serves 
Grayson County, its paratransit nature means 
Pottsboro riders must call 48 hours in advance 
to schedule an appointment for the service, 
highlighting limited comprehensive public 
transport accessibility for public commutes.

The current lack of comprehensive public 
transportation and bicycle infrastructure 
can pose challenges to residents’ mobility, 
impacting their ability to access employment 
and other amenities in the City. Access to 
alternative transportation offers increased 
freedom and mobility for low-income 
individuals, senior citizens, persons with 
disabilities, and others who cannot or choose 
not to drive or own a car. 

Regional Freight and 
Economic Connectivity
Daily life in North Texas requires the use of 
automobiles, but the efficient movement of 
goods and services in North 
Texas is often best served 
by train. From its inception, 
Pottsboro was a railroad town. 
The MK&T Railroad historically 
moved both people and 
goods. Today, Union Pacific, 
along with the Dallas, 
Garland & Northeastern 
Railroad (“DGNO”) and the 
Texas Northeastern Railroad 
(“TNER”), transport goods 
through the area. Additionally, 
the BNSF Railway operates 
in proximity to the 
aforementioned rail lines. A 
historical perspective of the 

City’s rail heritage is provided in Figure 2.35. 

The North Texas Regional Airport (“NTRA”) is 
less than three miles south of Pottsboro and 
maintains a 9,000-foot runway. The NTRA 2021 
Master Plan shown in Figure 2.36 outlines a 
strategy for the airfield’s continued expansion 
and development, including new pavement, 
buildings and proposed land acquisition.

The multi-modal advantage of the area, 
especially concerning freight distribution, 
is demonstrated by the Grayson County 
Metropolitan Planning Organization 

Figure 2.35.	 Pottsboro Train Depot, circa 1940s

Source(s): University of North Texas Portal to Texas History

Figure 2.36.	 North Texas Regional Airport, 2021 Master Plan

Source(s): Grayson County, North Texas Regional Airport, 2021

44   | T ransportation  

DRAFT



(MPO) Freight plan as illustrated in Figure 
2.37. Pottsboro’s proximity to the freight 
transportation system in Grayson County 
provides multimodal access, which supports 
its economic potential. In addition to the local 
rail and regional airport, Pottsboro is proximate 
to Dallas-Fort Worth International Airport, and 
major highways, including US Highway 75, US 
Highway 82, and US Highway 69.

According to the 2020 Freight Plan, the corridor 
along US Highway 75 between Sherman and 
Denison experiences freight truck counts 
between 7,200 and 7,800 per day.

2	 Office of the United States Trade Representative, https://ustr.gov/map/state-benefits/tx, accessed May, 2025

When examining data from the U.S. 
Department of Transportation’s (“USDOT”) 
National Multimodal Freight Network (“NMFN”), 
there is substantial freight movement along US 
Highway 82 and US Highway 75. Additionally, 
the change in total annual tons of freight at 
key intersections leading to Pottsboro indicates 
increased freight activity in the Pottsboro 
area. Figure 2.38 illustrates the amount of 
freight activity along specific segments of US 
Highways 82 and 75.

These area highway routes are integral to the 
broader regional and state export industry. 
According to the Office of the United States 
Trade Representative, Texas was the largest 
exporter of goods of any state in the nation in 
2024.2  Texas exports consisted of $455 billion 
of goods, with these exports supporting an 
estimated 1.2 million in Texas jobs as of 2022. 

Transportation Safety and 
Traffic Incidents
The safety of a community’s transportation 
infrastructure is important to its economic 
development and the efficient movement of 

goods, as well as enhancing 
the well-being of its 
residents. Safer roads are 
recognized as beneficial for 
all commuters by making 
it easier for people to walk, 
bike, and drive to schools, 
stores, and work. Increased 
safety can enhance the 

Figure 2.37.	 Grayson County Multimodal Freight 
Network

Source(s): Grayson County Metropolitan Planning Organization, Freight Plan, Sep. 2020

Figure 2.38.	 Annual Freight Activity (in Tons) 

USDOT NATIONAL FREIGHT NETWORK: ANNUAL FREIGHT IN TONS

West of SH 289 East of SH 289

US Highway 82 27,799.37 21,958

North of FM 120 South of FM 120

US Highway 82 11,537.67 9,582

Source(s): USDOT National Multimodal Freight Network (June 2025)
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individual well-being and contribute to the 
economic vitality of the Pottsboro community.

Recent crash data from TxDOT reveals a total 
of 188 traffic incidents from 2015 through 
2024. Most of these primarily involved vehicles, 
with one pedestrian, one cyclist, and two 
motorcyclists also affected. The most hazardous 
areas were along State Highway 289 and FM 
120, which also serve as designated truck routes 
within the City’s corporate limits, including 
for oversized loads. Figure 2.39 indicates the 
location of crashes over ten years in the City of 
Pottsboro.

As illustrated in Figure 2.40, the highest 
number of traffic incidents occurred between 
3:00 pm and 3:59 pm. TxDOT indicates that in 
the same period, five occurred in active school 
zones, and 73 at intersections. Overall, 39.2% of 
all accidents occur at intersections.

Identifying problematic areas on Pottsboro’s 
roadways is crucial for understanding specific 
transportation challenges. Overall, addressing 
transportation safety is fundamental for 
fostering healthier communities, supporting 
local businesses, and promoting economic 
development.

Key Takeaways
	■ The average commuting time is 25 

minutes, with 71% of residents working 
outside of the City of Pottsboro, 
underscoring the community’s reliance 
on the regional road network and 
the importance of transportation 
infrastructure.

	■ The predominance of local streets 
and limited pedestrian and public 
transportation infrastructure highlight 
the need for a balanced multi-modal 
transportation strategy to enhance 

accessibility and reduce auto-dependency.
	■ The Grayson County Thoroughfare Plan 

outlines the expansion of the Dallas North 
Tollway in proximity to Pottsboro and 
includes planned capacity increases for all 
major thoroughfares within the City.

	■ Concentrations of traffic incidents on SH 
289, FM 120, and at intersections (39.2% 
of all accidents), particularly during 
afternoon peak hours, identify critical 
areas for targeted safety improvements 
and traffic management strategies.

Source(s):  Texas Department of Transportation Crash Records Information System (CRIS), 2015-2024
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Figure 2.40.	 Crash Incidents by Time of Day, 2015-2024

Pottsboro's Future Begins with You  |  47

Community Profile

DRAFT



Public Facilities
Public facilities and services play a crucial role 
in a City’s desirability. Amenities such as parks, 
plazas, streets, and waterfronts are recognized 
for their influence on social cohesion, economic 
activities, and the overall well-being of 
residents. 

Pottsboro provides a range of public services, 
including police, fire, and park and recreation 
services. The City offers valuable resources for 
both businesses and residents, as reflected 
in Figure 2.41, which summarizes its public 
facilities. 

Schools
The Pottsboro Independent School District 
(“PISD”) consists of three schools: elementary, 
middle, and high school, and it also provides 
educational services for children under the age 
of five.

According to PISD’s 2024-25 District 
Improvement Plan, student enrollment 
has steadily increased over the past five 
years, growing from 1,416 to 1,461 students. In 
February 2022, voters approved a $62 million 
bond to enhance district facilities. This bond will 
fund the construction of a new middle school 

designed to accommodate 600 students, 
as well as classroom additions at both the 
existing elementary school and the high school 
campus.

The Texas Education Agency (“TEA”) is the state 
agency overseeing public education in the state 
of Texas. Each year, the TEA publishes a school 
report card (“SRC”) for every public school 
district and campus, providing parents and 
guardians with information on characteristics 
and academic performance. In 2022, PISD 
received a B rating from the TEA and achieved 

Figure 2.41.	 Pottsboro Public Facilities Summary 

DEPARTMENT FACILITIES DESCRIPTION

Administration 1 City Hall

Fire 1 Fire Station

Police & Municipal 
Court

1 Pottsboro Police Department and Municipal Court. One 
building with multiple addresses and entrances.

Parks and Recreation 

(Recreational Facilities)

8 Three park locations with playgrounds, baseball and softball 
fields, dog park, trails, lighting, fencing, concessions, and 
restrooms

Parks and Recreation 
(Support Facilities)

3 Tool and pipe sheds at City parks

Public Works 1 Maintenance Building

-- 2 Library Building and Chamber of Commerce Visitor’s Center

Water/Sewer 16 Chlorination, lift stations, wells, equipment storage, ground 
water tanks, pumping plant, water tower, and pump station

TOTAL 30

Source(s): City of Pottsboro, TX Property Schedule, 2024
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a 100% graduation rate. In terms of academic 
growth outcomes as measured by the TEA’s 
State of Texas Assessments of Academic 
Readiness (“STAAR”), which assesses student 
performance year-to-year, PISD’s 2021-2022 SRC 
shows student performance across all grades 
as follows: 79% scored at the Approaches level, 
which is considered the minimum passing 
standard. Of those students, 47% scored at 
the Meets grade level or above, indicating a 
higher level of performance, and 20% achieved 

Mastery, the highest possible performance 
level. Compared to the previous SRC, the 
district saw a 3% increase in students meeting 
the Approaches standard, a 1% increase in 
students meeting the Meets standard, and a 1% 
increase in students achieving Mastery.

PISD collaborates with Grayson College to 
enable high school students to earn college 
credit while completing their secondary 
education.

Emergency Services
A key responsibility of local governments is 
to provide essential services for emergency 
response. Emergency services play a vital role in 
City planning as they directly influence public 
safety, community resilience, and the overall 
well-being of residents. Effective emergency 
services can contribute to public trust in local 
government and foster a sense of security 
among citizens. Cities with robust emergency 
services are often viewed favorably by 
businesses and investors, as they reflect a 
commitment to safety and stability.

POLICE
The Pottsboro Police Department is dedicated 
to ensuring public safety throughout the City, 
which covers 3.3 square miles. The department 
consists of one part-time employee and seven 
full-time officers. Its mission is “to proactively 
prevent crimes against the property and 
lives of the community by enforcing laws 

swiftly, professionally, and 
without discrimination or 

bias.”

To enhance community 
safety and well-being, the 
City’s police department 
offers a comprehensive 
range of services, including 
conducting criminal 

investigations, enforcing 

traffic laws, and engaging in community 
policing initiatives to build stronger 
relationships with City residents. 

FIRE
The Pottsboro Fire Department provides fire 
protection across an area of 43 square miles 
and responds to approximately 300 calls each 
year. The department is staffed by 15 volunteer 
firefighters overseen by a city-employed Fire 
Chief. Several volunteers hold certifications 
from the Texas Commission on Fire Protection 
and the Texas State Firemen and Fire Marshal 
Association. The department is also a registered 
first responder, with multiple volunteers 
certified by the Texas Department of State 
Health.

Credit: Pottsboro Fire Department, Facebook
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The department’s equipment includes two 
fire engines capable of pumping 1,250 gallons 
per minute, each with a water tank capacity 
of 1,000 gallons. In addition, they operate two 
brush trucks designed for combating wildland 
(grass) fires and one command vehicle. 

The City’s Fire Department collaborates 
with other departments and districts 
throughout the County. For major fires, they 

3	 2024 Annual Drinking Water Quality Report

receive assistance from neighboring agencies, 
including the North Texas Regional Airport 
Fire Department, Locust Fire Department, 
Preston Fire Department, and Denison Fire 
Department. All fire departments in the County 
work together, providing support as needed.

The Pottsboro Fire Department also hosts 
fire prevention events at local schools and 
community gatherings.

Water System
INFRASTRUCTURE AND STORAGE
The City operates a public water system 
(PWS ID: 0910004) that utilizes a combination 
of groundwater and purchased surface water 
to meet community demand. The system’s 
physical infrastructure is designed around a 
storage and re-pump configuration. Under this 
model, both groundwater from the Woodbine 
Aquifer and surface water purchased from the 
City of Denison  are first delivered to ground 
storage tanks.3 From these points, high-service 
pumps distribute the water into the city-wide 
network. A map of the City’s water system and 
wastewater facilities is seen in Figure 2.42.

The City maintains a total storage capacity 
of 618,000 gallons. This storage is distributed 
across three ground storage facilities and one 
elevated storage tank, which serves to maintain 
consistent hydrostatic pressure throughout the 

distribution system. This water system storage 
inventory is presented in Figure 2.43.

DISTRIBUTION AND MONITORING
The City’s water distribution, which has a 
combined capacity of approximately 3.28 
million gallons per day (“MGD”), is powered 
by a series of high-service pumps located at 
each ground storage facility. These pumps are 
responsible for maintaining system pressure 
and ensuring adequate flow for both daily 
consumption and fire protection. Technical 
specifications for these primary assets indicate 
a system capable of moving significant 
volumes of water:

	■ Texoma Ranch Well Station 
Utilizes a Sterling Fluid Systems pump (280 
GPM) powered by a 20 HP Nidec motor.

Figure 2.43.	 Water System Storage Inventory 

FACILITY NAME LOCATION TYPE CAPACITY (GALLONS)

Elevated Storage Tank 308 Bryant St. Elevated Storage 250,000

New Denison Tank 7311 E. FM 120 Ground Storage 150,000

Old Denison Tank 308 Franklin Ave. Ground Storage 150,000

Texoma Ranch Well 116 S. Meadowbrook Ground Storage 103,000

TOTAL STORAGE 653,000

Source(s): City of Pottsboro Water Operations Manual
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	■ Old Denison Station 
Features a PACO Pump (400 GPM) driven 
by a 25 HP Baldor Reliance motor.

	■ New Denison Station 
Employs a high-capacity Goulds Model 3656 
pump paired with a 40 HP Baldor Reliance 
motor.

To ensure the safety of this distributed 
water, the City follows a rigorous Monitoring 
Plan (Figure 2.44) (revised October 2021). 
This includes daily chlorine residual testing at 
13 sites across the community to verify that 
disinfectant levels meet the TCEQ minimum 
of 0.5 mg/L total chlorine. Additionally, the City 
conducts monthly bacteriological sampling 
and quarterly nitrate/nitrite testing, providing a 
comprehensive safety record that informs the 
Annual Drinking Water Quality Report.

Pottsboro is an active participant in 
the Region C Water Planning Group, a 
regional body organized by the Texas Water 
Development Board (“TWDB”). This group is 
responsible for developing a comprehensive 
regional water plan every five years. This 
proactive planning is essential to ensure 
community health and future viability, 
particularly in the event of a recurrence of 
historical drought conditions. The findings of 
this group are integrated into the State Water 
Plan, which directly influences state financial 
assistance and the permitting of surface water 
rights.

The City’s long-term utility strategy is directly 
informed by these regional planning efforts. 
As presented in Figure 2.45, Pottsboro’s 
projected water demand is expected to 
increase from 596 acre-feet per year (ac.ft. /yr.) 
in 2030 to 647 ac.ft. /yr. by 2040, and further 
to 692 ac.ft. /yr. by 2050. These projections 
underscore the importance of ongoing water 
conservation efforts and strategic water supply 
planning to meet the needs of a growing 
population and ensure long-term water 
security for the community. 

Wastewater System
COLLECTION AND TREATMENT
The City of Pottsboro’s wastewater 
infrastructure is centralized at the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (“WWTP”) 
located at 219 Reeves Road. The collection 
network is comprised of 16 utility-related 
facilities, including a series of lift stations 
designed to transport effluent across the 
community’s varying topography to the central 
treatment site. This infrastructure serves 
as the primary mechanism for protecting 
local water quality and public health by 

Figure 2.44.	 Distribution System Monitoring Sites

SITE ADDRESS PURPOSE FREQUENCY

528 E. FM 120 Chlorine/Coliform Daily/Monthly

416 Franklin Ave. Maintenance Barn Sample Daily/Monthly

219 Reeves Rd. WWTP Sample Daily/Monthly

128 Meadowbrook Distribution Point Daily/Monthly

Simmons Shores Vault Dead-End Main Flush Point Daily/Monthly

Source(s): City of Pottsboro Water Monitoring Plan (2021)

Figure 2.45.	 Water Demand Projections in acre-feet per 
year, 2030-2050

WATER 
USE 
GROUP

2030 
WATER 
DEMAND

2040 
WATER 
DEMAND

2050 
WATER 
DEMAND

Pottsboro, 
TX

596 647 692

Source(s): 2025 Texas Water Development Board-Adopted Municipal 
Demand Projection
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ensuring the safe conveyance of treatment of 
domestic and commercial waste.

To address rising demand and maintain 
regulatory compliance, the City is currently 
executing a multi-phase rehabilitation 
and capacity upgrade of the WWTP. The 
existing facility, which has a permitted 
capacity of 0.35 million MGD, reached critical 
operational thresholds. In accordance with 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
(“TCEQ”) regulations, municipalities must 
initiate expansion planning when flows reach 
75% of capacity. This expansion project, 
which is nearing completion, will nearly 
triple the facility’s throughput to 0.90 MGD, 
modernizing biological treatment and 
disinfection processes to ensure high effluent 
quality before discharging into the Little 
Mineral Creek watershed of Lake Texoma.

This infrastructure modernization is 
supported by funding through subsidized 
loan programs, such as the Clean Water 
State Revolving Fund, approved by the TWDB 
between 2019-2022 totaling $14.08 million.

The expanded capacity is a strategic 
requirement for Pottsboro’s long-term 
growth and environmental stewardship. 
Beyond serving the permanent residential 
base, the system is engineered to manage the 
significant fluctuations in demand driven by 
seasonal Lake Texoma tourism and anticipated 
large-scale regional developments such as 
the 7,500-home Preston Harbor project. By 
preserving the full 0.90 MGD scope despite 
escalating costs, the City avoids future 
constraints on economic development while 
significantly reducing the risk of sanitary sewer 
overflows.

Drainage and Stormwater
The management of stormwater runoff in 
Pottsboro is a critical function of municipal 
infrastructure, serving to protect property 
from flood damage and preserve the water 
quality of the Little Mineral Creek watershed 
and the Red River Basin. In August 2024, 
the City formalized its drainage operations 
by adopting a Phase II MS4 Stormwater 
Management Program (“SWMP”) under the 
Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(“TPDES”). This regulatory framework, effective 
for the 2025–2029 permit term, mandates that 
the City implement specific Minimum Control 
Measures (“MCMs”) to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants into the local storm sewer system.

Pottsboro’s drainage profile is defined by 
a transition from traditional infrastructure 
to modern standards. The “Old Denison” and 
central areas of the City primarily utilize open-
ditch drainage, whereas newer residential 
developments are increasingly incorporating 
curb-and-gutter systems to improve flow 
efficiency. However, as identified in the 
HMAP, significant infrastructure gaps remain. 
A high-priority initiative for the City is a 
Stormwater Management Program focused 
on re-channeling two existing feeder creeks 
into Little Mineral Creek. This project is 
designed to increase drainage capacity and 
decrease the burden on emergency services 
during high-flow events, directly supporting 
the community’s long-term environmental 
resilience and safety goals.
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Key Takeaways
	■ Pottsboro offers a range of public facilities 

and services including administrative, 
emergency, parks, and utility services, 
essential for community well-being.

	■ PISD’s student enrollment increased from 
1,416 to 1,461 students over the past five 
years.

	■ Recent school bond approvals 
demonstrate a commitment to expanding 
educational infrastructure to meet future 
demand.

	■ The staffing structures of the Police and 
Fire Departments, including volunteer 
reliance for fire services and regional 
support, are key factors in planning for 
efficient and resilient emergency response 
capacity.

	■ The City’s water and wastewater systems 
are actively engaged in regional planning 
for future supply, and the TWDB recently 
approved $14.08 million in funding to 
finance water system infrastructure 
improvements.

	■ Adoption of the 2025-2029 Phase II 
MS4 permit marks a transition toward 
regulated stormwater management. 
While regulatory frameworks are in place, 
a significant capital need remains for 
primary channelization projects. 
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Parks and Open Space
Promoting community wellness involves 
creating spaces for physical activity, which 
reduces sedentary lifestyles and encourages 
physical activity among children. The 
events, recreational activities, and informal 
gatherings that take place in these areas help 
develop social connections among community 
members, reinforcing neighborhood ties and a 
shared sense of identity. 

Parks and open spaces play a vital role in 
enhancing urban environments. They are 
recognized for their potential to increase 
property values, stimulate local economies, 
decrease crime rates, and mitigate 
environmental impacts. 

Pottsboro has three municipal parks: 
Friendship Park, The Ball Park (also known 
as Festival Park), and James G. Thompson 
Park, which collectively span over 45 acres 
of land throughout the community. These 
parks provide a variety of outdoor recreational 
activities for Pottsboro residents and those from 
surrounding areas, serving as key community 
assets for recreation and well-being.

	■ Friendship Park (615 E Hwy 120) 
Friendship Park features playground 
equipment, a gazebo, picnic tables and 
benches, the historic “Little Mineral Creek 
Bridge,” restroom facilities, and ample 
open space for activities such as soccer and 
baseball. Several community events take 
place here each year, including the annual 
Frontier Day festival.

	■ The Ball Park/Festival Park (310 
Festival Park St.) 
Just off FM 120, The Ball Park includes two 
200-foot youth-sized baseball fields and 
one 180-foot youth-sized softball field, as 
well as a concession/restroom facility and 
playground equipment.

	■ James G. Thompson Park (610 
Grayson St.) 
Situated west of FM 996, just south of the 
railroad tracks, it is the newest of the three 
parks. This 28-acre, multi-use facility offers a 
wide range of outdoor activities, including 
three soccer fields, one 350-foot baseball 
field, one 270-foot softball field, and two 
new 200-foot baseball/softball fields that 
can be adjusted for individual needs. The 
park also features Bullhead Pond for fishing, 
a walking trail, basketball court, playground 
area, gazebo, two picnic shelters, and a dog 
park.
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Residents in the central and southern parts of 
Pottsboro have easier access to these parks, 
while those living in the northern area may 
have to travel a greater distance to enjoy them.

Figure 2.46 includes a map that provides a 
spatial overview of the parks in Pottsboro, 
highlighting their locations and proximity to 
one another and other City resources.

Key Takeaways
	■ Pottsboro’s three parks span over 45 

acres and provide a range of outdoor 
recreational opportunities essential for 
community well-being and physical 
activity including sports fields, walking 
trails, and community event spaces.

	■ The primary concentration of these park 
facilities in the central and southern areas 
of the City highlights an opportunity 
for future planning to address potential 
disparities in access and explore new 
recreational space development in 
northern Pottsboro. 
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Environmental Conditions
This section of the Community Profile 
presents an overview of the City’s natural 
environment, hazards, and risks, utilizing data 
from the Grayson County HMAP along with the 
infrastructure that manages and responds to 

these conditions. The objective is to provide a 
factual foundation for informed planning and 
community resilience, which will be addressed 
in Chapter 5 of this Plan.

Natural Resources
According to the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, Pottsboro is situated in 
the Level IV Ecoregion, specifically 33a, known 
as the Northern Post Oak Savanna, which is 
characterized by gently rolling hills, patches 
of Post Oak woodland interspersed with 
grasslands. According to the Texas Parks and 
Wildlife, annual rainfall in this region averages 
between 35 to 45 inches. 

Pottsboro sits on a type of Cross Timbers soil 
identified as the Gasil-Crosstell-Callisburg 
combination. This soil is deep, highly 
weathered, and very susceptible to erosion. 

The City is also located within the Red River 
Basin, the fourth-largest basin in Texas, as 
illustrated in Figure 2.47. This basin is known 
for its distinctive, red-colored soil, which 
gives the river its unique hue during high-
flow events. The Red River originates in New 
Mexico, flows through Texas along the Texas-
Oklahoma border, and continues into Arkansas, 
ultimately converging with the Mississippi River 
in Louisiana. These ecological characteristics 
influence the City’s natural conditions and 
development.

Pottsboro falls under the jurisdiction of the 
Red River-Groundwater Conservation District 
(“RRGCD”) and Region C of the Regional 
Water Planning Areas (“RWPA”), both of 
which are key to regional water resource 
management as discussed in the Water and 
Wastewater subsection of the Public Facilities 
section. 

The Woodbine Aquifer, a minor aquifer located 
in northeast Texas, underlying Pottsboro and 
northeast Texas, lies above the Trinity Aquifer 
and consists of sandstone interbedded with 
shale and clay, resulting in three distinct 
water-bearing zones. According to the TWDB, 
this aquifer supplies groundwater for various 
purposes, including municipal, industrial, 
domestic, and livestock purposes, as well as 
small-scale irrigation.

There are no areas in Pottsboro that are 
managed wetlands by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service (“FWS”), but the area has freshwater 
ponds and Little Mineral Creek, which is 
classified by the National Wetlands Inventory as 
a riverine system.

Source(s):  United States Geological Survey (HSGS)

Figure 2.47.	 Red River Basin Watershed
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LOCAL HAZARDS 
Evaluating hazard risks is vital for effective 
community planning. This process includes 
identifying potential hazards, assessing 
vulnerabilities, and developing strategies to 
mitigate risks, ensuring that communities are 
better prepared to respond to natural disasters. 

According to the 2023 Grayson County HMAP, 
Pottsboro is subject to a range of natural 
hazards, with tornadoes and extreme heat 
being the most significant threats, as shown 
in Figure 2.48. Additionally, FEMA’s National 
Hazards Risk Index ranks Grayson County in 
the 83rd percentile nationally for expected 
annual loss, social vulnerability, and community 
resilience. This places Grayson County in the 
higher range of risk relative to other counties 
nationally, indicating a notable level of 
vulnerability and potential for losses.

A summary of the hazards Pottsboro is 
subjected to as identified in the 2023 HMAP is 
provided below.

Tornadoes and Severe Thunderstorms
Severe thunderstorms are a common 
occurrence in Texas, and thunderstorm wind 
events could occur in any location in Grayson 
County. Between 1957 and 2022, Pottsboro 

recorded 18 occurrences of thunderstorm 
wind events, which resulted in one injury and 
property damage of $165,296. From 1952 to 
2022, the City experienced a single tornado 
event, classified as an F0, which resulted in 
no reported deaths, injuries, or property or 
crop damage. It is important to note that 
storms develop randomly, making all areas 
of Pottsboro susceptible to wind damage. 
Structures at greater risk in Pottsboro 
include 61 manufactured homes and 327 
single-family structures built before 1980.

Extreme Heat
Extreme heat events are a significant 
public health concern, especially given the 
City’s vulnerable populations. The average 
high temperature in July is 96°F. Such events 
can pose a substantial risk to vulnerable 
populations, particularly older adults, 
individuals with pre-existing health conditions, 
and those without access to cooling systems. 

Drought
Drought is a recurring hazard that affects 
the agricultural economy of the broader 
region. Pottsboro is included in the Region 
C Water Planning Group of the TWDB future 
water supply plans, which is responsible for 
developing a regional water plan every five 

Figure 2.48.	 Grayson County Natural Hazards Risk Ranking 

HAZARD OCCURRENCE FREQUENCY POTENTIAL SEVERITY RANKING

Tornado Highly Likely Substantial High

Extreme Heat Highly Likely Substantial High

Thunderstorm Wind Highly Likely Major Moderate

Drought Highly Likely Minor Moderate

Flood Highly Likely Substantial Moderate

Hail Highly Likely Limited Moderate

Lightning Highly Likely Limited Moderate

Winter Storm Highly Likely Minor Moderate

Wildfire Highly Likely Minor Low

Dam Failure Unlikely Limited Low

Source(s): 2023 Grayson County HMAP
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years based on conditions that the region 
would face under the recurrence of a historical 
drought of record.

Between 1996 and 2022, Grayson County 
experienced 15 periods of drought. Extended 
drought conditions can degrade grazing 
lands, increase wildfire risk, and strain the 
City’s water supply. In response, the City has 
adopted a water conservation plan following 
the guidelines and requirements set by the 
TCEQ. This also includes a drought contingency 
plan that establishes staged water restrictions 
and outlines conservation strategies aimed at 
achieving ongoing, long-term water savings.

The objectives of the water conservation plan 
are:

	■ To reduce water consumption compared 
to levels that would prevail without 
conservation efforts;

	■ To minimize the loss and waste of water;
	■ To improve the efficiency of water usage;
	■ To document the level of recycling and 

reuse within the water supply; and
	■ To extend the life of current water supplies 

by slowing the rate of growth in demand.

 The purpose of the 2024 City of Pottsboro 
Drought Contingency Plan is as follows:

	■ To conserve the available water supply 
during times of drought and emergencies.

	■ To maintain supplies for domestic water 
use, sanitation, and fire protection.

	■ To protect and preserve public health, 
welfare, and safety.

	■ To minimize the adverse impacts of water 
supply shortages.

	■ To reduce the negative effects of 
emergency water supply conditions.

The City responds to drought conditions in four 
stages:

	■ Stage 1: Mild. This stage occurs when 
demand exceeds 90% of the amount that 
can be delivered to customers for three 
consecutive days. The goal for water use 
reduction in Stage 1 is outlined as raising 
public awareness about potential drought 
issues.

	■ Stage 2: Moderate. This stage is reached 
when demand exceeds 95% of the amount 
that can be delivered to customers for 
three consecutive days. The goal for 
water use reduction in Stage 2 is set at a 
2% reduction in water usage compared 
to what would have occurred without 
drought contingency measures.

	■ Stage 3: Severe. This stage occurs when 
demand exceeds 98% of the amount that 
can be delivered to customers for three 
consecutive days. The goal for water use 
reduction in Stage 3 is a target of a 5% 
decrease in usage compared to what 
would have occurred in the absence of 
drought contingency measures.

	■ Stage 4: Emergency. This stage is reached 
when demand exceeds the available 
amount for delivery to customers. The 
goal for water use reduction in Stage 4 
is a target of a 10% decrease in usage 
compared to what would have occurred 
without drought contingency measures.

Flooding
Pottsboro is affected by special flood hazards 
as designated by the Federal Emergency 
Management Administration (“FEMA”) 
specifically along Little Mineral Creek. Special 
flood hazards can be characterized as mudflow 
and flood-related erosion hazards. The extent to 
which Pottsboro is affected is shown in Figure 
2.49.
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Three historical flood events were reported 
in Pottsboro between 1996 and 2022, though 
none resulted in reported deaths, injuries, or 
property damage. While historical damages 
have been minimal, critical facilities could 
be shut down for up to 24 hours, and up to 
10% of property could be damaged. The City 
participates in the National Flood Insurance 
Program (“NFIP”) and is considered in good 
standing. It has adopted the minimum NFIP 
standards to limit floodplain development. 
Pottsboro’s City Manager serves as the 
Floodplain Administrator with permit 
authority.

Wildfire
The risk of wildfires to people and property is 
particularly high in the area where developed 
regions meet open grasslands, known as the 
Wildland Urban Interface (“WUI”). Nearly all of  
Pottsboro is located within the WUI as shown 

in Figure 2.50, giving it a low to moderate 
wildfire threat. Between 2005 and 2020, there 
were 8 historical wildfire events that burned a 
total of 37 acres.

Hail and Lightning
Hail events occurred 24 times between 1955 
and 2022, resulting in $34,056 in property 
damage. No injuries or deaths were reported 
from these events.

While lightning is considered a common 
occurrence in Texas, the HMAP records no 
historical lightning events in Pottsboro 
between 1996 and 2022. Nevertheless, 
lightning poses an ongoing risk to power 
systems, buildings, and vegetation, particularly 
during summer storms.

SECTION 9: FLOOD 
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Figure 9-9. Estimated Flood Zones in the City of Pottsboro 

 

Source(s):  Grayson County HMAP 2023

Figure 2.49.	 Special Flood Hazard Areas

SECTION 13: WILDFIRE 
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Figure 13-9. Wildland Urban Interface Map – City of Pottsboro 

 
It is estimated that 99.7 percent of the total population in the City of Pottsboro live within the 
WUI.  
Source(s):  Grayson County HMAP 2023

Figure 2.50.	 Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) 
Delineation and Wildfire Risk
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VULNERABLE POPULATIONS & 
INFRASTRUCTURE
Understanding vulnerable populations and 
the location of critical infrastructure is a key 
component of hazard mitigation. This helps 
the City prioritize and develop strategies that 
protect the most at-risk community members 
and essential services.

Certain populations are particularly 
vulnerable to natural hazards due to 
several factors, including limited financial 
resources, inadequate housing, a lack of social 
connections, and insufficient knowledge 
regarding disaster preparedness. Pottsboro’s 
population includes several groups with 
heightened vulnerability during hazard events, 
including: 

	■ Children 
Children may experience higher rates of 
mental health issues following disasters and 
often have lower levels of education and 
literacy skills, which can affect their ability 
to understand and respond to hazards. 
Additionally, they are physically weaker and 
more susceptible to certain diseases.

	■ Older Adults 
frequently face challenges such as declining 
vision and hearing, limited mobility, and 
higher rates of chronic illnesses, all of 
which make them more vulnerable during 
disasters.

	■ Low-Income Individuals 
Low-income individuals may struggle 
with access to safe housing, disaster 
preparedness resources, and social support 
networks, which further heighten their risk. 
In Pottsboro, demographic data highlights 
groups that are particularly vulnerable, 
including 7% of individuals aged five and 
under, 19% of those aged 65 and over, and 
8% of people living below the poverty level, 
as indicated in Figure 2.51.

The City is also home to a number of critical facilities, such as the fire station, police department, 
public works office, schools, and utility infrastructure, which are central to emergency response and 
community response.

65%
Other

Population

19%
Elderly

(65 & over)

8%
Below

Poverty
Level

7%
Age 5 &
under

Source(s):  U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2023)

Figure 2.51.	 Natural Hazard Vulnerable Populations
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HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN
The City of Pottsboro addresses its local 
hazards through participation in the Grayson 
County HMAP. This long-term comprehensive 
plan identifies specific strategies and actions to 
reduce future risk before a disaster occurs. This 
proactive approach is fundamental to building 
a more resilient community.

The HMAP identifies a range of high and 
moderate priority action items for the City, 
which are designed to reduce risk and enhance 
community resilience. These initiatives 
include:

	■ Infrastructure and Facility Hardening 
Actions such as the installation of 
generators at critical facilities, stormwater 
management programs to improve 
drainage capacity, and the construction 
of covered areas for emergency vehicles 
are designed to protect infrastructure and 

ensure the continuity of essential services 
during and after a hazard event.

	■ Public Education and Awareness 
The HMAP outlines programs aimed at 
educating citizens on various hazards, 
including fire dangers and power outages. 
These initiatives seek to increase public 
awareness and promote individual 
preparedness measures.

	■ Emergency Response Enhancement 
The HMAP identifies the need for 
equipment acquisition, such as a brush 
truck for wildfire mitigation, and the 
importance of a routine maintenance 
schedule for vehicles and equipment to 
ensure a prompt emergency response.

These actions, along with the City’s proactive 
water conservation and drought contingency 
plans, provide a framework for building a 
more resilient Pottsboro.

Key Takeaways
	■ Pottsboro’s natural environment, 

characterized by the Northern Post Oak 
Savanna ecoregion, Cross Timbers soil 
susceptible to erosion, and location 
within the Red River Basin, defines its 
unique ecological context and influences 
development considerations.

	■ The City faces a range of natural hazards 
with tornadoes, extreme heat, and 
thunderstorms being the most significant 
threats.

	■ Historical data shows that past hazard 
events have resulted in documented 
property damage and a limited number 
of injuries, highlighting the need for 
continued mitigation efforts.

	■ Vulnerable populations, including children 
under five, older adults, and low-income 
residents, require special consideration in 
all hazard mitigation strategies.

	■ The City proactively addresses its hazard 
risks through its participation in the 2023 
Grayson County HMAP, which provides a 
long-term framework for infrastructure 
hardening, public education, and 
emergency response enhancement.

	■ The City’s existing water conservation and 
drought contingency plans are crucial 
for safeguarding its water supply and 
ensuring community health in the face of 
future demand and drought risks.
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03.  FUTURE GROWTH 
AND COMMUNITY 

CHARACTER

This chapter translates the community’s vision 
for growth and identity into specific policies for 
land use and design that preserves Pottsboro’s 
“lakeside identity” while accommodating 
the moderate population growth the City is 
expected to experience. Moreover, this chapter 
establishes the legal and policy basis for future 
updates to Pottsboro’s Zoning Ordinance and 
Subdivision Regulations.

Community feedback consistently highlighted 
a desire to maintain a “small-town feel” 
while expanding commercial opportunities 
and improving infrastructure. This chapter 
balances those needs by directing growth 
toward established corridors and ensuring 
new development enhances, rather than 
detracts from, existing neighborhood 
character.

Pottsboro's Future Begins with You  |  65

DRAFT



Goals and Objectives for 
Growth
The following guiding principles, derived from the community visioning process, form the foundation 
for the policies in this chapter:

	■ Goal #5: Cultivate a deliberately aesthetic 
design throughout the City to enhance 
overall community character.

	■ Goal #9: Promote land use policies that 
support sustainable growth and the 
protection of the environment.

To achieve these goals, the City will focus on several key objectives:

	■ Citywide Aesthetics 
Strengthening Pottsboro’s 
unique identity through 
cohesive design standards 
for public spaces and 
wayfinding.

	■ Predictable Zoning 
Moving away from ad-
hoc “spot zoning” toward 
clear, predictable review 
criteria for rezonings and 
variances.

	■ Housing Diversity 
Updating ordinances 
to allow for “missing 
middle” housing types, 
such as garden homes 
or duplexes, that support 
first-time homebuyers 
and seniors.

Land Use and Zoning Policies
This section outlines the regulatory 
framework necessary to manage Pottsboro’s 
physical growth. As the City faces increasing 
development pressure from the surrounding 
North Texas area, these policies ensure that 

new construction remains consistent with 
the community’s vision while providing the 
flexibility needed for a diverse and resilient local 
economy.

Housing Diversity
Pottsboro’s current housing stock consists 
predominantly of detached single-family 
homes. To provide more choices for residents 
at all stages of life from young families to 
senior households, the City will support low-
impact infill and “Missing Middle” housing.

Missing Middle housing refers to building types 
that fall between single-family homes and 
large apartment complexes, such as duplexes, 
cottage courts, and townhomes. These 
structures are designed to be compatible 
in scale and aesthetic with traditional 
residential neighborhoods.
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Low-impact infill focuses on developing vacant or underutilized lots within established areas. By 
allowing smaller-scale, context-sensitive units, the City can increase housing options without the 
significant infrastructure costs associated with large-scale peripheral expansion.

	■ Objective 3.1 
Update the zoning ordinance to allow 
for a greater diversity of housing types to 
provide more housing choices and support 
walkable, mixed-use development.

	■ Strategy 3.1.1 
Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow for 
“Missing Middle” housing, such as duplexes 
and cottage courts, as a transitional buffer 
between commercial corridors and single-
family neighborhoods.

Precedent: The City of Gunter utilizes an Original Town Residential District Overlay that 
accommodates residential life on smaller parcels with 25- to 50-foot widths, allowing for 
diverse housing footprints that fit within a historic small-town grid.

Predictable Rezoning and Development Criteria
Effective growth management requires clear “rules of the road” for both city officials and 
the development community. Without established criteria, the City risks “spot zoning,” which is 
the practice of rezoning small, isolated parcels in a way that is inconsistent with the surrounding 
area and the Comprehensive Plan. This policy ensures fiscal responsibility by ensuring that new 
developments do not place an undue burden on public infrastructure without a clear, long-term plan 
for maintenance and service delivery.

	■ Objective 3.2 
Develop clear and predictable review criteria 
to guide the rezoning of undeveloped 
properties.

	■ Strategy 3.2.1 
Establish a formal review checklist for the 
Planning & Zoning Commission requiring 
every rezoning request to demonstrate 

alignment with the Future Land Use Map 
and infrastructure capacity.

	■ Strategy 3.2.2 
Incorporate criteria that consider 
environmental conditions, building height 
transitions, and impacts on public services 
to protect existing neighborhood privacy.

Precedent: The Town of Shady Shores requires that all new street systems and lot arrangements be 
designed to take advantage of topography and natural physical features, ensuring that growth does 
not compromise the community’s rural-lakeside identity.
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Adoption of Modern Building and Safety Standards
As Pottsboro expands, maintaining a high standard for construction is essential for long-term 
property values and public safety. Modernizing these standards also ensures that the City remains 
eligible for state and federal resilience funding, such as through the Texas GLO. 

	■ Objective 3.3 
Adopt the most recent editions of the 
International Building Codes (“IBC”) and 
National Electric Code (“NEC”).

	■ Strategy 3.3.1 
Update municipal building codes to the 
latest certified standards to ensure safe, 
high-quality construction throughout 
Pottsboro.

	■ Strategy 3.3.2 
Regularly audit code enforcement 
processes to ensure new construction 
meets updated safety and resiliency 
requirements.

Development Policies and 
Community Design
Building on Pottsboro’s identity as a lakeside 
destination, this section establishes guidelines 
to ensure that as the City grows, it maintains 
a cohesive and attractive visual character. 

These policies focus on enhancing public 
spaces and ensuring private development 
contributes to the community’s overall 
aesthetic value.

Commercial Revitalization and Infill
To preserve the integrity of Pottsboro’s residential areas, commercial growth will be strategically 
directed toward established centers rather than sprawling into neighborhoods.

	■ Objective 3.4 
Establish new Entertainment, Pedestrian 
Business, and Limited Retail zoning districts 
to guide commercial growth toward 
revitalizing existing structures.

	■ Strategy 3.4.1 
Guide commercial development toward 
infill sites within the FM 120 and SH 289 
corridors.

	■ Strategy 3.4.2 
Establish design standards within these 
new districts that prioritize ADA-accessible 
sidewalks and public outdoor spaces, 
offering flexibility in traditional parking 
or setback requirements to incentivize 
creative reuse of buildings and encourage 
walkability.
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Preservation of Open Space
As development increases, preserving the natural character of Pottsboro requires proactive 
measures to protect undeveloped land.

	■ Objective 3.5 
Incentivize the preservation of open 
space and the use of low-maintenance 
landscaping in new developments.

	■ Strategy 3.5.1 
Implement flexible design requirements, 
such as cluster development or 
conservation subdivisions, allowing for 
houses to be grouped closer together to 
leave larger portions of a site in its natural 
state.

	■ Strategy 3.5.2 
Explore the use of tax incentives or density 
bonuses for developers who provide 
permanent green space connectivity or 
protect sensitive environmental features.

Precedent: The City of Denton has successfully used “Conservation Subdivisions” to preserve 
sensitive environmental areas while still allowing for residential growth.

Strengthening Lakeside Identity and Wayfinding
A cohesive wayfinding system reinforces Pottsboro’s brand and improves the experience for both 
residents and visitors.

	■ Objective 3.6 
Establish a citywide aesthetics program 
including cohesive design standards and a 
comprehensive wayfinding system.

	■ Strategy 3.6.1 
Develop cohesive design standards for 
municipal signage and a comprehensive 
wayfinding system from the perspective 
of a first-time visitor, providing clear and 
intuitive directions to key community assets 
like Thompson Park, Festival Park, and the 
downtown business district.

Precedent: The City of Gun Barrel City implemented a linear park and wayfinding strategy along 
its main corridors to strengthen its identity as a Cedar Creek Lake community, using consistent 
signage to draw visitors from major highways to the waterfront.
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Sustainable Landscaping and Water Conservation

1	 City of Granbury, “Historic Design Guidelines,” https://www.granbury.org/296/Historic-Design-Guidelines

Landscaping standards will reflect the City’s commitment to resource management and reduced 
municipal overhead:

Objective 3.7 
Develop and implement a citywide Landscape Plan for new developments and public 
properties.
Strategy 3.7.1 
Mandate the use of low-maintenance native plantings and efficient irrigation systems in 
new developments and public properties.
Strategy 3.7.2 
Require shade-providing trees and native species in all new developments to reduce 
municipal maintenance costs, support water conservation, and provide natural cooling.
Precedent: The City of Melissa adopted a Landscape & Screening Ordinance that rewards the 
preservation of existing trees and requires drought-tolerant species to ensure that new residential 
growth does not overtax the local water system.

Architectural and Design Standards
To ensure new construction enhances Pottsboro’s established character and protects its small-
town charm, the City will provide clear expectations for building design that move beyond 
repetitive, standardized appearances. These standards are intended to be user-friendly, providing a 
predictable path for developers while ensuring high-quality aesthetic outcomes for the community.

	■ Objective 3.8 
Create clear and user-friendly design 
standards for planned developments, 
zoning districts, and municipal projects to 
ensure new construction is compatible with 
and enhances the community’s established 
character.

	■ Strategy 3.8.1 
Develop a set of “Lakeside Identity” 
guidelines that encourage specific 
architectural elements such as natural 
stone accents, timber framing, and varied 
roofline pitches to reflect Pottsboro’s history 
and proximity to Lake Texoma.

	■ Strategy 3.8.2 
Integrate these standards into the planned 
development process to ensure that 
municipal projects and large-scale private 
developments serve as visual anchors for 
the community.

Precedent: The City of Granbury’s historic core utilizes simple design guidelines that focus on roof 
pitches and building materials to ensure that new infill construction is compatible with the historic 
lakeside aesthetic without requiring overly complex or expensive architectural reviews.1 
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Future Land Use Plan
The Future Land Use Map, identified as Figure 3.1, is the visual representation of Pottsboro’s long-
term physical vision. Unlike a zoning map, which regulates current property rights, the FLUM serves as 
a policy guide for the Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council when evaluating development 
applications and infrastructure investments.

Land Use Classifications
To simplify implementation while protecting community character, the following eleven 
classifications define the desired character and intensity of growth across the City and its ETJ.

	■ Regional Commercial 
Targeted at high-traffic intersections to 
serve residents and visitors, focusing on 
larger-scale retail and service uses.

	■ Neighborhood Commercial 
Small-scale commercial uses (e.g., local 
shops, professional offices) designed to be 
compatible with adjacent residential areas.

	■ Mixed-Use 
Integrated developments combining 
residential and commercial uses, promoting 
walkability and vibrant activity centers.

	■ Old Town Pottsboro 
Focuses on the preservation and 
revitalization of the historic core, allowing 
for a flexible mix of uses that maintain the 
traditional small-town grid.

	■ Neighborhood Residential 
Primarily single-family detached homes, 
representing the quiet, established core of 
Pottsboro’s residential life.

	■ Multifamily Residential 
Higher-density residential options, 
strategically located near major 
thoroughfares to provide diverse housing 
choices.

	■ Mixed Residential 
Provides a transition between commercial 
areas and single-family neighborhoods 
by allowing a blend of “missing middle” 
housing types.

	■ Ranch/Estate Residential 
Very low-density residential areas, typically 
on the periphery, intended to preserve open 
space and the rural-lakeside character.

	■ Industrial 
Targeted areas for light manufacturing, 
warehousing, and distribution that are 
buffered from residential neighborhoods.

	■ Public/Institutional 
Land dedicated to municipal services, 
schools, and civic functions.

	■ Parks & Open Space 
Dedicated recreational land and preserved 
natural areas.
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Strategic Growth Framework and Community Hubs
The FLUM organizes growth around primary corridors and high-visibility “Community Hubs” to 
maximize economic potential while minimizing traffic intrusion into neighborhoods.

PROMINENT COMMERCIAL CORRIDORS
To boost the local tax base, commercial growth 
is prioritized along Highway 289 and FM 120. 
These corridors feature a buffer that prioritizes 
Regional and Neighborhood Commercial uses, 
ensuring that the most valuable land for sales 
tax generation is protected from low-intensity 
sprawl.

Precedent: The City of Howe uses a similar 
corridor-first approach along US 75 to capture 
regional traffic while preserving its interior 
residential character.

TARGETED INDUSTRIAL GROWTH
Based on community feedback, industrial uses 
are strategically located concentrated on 
the east side, south of FM 120 and generally 
east of the rail line to FM 1417. This location 
provides the necessary logistical access to rail 
and major thoroughfares while keeping heavy 
traffic away from the residential areas to the 
north and west.

Precedent: The City of Van Alstyne has 
successfully utilized its eastern rail corridor for 
industrial and light manufacturing to balance 
its residential growth with a robust industrial 
tax base.

COMMUNITY HUBS AND FUTURE EXPANSION

The Plan identifies three catalyst “Community 
Hubs” intended to serve as focal points for 
mixed-use and commercial activity:

	■ Central Hub (FM 120/Hwy 289) 
The primary concentration of Regional 

Commercial and Mixed-Use development 
currently within the City limits.

	■ Western Gateway (FM 289/Hagerman 
Road) 
Located in the ETJ, this hub anticipates 
the future tollway expansion. Land south 
of Hagerman Road is designated for 
Mixed-Use through the expansion path, 
transitioning to Commercial once the 
infrastructure is in place.

	■ Eastern Gateway (FM 120/FM 1417) 
A future commercial node in the ETJ 
to capture traffic at the City’s eastern 
boundary.

RESIDENTIAL CHARACTER AND TRANSITIONS
While the FLUM maintains established single-
family neighborhoods, it introduces Mixed 
Residential and specific Multifamily nodes to 
address housing availability and affordability 
while maintaining the City’s commitment to a 
strong homeownership base as the foundation 
of its community stability.

	■ Multifamily Nodes 
Strategically placed on the western side of 
Highway 289 where Spur 316 intersects, and 
on the eastern side of Spur 316 north of FM 
120. These locations allow for higher density 
without impacting the privacy of interior 
single-family blocks.

	■ Green Space Corridors 
Buffers along floodplains and streams are 
designated to prevent development in 
hazardous areas, aligning with the RCP 
requirements for hazard mitigation.

Conclusion
The land use and design policies established in this chapter provide the physical blueprint for 
a growing, resilient community. However, the success of this physical vision depends on the 
infrastructure and services that support it. The following chapter, Chapter 4: Mobility, Economic 
Development, and Community Services, details how the City will manage its transportation network 
and municipal facilities to accommodate this growth.

Pottsboro's Future Begins with You  |  73

Future Growth and Community Character

DRAFT



DRAFT



04.  MOBILITY, 
ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT, AND 
COMMUNITY SERVICES

This chapter addresses the functional 
systems that support Pottsboro’s daily 
life and economic vitality. While Chapter 
3 focused on the “where” and “what” of 
development, this chapter focuses on the 
“how:” how people move, how the local 
economy grows, and how municipal services 
are delivered.

The strategies outlined here prioritize 
maintenance of existing assets and the 
implementation of high-impact, scalable 
regulatory tools. This pragmatic approach 
ensures that Pottsboro remains fiscally resilient 
while responding directly to community desires 
for better roads, more sidewalks, and improved 
public facilities.
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Mobility and Safety
Pottsboro’s transportation network is anchored by its primary regional corridors, FM 120 and SH 289, 
and a local street system that must balance residential quietude with increasing through-traffic. 
Community feedback strongly emphasized the need for improved road maintenance and 
enhanced pedestrian safety.

Strategic Sidewalk Planning
For years, Pottsboro has relied on “ad-hoc” sidewalk construction, a reactive process where 
small stretches of sidewalk are built only when a specific development occurs, often resulting in 
disconnected islands of concrete. To improve safety and connectivity, the City will transition to a 
prioritized network approach.

	■ Objective 4.1 
Develop a citywide Sidewalk Plan that 
prioritizes gap-filling and new construction 
to create a continuous pedestrian network.

	■ Strategy 4.1.1 
Conduct a pedestrian infrastructure audit 
to identify critical gaps between residential 
neighborhoods, schools, the downtown 
business district, and public amenities such 
as the library.

	■ Strategy 4.1.2 
Establish a “Safe Routes to School” program 
to prioritize sidewalk funding for paths 
directly serving students and non-vehicular 
commuters.

Precedent: The City of Gladewater pursued and received Targeted Pedestrian Grant funding to 
focus sidewalk improvements exclusively on the routes connecting its residential areas to school 
campuses, ensuring maximum safety impact for a limited budget.

Multimodal Street Standards
Modernizing street design standards ensures that new development contributes to a safe, 
accessible network for all users, including pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists. This involves 
expanding road design to include multimodal elements like dedicated bike lanes, wider sidewalks, 
and pedestrian-scale lighting where appropriate.

	■ Objective 4.2 
Adopt a Multimodal Streets Ordinance to 
establish clear design standards for different 
road types.

	■ Strategy 4.2.1 
Integrate design standards that account for 
the unique constraints of traffic entering 
and exiting businesses along FM 120 and 
SH 289 to reduce congestion and conflict 
points.

	■ Strategy 4.2.2 
Require all new residential subdivisions to 
include standardized sidewalk widths and 
ADA-compliant ramps that connect to the 
broader City network.

76   |  Mobility and Safety 

DRAFT



Fiscal Responsibility in Infrastructure
To ensure that growth does not become a financial burden on current taxpayers, the City will 
utilize a “Strong Towns” approach, ensuring that new development contributes proportionately to 
the public infrastructure it requires.

	■ Objective 4.3 
Create and adopt a long-range Capital 
Improvements Plan (“CIP”) and establish a 
system of impact fees.

	■ Strategy 4.3.1 
Appoint a Capital Improvements Advisory 
Committee to lead an ongoing assessment 
of the City’s major systems (water, 
wastewater, and roads) and provide a 
recommendation on project prioritization.

	■ Strategy 4.3.2 
Develop and formally adopt a 5-year CIP 
that aligns infrastructure projects with the 
City’s fiscal capacity and growth projections.

	■ Strategy 4.3.3 
Codify land use assumptions and adopt a 
formal impact fee schedule based on the 
CIP to ensure growth pays for itself.

Precedent: The Town of Westlake recently updated its Impact Fee study to ensure that new 
residential developments contribute their fair share toward water and wastewater expansion, 
protecting the City’s general fund for maintenance of existing roads.

Economic Development
Economic development in Pottsboro is focused on leveraging the City’s lakeside location and 
its position along growing regional corridors to create a resilient, diversified tax base. A strategic 
approach that emphasizes public-private partnerships and streamlined municipal processes allows 
the City to attract investment without necessitating a large economic development staff.

Targeted Recruitment and Small Business Support
A pass-through community is one where travelers simply drive through on their way to another 
location; a destination is a community where travelers intentionally stop to spend time and money. 
Pottsboro will leverage its proximity to Lake Texoma to make this transition.

	■ Objective 4.4 
Develop and implement a marketing and 
branding strategy in partnership with 
the Chamber of Commerce and local 
businesses.

	■ Strategy 4.4.1 
Establish a “Lakeside Branding” guide 
for use in City signage, wayfinding, local 

businesses, and municipal marketing to 
create a unified visual identity.

	■ Strategy 4.4.2 
Develop a targeted recruitment toolkit for 
retail, dining, and service businesses that 
fills specific gaps identified in local market 
data.

Precedent: The City of Kemah maintains a highly successful joint marketing agreement with local 
business owners to cross-promote city events and lakeside dining, significantly increasing local sales 
tax revenue.
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Workforce and Lifelong Learning
Economic resilience is tied to the education and skills of the local workforce. By partnering with local 
institutions, Pottsboro can support residents’ upward mobility.

■ Objective 4.5
Enhance educational and lifelong learning
opportunities by partnering with Pottsboro
ISD, the library, and regional colleges.

■ Strategy 4.5.1
Improve pedestrian connectivity between
residential areas and educational facilities to
increase accessibility for all age groups.

■ Strategy 4.5.2
Support regional workforce development
initiatives that align local skills with the
needs of the growing North Texas job
market.

Streamlined Permitting and Online Services
Reducing the complex and often slow administrative hurdles for building and business permits that is 
often referred to as “red tape” a cost-effective way to encourage investment in a resource-constrained 
environment.

■ Objective 4.6
Look to improve and expedite the City’s
permitting and licensing process via an
online system.

■ Strategy 4.6.1
Investigate a digital permit portal that
prioritizes complete applications and offers
real-time online tracking by applicants to
reduce the administrative burden on City
staff.

■ Objective 4.7
Enhance public access to development-
related data by researching the creation of a
public-facing GIS mapping system.

■ Strategy 4.7.1
Explore the feasibility of launching a GIS
mapping system that includes public
layers for zoning, future land use, and
infrastructure to allow potential investors to
perform preliminary due diligence.

Precedent: The City of Krugerville transitioned to a simplified online portal for building permits, 
which reduced walk-in traffic at City Hall and allowed faster turnaround times for small-scale 
residential contractors.
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Community Services and 
Facilities
Community services provide the essential quality-of-life amenities that make a city a home. Strategic 
investment in these facilities ensures that Pottsboro remains a desirable and attractive place for 
families and seniors alike.

Parks and Recreation Enhancements
Parks are often the most visible evidence of a Comprehensive Plan’s success because they are shared 
public spaces that demonstrate a city’s commitment to its residents’ well-being. Improvements will 
focus on existing assets to maximize impact.

	■ Objective 4.8 
Enhance existing parks with improved 
landscaping, multi-generational amenities, 
and ADA-compliant features.

	■ Strategy 4.8.1 
Update the City’s subdivision ordinance to 
include a parkland dedication requirement, 
offering a “fee-in-lieu” option so smaller 
developments can still provide resources 
for the City to improve central parks like 
Thompson or Festival Park.

	■ Strategy 4.8.2 
Conduct an accessibility audit of existing 
park facilities to identify and prioritize the 
removal of ADA barriers.

	■ Strategy 4.8.3 
Create a Park Concept Plan that 
establishes a unified design for 
landscaping and amenity placement to 
ensure enhancements are cohesive and 
sustainable.

	■ Strategy 4.8.4 
Prioritize the addition of specific high-
demand amenities, including a dog park, 
pickleball courts, trails, and inclusive 
playgrounds.

Precedent: The City of Krum utilized a “Parkland Dedication” ordinance to ensure new developers 
contributed to the expansion of its existing park system rather than building small, isolated pocket 
parks that were difficult for the city to maintain. In 2022, the Texas A&M AgriLife Extension also 
published a document discussing best practices for establishing or revising parkland dedication 
ordinances. This publication can be found in Appendix B.

Public Facility Modernization and Safety
As Pottsboro’s population grows, public safety facilities must expand in both size and capability to 
serve a multi-generational community.

	■ Objective 4.9 
Construct a new, centrally located public 
safety facility to house police and fire 
services, with potential integration of City 
administrative offices.

	■ Strategy 4.9.1: 
Conduct a Space Needs Assessment to 
determine the current and projected facility 
requirements for the Police, Fire, and 
Adminidstrative departments.
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	■ Strategy 4.9.2 
Evaluate the feasibility of consolidating 
police, fire administration, and city hall 
functions into a single municipal hub to 
reduce utility and maintenance overhead.

	■ Strategy 4.9.3 
Perform a Site Selection Analysis to identify 
a centrally located property that maximizes 
emergency response times and provides a 
visible municipal presence.

	■ Strategy 4.9.4 
Develop a multi-year financial plan, 
including the evaluation of grant 
opportunities and municipal bonds, to fund 
the design and construction phase.

	■ Strategy 4.9.5 
Incorporate universal design principles, 
such as adequate lighting, wide sidewalks, 
and shade structures, into all existing and 
future public facility projects.

	■ Objective 4.10 
Periodically evaluate the long-term 
feasibility of developing a new multi-
generational community gathering spaces 
as financial capacity allows.

	■ Strategy 4.10.1 
Ensure that future community gathering 
spaces are evaluated against the City’s debt 
service capacity to remain responsive to 
community input without overcommitting 
fiscal resources.

Precedent: The City of Celina recently consolidated most of its municipal functions into a downtown 
hub to increase operational efficiency and provide a more accessible, centralized location for 
residents to pay utilities or conduct business with the City. The City plans to activate a portion of 
the property to serve as flexible community space capable of supporting public gatherings and 
placemaking initiatives.

Conclusion
This chapter provides the operational roadmap for Pottsboro’s future growth. By focusing on fiscal 
resilience, multimodal safety, and high-quality community services, the City ensures that its 
infrastructure supports its vision. However, the reliability of these systems is only as strong as their 
resilience to natural and man-made hazards. The following chapter, Chapter 5: Hazard Mitigation 
and Community Resilience, outlines the strategies necessary to protect these assets from future risks.
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05.  HAZARD 
MITIGATION  

AND COMMUNITY 
RESILIENCE

Pottsboro is committed to a planning 
framework that anticipates and minimizes 
the impact of natural and manmade 
hazards. Community resilience extends 
beyond disaster response to the long-term 
sustainability of critical infrastructure and 
the reliability of essential services like water 
and communications. This chapter outlines 

practical strategies to protect local assets and 
residents while ensuring the City can recover 
efficiently from future events. These strategies 
correlate with the risks identified in the 
Grayson County HMAP and the community 
profile established in Chapter 2 of this Plan.
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Hazard Risk Profile and 
Mitigation Strategy
The City’s approach to hazard mitigation 
focuses on reducing community vulnerability, 
building partnerships for resilience, and 
identifying cost-effective actions that can be 

implemented, where possible, over time. By 
aligning local efforts with the Grayson County 
HMAP, the City remains eligible for federal and 
state disaster mitigation funding.

Hazard Mitigation Initiatives
The HMAP identifies several initiatives for Pottsboro, including critical facility power backups, 
stormwater management, and public education. Central to these initiatives is the concept of 
infrastructure hardening. This process involves physically reinforcing or retrofitting municipal 
systems, specifically water distribution, wastewater treatment, and emergency communications 
networks, to ensure they remain functional during and immediately after extreme weather events 
such as ice storms or high-wind incidents.

	■ Objective 5.1 
Reduce community vulnerability to 
disasters through targeted infrastructure 
hardening and public awareness.

	■ Strategy 5.1.1 
Perform a feasibility assessment of 
critical facilities such as water pumps and 
emergency services to determine specific 
requirements for generator retrofits and 
permanent hardwiring. See Figure 5.1, 
Water and Wastewater Utilities Map.

	■ Strategy 5.1.2 
Integrate stormwater drainage evaluations 
into the City’s regular street maintenance 
and capital improvement reviews to identify 
opportunities for creek channelization and 
improved diversion.

	■ Strategy 5.1.3 
Establish a low-cost community hazard 
education program utilizing existing 
municipal social media channels to 
disseminate information on mitigation 
measures.

Precedent: The City of Bells utilized a phased approach to infrastructure hardening by 
integrating generator requirements into their standard capital improvement project 
specifications, allowing for gradual implementation as funding becomes available.
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Water Supply and Utility 
Resilience
Reliable access to water is a fundamental requirement for Pottsboro’s long-term sustainability. 
This municipal strategy emphasizes resource stewardship and infrastructure modernization to ensure 
long-term reliability for current residents and future development.

Long-Range Water Supply Planning
Proactive security of the water supply is necessary to mitigate risks associated with regional 
shortages or infrastructure failures. An isolated failure in the supply chain can have immediate 
impacts on public health and economic activity.

	■ Objective 5.2 
Develop a long-range water supply and 
resiliency plan to evaluate the costs, 
benefits, and feasibility of all potential water 
source options.

	■ Strategy 5.2.1 
Commission a study to analyze the long-
term viability of current water sources, 
assess the requirements for utilizing the 
City’s existing Lake Texoma water rights, 
and identify secondary or emergency 
supply connections with regional partners.

	■ Strategy 5.2.2 
Incorporate water quality monitoring and 
resource management goals into the City’s 
annual utility budget reviews.

	■ Strategy 5.2.3 
Provide regular data updates and planning 
priorities to the Region C Water Group to 
ensure Pottsboro’s infrastructure needs and 
funding requests are accurately reflected in 
the State Water Plan.

Infrastructure Efficiency and Water Loss Control
Reducing non-revenue water loss is the most cost-effective method for increasing effective 
system capacity. Modernized detection prevents the degradation of infrastructure and ensures fiscal 
efficiency within the utility fund.

	■ Objective 5.3 
Employ a comprehensive water loss control 
system to identify, manage, and reduce 
water loss through modernized metering 
and leak detection.

	■ Strategy 5.3.1 
Implement a phased replacement of 
aging water meters with digital Advanced 
Metering Infrastructure to enable real-
time leak detection and data-driven 
management.

Precedent: The City of Fairfield, Texas, transitioned to a citywide AMI system to replace 
manual-read meters. This modernization allowed the City to provide residents with real-
time leak alerts and significantly reduced administrative overhead by automating the 
billing and data collection process.
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Communications and 
Infrastructure Hardening
Resilience requires that the City’s critical communication and power networks remain functional 
during extreme weather events. Hardening these systems reduces the likelihood of prolonged 
service outages during ice storms, high winds, or other North Texas weather hazards.

Utility Hardening and Connectivity
Modernizing the delivery of utilities, particularly electrical and data services, is essential for 
maintaining business continuity and resident safety.

	■ Objective 5.4 
Seek public/private partnerships (“P3s”) to 
expand fiber-optic internet and explore the 
feasibility of burying electrical lines in high-
priority growth areas.

	■ Strategy 5.4.1 
Evaluate the feasibility of integrating 
underground utility requirements into the 
Subdivision regulations for new residential 
and commercial developments.

	■ Strategy 5.4.2 
Partner with regional telecommunications 
providers to incentivize the expansion of 
redundant fiber-optic networks to serve 
municipal and emergency facilities.

Precedent: The City of Celina, Texas, implemented strict subdivision standards requiring 
all new electrical and communication lines to be placed underground. This policy has 
significantly reduced the frequency of localized power outages during severe weather 
compared to older sections of the community with overhead infrastructure.
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Emergency Public Communication
Effective hazard mitigation relies on the City’s ability to reach every resident instantly 
during an emergency. While structural hardening protects physical assets, clear and immediate 
communication protects lives by ensuring residents can take action before and during a crisis. 

Several emergency outdoor warning sirens are located throughout the community to alert residents 
who are outside of their homes or vehicles during a severe weather event. These sirens are routinely 
tested and maintained by the City’s Fire Department. However, sirens are not intended to be heard 
clearly inside modern, well-insulated buildings, nor can they provide specific instructions such as boil 
water notices or evacuation routes.

	■ Objective 5.5 
Investigate and implement an enhanced 
hazardous weather early warning system 
to increase the percentage of residents 
reached during critical events.

	■ Strategy 5.5.1 
Initiate a targeted public awareness 
campaign across all municipal digital 
platforms and utility billing inserts to 
increase enrollment in emergency 
notification tools such as CodeRED.

	■ Strategy 5.5.2 
Utilize community sign-up stations at local 
events such as Frontier Day where public 
safety personnel can assist residents with 
digital alert registration and profile updates.

	■ Strategy 5.5.3 
Evaluate the functionality of the existing 
outdoor warning siren network during 
routine maintenance to identify areas with 
inadequate coverage resulting from new 
residential growth.

Continuity of Operations
Maintaining governance and emergency response capabilities during a major hazard event is a 
core municipal responsibility. This requires a secure, hardened location for command and control 
operations.

	■ Objective 5.6 
Determine and enhance a dedicated City 
emergency operations headquarters to 
ensure continuity of services during and 
after hazard events.

	■ Strategy 5.6.1 
Designate the proposed new public safety 
facility as the primary municipal emergency 
operating center, ensuring the structure 
is built to hardened storm standards with 
independent power and communications 
systems.

	■ Strategy 5.6.2 
Establish a Continuity of Operations Plan 
(“COOP”) that outlines the transition 
of essential municipal functions to the 
emergency operating center during a 
declared emergency.
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Building a Resilient 
Community
The importance of mitigation extends beyond immediate disaster response; it is essential for 
protecting lives and property, improving economic resilience, and ensuring continued access to 
future state and federal funding. By committing to these practical, scalable strategies, Pottsboro 
positions itself to withstand future hazards while maintaining the lakeside character and quality of 
life valued by its residents.

Conclusion
The resilience of Pottsboro’s infrastructure and the safety of its residents are the foundational 
pillars upon which all other growth and development goals rest. While the preceding chapters 
have outlined a vision for the City’s physical form, mobility network, and economic vitality, the long-
term success of these initiatives depends on the City’s ability to withstand and recover from future 
hazards. Ensuring a sustainable water supply and hardening critical systems provides the necessary 
stability for the community to thrive. However, a plan is only as effective as its execution. The following 
chapter, Chapter 6: Implementation, transitions from policy to action by establishing a clear roadmap 
for the timing, funding, and interdepartmental coordination required to turn the Propel Pottsboro 
2045 vision into a reality.
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06.  IMPLEMENTATION 
AND MONITORING

A Comprehensive Plan is only effective if it 
is systematically implemented and regularly 
updated. This chapter provides a clear roadmap 
for turning the policies and objectives of Propel 
Pottsboro 2045 into reality. Given Pottsboro’s 

resource-constrained environment, the 
implementation strategy emphasizes fiscal 
responsibility, public-private partnerships, and 
the pursuit of external grant funding.
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Implementation Monitoring
To ensure the Plan remains a living document, the City will establish a formal process for 
monitoring progress and making adjustments as community needs evolve.

	■ Annual Reporting 
The Planning & Zoning Commission, in 
consultation with City staff, will provide an 
annual report to the City Council. This report 
will summarize the status of action items, 
highlight completed projects, and identify 
any barriers to implementation.

	■ 5-Year Audit 
A comprehensive review of the Plan will 
occur every five (5) years. This audit will 
assess whether the vision, goals, and 
objectives remain relevant to Pottsboro’s 
growth and character, allowing for 
course corrections in response to major 
demographic or economic shifts.

Implementation Matrix
The following matrix serves as the actionable framework for the Plan. It organizes the objectives 
into specific tasks with assigned priorities, timelines, and potential funding mechanisms.

Matrix Key
	■ Action Category

	■ Policy 
Governance-related actions, 
including regulatory changes, code 
amendments, or structural policy 
frameworks.

	■ Project 
Targeted initiatives with a defined 
beginning and end, typically 
resulting in a specific deliverable, 
physical construction, or technology 
deployment.

	■ Priority 
High (Immediate), Med (Intermediate), 
Low (Long-term).

	■ Timeline 
Short (1-2 Years), Med (3-5 Years), 
Long (6+ Years).

	■ Cost Estimate 
$ (Low: <$25k), $$ (Med: $25k-$250k), 
$$$ (High: >$250k)

	■ Potential Partners 
Supporting entities, including regional 
agencies, local organizations, and private 
stakeholders who may provide technical or 
operational assistance.

	■ Potential Funding Sources 
The identified funding mechanisms 
available to support the action.

	■ Progress Metrics 
Specific, measurable indicators used to 
track the successful implementation and 
performance of each strategy.
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# OBJECTIVE / STRATEGY ACTION 
CAT. PRIORITY TIMELINE COST 

EST.
LEAD 

(RESP. PARTY)
POTENTIAL 
PARTNERS

POTENTIAL FUNDING 
SOURCES PROGRESS METRIC

3.1 Objective: Update the zoning ordinance to allow for a greater diversity of housing types to provide more housing choices and support walkable, mixed-use development.

3.1.1

Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow for “Missing 
Middle” housing, such as duplexes and cottage courts, as a 
transitional buffer between commercial corridors and single-
family neighborhoods.

Policy High Short $ P&Z Commission City Staff
Texas Rural Funders Capacity 
Building Grants

Formal adoption of ordinance 
amendments. 
Number of “Missing Middle” 
housing permits issued annually.

3.2 Objective: Develop clear and predictable review criteria to guide the rezoning of undeveloped properties.

3.2.1

Establish a formal review checklist for the Planning & Zoning 
Commission requiring every rezoning request to demonstrate 
alignment with the Future Land Use Map (“FLUM”) and 
infrastructure capacity.

Policy High Short — P&Z Commission City Staff N/A
100% of rezoning applications 
processed using the 
standardized checklist.

3.2.2
Incorporate criteria that consider environmental conditions, 
building height transitions, and impacts on public services to 
protect existing neighborhood privacy.

Policy High Short $ P&Z Commission City Staff N/A
Percentage of staff reports 
addressing height/privacy 
transitions.

3.3 Objective: Adopt the most recent editions of the International Building Codes (“IBC”) and National Electric Code (“NEC”).

3.3.1
Update municipal building codes to the latest certified 
standards to ensure safe, high-quality construction 
throughout Pottsboro.

Policy High Short $ City Staff City Council HMGP, TDA CDF
Final adoption of IBC and NEC 
updates by City Council.

3.3.2
Regularly audit code enforcement processes to ensure 
new construction meets updated safety and resiliency 
requirements.

Policy Med Med — City Staff City Council TDA CDF
Number of internal code audits 
performed per fiscal year.

3.4 Objective: Establish new Entertainment, Pedestrian Business, and Limited Retail zoning districts to guide commercial growth.

3.4.1
Guide commercial development toward infill sites within the 
FM 120 and SH 289 corridors.

Policy Med Short — City Staff EDC
TDA DRP, USDA RBDG, Type B 
EDC, TIRZ

Creation of new districts in the 
official code. 
Sales tax revenue growth within 
designated infill corridors.

3.4.2

Establish design standards within these new districts that 
prioritize ADA-accessible sidewalks and public outdoor 
spaces, offering flexibility in traditional requirements to 
incentivize creative reuse.

Policy Med Med $ P&Z Commission Developers
TDA DRP, TxDOT TA, General 
Fund, Type B EDC, Impact Fees

Number of revitalized/reused 
commercial structures in 
corridors.

3.5 Objective: Incentivize the preservation of open space and the use of low-maintenance landscaping in new developments.

3.5.1

Implement flexible design requirements, such as cluster 
development or conservation subdivisions, allowing for 
houses to be grouped closer together to leave larger portions 
of a site in its natural state.

Policy Med Med $ P&Z Commission Developers
TPWD SCRG, Texas Rural 
Funders Capacity Building 
Grants, General Fund

Acreage of open space preserved 
through cluster development.

3.5.2
Explore the use of tax incentives or density bonuses for 
developers who provide permanent green space connectivity 
or protect sensitive environmental features.

Policy Med Long — City Council
City Staff, P&Z 
Commission

USDA RBDG, General Fund, 
TIRZ, Property Tax Abatements

Number of density bonuses 
granted for green space 
preservation.
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# OBJECTIVE / STRATEGY ACTION 
CAT. PRIORITY TIMELINE COST 

EST.
LEAD 

(RESP. PARTY)
POTENTIAL 
PARTNERS

POTENTIAL FUNDING 
SOURCES PROGRESS METRIC

3.6 Objective: Establish a citywide aesthetics program including cohesive design standards and a comprehensive wayfinding system.

3.6.1

Develop cohesive design standards for municipal signage and 
a comprehensive wayfinding system from the perspective 
of a first-time visitor, providing clear directions to key 
community assets.

Project Med Med $$ City Staff EDC, Chamber
TDA DRP, TDA Main Street 
Program, T-Mobile Hometown 
Grants, Type B EDC

Completion of initial wayfinding 
installation. 
Adoption of the Wayfinding and 
Aesthetics Master Plan.

3.7 Objective: Develop and implement a citywide Landscape Plan for new developments and public properties.

3.7.1
Mandate the use of low-maintenance native plantings and 
efficient irrigation systems in new developments and public 
properties.

Policy Med Short — City Staff P&Z Commission
TPWD SCRG, TWDB AWCG (for 
irrigation efficiency), General 
Fund

Formal adoption of Landscape 
Plan. 
Percentage of native species 
used in new municipal projects.

3.7.2
Require shade-providing trees and native species in all new 
developments to reduce municipal maintenance costs, 
support water conservation, and provide natural cooling.

Policy Med Short — City Staff Developers
TPWD SCRG, Texas A&M Forest 
Service CFGP, General Fund

Tree canopy density 
measurements in new residential 
developments.

3.8 Objective: Create clear and user-friendly design standards to ensure new construction is compatible with established character.

3.8.1
Develop a set of "Lakeside Identity" guidelines that encourage 
specific architectural elements such as natural stone accents, 
timber framing, and varied roofline pitches.

Policy Med Med $ City Staff P&Z Commission
TDA DRP, USDA RBDG, General 
Fund, Type B EDC

Completion of Design Standards 
Manual. 
Number of site plan approvals 
meeting “Lakeside” criteria.

3.8.2

Integrate these standards into the planned development 
process to ensure that municipal projects and large-scale 
private developments serve as visual anchors for the 
community.

Policy Med Med — P&Z Commission City Staff USDA RBDG, General Fund
Percentage of PD applications 
incorporating lakeside 
architectural elements.

4.1 Objective: Develop a citywide Sidewalk Plan that prioritizes gap-filling and new construction.

4.1.1
Conduct a pedestrian infrastructure audit to identify critical 
gaps between residential neighborhoods, schools, downtown, 
and public amenities.

Project High Short $ City Staff
TxDOT SRTS, TxDOT TA, General 
Fund

Final audit report presented to 
City Council. 
Completion of the final Sidewalk 
Plan.

4.1.2
Establish a “Safe Routes to School” program to prioritize 
sidewalk funding for paths directly serving students and non-
vehicular commuters.

Project High Short $ City Staff PISD
TxDOT SRTS, TDA CDF, General 
Fund

Number of designated safe-route 
sidewalk segments completed.

4.2 Objective: Adopt a Multimodal Streets Ordinance to establish clear design standards for different road types.

4.2.1
Integrate design standards that account for the unique 
constraints of traffic entering and exiting businesses along 
FM 120 and SH 289 to reduce congestion and conflict points.

Policy High Short $ City Staff TxDOT
TxDOT TA, Type A/B EDC, 
General Fund

Date of multimodal streets 
ordinance adoption. 
Inclusion of corridor-specific 
design standards in the code.

4.2.2
Require all new residential subdivisions to include 
standardized sidewalk widths and ADA-compliant ramps that 
connect to the broader City network.

Policy High Short — P&Z Commission Developers TxDOT TA, General Fund
Percentage of new subdivisions 
meeting multimodal 
connectivity standards.
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4.3 Objective: Create and adopt a long-range Capital Improvements Plan (“CIP”) and establish a system of impact fees.

4.3.1

Appoint a Capital Improvements Advisory Committee 
(“CIAC”) to lead an ongoing assessment of the City’s major 
systems (water, wastewater, and roads) and provide a 
recommendation on project prioritization.

Policy High Short — City Council City Staff N/A

Number of CIP Advisory 
Committee meetings held 
annually. 
Completion of one 
comprehensive systems 
assessment report by EOY 2.

4.3.2
Develop and formally adopt a 5-year CIP that aligns 
infrastructure projects with the City’s fiscal capacity and 
growth projections.

Project High Short $$ City Council City Staff, CIAC
TWDB AMPSS, Utility Fund, 
General Fund

Formal adoption of the CIP.

4.3.3
Codify land use assumptions and adopt a formal impact fee 
schedule based on the CIP to ensure growth pays for itself.

Policy High Short $$ City Council City Staff, CIAC
TWDB AMPSS, Impact Fee 
Revenue

Formal adoption of the Fee 
Schedule. 
Dollar amount of impact fees 
collected for infrastructure.

4.4 Objective: Develop and implement a marketing and branding strategy in partnership with the Chamber of Commerce.

4.4.1
Establish a “Lakeside Branding” guide for use in City signage, 
wayfinding, local businesses, and municipal marketing.

Project High Short $ City Staff EDC, Chamber USDA RBDG, Type A/B EDC

Launch of the new branding 
campaign. 
Number of businesses adopting 
the lakeside brand.

4.4.2
Develop a targeted recruitment toolkit for retail, dining, and 
service businesses that fills specific gaps identified in local 
market data.

Project High Short $ EDC Chamber USDA RBDG, Type A/B EDC
Number of new businesses 
recruited using the toolkit.

4.5 Objective: Enhance educational and lifelong learning opportunities by partnering with PISD, the library, and colleges.

4.5.1
Improve pedestrian connectivity between residential areas 
and educational facilities to increase accessibility for all age 
groups.

Project Med Med $$$ City Staff PISD
TxDOT SRTS, TDA CDF, Type B 
EDC, TIRZ, General Fund

Linear feet of new sidewalk 
connecting to schools/library.

4.5.2
Support regional workforce development initiatives that align 
local skills with the needs of the growing North Texas job 
market.

Policy Med Med — EDC

Grayson College, 
Austin College, 
Southeastern 

Oklahoma State 
University

TWC Dual Credit/Equipment 
Grants, USDA RBDG, Type A/B 
EDC

Increase in community program 
enrollment. 
Number of local workforce 
training sessions hosted.

4.6 Objective: Look to improve and expedite the City’s permitting and licensing process via an online system.

4.6.1
Investigate a digital permit portal that prioritizes complete 
applications and offers real-time online tracking by 
applicants.

Project High Short $$ City Staff City Council USDA RCDI, Permit Fees

Reduction in average permit 
processing time. 
Percentage of permits processed 
through the online portal.
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4.7 Objective: Enhance public access to development-related data by researching the creation of a public-facing GIS mapping system.

4.7.1
Explore the feasibility of launching a GIS mapping system 
that includes public layers for zoning, future land use, and 
infrastructure.

Project Med Short $$ City Staff Software Provider
TWDB AMPSS, Utility Fund, 
General Fund

System launch date and public 
availability. 
Number of monthly users on the 
public GIS portal.

4.8 Objective: Enhance existing parks with improved landscaping, multi-generational amenities, and ADA-compliant features.

4.8.1
Update the City’s subdivision ordinance to include a parkland 
dedication requirement and “fee-in-lieu” option.

Policy High Short $ P&Z Commission City Council
TPWD SCRG, Park Impact Fees, 
General Fund

Revenue generated from 
parkland fee-in-lieu annually.

4.8.2
Conduct an accessibility audit of existing park facilities to 
identify and prioritize the removal of ADA barriers.

Project High Short $ Public Works N/A
Completion of accessibility audit. 
Number of ADA barriers removed 
at existing park facilities.

4.8.3
Create a Park Concept Plan that establishes a unified 
design for landscaping and amenity placement to ensure 
enhancements are cohesive and sustainable.

Project Med Short $$ City Staff P&Z Commission Type B EDC Completion of Concept Plan.

4.8.4
Prioritize the addition of specific high-demand amenities, 
including a dog park, pickleball courts, trails, and inclusive 
playgrounds.

Project Med Med $$$ City Staff EDC
TPWD SCRG, TPWD LWCF, 
Type B EDC

Number of park improvement 
projects completed. 
Percentage of desired amenities 
installed.

4.9 Objective: Construct a new, centrally located public safety facility to house police and fire services.

4.9.1
Conduct a Space Needs Assessment to determine the current 
and projected facility requirements for the Police, Fire, and 
Administrative departments

Project High Short $ City Staff General Funds
Finalzied Space Needs report 
detailing square footage and 
facility requirements.

4.9.2
Evaluate the feasibility of consolidating police, fire 
administration, and city hall functions into a single municipal 
hub to reduce utility and maintenance overhead.

Policy High Short $ City Staff City Council General Funds
Feasibility report identifying cost-
savings and operational benefits 
presented to Council.

4.9.3
Perform a Site Selection Analysis to identify a centrally located 
property that maximizes emergency response times and 
provides a visible municipal presence.

Project Med Med $ City Staff City Council General Funds Identification of a suitable site.

4.9.4
Develop a multi-year financial plan, including the evaluation 
of grant opportunities and municipal bonds, to fund the 
design and construction phase.

Policy High Med $$$ City Staff City Council N/A
Completion of Public Facilities 
Financial Roadmap.

4.9.5
Incorporate universal design principles, such as adequate 
lighting, wide sidewalks, and shade structures, into facility 
projects.

Policy Med Long — City Staff Public Safety
USDA CFDL/G, TDA CDF, 
Bonds, General Fund

Completion of the construction 
phase. 
Inclusion of design features in 
facility blueprints.
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4.10 Objective: Periodically evaluate the long-term feasibility of developing new multi-generational gathering spaces.

4.10.1
Ensure that future community gathering spaces are 
evaluated against the City’s debt service capacity.

Policy Low Long — City Staff City Council USDA CFTA, General Fund

Annual review of gathering space 
feasibility. 
Debt service impact report 
presented to Council.

5.1 Objective: Reduce community vulnerability to disasters through targeted infrastructure hardening and public awareness.

5.1.1

Perform a feasibility assessment of critical facilities such 
as water pumps and emergency services to determine 
specific requirements for generator retrofits and permanent 
hardwiring.

Project High Short $ Public Works Public Safety

Bonds; State Grants: GLO, 
TAMFS, TDA, TDEM, TWDB, 
TXDOT; Federal Grants: FEMA 
HMA/HMGP, CDBG, CDC, DOH, 
EDA, EPA, HUD, NFIP, NFWF, 
NOAA, NRCS, SBA, USACE, 
USDA, USFS, USFWS, Utility 
Fund, Type B EDC

Completion of the final feasibility 
report and cost estimate. 
Reduction in critical facility 
downtime during outages.

5.1.2

Integrate stormwater drainage evaluations into the City’s 
regular street maintenance and capital improvement 
reviews to identify opportunities for creek channelization and 
improved diversion.

Policy High Short — Public Works City Council

State Grants: GLO, TAMFS, TDA, 
TDEM, TWDB, TXDOT; Federal 
Grants: FEMA HMA Grants, 
CDBG, CDC, DOH, EDA, EPA, 
HUD, NFIP, NFWF, NOAA, 
NRCS, SBA, USACE, USDA, 
USFS, USFWS; Stormwater 
Utility Fee, Type B EDC

Number of creek segments/
feeder channels evaluated.

5.1.3
Establish a low-cost community hazard education program 
utilizing existing municipal social media channels to 
disseminate information on mitigation measures.

Project High Short — City Staff Public Safety General Fund
Number of monthly hazard 
mitigation outreach posts or 
workshops.

5.2 Objective: Develop a long-range water supply and resiliency plan to evaluate the costs, benefits, and feasibility of all potential water source options.

5.2.1

Commission a study to analyze the long-term viability of 
current water sources, assess the requirements for utilizing 
the City’s existing Lake Texoma water rights, and identify 
secondary or emergency supply connections with regional 
partners

Project High Short $$ City Council
TWDB, Regional 

Partners
TWDB WSIG, TWDB SWIFT, 
Utility Fund, General Fund

Delivery of the finalized water 
source viability study. 
Completion of the Long-Range 
Water Plan.

5.2.2
Incorporate water quality monitoring and resource 
management goals into the City’s annual utility budget 
reviews.

Policy Med Med — Public Works N/A N/A
Inclusion of resource 
management goals in annual 
fiscal budget.

5.2.3

Provide regular data updates and planning priorities to the 
Region C Water Group to ensure Pottsboro’s infrastructure 
needs and funding requests are accurately reflected in the 
State Water Plan.

Policy High Med — City Staff
City Council, 

Region C

TWDB State Water Planning 
(Regional) Funding, TWDB 
AMPSS

Successful listing of Pottsboro 
projects in the Region C Water 
plan.
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5.3 Objective: Employ a comprehensive water loss control system to identify, manage, and reduce water loss through modernized metering and leak detection.

5.3.1
Implement a phased replacement of aging water meters with 
digital Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) to enable 
real-time leak detection and data-driven management.

Project High Med $$$ Public Works
TWDB CWSRF, TWDB DWSRF, 
USDA Water & Waste Disposal 
Loan & Grant, Utility Fund

Percentage of total municipal 
meters replaced with AMI units. 
Percentage reduction in non-
revenue water loss.

5.4 Objective: Seek public/private partnerships (“P3s”) to expand fiber-optic internet and explore the feasibility of burying electrical lines in high-priority growth areas.

5.4.1
Evaluate the feasibility of integrating underground utility 
requirements into the Subdivision regulations for new 
residential and commercial developments.

Policy Med Med — P&Z Commission
City Staff, 

Developers
General Fund

Date of adoption of the updated 
Subdivision Ordinance. 
Linear feet of utility lines placed 
underground.

5.4.2
Partner with regional telecommunications providers to 
incentivize the expansion of redundant fiber-optic networks 
to serve municipal and emergency facilities.

Project Med Med $$$ City Council Telecom Providers Public-Private Partnerships
Number of municipal facilities 
connected to redundant fiber.

5.5 Objective: Investigate and implement an enhanced hazardous weather early warning system to increase the percentage of residents reached during critical events.

5.5.1

Initiate a targeted public awareness campaign across all 
municipal digital platforms and utility billing inserts to 
increase enrollment in emergency notification tools such as 
CodeRED.

Project High Short — City Staff Public Safety
General Fund, USDA CFG (for 
communication equipment)

Percentage increase in CodeRED 
subscriber database. 
Percentage of residents enrolled 
in notification tools.

5.5.2
Utilize community sign-up stations at local events such 
as Frontier Day where public safety personnel can assist 
residents with digital alert registration and profile updates.

Project High Short — Public Safety City Council General Fund
Number of new registrations 
captured at on-site events.

5.5.3

Evaluate the functionality of the existing outdoor warning 
siren network during routine maintenance to identify areas 
with inadequate coverage resulting from new residential 
growth.

Project High Short $ Public Safety City Council TDEM HMGP
Siren Coverage Map identifying 
and addressing audit gaps.

5.6 Objective: Determine and enhance a dedicated City emergency operations headquarters to ensure continuity of services during and after hazard events.

5.6.1
Designate the proposed new public safety facility as the 
primary municipal emergency operating center, ensuring the 
structure is built to hardened storm standards.

Policy Low Long — City Council Public Safety
USDA CFDL/G, TDEM HMGP, 
Bonds

Inclusion of EOC standards in 
facility design and blueprints. 
Operational readiness of the 
primary EOC.

5.6.2
Establish a Continuity of Operations Plan (“COOP”) that 
outlines the transition of essential municipal functions to the 
emergency operating center during a declared emergency.

Policy Med Med $ City Staff
Public Safety, 

Council
General Fund

Date of formal COOP adoption by 
the City Council.
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Potential Funding Sources
SOURCE NAME AGENCY PURPOSE

State and Federal Grant & Loan Programs

Community Development Fund (“CDF”)
Texas Department 
of Agriculture

Critical infrastructure and 
community development projects.

Downtown Revitalization (“DRP”)
Texas Department 
of Agriculture

Streetscapes and infrastructure in 
the commercial core.

Main Street Program
Texas Department 
of Agriculture

Technical assistance and grants for 
historic downtowns.

Rural Business Development (“RBDG”)
US Department of 
Agriculture

Business recruitment and 
economic development planning.

Community Facilities (Loan/Grant)
US Department of 
Agriculture

Construction or equipment for 
public buildings (Safety/Admin).

Water & Waste Disposal
US Department of 
Agriculture

Long-term financing for water and 
wastewater systems.

Asset Management Program for Small 
Systems (“AMPSS”)

Texas Water 
Development 
Board

Asset management and inventory 
for small water systems.

Drinking Water State Revolving 
Fund (“DWSRF”) / Clean Water State 
Revolving Funds (“CWSRF”)

Texas Water 
Development 
Board

Drinking Water and Clean Water 
State Revolving Funds.

Water Supply and Infrastructure Grants 
(“WSIG”) / State Water Implementation 
Fund (“SWIFT”)

Texas Water 
Development 
Board

Large-scale water supply and 
infrastructure implementation.

Agricultural Water Conservation Grants 
(“AWCG”)

Texas Water 
Development 
Board

Efficiency upgrades for irrigation 
and municipal water use.

Safe Routes to School (“SRTS”)
Texas Department 
of Transportation

Pedestrian safety and 
infrastructure around campuses.

Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside 
(“TA”) Program

Texas Department 
of Transportation

Transportation Alternatives for 
sidewalks and trails.

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 
(“HMGP”)

Texas Department 
of Emergency 
Management/
FEMA

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 
for infrastructure hardening.

Small Community Recreation Grants 
(SCRG)

Texas Parks and 
Wildife Department

Funding for local parks, pickleball, 
and inclusive play.
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SOURCE NAME AGENCY PURPOSE

Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(“LWCF”)

Texas Parks and 
Wildife Department

Land and Water Conservation 
Fund for outdoor recreation.

Community Forestry Grants Program 
(“CFGP”)

Texas A&M Forest 
Service

Tree planting, shade, and 
landscape enhancements.

Dual Credit/Equipment Grants
Texas Workforce 
Commission

Workforce training and 
educational partnerships.

Private, Non-Profit, and Philanthropic Sources

T-Mobile Hometown Grants T-Mobile
Funding for community-led 
development projects in small 
towns.

Capacity Building Grants TX Rural Funders
Support for planning and 
administrative project readiness.

Local Funding & Governance Mechanisms

General Fund Local Tax
Primary budget for city operations 
and policy implementation.

Type A & B EDC Sales Tax
Economic development funds for 
jobs and quality of life.

Impact Fees Fee
Revenue from new development 
(Road, Park, Water, Sewer).

Tax Increment Reinvestment Zone 
(“TIRZ”)

Tax Increment
Tax capture for localized 
infrastructure within defined 
zones.

Property Tax Abatements Incentive
Used to attract targeted private 
investment/development.

Stormwater Utility Fee Fee
Dedicated revenue for drainage 
and flood mitigation.

Utility Fund Revenue
Operations and capital projects for 
water/wastewater.

Permit Fees Fee
Revenue reinvested into 
development services and portals.

Bonds Debt
General Obligation or Revenue 
bonds for major facilities.

P3 Partnership
Public-Private Partnerships for 
utilities and fiber-optic.
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Funding Application Strategy
To effectively implement the strategies, the City will utilize a funding stack approach. This 
involves layering multiple sources to reduce the burden on the General Fund. For example:

	■ Downtown Revitalization 
Combine TDA DRP, TIRZ revenue, and Type 
B EDC funds for streetscapes and branding.

	■ Water Infrastructure 
Utilize TWDB DWSRF loans, impact fees, 
and utility fund reserves for AMI and rights 
activation

	■ Tax Increment Reinvestment Zone 
(“TIRZ”) 
To fund infrastructure and public 
improvements within targeted growth 
areas like the Community Hubs.

	■ Public Safety Facility 
Layer USDA Community Facilities loans/
grants with TDEM HMGP for hardening and 
municipal bonds for construction.

The remainder of this page is intentionally blank.
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07.  CONCLUSION

Propel Pottsboro 2045 represents a pivotal 
moment in the City’s history that provides a 
unique opportunity to proactively navigate its 
path as it moves forward over the next twenty 
years while safeguarding the character that 
defines this gateway to Lake Texoma. 

This plan is the culmination of a complete 
assessment of Pottsboro’s current conditions 
as detailed in Chapter 2. This assessment 
identified demographic trends, economic 
factors, the City’s housing landscape, its 
mobility network, and parks and open space. 
This context provided the essential foundation 
upon which to build on the community’s 
aspirations across topics including land use, 
sustainable growth, mobility and safety, and 
business and economic growth. Each strategy 
presented in this Plan is accompanied by 
actionable guidance that directly aligns with 
the community’s vision, goals, and objectives.

The success of this Plan will not be measured 
by its adoption, but by the implementation of 
the strategies located in Chapter 6. Whether 
it is the modernization of building codes to 
ensure resiliency, the activation of existing 

water rights to secure the City’s future, 
or the consolidation of public safety and 
administrative services into a centralized hub, 
each strategy is a building block for a more 
sustainable community.

As mentioned, a Comprehensive Plan is, by 
definition, a living document. As North Texas 
continues to evolve, so too must Pottsboro’s 
approach. The City Council, Planning and 
Zoning Commission, and City Staff are tasked 
with the responsibility of using this Plan as 
a daily reference for budgeting and fiscal 
planning, development review, and grant 
seeking.

To propel Pottsboro’s future, a shared 
commitment must exist between City 
leadership and its residents to adhere to the 
principles of fiscal responsibility, infrastructure 
efficiency, and community character. By 
following through with this commitment, 
Pottsboro will thrive as it grows. The roadmap 
has been established; now is the time to begin 
implementation. 
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Preface


In 2010, I published a monograph entitled 
Parkland Dedication Ordinances in Texas: A Missed 
Opportunity.  It analyzed parkland dedication 
ordinances from 48 Texas cities and identified 
best practices for establishing and revising these 
ordinances. In the past 10 years, the legal parameters 
governing these ordinances have continued to 
evolve, the methodology expected by the courts for 
calculating the amount of dedication has become 
more sophisticated, and more Texas cities have 
adopted parkland dedication ordinances. 


1


1 (Crompton, 2010; 2010a)


Nevertheless, there remains a widespread lack of 
awareness of their potential among many elected 
officials. For example, the Texas Municipal League’s 
publication, Revenue Manual for Texas Cities, 
claims, “This manual addresses nearly every known 
source of revenue available to Texas Cities,” but 
parkland dedication was not listed or discussed.  2


2 (Texas Municipal League, 2019, p. 1)


Hence, their potential for reducing taxes, their 
centrality to the prevailing fiscal conservative 
political philosophy, and their contribution to 
addressing the challenges in fast-growth Texas cities 
of finding capital dollars to invest in parks remain 
substantially underappreciated and underutilized. 
Many cities do not have a parkland dedication 
ordinance, and among municipalities that have an 
ordinance, the specified exaction invariably is only 
a fraction of what could legally be required.  For 
example:


3


3 (Crompton and Ellis, 2021)


■ 52 of 127 Texas cities with a population of over 
20,000 have not adopted a parkland dedication 
ordinance (Appendix A).


■ In over two-thirds of Texas cities, the level of 
service has declined in the past decade since the 
number of park acres per 1,000 population in 
2020 was significantly smaller than the 2008 ratio 
(Appendix C).


■ The ratio of park acres per thousand residents in 
Texas cities decreased as the rate of cities’ growth 
increased (Appendix C).


■ The presence of a parkland dedication ordinance 
mitigated the negative impact of growth 
(Appendix C).


I served 13 years on the College Station Parks Board 
and, subsequently, another 7 years as a member of 
the College Station City Council. Like every other 
fast-growth city in Texas, it has been increasingly 
difficult in the past 20 years for our city of 125,000 
to find capital funds to invest in parks when there 
are so many other competing needs created by the 
influx of large numbers of new residents. Parkland 
dedication offers a way forward that is compatible 
with the fiscal conservatism that many cities’ 
taxpayers expect from their elected officials. 


This monograph expands substantially on the 
earlier publication. It is divided into three sections: 
Principles and Evolution of Parkland Dedication, 
Calculating the Amount of a Parkland Dedication, 
and Political Considerations. The insights, examples, 
and conclusions are derived from four sources:


■ A review of the literature on parkland dedication 
and other exactions.


■ The author’s experiences from interactions with 
multiple stakeholders in the course of developing 
ordinances for many cities both within Texas and 
beyond, serving as an expert witness in court 
litigation relating to parkland dedication disputes, 
and serving for 7 years as an elected councilman 
in a fast-growth city in which development 
interests have traditionally dominated politics.


■ An analysis of 73 parkland dedication ordinances 
collected from Texas cities. To the best of my 
knowledge, this is a census of these ordinances 
in Texas. The process describing how they were 
collected and the list of cities is given in Appendix 
A.


■ A supplementary analysis of an additional 29 park 
exaction ordinances collected from the 90 largest 
United States (U.S.) cities outside of Texas. The 
process and list of cities are given in Appendix B.


Although the illustrations and discussion draw 
predominantly from the Texas ordinances, there 
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was wide variation in constituent elements and 
requirements among this data set. This suggests 
findings from the analyses are likely to be reasonably 
representative of ordinances enacted by cities in 
other states. Belief in the reasonable generalizability 
of the findings to other contexts is reaffirmed by my 
experiences in developing ordinances for cities in 
other states. 


The legal authority for parkland dedication is 
well-entrenched in law throughout the U.S. Almost 
all contemporary legal challenges revolve around 
the equitability or fairness of the magnitude and 
procedures associated with a dedication, rather than 
around the principle. For this reason, the drafting of 
ordinances comes under increasing scrutiny. Both 
the courts and opponents within the development 
community are sophisticated and demanding in 
their scrutiny of an exaction’s equitability.


In contrast to impact fees that have explicit rules 
governing process and magnitude of exactions 
specified by statutes, parkland dedications are 
developed without a standardized template because 


they emanate from subdivision regulations. They 
are guided by a relatively small number of court 
rulings, but these are broad and permit substantial 
variation in the content and procedures embedded 
in ordinances. Hence, there are multiple issues 
on which planners and elected officials can make 
different decisions. 


Their decisions reflect such factors as different 
governmental philosophies and political 
environments, level of community growth, type of 
economic base, residents’ expectations, the existing 
level of service, physical and population sizes of local 
jurisdictions, location, the relative importance of 
parks to other services in a jurisdiction, personnel 
resources, and so on. The intent of this monograph is 
to present the pros and cons of these decision points 
and to identify prevailing best practices so elected 
officials and planning staff are better informed to 
make decisions that best fit the needs of their city. 
Exhibit 1 provides a checklist of the decisions that 
should be addressed when formulating or amending 
a parkland dedication ordinance.
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Exhibit 1: A Checklist of the Policy Issues to Address in a Parkland Dedication Ordinance
Ensure recitals:


	■ Address the source of authority, proportionate share or “rough proportionality,” nexus requirement, and 
consistency with the comprehensive plan and the parks master plan.


	■ Specify both the parkland dedication required to retain the existing level of service and the proportion of 
this dedication that the council’s policy requires.


Is a park development fee included as well as a land dedication (or fee-in-lieu)?


Will the ordinance be framed to establish a fee-in-lieu of land or land-in-lieu of a fee?


Include the criteria that will be used to determine if land will be accepted for the dedication requirement.


Is a minimum size for a land dedication specified?


Specify how the requirement for geographical nexus will be met.


	■ If zones (benefit districts) are to be used, specify the zones, describe their rationale, and include a map of 
them in an appendix to the ordinance.


Specify if the ordinance includes properties in a city’s extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ). If so, do additional 
specifications apply to ETJ dedications?


Describe the methodologies used to derive the land dedication (and fee-in-lieu of land) and park development 
requirements and incorporate them as an appendix in the ordinance.


	■ List the types of properties on which the dedication will be imposed.


	■ Specify if different dedications will be imposed on different densities of development.


	■ State the stage in the development process when the dedication will be made to the city.


Is a reimbursement clause included?


Specify the credit to be given to developers if they provide park elements within their development.


	■ Amount of credit for publicly accessible park facilities.


	■ Amount of credit for private park-like amenities provided within a development.


	■ What facilities are acceptable for credit?


	■ Will a floodplain or storm detention pond land be accepted for credit?


Will there be an exemption for affordable housing?


Specify the time limit for expending fees-in-lieu and development fees.


	■ State how reimbursements will be made if the funds are not expended in a timely manner.


	■ State the procedures for appealing any elements in the ordinance.


Include a provision for regularly reviewing the ordinance.
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SECTION 1: 
PRINCIPLES AND EVOLUTION OF PARKLAND DEDICATION


Fundamental Principles of Parkland Dedication 


Source of Authority
Local governments’ authority to require dedication 
for parks is derived from their mandate to regulate 
for the “health, safety, and general welfare” of 
residents. These so-called “police” powers authorize 
a jurisdiction to review residential subdivision plats 
that divide land into building lots. As part of those 
regulations, local authorities can require developers 
to dedicate a portion of their land for use as a public 
park—or pay a fee-in-lieu of such dedication based 
on its equivalent value—and to pay a fee to develop 
the land into a useable park. 


The dedication requirement is restricted to the 
acquisition and improvement of parks and cannot 
be used to maintain or operate them. This is widely 
understood by planning and park professionals, 
but sometimes it is not understood by the general 
public. Indeed, occasionally it erroneously appears 
in ordinances. For example, the City of Sachse’s 


ordinance requires a $1,100 dedication for 
single-family and $600 for multi-family 
dwelling units and inappropriately states it can 
be used “only for the purchase of land to be 
used for park purposes, or for the development, 
redevelopment, or maintenance of existing parks 
with the City.”


These dedications protect a community from 
the adverse impacts of new growth, which 
otherwise create a number of “harms.” Harm-
prevention is the legal theory that underpins 
exactions.4


4 (Rosenberg, 2006)


 Parkland dedication is consistent 
with this legal theory since it ensures adequate 
park infrastructure is in place to offset or avoid 
negative impacts created by development. In 
a 1950s U.S. Supreme Court ruling, Justice 
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William O. Douglas provided a basis for parks to be 
considered an element of public welfare:


“ The concept of public welfare is broad 
and inclusive . The values it represents are 
spiritual as well as physical, aesthetic as well 
as monetary . It is within the power of the 
legislature to determine that the community 
should be beautiful as well as healthy, spacious 
as well as clean, well balanced as well as 
carefully patrolled .”5


5 (Berman v. Parker, 1954)


In land-use planning, there is a hierarchy of 
documents. The overarching document is a 
comprehensive plan. It articulates a community’s 
primary goals and provides a blueprint for 
accomplishing them. A parks and recreation master 
plan is required to be consistent with the framework 
of the comprehensive plan. It furnishes the goals, 
policies, and strategic plans that govern future 
development decisions relating to parks. The function 
of land-use regulations is to implement these plans. 
Subdivision ordinances are the primary vehicle for 
doing this, and parkland dedication ordinances are 
an element of the subdivision regulations. This is 
frequently referenced in the introductory recitals to 
ordinances with language such as: 


“The dedication is consistent with, and furthers 
the objectives and policies of, the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan and the Parks Master 
Plan to protect the health, safety, and general 
welfare of the public . It is coordinated with 
other City policies, ordinances, and resolutions 
by which the City seeks to ensure the provision 
of adequate Park Facilities in conjunction with 
the development of land .”


The “consistency doctrine” requires parkland 
dedication exactions to be consistent with the 
framework provided by these planning documents. 
Reasonableness of an exaction is much more likely to 
be legally defensible if it is documented as a fair and 
reasonable element in a community’s parks master 
plan. If there is inconsistency, then “developers could 
reasonably allege that the exactions are whimsical, 
arbitrary and capricious and not in conformity with 
reasonable municipal action.”  For example, if service 
zones for community parks in ordinances are 5 or 6 
miles in diameter and the parks master plan states 
that community parks have a 3-mile catchment area, 
then a court challenge to the scope of the service area 
is likely to be difficult to defend.


6


6 (Kaiser and Mertes, 1986, p. 4)


Proportionate Share
It is a basic and long-held principle of growth 
management that development has to be supported 
by adequate public facilities and services. To achieve 
that objective, private and public investment must 
be coordinated. An underlying premise is that it 
is possible to allocate the proportionate share of 
the cost burden associated with accommodating 
the additional demand for new parks to each 
development, so it is not borne by existing residents. 
Paying for new park capacity at the time of 
development preempts the shortage and congestion 
that would likely result from development approvals 
issued without regard to the availability of existing 
facility capacity. It ensures park facilities are 
available within a reasonable time period after 
residents purchase new homes. This rationale is 
usually articulated in the introductory recitals of an 
ordinance. Typical examples are given in Exhibit 2.


The role of parkland dedication is especially crucial in 
fast-growth cities, most of which lack funding vehicles 
to pay the costs incurred by growth.7


7 (Fodor, 1999)


 In contrast to 
fast-growth cities, the role of park exactions in cities 
experiencing slow growth or a decline in population 
is likely to be minimal since few new homes are built. 
An appealing feature of these ordinances is their 
market condition responsiveness. If fewer new people 
are moving to a particular city, then less money is 
forthcoming, and fewer parks are built or improved. 
Similarly, when acquisition and development costs of 
parks rise or fall, the magnitude of a dedication or fee 
can be increased or decreased accordingly. 


Consistent with Prevailing Political Philosophy
Without exactions to pay for the acquisition or 
improvements of parks, increased costs to existing 
taxpayers are inevitable when paired with the 
mathematics inherent to fast-growth cities. For 
example, when a city’s population increases by 20 
percent, the increase in taxes collected is not enough 
to fund the infrastructure needed to support that 
population increase. The amount of property and 
sales taxes generated by those new properties and 
the population increase is invariably far below 
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Exhibit 2: Examples of Recitals Relating to Proportionate Share
	■ Parkland dedication is “in the best interests of the residents of the city by advancing the public health, 


safety and welfare in a fair, reasonable and uniform method of financing that does not impose an unfair 
burden on new or existing development.” (Atlanta, Georgia)


	■ “Requiring new development to pay its proportionate costs incurred by the City that are associated with 
providing parks to new development.” (Chandler, Arizona)


	■ “WHEREAS, the City of Miami is experiencing increased growth and development which generates 
demands for additional public facility capacity and capital equipment to accommodate this additional 
demand; and


WHEREAS, exactions are one mechanism the City may use to help shift the cost of providing additional 
capital facility capacity and capital equipment needed to accommodate the demands generated by new 
development;” (Miami, Florida)


	■ “The primary purpose of the parkland requirements is to ensure that the need for parkland that arises 
from new development is satisfied by the development, so that those who generate the need for park 
areas and recreation facilities contribute their proportionate share. Accordingly, when new development 
occurs, a reasonable contribution is to be made for open space for those who live in the new development 
so that they may engage in active and passive recreational activities within or near the new development.” 
(Rosenberg, Texas) 


	■ “New residential developments cause and impose increased demands upon the City’s park system that 
would not otherwise occur. The cost of the additional demands should be supplemented by the residential 
property owners who shall be the beneficiaries of such parks.” (Alvin, Texas)


	■ “The requirements constitute an individualized fact-based determination of the impact of new living units 
on the park and recreation system and ensure that new living units bear their proportional share of the 
cost of providing park and recreation related services.” (Lewisville, Texas)


	■ “New residential development or an increase in density by redevelopment creates the need for additional 
park and recreation facilities.” (Fort Worth, Texas)


the amount needed to pay for the additional 
infrastructure costs created by their developments. 
Rather, 100 percent of the population pays for much 
of these costs via the issuance of general obligation 
bonds or certificates of obligation (Appendix C).3


The situation described above has two consequences. 
First, it partially explains why almost all fast-growth 
cities report substantial property tax increases. 
Secondly, existing taxpayers are reluctant to approve 
the magnitude of property tax increases needed 
to pay the full costs of new park infrastructure, 
meaning that levels of city services frequently 
decline with growth. This was empirically 
demonstrated using the Texas cities surveyed for this 
study (Appendix C).3 In 2008, in the author’s home 
city of College Station, Texas, the population was 
approximately 91,000 with 587 acres of community 
and neighborhood parkland. From 2008 to 2018, the 
city added 107 acres of community/neighborhood 


parkland (an increase of 8 percent), while the city’s 
population grew to approximately 120,000 (an 
increase of 32 percent). 


The legal battles over who should bear the cost of 
new growth and development began in the 1950s 
with the flight of urban populations to large, 
suburban tract developments requiring new roads, 
water, sewers, schools, and parks. Through the late 
1960s, the federal government made available an 
extensive array of federal government grants to fund 
local capital public infrastructure projects. When 
these were drastically reduced in the late 1960s 
and early 1970s, they had to be replaced with local 
taxes—primarily property taxes. This was a major 
contributing factor to the large increases in property 
taxes that occurred in many cities and eventually led 
to the “tax revolt” of the late 1970s and early 1980s. 


Since that time, the dominant political philosophy 
in many U.S. communities has been “fiscal 
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conservatism.” Elected officials invariably 
incorporate this mantra into their political 
platforms. Operationally, it generally means they 
will oppose increases in taxation. Therefore, the 
Benefit Principle should be a bedrock principle of 
fiscal conservatism. The Benefit Principle states that 
only the individuals who benefit from government 
services should pay for them. This principle directs 
that those responsible for creating new housing 
should bear the cost of providing the amenities 
needed to service it—without burdening existing 
city or county residents. This is analogous to the 
principle underlying the private market, in which 
people must pay for the goods and services they 
use. Parkland dedication is a manifestation of the 
Benefit Principle. If parkland dedication is not fully 
implemented, then the Benefit Principle is abrogated. 


The Benefit Principle may be conceptualized as a type 
of “user fee” since the intent is to assign the increased 
cost created by new residents to those responsible 
for creating the increased demand for parks 
(landowners, developers, or new homeowners). The 
alternatives  are to raise taxes on existing residents 
who would not benefit from the new facilities, which 
is likely to be anathema to fiscal conservatives, or to 
reduce the level of service, resulting in a lower quality 
of life for existing residents.


In addition to fast-growth cities, exactions are 
especially useful in communities whose ability to raise 
taxes—assuming the political will to do so exists—
is severely constrained by legislation restricting 
their taxing powers. In some states, many local 
governments needing capital facilities are already 
taxing at or close to the limits of the authority given 
to them by the state. In these contexts, parkland 
dedication may be one of very few alternatives 
available for acquiring and improving park facilities. 


Discussions around parkland dedication 
requirements are often heated since different 
perspectives are typically articulated by the four 
major stakeholder groups impacted by an exaction 
decision: local government officials, developers, new 
residents moving into a community, and existing 
residents.8


8 (Crompton, 1990)


 The complexity of the issue works against 
predictable outcomes. Indeed, opposing views often 
emerge from within the same stakeholder group 
since for every argument, there is a counterargument.


Notwithstanding the political controversy that 
surrounds this issue, the inexorable and substantial 
expansion in both the scope of parkland ordinances 
and the number of cities adopting  them in recent 
decades suggests that an increasing number of 
elected officials perceive them as an attractive 
political option for funding parks because they 
provide land or raise revenues for park improvements 
without increasing taxes. They have the important 
political advantage of being “hidden” from home 
purchasers because buyers are unaware of the 
additional cost they may impose on home prices. If 
the rationale for parkland dedication is successfully 
communicated to a city’s existing residents, then they 
represent a relatively safe political option for paying 
for new facilities because their cost is passed through 
to new residents—either directly or indirectly—who, 
in most cases, are not yet local voters. 


The Evolution of Parkland Dedication


Early History
Exactions have a long history in the U.S. In the 1680 
compilation of The Laws of the Indies—which Spain 
used to direct and control settlements in its colonial 
possessions—detailed plans were given on every 
facet of creating a community.9 Included among the 
town planning rules was the requirement: “Within 
the town, a commons shall be delimited, large 
enough that although the population may experience 
a rapid expansion, there will always be sufficient 
space where the people may go to for recreation and 
take their cattle to pasture without them making any 
damage.”  The City of San Antonio acknowledged 
this heritage in the recitals of its parkland dedication 
ordinance:


9


9 (Laws of the Indies, 1680)


“	Parks and open space provide a valuable asset 
to the urban form of the city, its historical 
development, and the general welfare of its 
residents. Parks and open space provided a 
significant role in the history of the City of 
San Antonio. The Laws of the Indies provided 
that the size of the parks and open spaces, 
such as plazas, should be proportioned to the 
number of inhabitants and should take into 
consideration the growth of the community.”
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In a different part of the country, the early colonists 
who settled in New England brought with them the 
English pre-industrial revolution model that every 
town should have a public common—an open area 
accessible to all residents. The earliest chronicler of the 
state of the art of parks in the U.S. was Weir.10


10 (Weir, 1928)


 In his 
pioneering treatise, he noted: “There were numerous 
examples of reserving squares, commons, plazas and 
similar spaces in the early plans of many American 
cities, but subsequent generations failed to profit by 
these examples.”11


11 (Weir, 1928, p. 490)


 Exemplars, which Weir referenced, 
included the five main squares that William Penn 
included in his 1690s plan for Philadelphia and James 
Oglethorpe’s Savannah plan of the 1730s, which is the 
major reason Savannah is so well endowed with parks 
and squares today.


Weir rued the lost opportunity, but he recognized the 
potential potency of mandating parkland dedication 
as a vehicle for creating parks and open space.10 He 
reported that the State of Washington legislature 
passed a bill in 1907 requiring developers to set aside 
one-tenth of their site for parks and playgrounds 
dedicated to the public. However, the governor vetoed 
it. Weir stated the first ordinance to require parkland 
dedication was passed by the State of Montana in 
1919. It specified, “For the purpose of promoting 
the public comfort, welfare and safety, such plat and 
survey must show that at least one-ninth of the platted 
area, exclusive of streets, etc., is forever dedicated to 
the public for parks and playgrounds.”11 Soon after, 
in 1923, the City of Bluefield, West Virginia, required 
“not less than five percent of the area of all plats shall 
be dedicated by the owner for parks and playground 
purposes except in the case of a very small area.”11


Early ordinances requiring subdivision developers to 
dedicate land for parks as a precondition for approval 
of a subdivision plat first appeared in New York State 
in the 1930s. They were opposed by the development 
community, which claimed parkland dedication 
ordinances were an unconstitutional violation of the 
Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution—the last 
12 words of which are “nor shall private property be 
taken for public use without just compensation.”12  


12 (U.S. Const. amend. V)
However, a 1931 New York ruling upheld and affirmed 
the practice of requiring the dedication of subdivision 
land for park purposes.13 


13 (Lake Secor Development Company, 141 Misc. 913, 252 N.Y.S. 809, [Sup. Ct. 
1931])


Despite this early encouragement from the courts, 
early parkland dedication ordinances proved to be 


rare. Neither Huus nor Butler referenced mandatory 
park dedication in their early park administration 
texts, reflecting its lack of widespread acceptance.14, 15


14 (Huus, 1935)
15 (Butler, 1949)


  
However, Butler did provide evidence from a 1930 
survey he had conducted of the recognition of the 
value of parks and open space in enhancing the appeal 
of dwelling units.15 The survey found in “recreation 
areas [voluntarily] dedicated and recorded in 278 
real estate subdivisions, the percent of the entire park 
acreage of the subdivisions totaled more than 8,000 
acres, or an average of 7 percent of the entire acreage 
of the subdivisions.”  16


16 (Butler, 1949, p. 162)


Incremental Expansion After World War II
In the post-World War II era, land dedications for 
parks along with exactions for schools and other 
public facilities expanded. The legal battles over who 
should bear the cost of new development began in 
the 1950s with the flight of urban populations to 
large, suburban tract developments requiring new 
roads, water, sewers, schools, and parks.


The vanguards of the dedication movement were 
the fast-growing suburbs in California and Florida 
that aggressively pursued the concept in an effort 
to mitigate the costs of growth. Despite the 1931 
supportive court ruling in New York, efforts to enact 
parkland dedication were persistently contested in 
other states’ courts by the development community, 
citing the Fifth Amendment clause. Throughout the 
1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, states’ courts consistently 
upheld the legality of governments’ police powers to 
enforce parkland dedication for parks. The last state 
to confirm their legality was Texas, when in 1984, 
the Texas Supreme Court agreed with other states 
that requiring parkland dedications “was a valid 
exercise of the city’s police power because it was 
substantially related to the health, safety, and general 
welfare of the people.”  17


17 (City of College Station v. Turtle Rock Corporation, 1984)


Guidelines for parkland dedications are inferred 
from court rulings on what is not acceptable, 
rather than having clear rules of what is acceptable. 
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The challenge of determining the permissible 
parameters of dedications is exacerbated by most 
legal challenges being resolved through mediation 
before they reach a court, meaning there are 
relatively few court cases from which to deduce 
definitive guidelines. The results of mediated cases 
are invariably compromises agreed upon so that 
both sides avoid the expensive step of proceeding 
to a court case which likely would incur a large 
expenditure in lawyers’ fees. Since mediations are 
not legally adjudicated by a court and are not widely 
publicized, insights that could be gleaned from them 
are not available.


Nevertheless, since the courts affirmed the legality 
of dedication ordinances in the 1970s and 1980s, 
there has been increasing judicial acceptance of 
the principle of communities passing the increased 
costs of growth through to the new residences that 
created the added costs. The rules are continually 
being liberalized so that “new normals” emerge as 
the boundaries are pushed further and further. This 
is manifested by changes like expanding the types 
of parks that are eligible, including development 
fees, increasing the size of nexus zones, including 
reimbursement clauses, and tightening the 
specifications of developer credits, which are all 
discussed in subsequent sections of this monograph.


Exhibit 3 arrays along a continuum of the 
conceptualization of the evolution, extension, 
and expansion of parkland dedication ordinances 
that has occurred over the past half-century.  
As fast-growth cities have increasingly struggled 
to accommodate growth while minimizing tax 
increases, elected officials have viewed exactions 
as a vehicle for shifting the cost of new facilities 
and social programs to developers and new 


18


18 (Crompton, 1997)


residents. Consequently, dedication requirements 
have become more substantial in magnitude and 
broader in purpose. Their extent varies widely across 
communities, but their inexorable expansion has 
long been recognized for over three decades:


“The current situation is the result of an 
evolutionary process whereby the policies that 
first gain legal and public acceptance provide 
the foundations for new policies, creating an 
archeological mound in which earlier layers are 
rarely abolished or amended; they continue to 
exist concurrently with the new forms .”  19


19 (Alterman and Kayden, 1988, p. 23)


Appendix D—which summarizes the characteristics 
of the 73 Texas ordinances—shows that in 38 
ordinances, the dedication applies to all parks, while 
21 are limited to neighborhood parks and 11 to 
neighborhood and community parks while 3 cities 
have unique hybrid combinations. Exhibit 16 shows 
that 29 of the 73 Texas cities have added a park 
development fee to the land dedication requirement.


The continued restriction of almost half the Texas 
ordinances to neighborhood and community parks 
is a surprise because the broader trend was observed 
30 years ago in a 1992 study that investigated park 
dedication practices in Texas and five other states. 
This study found:


“ Historically, park exactions have been used 
to provide neighborhood parks, but data 
from this study suggest a changing practice . 
Many communities are now beginning to 
use the enacted fee to acquire, develop or 
renovate community and citywide parks…
This experimentation can meet the standard 
of ‘rational nexus’ if the municipality can 
demonstrate that the development of these 
large parks serves residents of the subdivisions 
subject to the exaction .”   20


20 (Kaiser, Fletcher, and Groger, 1992, p. 23)


Exhibit 3: Continuum Showing the Evolution and Expansion of Parkland Dedication Ordinances


1 2 3 4 5 6
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Negotiated 


Agreements


Neighborhood 
Parkland 


Dedication


Fee-in-lieu 
of Land


Land-in-lieu 
of Fee


Dedication 
Beyond the 


Neighborhood


Development 
Fee
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Still, the authors noted that while other states’ 
municipalities were broadening the exaction 
mandates, “The exception to this trend is in the 
state of Texas, where municipalities predominantly 
restrict their use of the funds to neighborhood 
parks.”20 Although over half of Texas municipalities’ 
ordinances now apply to all parks, many cities 
continue to limit their scope.


Most cities do not utilize the full potential of 
parkland dedication ordinances. This may be 
inertia (i.e., an ordinance has not been reviewed for 
a long time), unawareness of their full potential, 
effective lobbying by the development community, 
or a deliberate political decision that extensions are 
either not a good fit or are not acceptable to residents 
in their community.


Ad Hoc Negotiated Agreements


Before the tax revolt in the late 1970s, the situation 
in most American communities was characterized 
by a lack of developer obligation or by ad hoc 
negotiated agreements (Exhibit 3, stage 1).  21, 22


21 (Howard and Crompton, 1980) 
22 (Mikesell, 1991)


Some 
local governments believed they could achieve 
more through fostering developers’ goodwill by 
negotiating ad hoc agreements than by mandating 
a parkland dedication. This was articulated by the 
director of planning in a major Texas city:


“The city has in the past received gifts of 
parkland from developers which offers good 
public relations and serves as a tax write-off 
for the developer . The city primarily tries to 
work with developers on a case-by-case basis . 
Negotiations between developers and the city 
have proven to be effective.”23 


23 (Kaiser and Mertes, 1986, p. 82–83)


This approach meant that what was secured 
depended on the economics of a development, a 
developer’s sense of noblesse oblige, local needs, 
and the aggressiveness and expertise of elected 
representatives and city officials in dealing with 
developers. Unfortunately, this process heavily 
favors developers at the expense of taxpayers. 
Frequently, developers are represented by top 
lawyers and consultants with expertise on exactions 
and the ability to fund analyses that far exceed 
the resources and expertise city staffers can bring 
to the negotiations. Many of the limitations of ad 
hoc agreements were summarized in the following 
paragraph:


“They lack the attributes of predictability and 
equity that gained [park dedications] their 
early and wide acceptance . The amount of 
the exaction may depend on accidents of 
geography, such as the amount of land owned 
by a developer that happens to coincide with 
[park needs in the area], or on the political 
or bargaining skill of the applicant . Small 
developments, although they may cumulatively 
result in the need for significant capital 
improvements, often escape such exaction 
requirements because individually they are not 
capable of making significant contributions. 
Negotiations are often time consuming and 
expensive for both the developer and the local 
permitting authority .”  24


24 (Nelson et al., 2008, p. 15)


Some local governments adopted a stronger 
version of negotiated agreements by announcing 
an “official policy” toward dedication rather 
than enacting a formal ordinance. For example, 
the “official policy” in one Texas county was to 
request developers to donate a portion of their 
land, or a monetary contribution, to be used for 
park purposes.18 Through this negotiated process, 
officials believed developers donated more land 
than they would have been required to provide by a 
formal ordinance. Although this official policy was 
ostensibly voluntary, developers were aware that 
the county had the ability to be uncooperative and 
delay a development if it so wished. Since delays are 
expensive, developers had an incentive to adhere to 
the official policy request.


Advocates of this official policy approach suggest 
it is more flexible, enabling the “donation” to be 
better matched to needs. Further, since they are 
“donations,” they can be used by the developer as a 
tax “write-off” and by the jurisdiction as an in-kind 
match for many state and federal grant programs. 
The added flexibility means adjustments can be 
made to accommodate peculiarities in a development 
project’s circumstances, and they are not required 
to meet the essential nexus standard that would be 
required if a formal ordinance were enforced.


Although a goal of the negotiated agreement 
approach is to prevent friction with developers, it 
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may create friction. A principle of good governance 
is “horizontal equity,” which requires that equals 
should be treated equally. Since the “donations” 
are determined on a case-by-case basis through 
negotiation and compromise, it is likely this 
principle will be breached and result in inequities 
with substantially different levels of dedication being 
exacted for similarly situated developments. 


Almost by definition, ad hoc agreements were 
not present in the Texas or large city dedication 
ordinances that were reviewed for this analysis since 
ordinances provide a formula and are established 
to avoid breaches of horizontal equity. However, 
remnants of discretion resided in some of them. For 
example, the Temple ordinance stated:


“	Before any dedication may be required, the 
Planning and Zoning Commission must find 
at the public meeting at which the subdivision 
is considered for final approval, that the…
subdivision causes a need for the park 
improvement. In order to determine whether or 
not the need or benefit is sufficient to require 
the dedication, such factors as the size of 
lots in the subdivision, the economic impact 
of the subdivision, density of population, the 
amount of private parkland contained in the 
subdivision, and the amount of open land that 
the subdivision consumes must be considered.”


Some developers point out that the uncertainties 
of ambiguous arrangements make it difficult to 
predict project costs and secure project financing. 
Their inherent level of uncertainty and potential 
for arbitrary actions by government officials leads 
many developers to prefer the certainty of a fixed, 
formula-driven dedication ordinance. The formula 
requirement also enhances transparency and 
alleviates residents’ suspicions that developers may 
manipulate negotiations to their advantage. 


The need for a more sustainable vehicle became 
apparent when the political climate and legislative 
actions stemming from the “tax revolt” of the 
late 1970s and early 1980s made raising taxes for 
the acquisition and development of park facilities 
infeasible for many communities. This stimulated 
the widespread enacting of parkland dedication 
exactions.


Neighborhood Land Dedication 


The earliest approach to replace ad hoc negotiation 
was a fixed, formula-imposed “mandatory 
dedication” of land for neighborhood parks (Exhibit 
3, stage 2). Developers were required to deed a 
specified amount of land. The courts’ subsequent 
rulings required more sophisticated analyses to 
demonstrate the equitability of park dedications and 
resulted in this approach being replaced. However, 
there are residuals of it in a few Texas ordinances, 
even though they would be difficult to defend if 
challenged.


Initially, the land dedication was determined by 
requiring a fixed percentage of the total land area. 
For example, the Cibolo, Texas, ordinance requires 
“at least 8 percent of the total tract.” Prosper 
and Stephenville use identical language in their 
ordinances, “one (1) acre of land per thirty-five 
residential units, or an amount proportionally 
equal to five percent (5%) of the total tract acreage, 
whichever is greater.” Pharr requires “one acre for 
every 15 acres of proposed development.” 


The major advantages of this approach are simplicity 
and ease of computation, but it is not responsive to 
varying densities. Adopting a percentage approach 
means that the dedication requirement remains the 
same whether there are five or 100 people per acre in  
newly constructed dwelling units, whereas the amount 
of park use will likely differ depending on the number 
of people living in the development in question. For 
this reason, this approach has been rejected by the 
courts. 


Subsequently, it was amended and evolved into 
a population density formula, which required a 
developer to deed land according to the number of 
dwelling units per acre. An adaptation of this approach 
remains in Round Rock. The first two columns of 
Exhibit 4 show that the percentage requirement 
increases with a subdivision’s density, recognizing that 
an increase in the number of units leads to increases in 
the number of residents and in the demand for parks.


Requiring that the dedication be in the form of land 
had three inherent weaknesses18:


	■ The size of the acquired land was determined by 
the size of the developer’s project. Because most 
projects involved a relatively small acreage, only 
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small, fragmented spaces were provided. Such 
spaces offer limited potential for recreation and 
are relatively expensive to maintain.


	■ The location of dedicated land was determined by 
the location of the development, which may not 
conform to the location designated in a city’s park 
master plan or where it was most needed.


	■ The dedicated land may not be suitable for park 
development. The best residential land and the 
best parkland are characterized by well-drained 
soils, moderated slopes, and large tree cover. 
Developers invariably met their obligation by 
dedicating the land least suitable for building 
upon—often floodplain land—but this was also 
likely to be unsuitable for park use.


Exhibit 4: An Example of the Population Density 
Formula
The developer of a residential subdivision or 
addition is required to convey the amount of 
land equivalent to the following percentages of 
the total acreage of the subdivision excluding 
any lots zoned for non-residential use:


Zoning
Park 


Acreage
Fee-


in-lieu
Single-family (SFR) 1% $200
Single-family (SF-1) 6% $1,200
Single-family (SF-2, SF-3, 
and SF-D) 


8% $1,600


Manufactured Housing 
(MH) 


8% 


Two-family (TF) 14% $2,800
Townhouse (TH) 16% $3,200
Senior (SR) 10% $2,000
Multi-family—Low Density 
(MF-1) 


16% $4,000


Multi-family—Medium 
Density (MF-2) 


20% $4,000


Multi-family—Urban (MF-3) 20% $4,000


Fee-in-lieu of Parkland


These constraints pushed cities to broaden 
ordinances, so they required developers to pay a 
fee-in-lieu of the land’s fair market value which 


otherwise would be dedicated using the fixed 
percentage or population density approaches 
(Exhibit 3, stage 3). This meant the dedication was 
no longer confined to a developer’s subdivision 
because fees could be spent off-site. The third 
column in Exhibit 4 reflects this approach. 


A designated fund is established in which all fees are 
deposited, and all interest on the fees accrues to the 
fund. They can be used only for capital expenditures 
on parks. The shift to a cash option led cities to 
expand their ordinances so that the designated 
funds could be used to develop improvements 
on parkland and/or renovate existing parks. 
This shift recognized that factors of production 
can be substituted. That is, funds can be used to 
purchase one of the three factors of production: 
property, labor, or physical materials, facilities, and 
equipment. Thus, instead of purchasing additional 
land, it may be more practical to absorb additional 
demand coming from residential growth by 
upgrading existing facilities through enhanced 
landscaping, lighting, more playground equipment, 
more benches, or other additions. This substitution 
may increase capacity for use in the same way as if 
the cash had been invested in acquiring more land.


Some ordinances authorize the use of a portion of 
fees collected to defray the cost of administering an 
exactions ordinance, but evidence must support that 
the fees are reasonable and do not collect more than 
the cost of the service. Some cities set limits on the 
percentage of fees that can be used for this purpose, 
while others require that administrative fees be 
limited to actual administrative costs. The Austin, 
Dallas, and Houston ordinances offer examples:


	■ Austin: “A non-refundable general administration 
charge for the processing of all materials relating 
to the exaction process will be made.” 


	■ Dallas: “The [parkland] dedication fund must be 
used for the acquisition and improvement of parks 
and may not be used for park maintenance or city 
staff overhead expenses. Indirect costs reasonably 
incurred in connection with park acquisition 
and improvement, such as appraisal fees, 
environmental assessment costs, legal expenses, 
and engineering and design costs, are limited to 
a maximum of 10 percent of total acquisition or 
improvement costs.”
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■ The Houston ordinance contains similar language “ By the time our ordinance went into effect in 
1993 most of the critical larger park areas had 
been acquired or were not in danger of being 
developed . We were fortunate that we had 
the resources to buy a lot of [parkland] in the 
1980s through bond funds far in advance of 
development while it was still in agricultural 
use . A lot of it was acquired at agricultural 
prices . Plano had some community leaders 
with the foresight to fund the purchase of 
[parkland] while it was still cheap .


but limits indirect costs “to not more than five 
percent of total acquisition and improvement cost.” 


Parkland in Lieu of Fee


There is a trend emerging that reverses the 
traditional order of priorities specified in 
ordinances, so the norm is payment of fees, and the 
alternate scenario is land in lieu of a fee payment 
(Exhibit 3, stage 4). This reflects the reality that 
a large majority of dedications are in the form of 
fees rather than land. There are four reasons for 
this. First, many ordinances specify they will not 
accept land dedications of, for instance, less than 
5 acres (Appendix D). Thus, if the level of service 
for the land dedication is 100 dwelling units per 
acre—the most widely adopted standard shown 
in Exhibit 16—then only projects of at least 500 
units will have this option. Secondly, if cities are 
“landlocked,” then new growth is primarily going to 
be infill development—often characterized by higher 
structures rather than a bigger footprint—so no 
land is available. Third, cities’ existing park estates 
and the guidance of their park master plans may 
require that priority be given to other locations that 
are not adjacent to a developer’s site. Fourth, cities 
that have made substantial front-end investments 
in parks that are intended to meet future needs may 
require that subsequent dedications be made in cash 
and be committed to reimbursing the costs of those 
investments. 


Texas cities that adopted this approach included 
Grapevine, Denison, Sachse, Lewisville, Kyle, and 
Plano. The Denison ordinance states: 


“ It is the policy of the city that a park dedication 
fee is hereby imposed as described herein, 
and all fees collected shall be used solely and 
exclusively for the purpose of acquisition and 
development of new community parks and 
the improvement of existing park facilities 
intended for access and use by the entire city . 
It is also the policy of the city to allow any 
acceptable [parkland] that meets the criteria 
established herein to be dedicated as credit in 
lieu of the imposed park fee .”


The Plano ordinance is entitled “Park and Recreation 
Fee Ordinance.” The Plano Parks Director provided 
a strong rationale for this approach:


 We specifically rejected the idea of land 
dedication in preference of collecting the 
money to buy the land we needed in the 
location we needed it in accordance with 
our park master plan . Almost all of our 
neighborhood parks are approximately 6 to 
10 acres in size, located next to an elementary 
school (which was purchased with the park) 
and located in the approximate center of our 
major thoroughfare grids . Other city facilities 
such as fire stations and libraries were often 
coordinated with park locations . We were 
concerned that a land dedication ordinance 
would make it more difficult to exercise that 
level of control over the size and location of 
our parks . We do not accept land dedications . 
Our fee is paid at the time a building permit 
is issued by the builder and not by the land 
developer . This process has worked very well 
for us because it has allowed us to control 
the quality and location of the land we 
acquire and coordinate its location with other 
facilities .”   	


25(Reeves, 2017)


Dedication for Parks Beyond the Neighborhood


The view of the legitimacy of a broader spectrum 
of parks being included in dedication requirements 
was reinforced in the 1990s by the National 
Recreation and Park Association in its guidelines 
to planners, which stated, “The rational nexus test 
for parks and recreation can be expanded beyond 
the neighborhood park to community and regional 
parks where additional user pressures will occur 
and additional park and recreation capacity will be 
needed.”26  


26 (Mertes and Hall, 1995, p. 84)


This expansion of dedication requirements 
(Exhibit 3, stage 5) recognized that new residents 
do not confine their use to neighborhood parks. 
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Neighborhood and community parks invariably are 
differentiated by distance. A typical park master 
plan definition is, “Neighborhood parks are usually 
accessible by walking or bicycling and, typically, are 
spaced on ¼–½ service radius; the ideal distribution 
for community parks is that all residents are 
within a ½ to 3-mile radius.” Invariably, there is no 
empirical verification showing that this traditional 
template reflects how people select a park to visit in 
contemporary society.


This traditional taxonomy of parks was formulated 
in the 1930s when few residents had the personal 
transportation to conveniently move beyond their 
neighborhood. In contemporary society, there is 
no evidence that this traditional template reflects 
how people select a park to visit. Especially in 
suburban communities, most users are likely to 
travel by automobile to the park that best meets their 
needs for a desired experience rather than walking 
or biking to the nearest park. The responses to a 
question posed to Fort Worth parkgoers shown in 
Exhibit 5 offered a typical response:


Exhibit 5: Travel Mode to Parks27


27 (City of Fort Worth, 2020)


Travel Mode Percentage
Drive 82%
Walk 43%
Bike 21%
Public Transit 5%
Other 2%
Do Not Use 3%
Responses add to more than 100% due to multiple answers 
allowed


Parks have different amenities and types of 
ambiance. It seems likely that park selection is 
based on which amenities are desired rather than 
which park is closest. Whether the automobile travel 
time is 5 minutes or 10 minutes is unlikely to play 
a prominent role in residents selecting a park to 
visit. Accordingly, the rationale for differentiating 
between neighborhood and community parks 
appears to have outlived its usefulness.  


Although the template is outdated and no longer 
fit for purpose, this nomenclature continues to be 


incorporated in many cities’ park master plans. A 
review of a sample of those master plans reveals 
that definitions in size, uses, and features of 
“neighborhood” and “community” parks differ and 
are arbitrary, ambiguous, and overlapping. Their 
recommended radii and characteristics represent 
idealistic “textbook” standards that ignore existing 
levels of service in cities that the courts have ruled 
should be used as criteria when determining 
parkland dedications. They are generic and not 
individually tailored to specific communities, and 
for the most part, they have no empirical basis. 
Consequently, Appendix D shows that in over half 
the cities, this differential nomenclature has been 
abandoned in their dedication ordinances.


This same logic applies to city-wide parks. 
Essentially, new residents are likely to use them 
and should therefore be required to pay for either 
new city-wide parks or the enhancement of existing 
city-wide parks. The additional demands are due to 
new residents, so they should be the ones paying to 
equip them to better accommodate those demands. 
Sometimes city parks are termed “regional” parks. 
This is unfortunate since it is ambiguous and 
may imply that they attract people from multiple 
jurisdictions outside a city’s boundaries. If this is the 
case, then requiring a city’s new residents to pay for 
a facility that is not exclusively their responsibility is 
problematic.


Criteria for Acceptance of Dedication Land


Most ordinances include guidelines that help 
determine whether to accept land for the dedication 
or to require a fee-in-lieu. They invariably include 
multiple items relating to such factors as location, 
accessibility, and character of the land. A typical set 
is shown in Exhibit 6.


The Emergence of Park Development Fees


The emergence of park improvement fees in the 
new millennium (Exhibit 3, stage 6) reflected a 
realization that providing only land requires existing 
taxpayers to pay the costs of transforming the bare 
land into a functioning park. Thus, the intent to 
require new growth to pay the cost of the demands 
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Exhibit 6: Typical Criteria for Accepting Dedications of Parkland
1)	 General Guidelines


Any parkland dedicated to the city must be suitable for park uses. The following guidelines should generally 
be met but may be waived or modified by the city council:


(a)	 Encumbrances. Free and clear of any and all liens and encumbrances that interfere with the use of the 
land for park purposes.


(b)	 Before the city accepts land, the developer shall clear and grade the land as approved; remove all 
trash, dead trees, and other non-usable material; and spray with an approved herbicide to eliminate 
dangerous and undesirable plant materials, such as briars, poison ivy, bull nettles, and similar 
undesirable plant materials. Before spraying begins, the plant selection to be treated, and the selected 
herbicide shall be approved by the director of parks and recreation or his/her designee. The city’s 
representatives must be permitted to make onsite inspections of the property for the purposes 
of determining site suitability and identification of any visual hazards or impediments to park 
development and use. 


(c)	 No construction materials are to be disposed of or deposited within the park by the developer’s 
contractors, subcontractors, employees, or agents at any time while the subdivision is being built.


(d)	 An environmental site assessment, without any recommendations for clean-up, must be certified to 
the city no earlier than the 120th day before the closing date.


(e)	 A water main and any other utilities deemed appropriate by the town shall be stubbed to the park area 
of a size and location specified by the director of parks and recreation or designee to provide for future 
utility needs of the park. 


(f)	 If soils have been disturbed, they should be restored, and the soil should be stabilized by vegetative 
cover by the developer prior to dedication to the city.


(g)	 Parks shall provide easy access and be open to public view to benefit area development, enhance the 
visual character of the city, protect public safety, and minimize conflict with adjacent land use.


(h)	 Sidewalks shall be constructed adjacent to or on parkland to provide contiguous walkways on all sides 
of the adjoining development unless this requirement is waived by the city. 


(i)	 Parkland may provide a connection to existing or future city parkland. The land available for dedication 
may be an opportunity to expand an existing or future city park or trail.


(j)	 A current title report must be provided with the land dedication. Each corner of the parkland shall be 
marked with a permanent marker consisting of three-fourths iron pins set in concrete.


(k)	 The property owner shall pay all taxes or assessments owed on the property up to the date of 
acceptance of the dedication by the city. A tax certificate from the city tax assessor shall be submitted 
with the dedication or plat.


(l)	 Signage designating the area as parkland shall be supplied by the developer.


2)	 Land Requirements 


(a)	 Land parcels that are unsuitable for development are typically unsuitable for neighborhood or 
community parks. Hence, they should be selected prior to a subdivision being platted and acquired as 
a part of the development process.


(b)	 The city recognizes that maintaining many small parks is difficult and costly. Thus, the city generally will 
not accept an area of fewer than 5 acres for park dedication.


(c)	 Sites shall be located to serve the greatest number of users and should be located to minimize users 
having to cross arterial roadways to access them. 


(d)	 Where feasible, sites shall be located adjacent to schools to encourage shared facilities and joint 
development of new sites. 
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(e)	 Parks should be well-drained to eliminate standing water and health hazards, have suitable soils, 
and not have slopes or unusual topography, which would render the land unusable for recreational 
activities.


(f)	 Park must be adjacent to a street for ease of pedestrian, bike, or parking accommodations.


(g)	 No more than two (2) sides of the park may be adjacent to the rears of homes. 


(h)	 Park must include visible, attractive, and suitable means of ingress and egress proportionate to the 
size and amenities in the park.


(i)	 The site should not be encumbered by overhead utility lines or easements, which might limit the 
opportunity for park and conservation development.


(m)	 Sites with existing trees or other scenic elements are preferred and may be reviewed by the city’s 
Urban Forester to make recommendations.


(j)	 Rare, unique, endangered, historic, or other significant natural areas will be given a high priority for 
dedication.


(k)	 Consideration will be given to land that is in the floodplain or may be considered “floodable” even 
though not in a federally regulated floodplain if it is suitable for park improvements. At the discretion 
of the city, land in floodplains may be considered as part of a dedication requirement on a three to 
one (3:1) basis. That is, 3 acres of floodplain will be equal to 1 acre of parkland, but not more than 50 
percent (50%) of the land shall be allowed in a floodplain.


(l)	 Detention and retention areas may not be used to meet dedication requirements but may be accepted 
in addition to the required dedication. If accepted as part of a park or conservation area, the detention 
and retention area design must meet the city’s specifications.


it places on parks is not fulfilled. The Forney 
ordinance notes: 


“	In addition to the land dedication requirements 
for parks, there are also park development 
fees. Park development fees are necessary to 
develop parks in ways that meet the City of 
Forney’s level of service and resident needs.”  


If a park development fee is not required and 
the community fails to approve a bond issue to 
transform raw land into a functioning park, then the 
result may be desolate open spaces devoid of “park-
like” qualities that are a blight and public nuisance 
rather than a benefit and positive asset.28


28 (Jacobs, 1961)


In addition to basic infrastructure costs, the park 
development fee could be used to provide basic 
developments to make the park functional. The Fort 
Worth ordinance lists the “minimum” facilities that 
should be included when calculating a development 
fee and emphasizes:


“	This fee shall be over and above the amount 
needed for the developer to provide the 
infrastructure development: 
•	 Picnic shelter
•	 Practice field with backstop
•	 Walking trail


•	 Multi-use slab with basketball backboard and 
goal


•	 Site grading and preparation
•	 Turf and vegetation.”


In contrast, the San Antonio ordinance is much 
more restrictive and limits the fee to “the additional 
amount for development cost of street and 
pedestrian access and utilities to the site.”


The following language in the Los Angeles and 
Frisco ordinances, respectively, is typical among 
cities that include a park improvement fee in their 
dedication requirement:


“	The park fee is imposed on residential  
 


 
 


 
 


development projects reflecting each project’s 
proportionate share of the cost of providing 
park improvements necessary to meet the 
needs created by each respective development. 
As such, the park fee is additional and 
supplemental to, and not in substitution of,
on-site open space requirements required by 
the City’s Municipal Code, specific plan(s), or 
any other planning document.”29


29 (Los Angeles, California)


 


“The Park Development Fee is in addition 
to and not in substitution of any other 
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requirements or fees imposed by the City 
on the development of the land. Pursuant to 
other City regulations, an Applicant may also 
be required to provide open land, setbacks, 
buffers and other non-buildable areas on site 
in addition to meeting the Park Development 
Fee requirement. This fee is in addition to any 
cash in lieu of dedication that is required.”30 


30 (Frisco, Texas)


Before the emergence of parkland dedication funds, 
some cities avoided the unintended consequence 
of creating desolate open space by specifying that 
dedication fees could be used for “development, 
expansion, or upgrading of parks.” However, this 
only diverted existing resources from acquiring land 
to developing it; it did not provide additional funds 
for transforming raw land into a functioning park.


Do Not Confuse Parkland Dedications 
with Impact Fees
The Texas impact fee statute describes impact fees 
as “a charge or assessment imposed by a political 
subdivision against new development in order to 
generate revenue for funding or recouping the costs 
of capital improvements or facility expansions 
necessitated by and attributable to the new 
development.”31  


31 (Texas Local Government Code, 1987)


Impact fees are sometimes named “development 
fees,” “facilities tax,” or “residential construction 
tax.” They generally emerged in the 1970s and 
1980s after the courts had affirmed that parkland 
dedication was not a “taking” under the Fifth 
Amendment. Typically, impact-fee-enabling 
statutes embody the constitutional standards that 
evolved in the courts related to parkland dedication 
ordinances, especially the courts’ guidelines for 
establishing a rational nexus and proportionality. 
These two requirements are described in subsequent 
sections of this monograph.  


In the early days, the absence of explicit state-enabling 
legislation meant impact fees were pioneered by 
local governments. Like parkland dedication fees, 
they spread mainly in fast-growth communities in 
Florida and California, where hostility to property tax 
increases forced elected officials in rapidly expanding 
cities to look for other sources of funds. For example, a 
Florida survey showed that local governments tripled 
their use of impact fees between 1985 and 1991.   32


32 (Altshuler and Gomez-Ibanez, 1993)


The range of purposes for which impact fees can 
be used is potentially as broad as the range of 
public services needed to meet the needs of new 
developments, and they have been imposed for an 
ever-expanding range of purposes. Exhibit 7 shows 
the purposes included in states enabling legislation. 


Ostensibly, impact fees are conceptually and 
functionally similar to fees-in-lieu of land 
dedication and park development fees in that 
both require payments from developers for capital 
facilities. Indeed, sometimes they are incorrectly 
used interchangeably as synonyms. However, it is 
important to differentiate between them because 
their differences have operational implications. 


Parkland dedication ordinances receive their 
authority from a city’s mandate to protect the 
“health, safety, and welfare” of its residents. This 
is widely interpreted to imply they are limited to 
providing park facilities that the whole community is 
likely to use rather than niche recreational activities 
utilized only by small portions of community 
residents. In contrast, state enabling park and 
recreation impact fee statutes generally allow for 
cities to fund a much wider array of facilities—such 
as ball field complexes, swimming pools, recreation 
centers, and other specialized recreation facilities. In 
addition, whereas parkland dedications are limited 
to residential properties, impact fee legislation 
invariably extends them to include commercial and 
industrial property.


Impact fee statutes require governments to initiate 
studies to demonstrate the need created by the 
impact of development and to specify the facilities 
proposed to meet the need, so the fees are based on 
the amount needed to fund a priori specified projects. 
Bonding is usually adopted to finance impact fee 
projects, which enables facilities to be available 
during the early stages of a development. The fees are 
pledged as the revenue source to pay the annual debt 
charges with a cross-pledge to the city’s general fund 
(or a rotating fund) if the revenues in any single year 
are insufficient to pay the annual note. In contrast, 
parkland dedication ordinances rarely include or 
activate reimbursement clauses, and fees are limited 
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to covering the existing level of service rather than a 
future aspirational level of service.


Impact fees are paid when a building permit is issued 
close to the actual sale of a finished property, rather 
than at the early subdivision platting stage, when 
parkland dedications are required. From a developer’s 
perspective, this makes them less onerous because 
they do not have to be paid with “upfront” money.


The nation’s first state-comprehensive enabling 
impact fee legislation was passed in Texas in 1987. 
It subsequently served as a model for other high-
growth states’ impact fee legislation. It empowered 
any political subdivision of the state to adopt impact 
fees for capital improvements or facility expansions. 
However, “capital facilities” were limited to facilities 
for water supply, wastewater, stormwater, drainage 
and flood control, or roadways. Exhibit 7 shows that 


Exhibit 7: Facilities Eligible for Impact Fees in State Enabling Legislation33 


33(Source: Duncan Associates)


State Roads Water Sewer
Storm 
Water Parks Fire Police Library


Solid 
Waste School


Arizona (cities) X X X X X X X X
Arizona (counties) X X X X X X
Arkansas (cities) X X X X X X X X
California X X X X X X X X X X
Colorado X X X X X X X X X
Florida X X X X X X X X X X
Georgia X X X X X X X X
Hawaii X X X X X X X X X X
Idaho X X X X X X X
Illinois X
Indiana X X X X X
Maine X X X X X X
Maryland X X X X X X X X X X
Montana X X X X * X X * * *
Nevada X X X X X X X **
New Hampshire X X X X X X X X X X
New Jersey X X X X
New Mexico X X X X X X X
Oklahoma X X X X X X X X
Oregon X X X X X ***
Pennsylvania X
Rhode Island X X X X X X X X X X
South Carolina X X X X X X X
Texas (cities) X X X X
Utah X X X X X X X
Vermont X X X X X X X X X X
Virginia**** X
Washington X X X X
West Virginia X X X X X X X X
Wisconsin (cities) X X X X X X X X X
*Can be imposed by super-majority vote of city council or unanimous vote of county commission
**School construction tax up to $1,600 per unit authorized in districts with populations up to 50,000 (NRS 387.331)
***Development tax of up to $1.00/sq. ft. for residential and $0.50/sq. ft. for nonresidential may be imposed by school districts
****Impact fees may be imposed on by-right residential subdivision of agriculturally zoned parcels for a broad array of facilities under certain 
circumstances 
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these uses are authorized in almost all state enabling 
acts. In those states where they are not specified, 
they are often authorized under a separate statute 
governing public utilities.


The pioneering Texas legislation which others 
followed contained detailed definitions, applicability 
standards, procedures for adoption, notice 
requirements, limitations on the use of proceeds, 
refund provisions, capital plan improvement update 
requirements, requirements that the political 
subdivision establish an advisory committee 
composed of, among others, representatives of the 
real estate development and building industries, and 
general provisions.


The nomenclature “enabling legislation” has 
misleading connotations. In some states, it may 
be more accurate to term it “limiting legislation.” 
The proliferation of the purposes for which impact 
fees were being imposed by fast-growth cities was 
viewed with alarm by many in the development 
community. Therefore, in some states, they lobbied 
to pass “enabling” acts that were designed to restrict 
the types of facilities for which impact fees could 
be imposed. The eligible facilities listed in Exhibit 
7 could be more accurately characterized as impact 
fees not prohibited by the enabling acts. 


In Texas, for example, developers were prepared to 
support impact fees for roads, water, sewers, and 
stormwater. Without these basic infrastructure 
elements, they could not develop. Thus, if cities 
refused to subsidize these elements through 
increased property taxes, impact fees were a self-
funding mechanism that could be used to ensure 
development could still occur. In contrast, the other 
services listed in Exhibit 7—parks, fire, police, 
library, solid waste, schools, etc.—were all off-site 
facilities that could be ignored by developers and 
made the city’s responsibility. 


The Texas Act went much further than not enabling 
impact fees to be imposed for parks and recreation. 
It actively specified they were prohibited, stating, 
“The term [impact fee] does not include dedication 
of land for public parks or payment in lieu of the 
dedication to serve park needs.”31 This reflected the 
angst of the development-oriented legislature with 
the judicial decision in the 1984 College Station v. 
Turtle Rock case that ruled parkland dedication 34 (Duncan Associates, 2015) 


in Texas was legal. However, among the 28 other 
states that subsequently passed impact fee enabling 
legislation, 23 of them authorized impact fees 
for park and recreation amenities (Exhibit 7). 
Only in Texas, Illinois, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 
and Virginia does impact fee authorization not 
embrace parks.34 In most states lacking a general 
enabling act, local governments are able to use 
their home rule powers to enact impact fees, while 
in others such as Maryland, Tennessee, and North 
Carolina, impact fees are authorized for individual 
jurisdictions through special acts of the legislature.


The Simultaneous Use of Parkland Dedication 
and Impact Fees
Given that 23 states have passed park impact fee 
enabling legislation, it is not uncommon for some 
cities to assess both fees-in-lieu/park improvement 
fees and park impact fees. This strategy is especially 
prominent in California. In that state, parkland 
dedication was codified in the Quimby Act statute, 
passed in 1965. At that time, developers were still 
contesting the legality of dedication ordinances 
in the courts. When faced with ongoing legal 
confrontations and inexorable suburban growth, 
California cities pushed for the Quimby Act because 
they wanted explicit authority from the legislature 
to compel developers to provide land or fees for 
local parks. It has been modified on multiple 
occasions since it was first passed. The major clauses 
in the current version of the act are shown in 
Exhibit 8. 


In contrast to cities in most other states, which rely 
on the courts’ interpretations of the appropriateness 
of parkland dedication ordinances for their 
authority to enforce them under the “health, safety, 
and welfare” mandate of home rule cities, California 
cities and counties have this statutory template. 
In this respect, it resembles impact fee authority. 
The template means that all California parkland 
dedication ordinances are similar. Basically, 
Quimby provides both a floor and ceiling for the 
level of an exaction. If the existing service level is 
less than 3 acres of neighborhood and community 
parks for every 1,000 residents, then 3 acres is the 
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Exhibit 8: The Major Clauses in California’s Quimby Act35 


35 (California Legislature, 2015)


■ The amount of land dedicated or fees paid is based on residential density measured by the average
number of persons per household (PPH) reported in the most recent federal census.


■ The dedication of land, the payment of fees, or both cannot exceed the proportionate amount necessary
to provide 3 acres of park area per 1,000 persons residing within a subdivision—unless the amount of
existing neighborhood and community park area exceeds that limit, in which case the legislative body may
adopt the calculated amount as a higher standard not to exceed 5 acres per 1,000 persons. 


■ The park area per 1,000 members of the population of the city is derived from the ratio of neighborhood
and community park acreage as shown on its records or plans to the total population of the city as shown
in the most recently available federal census. 


■ Fees may be used for developing new or rehabilitating existing park or recreational facilities in a
neighborhood other than the neighborhood in which the subdivision is located if (i) the neighborhood
in which the fees are to be expended has fewer than 3 acres of park area per 1,000 population, (ii) the
neighborhood in which the subdivision for which the fees were located exceeds 3 acres per 1,000, and (iii)
the fees are used within a specified radius shown as a planning area that fulfills the nexus criterion.


■ Fees have to be committed within 5 years after they have been paid or by the time building permits
have been issued on half of the lots created by the subdivision—whichever occurs later. If the fees are
not committed, they have to be distributed and paid to the then owners of the subdivision in the same
proportion that the size of their lot bears to the total area of all lots within the subdivision.


■ For subdivisions containing 50 parcels or less, only fees are acceptable.


■ If the developer provides park and recreational improvements to the dedicated land, the developer is
eligible to receive a credit as determined by the legislative body against the amount of land required to be
dedicated or the amount of the fee imposed for the value of private open space within the development
that is usable for active recreational.


■ The dedication is limited to residential developments and does not extend to commercial or industrial
projects.


maximum amount possibly required. If it is between 
3 and 5 acres, then the real service level can be used. 
If it is over 5 acres, then it cannot exceed that level.


With the passage of Proposition 13 in California 
in 1978—which drastically limited the amount 
of property tax that cities could collect and the 
subsequent decline in local government revenues—
many local jurisdictions that imposed fees-in-lieu of 
land dedication also passed impact fee ordinances to 
mitigate the impacts created by new development. In 
1987, in response to developers who sought to curtail 
their range and magnitude, the state legislature passed 
the California Mitigation Fee Act, which codified the 
adoption of impact fees and established a statewide 
procedure for them. This legislation specifically 
authorized development fees for “park and recreation 
facilities,” which encouraged their expansion.


Quimby park dedication fees are restricted to 
residential properties, for “neighborhood and 


community parks,” and fees-in-lieu are capped at 
the equivalent of 5 acres per 1,000 population. In 
contrast, park development fees can be collected 
from commercial and industrial developments in 
addition to residential properties, can be used for all 
types of “park and recreation facilities” rather than 
only neighborhood and community parks, and are 
tied to project costs without a statutory cap. Many 
cities perceive park development fees as a vehicle for 
“filling in the gaps” left by Quimby. For example, 
Quimby could be used to pay the fee-in-lieu for the 
cost of land, while the park and recreation facility 
impact fee could cover the cost of developing park 
improvements on the acquired land. For example, a 
Sacramento ordinance stated:


“ The dedication of land for neighborhood 
and community parks is a requirement for 
new residential subdivisions through the 
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Exhibit 9: California Cities Dedication and Fee-in-lieu/Impact Fee Requirements


Quimby Park 
Dedication 
Ordinance1


Park 
Impact Fee 


Ordinances1 Population Acres 


Acres per 1,000 
Population per 
the Quimby Act Fee-in-lieu/Impact Fee2


Anaheim (2011) Anaheim (2017) 359,447 732  2 $5,408–$6,936


Bakersfield (2016) — 383,573 4,999  2.5 N/A


Fresno (2017) Fresno (2018) 528,920 1,329  3
Equal value of the land 


plus impact fee: 
SF $3,816; MF $2,878


Irvine (2016) — 270,732 11,237  5 N/A


Los Angeles (2016) — 4,002,721 15,766  5 $7,500


Riverside (1997) Riverside (2007) 321,943 2,984 —


SF $4,646; MF $3,653


Plus: trails fee $78 per 
1-acre lot


Plus: trails fee $78 per 
1-acre lot


Plus: regional/reserve 
park fee $5,489 per 
1-acre lot


Sacramento 
(Central city) (2017)


Sacramento 
(2017)


500,667 3,188  1.75
$1,518–$5,534


Sacramento 
(Rest of city) (2017)


Sacramento 
(2017)


500,667 3,188  3.5


San Diego (2017) — 1,405,422 33,194  3
SF $3,748–$8,467


MF $3,396–$8,754


San Jose (2016) San Jose (2016) 1,040,606 3,164  3 $12,100–$54,900


Stockton (2009) — 313,009 1,157  3
SF $2,798


MF $1,712


— Long Beach 
(2007) 480,903 3,126  —


1Date of the most recent ordinance revision is shown in parentheses.
2SF = Single-family dwelling; MF = Multi-family dwelling


City’s Quimby ordinance, but there is no land 
dedication requirement for regional parks, 
citywide park facilities or for non-residential 
subdivisions.” The city’s linear parks were 
considered to confer citywide benefits, but like 
the city’s regional parks, they were ineligible 
for Quimby funds, as were community centers 
and pools/aquatic complexes. Therefore, the 
city passed an impact fee requirement to 
complement the funding authorized by Quimby.”


Column 5 in Exhibit 9 shows the land dedication 
requirements of 10 California cities guided by the 
Quimby Act. Surprisingly, only two of the 10 cities 


require the maximum dedication, even though their 
levels of service are frequently higher than 5 acres 
per 1,000 population. For example, the San Diego 
ordinance states the level of service is 15 acres per 
1,000 population. However, “It is intended that one-
fifth of this requirement or 3 acres per 1,000 will be 
provided by new development.”


Because there are clear areas of overlap between 
fees-in-lieu and impact fees, some California cities 
have eschewed Quimby fees and imposed only park 
development fees since they can be used for the same 
purposes as Quimby and for a much broader array 
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of park and recreation facilities. Thus, the aggregate 
fees each city receives from both the in-lieu and 
impact fee legislations are shown in column 6 in 
Exhibit 9. 


The Quimby statute applies to “neighborhood and 
community parks of the city, county, or local public 
agency as shown on its records, plans, recreational 
element, maps, or reports.”36


36 (California Legislature, 2015, Assembly Bill # 1191, Quimby Act, Amend 
Section 66477 of the Government Code)


 Since it allows local 
entities to define these park categories, inevitably, 
there are vast differences in definitions. Given that 
dedication requirement parameters are influenced by 
the existing level of service, cities have an incentive to 
define them broadly and to be inclusive. Traditional 
parkland dedication ordinances—when measuring 
level of service—exclude specialized facilities because 
a relatively low proportion of residents use them 
compared to parks. San Jose, for example, takes 
advantage of the permissive language of the Quimby 
statute to include specialized facilities:


“‘Community park’ may include specialized or 
unique facilities that serve the diverse needs 
of the community such as: lighted sports fields, 
community gardens, swimming pools, dog 
parks, skate parks and community centers.” 


The Principle of Essential Geographic Nexus
Almost all disputes relating to parkland dedication 
ordinances are mediated and settled outside of court 
to avoid the substantial costs of a dispute entering 
the court system. Therefore, their resolution does not 
enter the wider public domain and is not available 
to inform the development of ordinances. However, 
there is an expectation by the courts and mediators 
that the procedures used to address these issues 
be transparent and carefully constructed using 
sophisticated analyses. Given the courts’ approval of 
the principle of parkland dedication, contemporary 
disputes relating to ordinances tend to revolve 
around three technical issues.


The first of these is the reasonableness of the nexus 
between the developments where fees are paid and 
where those funds are expended. The other two 
major sources of contention are the magnitude of 
fees and the credits given to developers for facilities 
they provide in their projects. The latter two are 
discussed in subsequent sections of this document.


The term “essential geographic nexus” means 
there must be a reasonably proximate geographical 
connection between facilities developed with the 
dedicated resources derived from an exaction and 
the residents who will reside in the development 
providing those resources. Thus, park dedication 
ordinances require a local government to identify 
“service areas” or “benefit districts” where fees will 
be collected and to mandate that fees collected from 
developments in a service area must be spent on 
capital park improvements within that defined area.


In the 1960s and 1970s, state courts consistently 
affirmed that exactions did not breach the 
Fifth Amendment. After that, the development 
community directed its efforts to nullify dedication 
requirements to the geographic nexus issue. One 
of the earliest parkland exactions nexus cases in 
the courts was an impact fee upheld in Florida in a 
1956 case, Hollywood Inc. v. Broward County. The 
ordinance limited use of the funds to acquiring and 
developing land for new county parks within 15 
miles of the platted land. The court ruled that this 
showed a legitimate nexus between where the funds 
were collected and the benefits accruing  to residents 
of the subdivision.37  


37 (Smith, 1987)


This case suggested that service districts could 
be relatively large. However, a 1980 opinion in 
the 14th Texas Court of Civil Appeals reached a 
radically different conclusion. It upheld an appeal 
by a developer against Missouri City’s (population 
24,000) parkland dedication ordinance stating:


“There is no requirement in the ordinance 
that cash be expended to purchase new 
park areas or that any such areas purchased 
be located in or near the subdivision. There 
is also no time limit as to when the funds 
must be used. Therefore, the ordinance 
places a special economic burden ultimately 
on the purchasers of homes and lots within 
the subdivision with no guarantee that the 
recreational facilities for which they have 
paid will be soon obtained or located close 
to their subdivision.”38  


38 (Berg Development Corporation v. City of Missouri, 1980)
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National confirmation of the requirement for a nexus 
came in a 1987 ruling from the U.S. Supreme Court 
in Nollan v. California Coastal Commission.39


39 (483 U.S. 825, 1987)


 The 
Nollans proposed constructing a two-story home in 
the footprint of their existing one-story beachfront 
home. The Coastal Commission required that the 
Nollans allow a public access easement in front of 
their home across the beach as a condition of being 
granted a coastal development permit. The U.S. 
Supreme Court supported the Nollans’ argument 
that the grant of a public easement was not related to 
the impact created by their house enlargement by a 
vote of five to four. The Court stated that an “essential 
nexus” was required for an exaction to be lawful. 


How are Service Areas Defined?
When the Supreme Court established the essential 
nexus principle, it did not define “essential nexus,” 
so ambiguity—as illustrated by the contrary views 
of the Broward County and Missouri City cases—
continued. To the best of the author’s knowledge, no 
subsequent court decisions have offered definitive 
guidance. As a result, local governments appear to 
have broad discretion in defining service areas. The 
key question is: Can residents of the contributing 
developments be expected to use the facilities where 
the resources are expended? Ideally, the size of 
districts should be based on empirical studies that 
measure how far people in a community travel to 
parks, but such data are rarely available.


The definitions of reasonable nexus have changed 
substantially since the Missouri City case. Today, in 
small cities, it is generally assumed that all parks are 
within a convenient distance of all residents so the 
whole city can be treated as a single service area. For 
example, the City of Forney (population 24,000) in 
the opening recitals of its ordinance states: 


“ The land area of the City of Forney being 
approximately less than 15 square miles shall 
be prima facie evidence that any park located 
therein is within a convenient distance from 
any residence located therein…A typical park 
in Forney is designed to serve the needs of 
residents from the entire community no matter 
where the park is or will be located in Forney…
Any fees collected per these requirements can 
be utilized in the purchase or acquisition of 
parkland, development, and/or improvement 


of any size or scale park facility in Forney as 
planned for or recommended in the Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space Master Plan.”


Later in the ordinance, this is reaffirmed: 


“ Parks may be purchased, acquired, developed, 
or improved with parkland fees in any portion 
of the City of Forney due to its small size since 
any existing or future resident in Forney is 
and will be within a convenient distance to any 
existing or future park in Forney .”


While the absence of districts in small cities is 
expected, it was surprising that four Texas cities 
with populations over 100,000 had no reference to 
defined service areas: Brownsville (183,000), League 
City (106,000), Lewisville (106,000), and Sugar 
Land (118,000) (Appendix D). Seemingly, such large 
population numbers without service areas seem 
difficult to reconcile with the requirements of a 
nexus. However, a different perspective emerges if 
a comparison is made with the average populations 
in each service district in the four largest Texas 
cities: Houston (112,319), Dallas (193,843), El Paso 
(139,706), and Fort Worth (176,594).


Larger communities have adopted four different 
approaches to defining service areas: pre-determined 
zones, reasonable proximity, specified distance, 
and a hybrid model of distance and pre-established 
zones.


Because it is administratively simpler than other 
approaches, the most widely adopted method is to 
establish pre-determined service areas. The data in 
Appendix D report that 25 of the 73 Texas cities 
with dedication ordinances used this approach. The 
number of service areas in the 25 cities that reported 
having pre-determined service areas is reported in 
Exhibit 10.


The population ranges of cities in each of the three 
columns in Exhibit 10 are:


■ 3–5 service districts: Seguin 28,000 to Fort Worth 
882,000;


■ 7–14 service districts:  Rosenberg 40,000 to Dallas 
1.3 million; and


■ Over 13 service districts: Rockwall 45,000 to 
Houston 2.3 million.
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Exhibit 10: Number of Service Districts in Texas 
Cities That Have Them


3–5 Districts 7–14 Districts >13 Districts


Pearland 3 Dallas 7 College 
Station


17


Seguin 3 Rosenberg 8 Houston 21


Wylie 3 Round 
Rock


9 Austin 26


Allen 4 Pharr 12 Pflugerville 29


Frisco 4 Arlington 13 Rockwall 35


Georgetown 4 Missouri 
City


13


Mansfield 4 Plano 14


McKinney 4


New 
Braunfels


4


San Marcos 4


Bryan 5


El Paso 5


Fort Worth 5


Clearly, there are extraordinarily large variations 
in the number of service districts, and they are 
not related to the size of the city. Presumably, this 
reflects multiple interpretations among cities’ legal 
departments as to what constitutes a “reasonable” 
distance to establish an essential nexus. None of 
the cities offer a rationale for the number of service 
areas they designate. Several of them adopt language 
similar to that used in the City of Wylie ordinance to 
“justify” their service areas:


“Municipal parks are those parks providing for 
a variety of outdoor recreational opportunities 
and within convenient distances from a 
majority of the residences to be served 
thereby. The park zones established by the 
parks and recreation department and shown 
on the official parks and recreation map for 
the city shall be prima facie proof that any park 
located therein is within such a convenient 
distance from any residence located therein. 
The primary cost of municipal parks should 
be borne by the ultimate residential property 
owners who, by reason of the proximity of 
their property to such parks, shall be the 
primary beneficiaries of such facilities.”


Most cities with a large number of service districts 
either restrict the scope of their ordinances to 
“neighborhood parks” or specify them as priority 
areas for expending the dedication resources. Since 
neighborhoods are relatively small areas in a city, 
many districts are required to achieve the restrictive 
goal stated in these ordinances. This is a legacy from 
the 1970s and 1980s when the early ordinances were 
limited to neighborhood parks, and Texas cities were 
reacting to Berg Development Corporation v. City of 
Missouri, 1980. Exhibit 5 illustrated that, typically, 
over 80 percent of users now travel by automobile 
to the park that best meets their needs for a desired 
experience instead of walking or biking to the 
nearest park. 


In Texas, some guidance on an acceptable distance 
can be gleaned from the state’s roadway impact 
fee legislation. When it was first passed in 1987, 
the maximum distance was set at 3 miles. In 
2001 it was amended to specify, “For roadway 
facilities, the service area is limited to an area 
within the corporate boundaries of the political 
subdivision and shall not exceed 6 miles.” It appears 
reasonable to conclude that if those residing in new 
developments benefit from new road capacity within 
6 miles, then as they drive to parks, they will benefit 
from new park capacity within that distance.


In the absence of data measuring how far people 
travel to parks, the prevailing best practice is 
to reduce the number of service districts to the 
fewest number that a city’s legal advisers believe is 
permissible. This modus operandi has resulted in 
a trend to expand the size of service areas over the 
past 2 decades. Their increase in size reflects three 
realities. First, it recognizes that many residents no 
longer walk or bike to parks, which was the premise 
behind earlier, smaller zones. Rather, they travel by 
car and select the park that best meets their needs.


Secondly, additional districts add administrative 
complexity. There is increased challenge and cost 
associated with a city’s staff having to accurately 
and fairly account for each land dedication, monies 
collected, and the funds expended.


Third, larger service areas are operationally more 
desirable because they can accrue a threshold 
amount of money faster, and there is more flexibility 
to spend the revenue where it is needed most. If 
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service areas are small, often there is insufficient 
revenue generated to support meaningful 
improvements, so households contributing the 
funds have to wait an inordinate amount of time to 
receive the benefits their funds are meant to provide. 
This proved to be the case in the City of Benbrook 
(population 23,000) which responded by removing 
its districts, stating:


“	Whereas the Money in Lieu of Land Dedication 
fund is growing, but not readily accessible, 
due to a lack of approved projects within the 
corresponding Planning Areas;  Resolved: The 
City Council now deems it necessary to amend 
the Parkland Dedication Requirement allowing 
the cash payments made in lieu of parkland 
dedication in one Planning Area to be spent 
on parkland or park improvements anywhere 
within the city.”


Parkland dedications stem from new developments, 
and this often occurs in higher-income areas rather 
than in the areas which have the most need. The 
court’s rulings do not allow a larger exaction to be 
imposed on developers than the existing level of 
service in the area. However, larger service areas may 
enable boundaries to be drawn, allowing them to 
contribute to equity goals. For example, if the level 
of service in one area is 1 acre of parks per 1,000 
population while in an adjacent area it is 10 acres 
per 1,000 population, then the exaction requirement 
imposed on new developments in each zone will 
maintain that inequity. A local government’s broad 
discretion in establishing the boundaries may remove 
some of these inequities by drawing the sector 
boundaries differently so that the average of the two 
new sectors covering the same area is 5 acres per 
1,000. This would enable more of the new exaction 
resources to be shifted to the 1 acre per 1,000 area.


Equity may be further facilitated by allowing for 
some flexibility at the periphery of pre-determined 
service districts, so resources can be expended for a 
park in an adjacent area if it can be proven that it will 
benefit residents in the development from which the 
dedication funds originate. A typical clause in the 
Dallas ordinance states, “Fees must be spent in the 
same zone or in an adjacent zone in a scenario where 
the development occurs close to a zone border.”


A second method used to operationalize the nexus 
is the reasonable proximity approach. Examples of 


the language used in these ordinances are given in 
Exhibit 11.


Exhibit 11: Examples of Cities That Define Nexus 
Using the “Reasonable Proximity” Approach
	■ There should be a “reasonable relationship” 


(Gilbert, Arizona). 


	■ “Located within convenient distances from 
a majority of the residences to be served” 
(Corpus Christi, Texas). 


	■ “Used at the discretion of the director for 
the purpose of developing or improving 
neighborhood, community and district parks 
serving such subdivision or development” 
(Chesapeake, Virginia). 


	■ “As close to the subdivision as practical to 
ensure that the subdivision’s residents gain 
the benefit of the improvements” (Temple, 
Texas).


	■ “Facilities should be reasonably related to 
the service of the development” (Bakersfield, 
California). 


	■ “Be in such proximity to the development 
so as to serve or benefit persons residing 
therein, as approved by the city council” (The 
Colony, Texas).


	■ California’s Quimby Act which codifies 
parkland dedication requirements for all 
California cities, states, “The amount and 
location of land to be dedicated or the fees to 
be paid shall bear a reasonable relationship to 
the use of the park and recreational facilities 
by the future inhabitants of the subdivision.” 
No defined distance is specified.


This approach is arbitrary because what constitutes 
“reasonable” is likely to differ widely among a given set 
of stakeholders. It does not provide horizontal equity 
since there are no quantitative guidelines to ensure 
that similar developments in the same jurisdiction 
are not treated differently. It requires a judgment to 
be made on each individual case. It is inevitable that 
there will be inconsistency among those judgments, 
leaving the ordinance vulnerable to legal challenges.


A third operationalization removes the arbitrariness 
by specifying the distance from a development on 
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which the fee is imposed. Examples are given in 
Exhibit 12. The challenge of implementing this 
approach is that it requires careful tracking of fund 
expenditures from each development to ensure 
they are correctly allocated. This is likely to be 
administratively complex, difficult, and costly in fast-
growth cities.


The fourth operationalization is a hybrid model 
that combines the distance and pre-determined 
areas approaches. It honors the nexus principle by 
requiring expenditures to be as close as possible to 
the development generating the resources, but it also 
recognizes there are circumstances that may prevent 
this desired outcome from occurring in a reasonable 
time frame. In those cases, it permits the resources 
to be expended elsewhere in the same service area. 
Examples include the Austin ordinance (Exhibit 13) 
and the San Antonio ordinance that states:


“ All fees collected shall be used for the 
acquisition of land for a public park and/or 
development or construction of improvements 
to existing public parkland, within one (1) mile 


of the periphery of the proposed development. 
However, if [1] such acquisition opportunities 
are not available or [2] existing parkland 
is already developed or improved within 
one (1) mile of the proposed subdivision or 
development, then areas within two (2) miles 
of the periphery of the proposed subdivision 
or development may be considered. For fees 
collected that do not exceed fifteen thousand 
dollars ($15,000.00), and there are no available 
properties within two (2) miles, then areas 
within four (4) miles of the periphery of 
the proposed subdivision or development 
may be considered for the acquisition and 
development of public parkland and/or 
construction of improvements to existing 
public parkland within such periphery.”


The San Antonio ordinance guidelines also 
prioritize the expenditures of the park development 
fee component of its ordinance:


“	A parkland development fee shall be 
spent to develop recreational amenities at 
neighborhood parks that meet the locational 
guidelines for use of a fee in-lieu. However, 


Exhibit 12: Examples of Cities Using the Specified Distance Approach for Meeting the Nexus Requirement
	■ “Generally, within 3 miles of the periphery of the subdivision for which they were paid” (Kansas City, 


Missouri). 


	■ Fees must “serve the service area in which the development is located,” which is “generally one-half mile to 
one and a half miles” (Laredo, Texas). 


	■ “Fees shall be used for the acquisition or the improvement of neighborhood, community and/or regional 
parks most likely to serve the residents of the subdivision. The park most likely to serve a subdivision shall 
in no case be located more than five miles from the subdivision” (Corpus Christi, Texas).


	■ The parkland should be “not more than one mile from the development or subdivision, or within two miles 
in the event the city council determines it is not feasible, practicable, or advantageous to expend the funds 
within the one-mile distance” (Grapevine, Texas).


	■ Land “within half a mile of the project for which the funds were collected, or for the neighborhood or 
community park nearest to the project” (St. Paul, Minnesota). Similarly, the Pflugerville, Texas, ordinance 
states, “The parkland shall be located within one-half mile radius from the subdivision.”


	■ “The park most likely to serve a subdivision shall be located within two and one-half (2.5) miles from the 
subdivision, measured in straight lines, at the corners, from the subdivision boundaries” (Universal City, 
Texas). 


	■ The Los Angeles, California, ordinance states, “Any land dedication for park and recreation purposes shall 
be located within a certain radius from the project site, as specified below:


(a) 	 Neighborhood Park: within a 2-mile distance. 


(b) 	 Community Park: within a 5-mile distance.


(c) 	 Regional Park: within a 10-mile distance.”
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Exhibit 13: The Austin Hybrid Operationalization 
of Service Districts
The Austin hybrid approach is described in its 
guidelines for operationalizing the ordinance 
rather than in the ordinance itself. First, it 
establishes priorities for resources collected for 
the land acquisition component of the Austin 
dedication requirement, stating, “A fee in-lieu 
of dedication must be used within the service 
area where it was assessed.” It proceeds to 
state it should be used to address the following 
priorities:


“(1) 	Park and Recreation Department (PARD) 
will attempt to acquire land or easements 
located within a ½-mile radius if the 
development is located within a Parkland 
Deficient Area or if the land would serve a 
critical parkland need or provide increased 
connectivity.”


If no land that meets the requirements for 
dedicated parkland is available for acquisition 
within a Parkland Deficient Area, PARD may use 
funds to acquire parkland or easements using 
the following guidelines:


“(2) 	If no land that meets the requirements 
for dedicated parkland is available for 
acquisition within a Parkland Deficient Area, 
PARD may use funds to acquire parkland or 
easements within a two-mile radius. 


(3) 	 If no additional land that meets the 
requirements for dedicated parkland is 
available for acquisition within a two-
mile radius, PARD may use funds to 
acquire parkland at any location within 
the Parkland Service Area that will benefit 
the development for which the fees were 
assessed. 


(4) 	 If no land that meets the standards in 
Paragraphs (1)–(3), above, is available for 
acquisition within one year from the date 
that a fee in-lieu of dedication was paid, 
PARD may spend the fees to construct 
recreational amenities or improvements 
at an existing park within the applicable 
Parkland Service Area.”


if no neighborhood park that meets the 
locational guidelines is appropriate for 
development of recreational amenities, a 
parkland development fee may be spent to 
develop recreational amenities at: 


 (1)  The nearest district park within the  
 parkland service area where the site plan  
 or subdivision project that paid the fee is  
 located; or 


 (2)  A metro park, if no district park within  
 the applicable service area is appropriate  
 for development of recreational amenities .”


Extending Ordinances 
to an Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ)
The table in Appendix D indicates that in 28 of 
the 73 Texas cities (40 percent), the ordinance 
requirements extend to areas within the city’s ETJ 
(i.e., lands not within the city’s boundaries but that 
are subject to the city’s subdivision regulations). The 
ETJ in Texas extends for 2 miles for cities between 
25,000 and 49,999 beyond the existing boundaries 
of a city, 3.5 miles for cities between 50,000 and 
99,999, and to 5 miles when a population threshold 
of 100,000 is reached. Cities that are “landbound” 
have no reason to include provisions relating to an 
ETJ area in their ordinances because they border 
neighboring cities on all sides and, therefore, have 
no unincorporated areas that could potentially be 
annexed into the city.


Extending requirements into the ETJ ensures that 
if land is annexed into a city in the future, the 
level of service for parks in those areas will not 
be substandard when compared to the rest of the 
city. A 2018 court case confirmed that a “Texas 
City possesses authority—to the exclusion of the 
County—to regulate all subdivision plats and 
related permits for property in the City’s ETJ.”40 


40(Collin County, Texas v. City of McKinney, 2018)


Since regulations governing parkland dedication are 
located in a city’s subdivision regulations, and the 
dedication is part of the platting process, a city can 
enforce parkland dedication in its ETJ.40  


In 2019 the Texas legislature passed legislation 
requiring that cities could annex adjacent areas only 
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if those residing in the areas voted to support it. 
Previously, annexation occurred at the will of a city, 
regardless of the views of those living in the annexed 
areas. This radical change in annexation procedure 
is likely to result in much less annexation in the 
future.


Ostensibly it suggests that there is perhaps less 
rationale for extending the ordinance into the ETJ. 
However, there are two reasons to support the 
practice. First, it is highly likely that new residents in 
the ETJ will use park facilities in the proximate city. 
Rather than being “free riders,” they should contribute 
to the cost of providing them. Secondly, developers 
inside the city boundaries may consider it to be unfair 
competition since they are required to pay an exaction 
for parks while their competitors on the edge of the 
city, but outside its boundaries, are not. 


If dedication requirements are extended to the 
ETJ, then the city incurs the unwelcome cost of 
maintaining dedicated parks that may be located far 
outside the city’s existing boundaries. Cities addressed 
this in three different ways. First, by not typically 
accepting dedications of land. For example, the City 
of Alvin ordinance stated, “The difficulty faced by the 
city in maintaining property outside the corporate 
limits of the city may result in the application of a fee-
in-lieu of the land dedication requirement.” 


A second approach was illustrated in the City 
of Temple ordinance, which responded to the 
challenges of maintaining land in the ETJ by 
limiting the ordinance only to land that was highly 
likely to be annexed:


“Parkland dedication will not be required in the 
ETJ if all the following circumstances exist: (i) 
the area proposed for development is more 
than one mile from the existing city limits; 
(ii) the proposed development will create 
fewer than nine lots; (iii) the City has not 
set forth plans to annex the area proposed 
for development in the City’s Municipal 
Annexation Plan.”


A third approach adopted in several cities was 
to adopt a policy that encouraged developments 
to carry the maintenance costs until a park was 
annexed. The Austin ordinance was typical in that 
it incentivized this option by increasing its limit of 
50 percent credit given to developers who include 
private amenities in projects within the city to 100 
percent in the ETJ: 


“For subdivisions located outside the city limits, 
up to [100 percent] credit may, at the discretion 
of the City, be given if the subdivider enters 
into a written agreement with the City stating 
that all private parkland shall be dedicated to 
the City at the time of full purpose annexation 
of said subdivision by the City.”
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SECTION 2: 
CALCULATING THE AMOUNT OF A PARKLAND DEDICATION


Park Standards, Aspirational Goals, and Peer City Levels of Service: 
Inappropriate Bases for Establishing Dedication Requirements


National Standards
In 1901, a committee appointed by the American 
Park and Outdoor Art Association published the first 
attempt at establishing standards for park provision 
in the U.S., recommending that one-twentieth of a 
city’s space should be reserved for parks and squares. 
This amount was allocated among playgrounds, large 
parks, and school grounds.41


41 (Theobald, 1984)


 Once the fundamental 
idea of a standard was proposed, several subsequent 
authors and committees offered alternative options. 
However, by the 1930s, they had generally morphed 
into a standard of 10 acres per 1,000 population. The 
actual origin of this standard is not known, but it was 
widely disseminated:


“	This number was widely accepted and applied 
by numerous communities across the United 
States in the late 1930s, largely because 


there was no alternative. Thus, the effect 
was compounded: acceptance increased the 
standard’s authority and encouraged other 
communities to accept it without revision or 
question.”42


42 (Wilkinson, 1985, p. 192)


  


When six national park and recreation professional 
organizations merged in 1965 and formed the 
National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA), 
the new organization continued to advocate the 10 
acres per 1,000 population standard.43


43 (NRPA, 1967)


 One of their 
most respected leaders reiterated the perspective he 
had described in his pioneering park and recreation 
textbook, stating, “Some large cities cannot hope to 
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obtain or even approach the overall standard, but 
this means that the city is unable to meet it, not that 
the standard is wrong.”44


44 (Butler, 1958, p. 34)


 He pointed out that the 
standard was easy to remember and apply, and “until 
someone comes along with a better one, it seems to 
have validity for general application.”44  


For example, an influential leader in the 
conservation movement writing in 1968 who was 
not associated with NRPA viewed this standard with 
skepticism: 


“	The National Recreation and Park Association 
popularized the now famous ‘ten acres 
per thousand’ standard a generation ago, 
and it has served municipal officials well as 
either a guide or an excuse for acquisition 
decisions ever since. The formula sounds too 
suspiciously facile to represent anything but 
an opinion, probably arbitrary, although from 
an important source. Such a statistic sticks 
in the mind and with age becomes encrusted 
with an implication of scientific accuracy.”45 


45 (Whyte, 1968, p. 19)


Despite these reservations, the standard was widely 
adopted in a large number of U.S. cities. It prevailed 
as the conventional wisdom until around the new 
millennium. Invariably, it was qualified as being a 
“guide,” but this caveat was widely ignored.46


46 (Mertes and Hall, 1995)


 Two 
primary reasons accounted for its ubiquity. First, it 
was clear and simple, could be “picked off the shelf,” 
was easily applied, and was a “crutch on which 
planners have leaned.”47


47 (Wilkinson, 1985, p. 190)


 Second, the standard was 
established and promoted by a national professional 
organization, so it was legitimized as “expert.”48  


48 (Wilkinson, 1985)


A national standard suggested uniformity across 
communities. This was antithetical to the obvious 
diversity that exists both within and among 
municipalities. It filled a vacuum but had obvious 
failings. In response, a movement slowly emerged 
that argued national standards should be replaced by 
community-specific standards “that were subject to 
local desires, characteristics, physical and economic 
resources, and other limitations of that particular 
community.”49, 50


49 (Wright et al., 1976)
50 (Wilkinson, 1985, p. 199)


 By 1983, the community-specific 
principle had become more widely accepted, so that 
year’s version of NRPA’s standards guide stated, “It 
is imperative that every community develops its own 
standards for recreation, parks and open space.”51


51 (Lancaster, 1983, p. 37)


 
The publication suggested the starting point for a 
community discussion should be its existing level of 


service expressed in acres per thousand people. Any 
variation from this standard should be empirically 
derived, indicating whether the community wanted 
to raise or lower it after they became aware of the 
financial implications associated with such variations.


Some communities continue to use the 
national standard, despite NRPA stressing its 
inappropriateness almost 40 years ago. For example, 
the City of Grapevine ordinance states, “In 
determining the size of the parcel or parcels that 
should be set aside and reserved [for parks], the city 
council has taken as a benchmark the standards of 
the National Recreation and Park Association.” NRPA 
reports it is “asked about ‘NRPA Standards’ nearly 
once a week.” One of their senior managers observed:


“ This is impressive because the NRPA Areas 
and Facilities Standards has not been updated 
in more than two decades and never again 
will be updated . The reason for this is simple: 
There is not a single set of standards for 
parks and recreation that could possibly 
encompass the uniqueness found in every 
community across the country…To think that 
an agency in Alaska, one in Kansas, and one in 
South Florida should hold themselves to the 
same standard is unrealistic, impractical and 
potentially detrimental.”52  


52 (May, 2019)


Aspirational Goals
Many communities have recognized that using 
national standards to determine their level of service 
is illegal and have replaced it with their desired 
local level of service when calculating parkland 
dedications. Again, this is a misapplication of 
the level of service criterion. Invariably, when 
a community develops a Parks Master Plan, it 
recommends increases in the quantity of parkland. 
This frequently results from the excitement and 
aspirations of park advocates who prominently 
engage in the opportunities for public input to the 
plan. These become aspirational goals that the plan 







Section 2: Calculating the Amount of a Parkland Dedication | 33


suggests the city should strive to achieve in the next 
5 or 10 years, for example. Invariably, the plan is 
adopted by the city council with minimal discussion.   


This approach appears to have been adopted in the 
Plano ordinance in its 5-year capital improvements 
plan:


“ ...which identifies those park facilities and their 
costs which are to be financed in whole or in 
part through the imposition of park fees…the 
park fee for each service area shall be uniform 
and shall be determined by dividing the total 
anticipated costs, including land value, and all 
development costs, of all neighborhood and 
linear park facilities set forth in the Master Plan 
by the total population to be served by such 
facilities .”


This reads like an impact fee ordinance and is likely 
to be difficult to defend if it is challenged in the 
courts because it makes no reference to existing 
service levels. Rather, its rationale rests on the desired 
facilities identified in the city’s parks master plan. 


The data shown in Exhibit 14, taken from the parks 
master plan of a large U.S. city, are reasonably 
typical of ordinances that inappropriately use 
aspirational standards. The plan reports both the 
current level of service (acres per 1,000 population) 
and the level of service the city will strive to achieve 
in the plan’s 10-year horizon.


Exhibit 14: A Comparison of Current 
and Aspirational Levels of Service


Current 10-year Target


Type of Park
Total 
Acres


Acres 
per


1,000   
Additional 


Acres      


Acres 
per 


1,000


Neighborhood 
Parks     766 0.95                          72 1.00   


Community 
Parks 1,381               1.72                         296 2.00


Regional Parks            2,277 2.84  237 2.50


The city’s natural inclination was to embrace 
the 10-year target that the level of service used 
to calculate the amount of parkland dedication 
developers should be required to provide. Seemingly, 


the rationale appears to be sound because the 
amount appropriately flows from the master plan. 
However, correcting deficiencies by requiring a 
dedication beyond the existing level of service places 
a disproportionate burden on new developments. 
The U.S. Supreme Court’s “rough proportionality” 
criterion in the Dolan Case—which is described 
in the following section—ruled that a parkland 
dedication requirement cannot exceed the existing 
level of service.53  


53 (Dolan v. City of Tigard, 1994)


Peer City Levels of Service
It is common practice in park master plans to create 
a benchmark level of service based on that offered in 
a set of “peer” cities, to proclaim that this represents 
an aggregation of the “best practices” for levels of 
park service, and to recommend that a city should 
plan for a level of service consistent with the ranking 
it aspires to achieve among peer cities. 


Exhibit 15 comes from the author’s home city of 
College Station and is illustrative of this approach. 
The 18 benchmarking Texas cities were within 
±35,000 of College Station’s population and, like 
College Station, all had rapid growth rates. The 
level of service used to determine their parkland 
dedication requirements is shown in Exhibit 15. 
Six of the cities did not have ordinances: Midland, 
Carrollton, Richardson, Conroe, Odessa, and 
Killeen (colored in gray in Exhibit 15).


The conclusion drawn by the city’s internal auditor 
from this comparison was that “College Station’s 
parkland dedication requirements are some of 
the highest among comparable cities.”54


54 (Elliot, 2017)


 That 
conclusion was accurate, but it is not relevant per se 
to determining the level of dedication a city should 
require. The U.S. Supreme Court ruling made it clear 
that using the level of service in peer cities is not an 
acceptable approach. Rather, the benchmark should 
be a city’s existing level of service.


Once this calculation has been undertaken, the 
city council may make a policy decision to set the 
dedication amount at some level below the potential 
requirement. In making that policy decision, a 
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council may consider the requirements of peer cities. 
Thus, in the Exhibit 15 example, the City of College 
Station’s level of service ranked third among the 18 
Texas cities it considered to be peers, but the city 
council made a policy decision to apply a “discount” 
and adopt a parkland dedication requirement that 
was far below this level of existing service. They 
positioned it close to the median of their peer city 
requirements because the council believed imposing 
a dedication reflecting the existing level of service 
would be detrimental to economic growth. 


Exhibit 15: Parkland Acres per 1,000 People in 18 Texas Cities


– 2 4 6 8 10 12 14


Pharr


Edinburg


Pearland


Killeen


Odessa


League City


Denton


Allen


Conroe


Bryan


Richardson


Carrollton


Lewisville


Sugar Land


Midland


College Station


Flower Mound


Round Rock


The U.S. Supreme Court’s 
“Rough Proportionality” Rule
In the early years of parkland dedication, multiple 
state court rulings prohibited local governments 
from using new development as a source of 
financing for expanding their current level of 
service. These state court rulings were confirmed 
by the U.S. Supreme Court’s 1994 ruling in Dolan 
v. City of Tigard.53 The city unsuccessfully argued 
that its comprehensive plan—operationalized in 
a community development code—directed the 
magnitude of dedication to be imposed. The court 


stated this was insufficient and that the amount of 
an exaction must also be factually justified.


The court ruled the City of Tigard had not met its 
burden of demonstrating that the number of vehicle 
and bicycle trips generated by an expansion of Ms. 
Dolan’s plumbing and electrical supply store was 
reasonably related to the city’s requirement that 
a portion of her property—which was within the 
100-year floodplain—be dedicated as a pedestrian/
bicycle trail easement. The court said, “The findings 
of fact that the pathway system ‘could offset some of 
the traffic demand’ is a far cry from a finding that 
the system will, or is likely to, offset some of the 
traffic demand…the city must make some effort to 
quantify its findings in support of the dedication…
beyond the conclusory statement that it could offset 
some of the traffic demand generated.”53 


The court did not dispute that there was a 
conceptual nexus between creating the trail and 
alleviating flooding and traffic congestion. However, 
this was only the first stage of a two-part relationship 
between the mandated dedication and its benefit to 
Dolan. The court’s five to four majority found that 
the city failed to demonstrate that the magnitude 







Section 2: Calculating the Amount of a Parkland Dedication | 35


of the dedication required by the city resulted in 
a commensurate amount of benefit to Dolan. The 
court stated there must be a “rough proportionality” 
between the dedication imposed on a developer 
and the demand from the projected development, 
stating, “No precise mathematical calculation 
is required but the city must make some sort of 
individualized determination that the required 
dedication is related both in nature and extent to 
the impact of the proposed development.”53 The 
court noted that when making the individualized 
determination, “the city must make some effort to 
quantify its findings in support of the dedication.”53 
How rough of a “rough proportionality” estimate 
was acceptable remained an open question.


Before the Dolan case, if developers challenged a 
city’s dedication ordinance, they had to prove that it 
was unfair. Importantly, the Dolan decision shifted 
the burden of proving “rough proportionality” 
from the challenging landowner to the defending 
municipality. The local government—rather than 
the developer—now bears the burden of proof 
to show that the exaction bears a proportional 
relationship to the impact of a proposed 
development. However, once the city enacts the 
exaction using a quantitative method, the burden 
shifts to the developer to show that the exaction is 
inappropriate.    


Before the rough proportionality ruling, some local 
elected officials in upper-income communities were 
accused of imposing excessively high exactions to 
maintain exclusiveness or cultural homogeneity. 
For example, it was suggested that this could have 
occurred at Seal Beach, California, which imposed a 
park fee of over $22,000 per dwelling.55


55 (Weschler et al., 1987)


 By removing 
the arbitrariness of standards and replacing it with 
a requirement to empirically demonstrate “rough 
proportionality,” the suspicion of motives associated 
with such actions was removed.    


Operationalizing the Rough Proportionality Rule
The Supreme Court offered no guidance on how 
to implement its mandate that a city’s ordinance 
had to “make some effort to quantify its findings in 
support of the dedication” to demonstrate there was 
“rough proportionality” between the magnitude of 
the dedication required by the city and the benefits 


accruing to new residents. Hence, those charged 
with developing a methodology in response to this 
mandate were confronted with a conundrum: How 
can a city estimate the increased demand for parks 
due to future residents when those residents have not 
yet arrived in the community? 


The emergent consensus was to assume that new 
residents’ demands for parks would equal that of 
existing residents in the city’s service area in which 
they elected to build. This solution rationalizes that 
a community basically says to new residents, “This 
is the quality of life we have. If you build here, we 
expect you to help maintain our existing level of 
provision. If the magnitude of the dedication needed 
to sustain the level of service for parks in our district 
is not acceptable to you, then please purchase a home 
in a different service area or community with lower 
fees because that area also has fewer parks.” 


To operationalize this conceptualization, the 
existing level of service must be identified, and then 
a dedication requirement must be established to 
retain that service level. The most widely adopted 
unit of measurement for establishing an existing 
level of service is the number of DUs per acre of 
parkland.


Calculating a Land Dedication Requirement
Exhibit 16, column 4 reports the current levels 
of parkland provision in the 73 Texas cities with 
dedication ordinances. The ratio of DUs per acre of 
parkland in column 4 is derived by dividing column 
2 by column 3. The number of Dwelling Units (DUs) 
in column 2 was extracted from U.S. Census Bureau 
data.56 


56 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2020)


The data in columns 5 and 6 report the parkland 
dedication requirement in the cities’ ordinances for 
single-family and multi-family units, respectively. 
A cursory review of column 5 shows that 15 Texas 
cities require a land dedication of 1 acre per 100 
DUs, while in another five, the requirement is 1 acre 
per 50 DUs. The use of round numbers by these 20 
cities strongly suggests they are arbitrary and they 
had made no “individual determination” using a 
quantitative approach based on a city’s existing 
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standard, which was the criterion required by the 
U.S. Supreme Court ruling. In some cases, they 
were perhaps selected because a review of other 
cities’ ordinances showed that these were the modal 
requirements among peer cities and that their 
frequency may be perceived to confer legitimacy in 
using one of these ratios. 


This suggestion of arbitrariness is further supported 
by the wide gap between the existing level of 
service and the dedication requirement. Across 
all the cities’ data in Exhibit 16, there is a striking 
disparity between the ratios in column 4 showing 
the current level of park provision and the much 
lower requirements specified by the dedication 
ratios in columns 5 and 6. If the criterion of “rough 
proportionality” was applied, then these ratios 
should be approximately the same.


The summary in Exhibit 17 shows the percentage 
magnitude of the “undercount” in 65 of the Texas 
cities for which comparisons could be made ranged 
from 9 to 1,250 percent. The arbitrariness of these 
procedures is rarely challenged by developers 
because, in most cases, they benefit from ratios that 
are far below the “rough proportionality” guideline.


Exhibit 17: The Percentage “Undercount” of Land 
Dedication Requirements Among Texas Cities


Percentage Number of Cities


1–100 10


101–200 22


201–300 13


301–400 10


>400 10


Five Texas cities in Exhibit 16 (Edinburg, Hutto, 
Keller, Leander, and Stephenville) require a 
dedication that exceeds the existing level of service. 
This contravenes the Supreme Court’s Dolan ruling, 
which has been codified in the Texas statutes and 
mandates “the developer’s portion of the costs may 
not exceed the amount required for infrastructure 
improvements that are roughly proportionate to the 
proposed development.”57 57 (Texas Local Government Code Ann., 1987, Section 212–904)


After the Texas Supreme Court confirmed the 
legality of parkland dedication, the legislature 
subsequently incorporated the following enabling 
legislation into the state statutes:


 Sec. 212.904. Apportionment of Municipal 
Infrastructure costs. “(a)  If a municipality 
requires, including under an agreement 
under Chapter 242, as a condition of approval 
for a property development project that 
the developer bear a portion of the costs of 
municipal infrastructure improvements by 
the making of dedications, the payment of 
fees, or the payment of construction costs, 
the developer’s portion of the costs may not 
exceed the amount required for infrastructure 
improvements that are roughly proportionate 
to the proposed development as approved by 
a professional engineer who holds a license 
issued under Chapter 1001, Occupations 
Code, and is retained by the municipality . The 
municipality’s determination shall be completed 
within thirty days following the submission of 
the developer’s application for determination 
under this subsection .”


A notable feature of the statute is that it requires 
the dedication to be approved as being “roughly 
proportionate” by a professional engineer. 
Adherence to this procedure should offer some 
assurance that the amount of the dedication will 
be consistent with the existing level of service 
because a professional engineer is certifying that 
the quantification meets the legal requirement of 
“rough proportionality.” The arbitrariness and 
undercounting of the level of service shown in 
Exhibit 16 suggest that this clause appears to have 
been widely ignored and that a city engineer has not 
been required to certify the quantitative calculation 
of the level of service. 


Calculating a Fee-in-lieu of Land
Columns 7 and 8 in Exhibit 16 show the fees-in-lieu 
requirements for each residential unit in each city. 
These are derived by the following formula:


Per acre market value of land ×  
Number of acres in the development


Number of dwelling units 
in the development
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Only a handful of ordinances were transparent 
in displaying the calculations that created a city’s 
fee-in-lieu. The most obvious conclusion to draw 
from this omission is that no such calculations were 
made. In some cases, these may have been estimated 
by staff and not incorporated into the ordinance. In 
the interest of transparency, the calculations should 
be either attached to the ordinance as an appendix 
or included in a separate explanatory manual that 
provides more details of the dedication procedures. 
Pflugerville, Austin, and New Braunfels are 
examples of cities that developed such manuals.


The number of acres and number of units in a 
development are specified in planning applications. 
However, the per-acre market value has to be 
determined and is often disputed by stakeholders. 
Appendix E reports the methods specified in each 
of the Texas cities’ ordinances for estimating per-
acre market value of land. Surprisingly, 45 of the 
ordinances (62 percent) lacked any explanation of 
the principles used to determine the market value of 
the land. This implies they were arbitrarily set by city 
councils without any “quantitative” effort to establish 
“rough proportionality.” Again, the large proportion 
of “rounded” numbers that appear in columns 7 and 
8 (Exhibit 16) appear to reinforce the suggestion that 
they were not empirically derived. Those cities whose 
ordinances proclaimed they did use an empirical 
method adopted either a site-specific valuation or an 
average valuation within each service area. 


Many cities adopting the site-specific approach 
ascertained the fair market value of land by using the 
appraised value established by the county tax assessor. 
Despite the legal statutory requirement in Texas 
that assessed value should be set at the fair market 
value, many tax assessors set appraisals below the fair 
market value to avoid costs related to a large number 
of property owners contesting their valuations.


Accordingly, some ordinances provide the council 
with a discretionary clause that authorizes them 
to challenge site-specific, low-ball appraisals by 
commissioning an independent valuation. Language 
in The Colony ordinance is typical:


“	In determining the average per acre value of 
the total land included within the proposed 
residential development, the council may 
base its determination on one or more of the 
following: 


(i)	 The most recent appraisal of all or part of 
the property made by the central appraisal 
district; or 


(ii)	 Confirm sale prices of all or part of the 
property to be developed, or comparable 
property in close proximity thereof, 
which have occurred within two (2) 
years immediately preceding the date of 
determination; or 


(iii)	 Where, in the judgment of the council, (i) or 
(ii) above would not, because of changed 
conditions, be a reliable indication of 
the then current value of the land being 
developed, an independent appraisal of 
the whole property shall be obtained by 
the city and paid for by the developer.” 


The state of the land at the time when its market 
value is determined varies among ordinances. For 
example, the Aurora, Colorado, ordinance states, 
“The amount of such payment shall be based upon 
the market value of property within the subdivision 
as fully developed, with all attendant infrastructure, 
in accordance with the land uses approved for the 
subdivision.” In contrast, the cities of Forney and 
Haltom ordinances state the valuation “shall be the 
raw acreage cost.” Clearly, the value of land using 
the Aurora approach is likely to be much higher 
than that mandated in the Forney and Haltom 
ordinances.


If there is a zoning change after the land is acquired 
by a developer, then an appraisal of the land within 
the new zoning category is sometimes mandated in 
an ordinance. This recognizes that land price should 
reflect value at the time it is platted—not necessarily 
at the time the land is purchased. For example, if a 
zoning change shifts the land’s use from agricultural 
to multi-family, then the land’s value at the time 
it is platted is likely to be much higher than at the 
time the land was purchased. The agricultural land 
may have been purchased at $10,000 an acre, but if a 
developer succeeds in obtaining a zoning change to 
multi-family, then its value may increase to $100,000 
an acre. In essence, this is a windfall gain granted 
to the developer by the community, who should 
therefore be entitled to share in it.


The alternative approach to valuing each 
development site that was adopted by 11 Texas cities 
(16 percent) is to estimate the average market value 
of land in each service district and use that average 
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for all developments in the service area (Appendix 
E). For example, the City of Rockport ordinance 
states, “The value of land shall be based on current 
land values within the city.” In some ordinances, an 
average land value for each district is used, while in 
others, it is a city-wide average.


By definition, this approach means that half the 
land values are lower than the average, while the 
other half are above average. Thus, some developers 
pay more than the market value of their land, while 
others pay less. This average value approach is 
administratively easier. However, there is a higher 
probability that those whose land value is below the 
median are likely to contest their exaction, believing 
it to be unfair. Certainly, it is less objective than 
the actual fair market value of each site and more 
prone to manipulation due to political pressures. 
The data in Appendix E suggest the average market 
value of land in each area tends to be favored by 
larger cities—which handle many development 
applications—because the administrative burden 
of valuing each site makes that option seem 
impractical.


Calculating a Park Development Fee
Exhibit 16, columns 9 and 10 show that 29 of the 
73 Texas cities require a park development fee. The 
construction cost per acre should be empirically 
derived by reviewing recent bid packages for the 
development of new parks and the number of acres 
in those parks to derive a development cost per acre. 
The per-dwelling development fee is ascertained 
by dividing the construction cost per acre by the 
number of dwelling units per acre in a development.


In many cities, the park development fee is 
substantially under-estimated. This is illustrated 
in the La Porte ordinance, which states, “The park 
development fee shall be calculated on the basis of 
$318.00 per dwelling unit.” Similarly, the Corpus 
Christi ordinance requires $200 per dwelling unit. 
It is improbable that $318 by 93 dwelling units—
which is the land dedication requirement stated in 
the La Porte ordinance (i.e., $29,500 per acre) or 
that $200 by 100 dwelling units in Corpus Christi 
(i.e., $20,000 per acre)—is sufficient to transform 
raw land into a useable park. The magnitude of 
the underfunding implicit in these ordinances 


can be gauged by comparing it to the $342,500 per 
acre development cost of a park shown in the New 
Braunfels illustration in Exhibit 18, which is based 
on that city’s recent bids for park construction.


The “Double-counting” Issue
Some argue that if residents of new subdivisions 
are required to finance new parks for which they 
generate a need, then they should not have to 
participate in retiring outstanding debt for the 
development of similar parks existing elsewhere in 
the community. They incur this obligation because 
annual debt charges for parks are incorporated into 
new residents’ ad valorem taxes. Others argue that 
this is not “double-counting” since new residents 
have access to many existing parks whose capital 
debts have been repaid and to which the new 
residents contributed nothing.


In the past, this issue has not been prominent 
because parkland dedication fees were frequently 
too low to be worth challenging. However, as more 
cities include park improvement costs and raise 
their dedication requirement to adhere to the “rough 
proportionality” guideline, this issue is likely to 
become more prominent. 


Should All Types of Parks Be Included 
When Deriving Current Service Levels? 
In their master plans, municipalities invariably 
adopt a taxonomy to describe differences in the 
characteristics of their parks. The taxonomy 
typically includes pocket parks, neighborhood parks, 
community parks, athletic parks, special purpose 
parks, city-wide parks, and natural reserve, preserve, 
and conservation parks—often in floodplains 
alongside rivers flowing through the community. 
Earlier in the manuscript, it was recommended 
that the distinction between types of parks should 
be removed since they were redundant given the 
changed travel modes of park visitors.


However, when calculating the existing level of 
service, it may not be appropriate to include all 
types of parks because the authority for imposing an 
exaction rests on the premise that parks contribute 
to the “health, safety, and welfare” of a community’s 
population. This implies that parks offer widespread 
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58 (Mowen et al., 2015)
59 (Crompton and Nicholls, 2020; 2020a)
60 (Crompton, 2008)
61 (Ham, Kruger, and Tudor-Locke, 2009)


community benefits from which a large proportion 
of the population believes they benefit. 


The nomenclature of most dedication ordinances 
is “park dedication” and not “recreation and park 
dedication.” This nomenclature is intentional. 
Benefits from parks accrue not only to the relatively 
large proportion of a community’s residents who 
use them, but also to a majority of non-users in 
a community who perceive they benefit from the 
economic and environmental benefits of parks.58  
These benefits include enhancing residents’ real 
estate values and providing extensive environmental 
and ecological services such as protecting and 
cleaning drinking water, controlling flooding, 
cleaning air, reducing energy costs, and preserving 
biological diversity.59 These contributions are 
cost-effective alternatives to communities 
making expensive investments in technology and 
infrastructure that are required when nature’s role is 
usurped by development.60  


In contrast, the proportion of participants who 
engage in recreation activities that require 
specialized facilities—such as athletic complexes, 
practice fields, tennis courts, and swimming 
pools—is relatively small. Benefits from these types 
of facilities typically extend to 2 to 4 percent of 
the individuals in a given community.61 It is not 
reasonable to conclude that these activities “benefit 
the health, safety, and welfare of the community” 
when such a small proportion of a community 
engages in them. Therefore, some consider it 
inappropriate to use the park dedications to provide 
for these types of parks. 


Illustrations of Alternate Approaches to 
Operationalizing “Rough Proportionality”
Four general approaches were used in the ordinances 
reviewed. The first three of them appear to meet the 
criteria established in the Dolan case.53  


(1) Number of dwelling units per acre of parks


(2) Discounting passive/undeveloped parks


(3) Incorporation of a differential measure
based on type and/or size of residential unit


(4) Arbitrary: Non-compliance with the Dolan
case requirements


Approach #1: Number of Dwelling 
Units Per Acre of Parks


A preferred approach is illustrated by the City of 
New Braunfels ordinance shown in Exhibit 18. The 
city calculated dwelling units per acre of parks, 
but they elected to separate the dedication into 
neighborhood and community parks and regional 
parks. The council, as a matter of policy, elected to 
phase in the new requirement for neighborhood and 
community parks by delaying its implementation for 
8 months and then incrementally raising it annually 
to the full amount over a 3-year period. 


The council delayed implementing the regional park 
requirement until after the 3-year phase-in period of 
the neighborhood/community dedication changes. 
This provided time to evaluate the impact of the 
increased neighborhood/community dedication 
fees on other council goals so that they could make 
a more informed decision relating to the proposed 
regional park fee. These actions gave the development 
community time to adjust to the new requirements.


The City of Hutto used a variation for calculating their 
fee-in-lieu of land dedication shown in Exhibit 18. 
The appraised value of all the residential “parcels of 
land” which had improvements on them within the 
city boundaries and the ETJ was aggregated, and then 
divided by the aggregate acreage of these properties.


Approach #2: Discounting Passive/ 
Undeveloped Parks 


As Approach #1 emerged as the norm for calculating 
“rough proportionality,” the development 
community pointed out that a proportion of 
parkland in most communities is not intensively 
developed. Rather, the focus of these parks is 
on preserving the “naturalness” of an area, its 
wildlife habitats, and the environment, as well as 
creating and sustaining ecological integrity. These 
parks facilitate opportunities for non-structured 
casual recreational activities which have minimal 
adverse impact on the natural habitat and require 
few facilities. Hence, their development typically 
requires relatively low capital investment and low 
ongoing maintenance.
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Exhibit 18: New Braunfels Parkland Dedication Requirements and Calculations: 
Illustration of the Number of Dwelling Units Per Acre of Parks Approach
Starting Values: 


City/ETJ population: 91,611  


City/ETJ residents per household (HH): 2.85 


Current level of service (LOS): Community/neighborhood parks: 190.95 acres; regional parks: 130 acres 


Cost of land per acre in New Braunfels: $35,000 


Cost of construction per acre: $342,500 (based on construction costs of most recent city parks)


Neighborhood/Community Parkland Requirements: 


	■ Land requirement 


	 91,611 population/190.95 acres = 480 residents per park acre


	 480 residents/2.85 PPH = 168 dwelling units per park acre 


	■ Fee-in-lieu of land requirement 


	 $35,000 cost of land/168 dwelling units = $208 fee per dwelling unit


	■ Park development cost 


	 $342,500 cost per acre/168 dwelling units per park acre = $2,038 fee per dwelling unit 


	■ Combined maximum fee for neighborhood/community parks: $2,246 per dwelling unit


City council policy decision on neighborhood/community parks: Implement on the following schedule:


Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Phase in % 75% 85% 100%
Fee-in-lieu of land $208 $208 $208 


Fee for park development $1,528 $1,732 $2,038 


Combined fee per dwelling unit $1,736 $1,940 $2,246 


Regional Parkland Requirements: 


	■ Land requirement 


	 91,611 population/130 acres = 705 residents per park acre


	 705 residents/2.85 PPH = 247 dwelling units per park acre 


	■ Fee-in-lieu of land requirement 


	 $35,000 cost of land/247 dwelling units = $142 fee per dwelling units


	■ Park development cost 


	 $342,500 cost per acre/247 dwelling units per park acre = $1,387 fee per dwelling unit 


	■ Combined maximum fee for regional parks: $1,529 per dwelling unit


City council policy decision: The regional park fee is set at $0.00
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Exhibit 19: A Parcel-based Method for Calculating a Fee-in-lieu


Population-based Method Fee-in-lieu Calculation


Current population 


36,146


Total number of parcels with 
improvements on the land listed as 
“residential” in city limits and ETJ 10,110


Average PPH from 2013–2017 
in Hutto 3.51 Total acres of residential land parcels 6,406


Total acres of parkland 164.52 Total land value of residential $481,253,893 


Total people per acre of parkland 
(level of service) 220 Value per acre of residential land $75,125 


Total dwelling units per acre of 
parkland (level of service/PPH) 62.6


Value per acre of residential land
$75,125 


Dedication fee-in-lieu of parkland 
(value of land/DU per acre) $1,200.20 


Their costs are generally limited to providing and 
maintaining (i) trails for walking, running, biking, 
and roller blading; (ii) benches, picnic tables, 
garbage receptacles, and some bathrooms that 
facilitate activities such as observing nature, bird 
watching, painting, photography, or picnicking; and 
(iii) regular mowing of narrow strips of trail edges, 
cleaning, and weed control. Since their development 
cost is lower, it is appropriate for a discounted 
development fee to be extended to these lands.


This is illustrated in Exhibit 20 which is adapted 
from the ordinance of a large city of a population 
of approximately 1 million. The city’s ordinance 
calculated a different dedication requirement for 
each of its six geographical zones. The land value was 
fixed at $75,000, even though the market value was 
substantially higher as a matter of city council policy. 


In Exhibit 20, the fee-in-lieu of land dedication 
was $1,576. The park development fee recognized 
that the cost per acre for developed community 
parks ($345,000) was substantially higher than the 
cost of developed neighborhood parks ($75,000). 
Accordingly, a weighted average was calculated 
reflecting the different number of acres of each type 
of park in the zone, resulting in an average fee per 
residential dwelling for developed parks of $5,519. 


The cost of transforming land into a passive park 
was shown to be $40,000 per acre, resulting in a per 
unit fee for those parks of $840.


In addition to the fees based on level of service in 
each zone, there was a fee for citywide parks that 
were large passive facilities (mainly ecologically 
sensitive lands following river corridors) that 
attracted users from all sectors of the city. This fee 
($296) was added to the other three fees so the total 
per resident fee was $8,231. Again, the city made a 
policy decision to phase in the full fee in increments 
over a 6-year period. 


Approach #3: Incorporation of a Differential 
Measure Based on Type and/or Size of 
Residential Unit


Most Texas ordinances traditionally had the same 
dedication requirement for single-family and 
multi-family units. Around the start of the new 
millennium, a trend emerged favoring differential 
exactions. Usually, it was in response to developers 
pointing out the differences in household occupancy 
and arguing that this should result in a lower 
dedication for multi-family units. However, in recent 
years, administrative expediency has led some cities 
to revert to a single value because the Census Bureau 
stopped providing separate household occupancy 
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Exhibit 20: Illustration of an Ordinance that Discounts Passive/Undeveloped Parks (Southeast Zone) 


Total park acreage 1,563 acres


Population of Southeast District 178,674


Average occupancy per dwelling unit 2.4


Number of dwelling units (178,674 ÷ 2.4) 74,447


Dwelling units per acre of parks (74,447 ÷ 1,563) 47.6


Council policy has set cost of an acre of land for new development at $75,000


Fee-in-lieu per unit of dedication of land: ($75,000 ÷ 47.6) $1,576
—————————————————————————————


Park development fee for developed parks
Neighborhood park cost per acre (174 acres total; i.e., 30%) $75,000


Community park cost per acre (397 acres total; i.e., 70%) $345,000


Average cost per acre for developed parks (75,000 × 174) + (345,000 × 397) ÷ 571 $262,723


Dwelling units per acre 47.6


Fee per unit for developed parks ($262,723 ÷ 47.6) $5,519
—————————————————————————————


Park development fee for passive/undeveloped/conservation parks
Average cost per acre $40,000


Dwelling units per acre 47.6


Fee per unit for passive parks ($40,000 ÷ 47.6) $840
—————————————————————————————


Citywide parks fee
Number of city dwelling units (883,891 ÷ 2.4)                                                            368,288


Dwelling units per acre of parks (368,288 ÷ 2,724)                                                           135


Average cost per acre is $40,000


Fee per unit for citywide parks ($40,000 ÷ 135)                                                           $296
—————————————————————————————


FEE PER DWELLING UNIT: $1,576 + $5,519 + $840 + $296 = $8,231
Year Discounting Fee per dwelling unit


1 50% $4,115


2 60% $4,938


3 70% $5,761


4 80% $6,584


5 90% $7,407


6 100% $8,231


data for single-family and multi-family dwelling 
units, and some city planning departments could 
not provide these data.


Three alternate approaches emerged among cities 
opting for a differential dedication requirement. 
The most common approach (in 26 cities) was to 
differentiate requirements for single-family and 


multi-family units. Some cities (Dallas, for example) 
differentiated between single- and multi-family 
units, but they also further differentiated between 
multi-family units with two or more bedrooms and 
those with only one bedroom. This resulted in total 
fee-in-lieu and development fees of $1,165; $917; and 
$457; respectively.
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The differential fee issue remains contentious in 
policy debates. Some argue a single fee is inherently 
unfair because it assumes each residential unit has 
the same impact on park use, regardless of its size. 
Thus, a large, single-family home is subjected to the 
same exaction as a small, efficient apartment, even 
though the number of people living in the respective 
properties is likely to be substantially different.


For the most part, the premise of using multi- and 
single-family units as surrogates for the number of 
people in a dwelling unit is likely to be appropriate, 
but there will inevitably be outliers that do not fit 
into this taxonomy. For example, it could result in a 
two-bedroom single-family unit of 1,200 square feet 
paying a higher dedication fee than a three-bedroom 
apartment unit of 1,800 square feet.


The unfairness of not requiring differential 
dedications is exacerbated by the probability that 
a single fee will be regressive. Nationwide, the 
median single-family home is 2,301 square feet, 
while the median areas of multi-family units for 
rent and for sale are 1,057 and 1,305 square feet, 
respectively.56 A larger size is likely to correlate with 
higher household income, as does a higher number 
of people in a household. Therefore, it is likely that 
a single fee will result in a cost that is a higher 
proportion of household income for smaller units 
than for households residing in the larger, single-
family units.


In addition to having fewer people and lower 
incomes, research shows that public park usage 
increases with income. This further supports the 
argument that a single fee is likely to be regressive, 
so that multi-family dwellings should pay a lower 
dedication fee. However, in some communities, 
the relationship between income level and park 
use is at least partially explained by lower-income 
groups having fewer parks in their proximate area. 
In these situations, some of the income versus use 
relationship is likely an artifact of availability of 
supply (i.e., it is a function of convenience and ease 
of access to parks rather than of income). Further, 
lower-income groups likely work longer hours and 
have less leisure time, have lower car ownership 
rates, and have fewer financial resources to access 
parks that are not immediately proximate to their 


dwelling unit. These factors combine to result in 
lower use. In short, if more parks were provided in 
low-income areas, then usage levels among lower-
income groups would likely rise. If a smaller fee is 
required in these areas because they are dominated 
by multi-family units, then less money for parks 
will be available. Therefore, this scenario could 
exacerbate and perpetuate existing inequalities.


In contrast to this argument, 33 of the 73 Texas 
cities opted for a single fee for all types of residential 
properties (Exhibit 16). Those in favor of a single 
fee for all units suggest that residents in single-
family homes frequently have backyards that 
contain such items as playground equipment, 
exercise equipment, decks with tables and chairs, 
barbeque facilities, basketball hoops, and grass 
spaces for Frisbee, soccer, tag, or other activities. 
These amenities become the center of home and 
neighborhood life for many, facilitating socialization 
and entertainment for family and friends.


In some cases, the backyard may replace many of 
the functions offered by public parks and reduce the 
use of them by single-family home residents. This 
point was implicit in the debate over establishing a 
parkland dedication ordinance in Houston when 
the chairman of the Greater Houston Building 
Association’s Development Council said, “The city 
should consider counting yards attached to single-
family homes toward the parks and open space 
requirements.”62


62 (Snyder, 2007, p. 1)


  


Those living in multi-family complexes lack such 
amenities. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that 
they are likely to use and value proximate parks 
more and generate a greater need for public parks 
than do single-family dwellings. This argument 
is explicitly stated in Laredo’s ordinance: “A 
neighborhood park, by size, program and location, 
provides space and recreation for the immediate 
neighborhood in which it is located. It is considered 
an extension of neighborhood residents’ ‘out-of-yard’ 
and outdoor use area.”


This belief is reinforced by findings from land 
economists. They have developed and refined 
a technique termed “hedonic analysis,” which 







Section 2: Calculating the Amount of a Parkland Dedication | 47


identifies attributes that explain why two otherwise 
physically identical dwelling units in a community 
may sell at substantially different prices. It measures 
the contributions of multiple structural and 
environmental elements that come together to 
determine the value of a housing unit. Hundreds of 
such studies have been published in the scientific 
literature. 


While the value of property and the use of parks 
are different constructs, in the context of parks, 
it has been consistently reported that people who 
enjoy them are willing to pay a premium to live near 
parks, whereas those indifferent to parks will save 
money by living further away from these amenities. 
A number of hedonic studies have addressed the 
differing impact of parks and open space on multi-
family or small-lot properties and compared it with 
the impact on single-family or large-lot properties. 
In every case, the percentage premium associated 
with multi-family or small-lot properties was 
higher than that associated with single-family or 
large-lot properties. This consistent pattern could 
reasonably be attributed to the substitutability effect 
of backyards.59 


Presumably, this rationale explains the park 
improvement fee differential set by the City of 
Prospect: $1,500 for single-family dwelling units and 
$2,000 for multi-family units. It was the only city in 
which the differential fee for multi-family units was 
higher than for single-family units.


A second approach to incorporating differential 
fees into an ordinance was adopted by the cities of 
College Station and San Marcos, which both used 
a per-bedroom formula. They are the homes of 
Texas A&M University and Texas State University, 
respectively, and have large student populations. 
In these cities, most multi-family units are rented 
on a bedroom basis, rather than on a unit basis. 
Thus, calculating the dedication requirement on 
a bedroom basis was likely to be a more accurate 
reflection of the number of residents in a unit. The 
resultant fee of $687 per bedroom meant that a two-
bedroom unit paid $1,378, while the dedication fee 
for a six bedroom unit was $4,122.


While there is justification for adopting either a 
single dedication fee for all residential dwellings or a 


differential dedication based on the type of dwelling 
or number of bedrooms, a more accurate estimate 
of the number of new people may be derived from 
the density of development. Increased density 
generally equates to smaller units, so this approach 
differentiates dedications on the basis of size rather 
than by type of dwelling. The density measure used 
by the City of Pflugerville is shown in Exhibit 21. 
The City of Little Elm used the same density format 
as Pflugerville, but its persons per unit were 2.8, 2.2, 
and 1.7, respectively.


Exhibit 21: Parkland Dedication in the City of 
Pflugerville


Land requirement: 6.6 acres per 1,000 population


Cost of land: $43,560 per acre


Dwelling units per acre           Persons per unit


0–6 3.0


7–10 2.7


11 or more 2.0


Scenario 1 Scenario 2
270 single-family units 270 multi-family units


(3 units per acre) =  
3.0 persons per unit


(19 units per acre) =  
2.0 persons per unit


6.6 × (270 × 3.0) ÷1,000 
= 5.346 Acres of 
parkland


6.6 × (270 × 2.0) ÷ 1,000 
= 3.564 Acres of 
parkland


5.346 Acres × $43,560 
= $232,872


3.564 Acres × $43,560 
= $155,248


            


The City of Wylie ordinance imposed different fees 
on density levels of single-family units, recognizing 
that more units per acre were likely to result in 
smaller units but more people per acre: 


“	Five (5) or more single-family dwelling units per 
acre: $1,500 per lot.


	 Three (3) or four (4) single-family dwelling units 
per acre: $2,000 per lot.


	 One (1) or two (2) single-family dwelling units 
per acre: $3,000 per lot.


	 Multi-family (apartment) dwelling units: $800 
per dwelling unit.”
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Exhibit 22 shows the density-based fee structure 
used by the City of Austin. Its analysis revealed three 
different occupancy levels of people per unit: 2.8, 
2.2, and 1.7. 


The most sophisticated application of a density 
differential was developed in Portland, Oregon, 
for determining its System Development Charge 
for parks. It was based on the square footage of 


dwellings rather than the number of dwellings on 
a site. The premise is that square footage would 
ameliorate much of the regressive impact of a 
dedication and be a better surrogate measure of the 
number of people in a household who would impact 
parks. This is shown in Exhibit 23.


The Portland analysis estimated the per-person cost 
of providing citywide parks—those in the central 


Exhibit 22: Parkland Dedication Fees in the City of Austin


Land cost per person = $53,535 per acre / 99.55 persons per acre = $538 per person


Development cost per person = $788,321 neighborhood park cost / 4,458 people per developed park = $177 
per person


Density Classification Fee-in-lieu of Land Dedication Parkland Development Fee Total
Low density; not more than 6 
units per acres


2.8 PPH × land cost per person 
= $1,506 per unit


2.8 PPH × development cost 
per person = $495 per unit


$2,001


Medium density; more than 6 
and not more than 12 units per 
acre


2.2 PPH × land cost per person 
= $1,183 per unit


2.2 PPH × development cost 
per person = $389 per unit


$1,572


High density; more than 12 units 
per acre


1.7 PPH × land cost per person 
= $914 per unit


1.7 PPH × development cost 
per person = $300 per unit


$1,214


Hotel/motel 1.26 PPR × land cost per 
person = $678 per room


1.26 PPR × development cost 
per person = $223 per room


$905


Exhibit 23: Portland System Development Charge per Dwelling Unit


Description
Person per 


Dwelling Unit Citywide Central City 
Non-central 


City Total Fee
Cost per person — $2,824 $3,252 $1,849


Central city (square feet)
Less than 700 .765 $2,160 $2,488 N/A $4,648


700–1,199 1.144 $3,231 $3,721 N/A $6,952


1,200–1,699 1.376 $3,885 $4,474 N/A $8,359


1,700–2,199 1.562 $4,411 $5,080 N/A $9,491


2,200 or more 1.729 $4,883 $5,624 N/A $10,507


Non-central city (square feet)
Less than 700 1.235 $3,488 N/A $2,284 $5,772


700–1,199 1.848 $5,217 N/A $3,417 $8,634


1,200–1,699 2.221 $6,273 N/A $4,108 $10,381


1,700–2,199 2.522 $7,123 N/A $4,665 $11,788


2,200 or more 2.792 $7,885 N/A $5,164 $13,049
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city area, and those in non-central city areas. It also 
identified the occupancy rates associated with five 
dwelling unit sizes in the central and non-central 
city areas. The per-person cost was multiplied by the 
number of persons per dwelling unit to derive the 
dedication per dwelling unit. Every unit contributed 
to the citywide parks and to the parks in either the 
central or non-central areas.  


Approach #4: Arbitrary Non-compliance with 
the Supreme Court’s Mandate to Provide a 
“Quantitative” Effort to Establish “Rough 
Proportionality”


It was noted earlier that almost two-thirds of the 
ordinances showed no evidence of a “quantitative” 
effort to establish “rough proportionality.” In 
many of these ordinances, a ratio was provided 
without any indication of how it was derived. 
For example, the Alvin ordinance simply states, 
“When developing residential properties, the 
owner or developer shall be responsible for a fee 
simple dedication of parkland at a ratio of one 
one-hundredth (1/100) of an acre of land for each 
proposed dwelling unit.” Similarly, the Sugar Land 
ordinance directs, “The subdivider shall dedicate a 
site at a ratio of 1 acre of park for every 350 persons 
in the development.” Neither statement offers any 
suggestion of the principles or procedures that led to 
this requirement.


In other cases, the dedication was left to the 
discretion of the director of parks or city council. 
This ad hoc—or case-by-case—assessment leaves 
the city open to charges of horizontal inequity 
(i.e., that similar cases are treated differently). For 
example, the Rowlett ordinance acknowledged the 
requirement for rough proportionality—making 
an individualized decision for their community 
and establishing a nexus—but was typical in not 
specifying an amount and leaving the dedication to 
be determined on a case-by-case basis,


“	The amount of [parkland] to be dedicated shall 
be determined based upon an individualized 
finding by the director of parks and recreation 
that the land being dedicated is reasonably 
related to the impacts upon the city’s parks 
and recreation system that will be generated 
by the residents and users of the subject 
development. In making such a determination, 


the director of parks and recreation shall find 
that the park improvements will benefit the 
development being proposed, based upon a 
clearly defined nexus, and have been identified 
in the parks and open space master plan. 
The amount of land to be dedicated shall be 
approved by the city council.”


In some cities, the arbitrariness included only 
requiring dedications for developments above a 
specified size. For example, the Kyle ordinance “shall 
not apply to developments of five dwelling units or 
less,” while in Georgetown and Frisco, it applied to 
“any residential use of five or more lots or dwelling 
units.” In Denison, the exclusion is even more 
egregious since it only “applies to all residential 
subdivisions, regardless of type where fifty (50) or 
more dwelling units are planned at maximum build 
out of all phases.”


There is no rationale for such exclusions, and their 
legality is likely to be difficult to defend because it 
appears to be arbitrary and capricious. An exaction 
requirement relates to the use of parks, and there 
is no reason to believe that the residents of 25 
individually developed duplexes are likely to have 
a different impact on park demand than as a single 
subdivision comprised of 25 duplexes. 


On What Properties Should Exactions 
be Imposed?
The dedication requirement may only be imposed 
on residential properties that create new demand. 
In addition to new subdivisions, the ordinance 
may include existing properties that have been 
demolished or are being renovated—if the 
replacement or expansion of the property results 
in additional capacity. This capacity occurs when 
the rebuilding or remodeling of structures results 
in an increased number of bedrooms on existing 
residential property and when the number of 
dwelling units is increased. Most cities’ ordinances 
address the increase in units, but some do not 
extend it to the expansion of existing dwellings. For 
example, the El Paso ordinance states:


“	A residential property where the density has 
not been increased from the original property 
is excluded from the parkland dedication 
requirement. In the case of a subdivision 
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where parkland dedication was not originally 
required if the property is expanded then the 
parkland dedication shall be required on the 
incremental number of units in the expansion.”


A key feature distinguishing parkland dedications 
from impact fee exactions is the array of properties 
on which an exaction can be imposed. Since impact 
fees have statutory authority for their legality 
rather than relying on judicial rulings related to 
subdivision regulations, they invariably impose 
exactions on all types of property in a community, 
including non-residential properties. 


In contrast, parkland dedication ordinances 
typically apply only to single-family and multi-
family dwellings. Some communities have 
extended this to include other types of residential 
property—such as mobile homes, manufactured 
housing, recreational vehicles legally occupied (not 
in storage), college dormitory/sorority/fraternity 
residences, and retirement communities. However, 
it does not extend to group quarters for sub-groups 
unlikely to use parks such as hospice facilities, 
assisted living, nursing homes, memory care 
facilities, etc. Most ordinances do not include these 
types of dwellings because their number is so small 
that it has no substantive impact on the level of 
service, and there is no obvious way to gauge their 
likely use of parks. 


The cities of Austin and Dallas conceptualized 
hotels as “temporary residences” and imposed 
a dedication fee on them. The Austin ordinance 
estimated the average number of guests in a hotel 
room was 1.26 (Exhibit 22), while in Dallas, it was 
1.2. These ordinances consider a hotel room to be 
a “dwelling unit.” Therefore, they impose the same 
exaction on those rooms as on residential high-
density dwelling units. They recognize that the 
rooms are not occupied every day and discount the 
fee by the city’s annual hotel occupancy rate. Hence, 
the formula used to ascertain the fee for hotel rooms 
is:


Total number of rooms × 1.7 × per person 
park development and land cost × percentage 


annual occupancy


A small number of large cities include a non-
residential exaction in their ordinances. For 
example, the Columbus, Ohio, ordinance included 


a fee of $400 per acre for commercial, industrial, 
and non-residential institutional use, while Denver 
required “[2 percent] of the net site plan area for 
non-residential development for major parks and 
open space and trails” or a fee-in-lieu reflecting the 
value of that land. Similarly, nine cities in Texas 
extended their park dedication ordinances to include 
non-residential and residential property (dedication 
requirement in parentheses):


	 Brownsville (2.5% or the fair market value of 
the land)


	 Colleyville ($800 per acre) 


	 Eagle Pass ($1 per $1,000 value per building 
permit)


	 El Paso ($1,000 per acre)


	 Hutto ($800 per acre)


	 North Richland Hills ($1,000 per acre)


	 Round Rock (not available)


	 Southlake ($8,000 per acre)


	 Waxahachie ($600 per acre) 


In each of these ordinances, the fee is based on the 
value of an area of land rather than the number of 
likely users. They do not include any quantitative 
measure of “rough proportionality” to support the 
requirement. Some do provide a rationale for the 
non-residential fee. For example, the North Richland 
Hills ordinance states:


“	Although nonresidential development does 
not generate residential occupancies per se, 
it does create environmental impacts, which 
may negatively affect the living environment 
of the community. These impacts may be 
ameliorated or eliminated by providing park or 
open space areas, which buffer adjoining land 
uses. A per acre park fee shall be imposed on 
all nonresidential development in the city with 
a maximum dedication requirement of five 
acres.”


The Colleyville and Southlake ordinances use 
identical language, which specifies some of the 
environmental impacts referenced in the Richland 
Hills ordinance that parks may mitigate: 


“	Although non-residential development does 
not generate residential occupancies per se, 
it does create environmental impacts, which 
may negatively affect the living environment 
of the community. These impacts may be 
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ameliorated or eliminated by providing park or 
open space areas which buffer adjoining land 
uses, prevent undue concentration of paved 
areas, allow for the reasonable dissipation of 
automotive exhaust fumes, provide natural 
buffers to the spread of fire or explosion, and 
provide separation of lighting, waste disposal, 
and noise by-products of non-residential 
operations and activities from adjacent 
residential areas. The City has therefore 
determined that non-residential developments 
must provide dedicated parks and/or reserved 
open space at a ratio of one (1) acre of 
parkland for every fifty-six (56) non-residential 
gross acres of development or prorated 
portion thereof.”


The rationale may be convincing, but this language 
does not provide an “individualized determination 
that the required dedication is related both in 
nature and extent to the impact of the proposed 
development.” To interpolate from the U.S. Supreme 
Court’s Dolan ruling, “The findings of fact that 
the [parks] could offset some of the [adverse 
environmental impact] is a far cry from a finding they 
will, or is likely to, offset some [adverse environmental 
impact]… the city must make some effort to quantify 
its findings in support of the dedication…beyond the  
conclusory statement that it could offset some of the 
[adverse environmental impact].”53 


The non-residential dedication fee in all of these 
cities is so small in the context of the overall 
investment of a development project that it is 
unlikely developers will incur the cost and ill-will 
of the city by challenging it, so the fee is invariably 
paid without challenge, even though it is probably 
illegal. The buffering requirement specified in the 
Colleyville ordinance could likely be achieved 
equally as easily by strengthening the requirements 
of regular planning ordinances rather than by 
creating a dedication ordinance.


A few cities have sought to impose a dedication on 
non-residential properties for trails. For example, 
the cities of Keller and Kyle ordinances state:


“	These requirements shall apply to all non-
residential developments in the City. In 
instances where land is required for trail 
construction in accordance with the City Wide 
Trail System Master Plan, the City shall have 
the right to require the land dedication for 


approval on the final plat, or to refuse same.” 
(Keller)


“	Whenever a final plat is filed for development 
of any retail, commercial or industrial area, 
land shall be dedicated in fee simple or by 
easement by instrument acceptable to the city 
for hike and bike trails along all creek, natural 
drainage ways, selected tree lines as provided 
in the city adopted park, recreation, and open 
space master plan.” (Kyle)


The seminal Dolan case revolved around the 
imposition of a non-residential exaction by the City 
of Tigard for a bike trail.53 The court deemed it “an 
uncompensated taking of property,” so the Keller 
and Kyle ordinances seem unlikely to survive a legal 
challenge. In contrast to them, the City of Belton 
ordinance offered the incentive of transferring 
development rights within a site as an alternative 
approach to securing land for a trail along a river:


“	Non-Residential development, although not 
required to dedicate Parkland, shall be given 
incentives to encourage the dedication of 
land within the 100-year flood plain when 
located adjacent to Nolan Creek. Such 
incentives shall include, but are not limited 
to, credit for development intensities that 
could have occurred in the dedicated portion 
of the development to other areas within the 
same development said incentives may be 
considered for approval by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission and City Council.”


The rationale for requiring non-residential 
dedications could be that commercial buildings and 
office spaces attract new businesses and workers 
to fill new jobs. The new workers need parks, so 
the commercial buildings contribute to growth 
and, therefore, should contribute to paying for the 
needs that growth creates. They are directly linked 
to creating new employment opportunities and 
to increasing demand for new or improved park 
facilities. 


Conceptually, an economy can be divided into non-
basic and basic jobs. Non-basic jobs are those that 
provide services to local residents (police, fire, retail, 
medical services, etc.). Basic jobs are those that 
produce services or goods that are not consumed 
locally (e.g., tourism, manufacturing, consulting, 
etc.) but bring new money into an economy. It may 
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be argued they are the foundation of sustainable 
growth and that a viable economy depends on them.


In contemporary society, many businesses that 
generate basic jobs are “footloose” and choose 
locations where they can find talented employees. 
It is an aphorism in economic development that 
business goes where the talent is, and the talent goes 
where the quality of life is high. Whenever quality 
of life is operationalized, it is likely to include parks. 
Therefore, new non-residential properties benefit 
from parks. By creating the jobs that bring new 
residents into a community, they are the source of an 
increase in demand for parks.


However, until a method of measuring the “rough 
proportionality” of the impact of non-residential 
properties is found, park dedication ordinances 
have no justifiable basis for imposing parkland 
dedications upon them. A conceptual framework 
for developing a method based on a community’s 
“daylight functional population” was suggested 
a decade ago.63


63 (Nelson et al., 2008)


 However, its complexity and the 
difficulties associated with collecting meaningful 
empirical data to operationalize it have deterred 
communities from implementing it to this point. 


If a quantitative measure is proposed for non-
residential properties, then its formula would 
have to incorporate a variable to avoid double-
counting, because the residences of an organization’s 
employees who reside in the community would also 
pay an exaction for parks. Presumably, park use at 
residents’ places of employment would have to be 
deducted in some way from their park use at home 
to avoid being charged twice for the same service. 
It is difficult to see how such an allocation could be 
accomplished. 


Time of Payment of Fees in Lieu 
and Development Fees
Developers prefer to pay an exaction late in the 
development process since this reduces their finance 
charges. In contrast, local governments seek to require 
the fee early in the development process, so the 
amenities for which it pays are available as quickly as 
possible to the residents they are designed to serve. 
In almost all the ordinances reviewed, the dedication 
requirement was paid “prior to filing the final plat for 


record.” This reflects their legal roots stemming from 
subdivision regulations. Among the few exceptions 
were Plano and Corinth, which both required the 
dedication prior to issuing a building permit. 


Some municipalities included hybrid variations. 
Keller, Mansfield, and New Braunfels required 
dedications “prior to final plat or the issuance of a 
building permit when a plat is not required.” This 
approach was adopted in the Los Angeles ordinance:


“ (a)  Residential Subdivision Projects. The  
 park fee for residential subdivisions shall  
 be calculated and collected prior to final  
 subdivision map approval.


 (b) Residential Non-Subdivision Projects. For  
 other residential development projects,  
 the park fee shall be calculated and  
 collected prior to the issuance of the  
 Certificate of Occupancy.”


Some cities, such as College Station, required 
dedications to be made prior to final plat for single-
family residences but required dedications for 
multi-family developments to be made prior to the 
issue of any building permits. This was done because 
the platting of multi-family dwellings does not 
specify the number of apartments being built, so 
the fee is unknown. For this reason, it is sometimes 
administratively easier to collect the fee at the time 
a building permit is requested. In addition, the 
College Station ordinance provided typical language 
for multi-phased developments (clauses 3 and 4). The 
ordinance stated the dedication should be made:


“ (1)  Concurrently with the final plat for a single- 
 phase development.


 (2)  Prior to the issuance of a building permit  
 for multi-family developments.


 (3)  For a phased development the entire park  
 shall be either platted concurrently with  
 the plat of the first phase of the  
 development;  
 or 


 (4) The developer may provide the City with  
 financial security against the future  
 dedication by providing a bond, irrevocable  
 letter of credit, or other alternative  
 financial guarantee such as a cash deposit  
 in the amount equal to the number of acres  
 [parkland] required, and in a form  
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	 acceptable to the City. The amount of the  
	 financial guarantee shall be the amount  
	 of fee in lieu of land dedication. The  
	 financial guarantee will be released to the  
	 developer, without interest, upon the filing  
	 of the final plat for the subsequent phase  
	 that dedicates the required [parkland].”


Language in the El Paso ordinance was typical of 
those cities that included a provision to cover land-
use changes from non-residential to residential:


“	After parkland fees have been calculated, 
a subdivision, not otherwise classified as a 
residential subdivision, that changes the use to 
include dwelling units or increases the density 
of dwelling units within the subdivision, shall 
trigger a recalculation of parkland fees or 
parkland dedication. If additional fees are due 
or if the recalculation requires parkland to 
be dedicated, then such fees shall be paid, or 
dedication provided, prior to the issuance of 
any building permit.”


The Texas Local Government Code allows 
development projects to be vested for parkland 
dedication fees.31 Thus, if a project is started prior 
to a city’s update of a dedication ordinance, the 
developer has the right to choose which fee schedule 
should govern the project’s dedication.    


Minimum Park Size
The summary table in Appendix D shows that 
most cities have a policy of not accepting land 
dedications if they are less than a specified size—
most commonly 5 acres. This recognizes that small 
parks have a limited scope for providing amenities, 
and their dispersion makes them relatively expensive 
to maintain in terms of cost per user. However, few 
of the ordinances categorically reject the acceptance 
of land dedications smaller than their preference. 
The City of Allen ordinance is typical in stating, 
“The City Council declares that development of an 
area smaller than five acres for public park purposes 
is typically impractical.” 


Inclusion of a Recoupment Clause
A minimum size threshold results in relatively few 
developments being large enough to qualify for the 
option of dedicating land rather than a fee-in-lieu. 
For example, the data in Exhibit 16 show the level 


of service standard for several cities was set at 100 
dwelling units per acre. This means that, in these 
communities, developments with fewer than 500 
dwelling units normally would not have the option of 
developing land.


The reliance on fees-in-lieu rather than land creates 
a conundrum. By the time that sufficient cash has 
accrued from dedication payments for a city to buy 
suitable parkland, most of the qualifying land has 
already been acquired for development. Frequently, 
the only land available is floodplain or detention 
basin land that developers cannot use, is inferior for 
park use, and is excluded from consideration in many 
cities’ ordinances. Alternatively, if potentially good 
parkland remains available, it is likely to be relatively 
expensive because of rising land prices due to 
increases in the intensity of development in an area.


A mechanism for resolving this is to insert a 
recoupment clause into a dedication ordinance, 
thereby creating excess capacity to accommodate 
new development. This enables a city to buy parkland 
in advance of development using general obligation 
bonds or certificates of obligation and to at least 
partially reimburse itself from dedication fees as 
development emerges around the park. Potentially, 
these bond funds could become a revolving source 
of replenishment revenue that would be continually 
recycled and would reduce the need for additional 
tax-supported park acquisition funds in the future. 
It allows parks to be developed up front so that new 
residents have prompt access rather than waiting for 
a sufficient threshold of dedication funds to trickle 
in. Verbiage included in the City of Deer Park’s 
ordinance is illustrative of this mechanism:


“	The City may from time to time decide to 
purchase land for parks in or near the area of 
actual or potential development. If the City 
does purchase land for parks or trails, the City 
shall have the right to require that subsequent 
dedications for that zone shall be in cash only, 
and calculated to reimburse the City’s actual 
cost of acquisition and development of such 
land for parks. The cash amount shall be equal 
to the sum of


a.	 The average price per acre of such land,  
and


b.	 The actual cost of adjacent streets and  
on-site utilities, or an estimate of such  
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actual cost provided by the Director of  
Public Works. 


	 Once the City has been reimbursed entirely for 
all such land within a park zone, the dedication 
requirements will again be applicable within 
that park zone.”


Although a recoupment or reimbursement clause has 
obvious advantages, the summary table in Appendix 
D shows that only 20 of the 73 cities (27 percent) 
with ordinances incorporated it.          


This approach will likely be supported by developers 
because the existence of a park attracts more 
homeowners to new developments. Similarly, 
residents are more likely to support a bond issue 
for parks if the long-term increase in taxes will be 
reduced because future dedication funds will be 
used to pay all or some proportion of the annual 
debt charges.


Negotiating with landowners when real estate 
market activity is slow, when an opportunity for a 
bargain sale becomes available, or when the land 
outside of the community’s existing developed 
areas is available may result in future parkland with 
appealing topography to be purchased at a relatively 
low price. Certainly, the purchase price on the 
open market at that time is likely to be much lower 
than at the development stage. It will likely also 
be easier to acquire substantial tracts of 50 to 300 
acres for community or city-wide parks than after 
development extends to these outlying areas.          


Recoupment fees should be adjusted to reflect the 
time value of money. That is, if a facility was built in 
Year 1, a reimbursement exaction fee paid in Year 10 
should be increased according to the inflation rate of 
a dollar in Year 10 compared to a dollar in Year 1. 


It is sometimes suggested that the reimbursement 
should be a net amount, i.e., that property taxes 
on new property assessed to retire existing park 
bonds must be credited since the new development 
was not responsible for those costs. However, one 
of the virtues of using general taxation to fund 
parks is that the annual debt charges are repaid by 
residents in the community who have access to those 
parks. Since new residents have access to them, it is 
appropriate they contribute to paying for them. No 
credit is needed.


An extension of the reimbursement clause which 
authorized the borrowing of funds between benefit 
district zones was included in the Frisco ordinance:


“The City may transfer Park Development Fees 
from the accounts of other Park Facility Service 
Areas, provided that the Park Facilities Service 
Area from which the funds were transferred 
are adequately served at the time of the 
transfer and transferred fees are repaid to the 
Park Facilities Service Area account from which 
funds are borrowed, within five (5) years from 
the date of the transfer.”          


Credit/Offsets to Developers for Park 
Amenities They Provide
Almost all ordinances give credit to developers 
for the park amenities they provide within their 
subdivisions. Invariably, they distinguish between 
those on-site amenities that are available and 
accessible to all members of the public and those 
that are reserved for the private use of subdivision 
residents.


Credit for Publicly Accessible Parks
If all else is equal, developers are likely to be able to 
build a park at a lower cost than if the city received 
the equivalent dedication fee because they already 
have the necessary equipment on-site. Residents have 
the additional advantage of having immediate access 
to a park rather than waiting for the city to construct 
a proximate facility in the future. Thus, ordinances 
invariably give a 100 percent credit to developers 
who construct a public park to city standards. 
Typical elements in agreements with developers who 
elect to build publicly accessible parks to meet their 
dedication requirement are shown in Exhibit 24.


The Flower Mound ordinance allowed for developers 
to receive a 100 percent credit for using their 
equipment to make improvements equal in value to 
their dedication requirement in public parks in the 
city that were not on-site:


“	At the discretion of the town council, upon 
recommendation of the parks board, the 
developer or subdivider may be authorized 
to substitute actual construction receipts 
for approved improvements to [parkland] or 
facilities for all or a portion of the required 
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Exhibit 24: Typical Elements in Agreements with Developers Who Dedicate a Publicly Accessible Park
An improved park that is made accessible to the public and conveyed to the City shall receive a maximum 
credit of 100 percent of the total dedication requirement. The conveyance shall be signed by all owners 
and lienholders of the development property, contain a covenant running with the land, and be binding on 
lienholders by a subordination clause. The agreement can only be amended or terminated:


(i) 	 With the consent of all the owners and lienholders of property in the development;


(ii) 	 Upon the dedication of any parkland or payment of a fee-in-lieu necessary to meet the dedication 
requirements that were met by the park; and  


(iii) 	With the approval of the City. 


The park shall be open to the public during all times it is accessible to the residents of the development. At a 
minimum, it shall include the following:


(a)	 Paved frontage with curbs and gutters for all required street frontages abutting the outside perimeter 
of the parkland; 


(b)	 A sidewalk or trail installed in the park, and/or sidewalk installed along all street frontage of the park 
with alignments and widths that are approved by the City;


(c)	 Water, wastewater, electrical services, and all other utilities provided to the remainder of the 
subdivision shall be provided to the park;


(d)	 Lighting along those portions of the required street frontage(s) as well as ample overhead and/or 
bollard lighting within and throughout the park to provide for a safe and secure environment; 


(e)	 Grading of site, landscaping, and installation of grass with automatic irrigation, using design and 
installation procedures approved by the director. The City may, upon an affirmative recommendation 
from the director, allow parkland to remain undisturbed in its natural state;


(f)	 Permanently constructed restroom facilities built to city standards and the requirements of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA); 


(g)	 One playscape structure and edged fall surface area with a minimum capacity of 15 children, per 
industry standards; 


(h)	 Covered picnic table, grill, and trash container at a rate of one per acre, or portion thereof; 


(i)	 Drinking fountain at a rate of 0.25 per acre, but no less than one per park; and


(j)	 Park benches at a rate of two per acre but no less than two per park.


(k)	 All park areas and playground equipment shall be in accordance with the U.S. Consumer Products 
Safety Commission, Publication 325, as currently amended. 


in-lieu of fee. Such improvements may include, 
but are not limited to, extensions of the town’s 
trail network, trail linkages and playground 
equipment, as approved by the director of 
parks and recreation or his/her designee 
in conformance with departmental park 
standards.”


Many park systems struggle to maintain parks at 
a high-quality level, as they are confronted with 
reduced operating budgets. Accordingly, some 
developers and their residents may be prepared to 
guarantee a perpetually high level of maintenance—
and thereby maintenance of a subdivision’s property 


values—by making it the responsibility of a 
homeowners’ association or similar vehicle. 


This is the rationale underlying the requirement in 
some ordinances that a subdivision’s residents should 
take responsibility for the maintenance of a public 
park if the developer is to receive 100 percent credit. 
For example, the Los Angeles ordinance specifies the 
credit applies to “Any proposed publicly-accessible, 
privately-maintained park and recreational facilities 
that are accessible for use by the general public with 
no discrimination between residents and non-
residents, are open at hours comparable to those 
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of City parks and facilities, and have appropriate 
signage indicating that the space is public.” The 
Dallas ordinance goes further, also requiring that 
liability be transferred to subdivision residents:


“	(i)	 The owners of the property development  
	 are responsible for all general park  
	 maintenance at a level consistent with  
	 minimum park and recreation standards;


	 (ii)	 The City has the right, but not the  
	 obligation, to take any action needed to  
	 make necessary repairs or improvements  
	 within the publicly accessible private  
	 [parkland], and to place a lien on all lots  
	 within the development until the city has  
	 received full compensation for that action;


	 (iii)	The owners of property in the  
	 development agree to defend and  
	 indemnify the City, and to hold the  
	 City harmless from and against all claims  
	 or liabilities arising out of or in connection  
	 with publicly accessible private [parkland].”


These requirements are unusual. Because the facility 
is open to the public, the normal expectation is that 
since the park is open to all of a city’s residents, 
the city should be responsible for maintenance 
and liability. These maintenance and liability 
clauses invariably are present in subdivisions where 
developers are given credit for providing private 
parks for the exclusive use of their residents but 
appear to be less defensible for parks that are open to 
the general public.


Credit for Private Park Amenities
The provision of private amenities for the exclusive 
use of residents within a subdivision increases the 
difficulty of calculating the “rough proportionality” 
between a dedication requirement and the increased 
demand of the proposed development. When 
addressing this nuance, it is necessary to distinguish 
between a project-level improvement and a system-
level improvement.63 


The former refers to outdoor recreation amenities 
a developer provides on-site for the convenience 
and private use of a project’s residents. The private 
amenities are likely to absorb some demand from 
new homes that otherwise would be accommodated 
by nearby public parks, which suggests that when 


calculating dedication requirements, credit should 
be given for private amenities. These are “project-
level amenities.”63 


However, those residents are also likely to create 
additional demand on other parks in the city 
outside the development. These are “system-level 
improvements,” and residents should be required to 
pay for the additional costs needed to accommodate 
that new demand.63 For example, the Rosenberg 
ordinance states that in addition to providing private 
“resident only” parkland, the developer should 
deposit a percentage of the dedication requirement 
“in the city’s dedication fund for purposes of 
defraying the financial burden private subdivisions 
impose on public parks elsewhere in Rosenberg.”


This distinction suggests that while credit toward a 
developer’s dedication requirement should be given 
for the absorption of local demand generated by 
new homes, some of the dedication should still be 
allocated to system-level improvements which will 
be necessitated by the new demand.


What Should Be the Maximum Amount of Credit? 


There are wide variations among ordinances in the 
proportions assigned to project-level amenities and 
system-level improvements. Appendix D shows that 
in 36 of the 71 (51 percent) ordinances, there was 
either no reference to developer credits or credits 
were allocated at the discretion of the city on a case-
by-case basis. 


Interpretation of ordinances that omitted reference 
to credits is ambiguous. It is unclear if it means 
no credits will be given or if credits are entirely at 
the discretion of the city and on an individual case 
basis. Cities that give zero credit for park amenities 
provided by the developer sometimes argue that the 
amenities are provided to improve the marketability 
of the real estate. Since the developer’s investment 
is recouped by incrementally increasing the sale 
price of lots adjacent to the amenities, they see no 
reason to give credit for providing them. However, 
opponents to this view point out that since the fee is 
being added to the lots, the homebuyer has already 
indirectly paid for the amenities. If the city does not 
give credit for them, then the homebuyer is being 
charged twice for the amenities.
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In those cases where the decision is left to the city, the 
lack of criteria in the ordinance makes the decision 
arbitrary. Presumably, this permits the director or city 
council to award a credit anywhere on the spectrum 
from 0 percent to 100 percent, so different levels of 
credit could be authorized for similar private facilities. 
Those decisions could lead to allegations of favoritism 
and inequity. The Aurora ordinance is an example:


“ The city manager, with the advice and consent 
of the city council, is authorized to waive 
collection of any development related fee by 
the city when the city or an agency thereof is an 
applicant for the project or when an application 
is for a project that provides a substantial public 
purpose or benefit or promotes the health, 
safety and welfare of the community . 


 Approximately half of the ordinances recognized 
that it was equitable to provide such a credit, 
but there was no consensus on what the 
maximum credit should be . While 18 (25%) 
assigned a 100% credit, in 13 (18%) of the 
ordinances the specified maximum credit 
was 50%. The maximum specifications in the 
remaining three ordinances were 10%, 74% and 
90% .”


Language in the Houston ordinance was typical of 
those granting 100 percent credits, “Up to a maximum 
of 100 percent of the total requirement credit shall 
be given for each acre or portion thereof of private 
[parkland] provided within the subdivision or 
development generating the dedication requirement.” 
Granting a 100 percent credit implies that residents 
will confine their park use exclusively to the 
subdivision and not make use of any other parks in 
the city’s system. This appears to be an unreasonable 
assumption. 


The Fort Worth ordinance authorized offsets up to 50 
percent at the discretion of the Director but allowed 
for this to be increased in some situations with 
additional authorization, “Credits exceeding 50%, and 
up to 75%, will require prior written approval from 
the Director. Credits greater than 75% will require 
City Council approval before they can be issued on 
any development.”


Kyle and Pflugerville specifically excluded credit 
for private parks. The Pflugerville ordinance states, 
“Private amenities within a residential development 
shall not be credited towards satisfying the public 


parkland dedication requirement or the parkland 
fee-in-lieu requirement.” The Rowlett ordinance went 
further. Not only did it give no credit, but it required 
subdivisions to allocate common open space and did 
not give credit for this additional requirement:


“ Private common open space is private open 
land area set aside for the exclusive use and 
enjoyment of a development’s residents, 
employees, or users . Goals and requirements 
for common open space complement this 
Code’s requirements for dedicated public open 
space and parks, and serve similar purposes . 


 Subdivisions of land that propose 25 lots or 
more shall be required to dedicate, develop, 
and maintain private common open space for 
the use by residents as required in this section . 


 Common open space areas shall be located 
so as to be readily accessible and useable 
by residents in various positions of the 
development, unless the lands are sensitive 
natural resources and access should be 
restricted . A minimum of 30 percent of the 
open space shall provide focal points for 
the neighborhood in the form of trails, play 
equipment, gazebos, or similar features .” 


The absence of any “mathematical calculation” 
mandated by the U.S. Supreme Court’s Dolan decision 
to justify the requirement for common land suggests it 
would be difficult to defend a court case alleging this 
was an illegal “taking” under the Fifth Amendment.


A court in California ruled in a case where a developer 
challenged a city’s refusal to give any credit. The 
Quimby statute—which codifies parkland dedication 
for all California local governments—states that 
private, non-publicly accessible facilities provided 
within a development and available to all its residents 
“shall be eligible to receive a credit, as determined 
by the legislative body, against the amount of land 
required to be dedicated, or the amount of the fee 
imposed, pursuant to this section.”64 


64 (California Legislature, 2015)


When a developer in Santa Cruz, California, protested 
that the city gave zero credit for the development’s 
private facilities, the Sixth District Court of Appeal 
ruled in the city’s favor: 


“ While the California Legislature apparently 
envisioned that cities and counties would give 
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some credit for usable private open space 
within a development, the Legislature did not 
go so far as to dictate the precise parameters 
of any private open space credit . Instead, it left 
it up to local legislative bodies to determine 
the exact criteria and procedures for granting 
a credit consistent with the statute…local 
legislatures retain the flexibility to implement 
a private open space credit as they determine 
reasonable under local conditions .


	 Unfortunately for Branciforte [the developer], 
the City has never adopted legislation 
providing a credit for private open space. In 
the absence of such a municipal ordinance, the 
City has no clear, present and ministerial duty 
to provide Branciforte with a specific amount 
of credit for private open space.”65 


65 (Branciforte Heights LLC v. City of Santa Cruz, 2006)


It appears unlikely this would be acceptable to a 
court if it was not part of a statutory requirement 
since the private amenities are likely to absorb some 
of the demand generated by new homes that would 
otherwise be accommodated by public parks. 


There are unlikely to be empirical data to guide a 
decision on how much use is likely to be absorbed 
by park-like amenities within a subdivision. In its 
absence, the most reasonable credit limit to adopt 
for amenities within developments is probably 50 
percent. This assumes that residents’ park use will be 
evenly divided between the private facilities inside 
the development project and the system of public 
parks beyond its boundaries.


When park-like elements are accepted as credits, 
the credit should be granted on a cost basis. That is, 
the cost of the private amenities (validated by the 
developer’s invoices) are deducted from the cost of the 
fee-in-lieu the developer would otherwise have to pay. 


Three other sources of developer credits appeared 
in a few of the ordinances. First, payment of either 
the fee-in-lieu or a development fee could be met 
by developers using their equipment to make 
improvements in the park system. For example, 
the Kyle ordinance stated, “In lieu of payment of 
the required park development fee, the developer 
may construct park improvements.” The Colleyville 
ordinance adds a caveat to this option, “In no case 
shall the municipality be required to reimburse 
the developer if he/she chooses to improve the 
[parklands] at an amount greater than required.”


Secondly, if a developer has donated to the park 
system in the past or a past dedication of land was 
greater than required then, in a small number of 
cities, these actions could be 100 percent credited 
to a current dedication obligation. For example, the 
Rockwall ordinance states, “At the discretion of the 
city council, any former gift of land to the city may 
be credited on a per acre basis toward the eventual 
land dedication requirements imposed on the donor 
of such land.” Similarly, the Alvin ordinance states: 


“ A developer of a subdivision who dedicates 
more than the required [parkland] 
requirements for that specific subdivision 
may receive credits for future [parkland] 
dedication requirements for other subdivision 
developments that the developer may 
undertake within ten (10) years from the date 
of the dedication .”


Third, the Laredo and Leander ordinances allowed 
developers to make trade-offs between their 
development fee and land acquisition dedication 
obligations. The Leander ordinance shown in 
Exhibit 25 enables developers to provide less land 
by increasing the number of park improvements 
or providing more land and decreasing the park 
development fee. 


Conditions for Acceptance of Credits


Ordinances typically identify two prerequisite 
conditions for accepting credits toward the 
dedication requirements for park facilities that 
developers include in their subdivisions and which 
are to be reserved for the exclusive use of their 
residents. First, evidence is required that private 
ownership of the amenity has been established and 
that a stable source of funding for its maintenance 
and periodic renovation is adequately provided 
for in perpetuity by recorded written agreements, 
covenants, or restrictions. The San Jose ordinance 
offers a model: 


“ Private recreation improvements shall 
be owned by an incorporated nonprofit 
homeowners’ association comprised of all 
property owners in the subdivision and any of 
the subdivisions annexed into the association, 
and which is an organization, operated under 
recorded land agreements through which each 
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Exhibit 25: Alternative Parkland Dedication and Park Improvement Plan (City of Leander)
The Appropriate Reviewing Authorities may approve a plan from the developer for an alternative parkland 
dedication and park improvements plan meeting the following standards:


(1) 	 The amount of parkland to be dedicated may, if approved by the Appropriate Reviewing Authorities, 
be reduced if the reduced value of the land dedication is compensated by an equal or larger increase in 
the value of park improvements. However, in no case shall the amount of parkland dedicated, whether 
private or public, be less than seventy-five percent (75%) of the amount required. The calculation to 
convert parkland value to additional park improvements shall be determined based on how much fee-in-
lieu would be required to compensate for the parkland deficiency and by adding this dollar amount to the 
required dollar value of park improvements.


	 Example: If 20 acres is required to be dedicated as parkland, and the applicant proposes 16.5 acres, 
there would be a parkland deficiency of 3.5 acres. 3.5 acres is equivalent to 100 residential units worth of 
parkland dedication, and the fee-in-lieu of parkland dedication is equivalent to $825 per unit. Therefore, 
the number of park improvements could be increased by $82,500 (100 units times $825).


(2) 	 The number of park improvements may, if approved by the Appropriate Reviewing Authorities, be 
reduced if the reduced value of such improvements is compensated by an equal or greater increase in 
the value of parkland to be dedicated. The calculation to convert park improvements value to additional 
parkland shall be determined based on reducing the required park improvements dollar value by not 
more than the fee-in-lieu dollar value of the additional parkland to be dedicated.


	 Example: If $500,000 worth of park improvements are required, and the applicant proposes $417,500 
worth of improvements, this would amount to an $82,500 deficiency in parkland improvements. Dividing 
this number by the fee-in-lieu value of parkland required per unit ($825) yields 100 units ($82,500 ÷ $825 
= 100). The parkland requirement for 100 units is 3.5 acres. Therefore, an additional 3.5 acres of land 
could be dedicated in lieu of $82,500 of improvements.


lot owner in the subdivision is automatically 
a member, and each lot is subject to a charge 
for a proportionate share of expenses for 
maintaining the facilities.” 


Given that there are multiple examples—especially 
in the context of golf courses—of homeowner 
associations disavowing their obligations to 
continue to finance developer-provided facilities, 
Oklahoma City is one of many cities that included 
a clause enabling the city to hold future residents 
accountable: 


“	Should the homeowners’ association fail to 
maintain the developer-provided private 
local park or any park infrastructure system, 
improvements, or amenities in a safe and clean 
condition, then each property owner waives 
its right to protest or object to the creation 
of an assessment district and irrevocably 
agrees and consents to the assessment 
district’s authority to fund and finance the 
current and future operation, maintenance 
and repair as determined by the Parks and 
Recreation Director. The city does not, and 


will not, have any obligation to provide funds, 
labor, equipment or resources for operation 
or maintenance of developer-provided park 
amenities now or in the future. The developer 
will expressly note this ordinance and notify 
property owners and their successors of 
their obligations hereunder and assent to the 
possible creation of an assessment district.”


Similarly, the San Antonio ordinance stated:


“	The restrictive covenants shall provide 
that, in the event that any private owner of 
parkland fails to maintain same according 
to the standards of the city, the director of 
parks and recreation may enter the parks and/
or open space to maintain same. The cost of 
such maintenance shall be charged to those 
persons having the primary responsibility for 
maintenance of the parks and/or open space.”


The second prerequisite for accepting credit offsets 
is that the use of the private area be restricted for 
park and recreational purposes in perpetuity by an 
open space easement or similar instrument running 
with the land in favor of the future owners of the 
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property—a requirement that, without consent of 
the city, cannot be defeated or eliminated, and in 
any case cannot be removed without providing 
equivalent park and recreational space elsewhere in 
the development.   


What Facilities are Appropriate for Offset 
Credits?


The land exaction origin of parkland dedications 
provides three parameters that guide contemporary 
decisions relating to the use of the dedication 
resources. First, expenditures must be on outdoor, 
park-like facilities. There is no basis for expanding 
them to specialist use or to indoor recreation 
facilities. Typically, facilities eligible for fee 
investments would include playground equipment 
and shade structures, barbecue equipment, a pagoda 
or pavilion, picnic areas, a basketball or volleyball 
court and lighting, and walking and jogging trails.


Secondly, the initial reluctance of some state courts 
to sanction exactions for parks was based on their 
skepticism that the parks contributed to the health, 
safety, and welfare of a community’s population. For 
example, the early ruling of a state court that a city’s 
ordinance was an illegal “taking” stated: 


“ While government can clearly require the 
dedication of watermains and sewers as well 
as property for streets and alleys, we believe 
these to be distinguishable from the dedication 
of property for recreational purposes . The 
former bears a substantial relation to the 
safety and health of the community, while the 


38latter does not.”


Subsequently, this ruling was overturned, but 
it emphasizes the importance of establishing a 
clear relationship between parks and the health, 
welfare, and safety mandate of local governments. 
Establishing this relationship is predicated on 
the premise that they have widespread use from a 
relatively large proportion of the population. This 
premise is consistently supported by surveys.66 In 
contrast, specialized recreation activities—such as 
athletic fields—deliver benefits primarily confined to 
a relatively small number of participants and do not 
extend to the rest of the community.61


66 (Mowen, Graefe, Barrett, and Godbey, 2015)


 This suggests 
that fees-in-lieu and improvement fees should not be 
expended on specialist outdoor recreation facilities.


Third, parks contribute economic and 
environmental benefits that extend to non-users. 
They enhance residents’ real estate values and 
provide extensive environmental and ecological 
services such as protecting and cleaning drinking 
water, controlling flooding, cleaning air, reducing 
energy costs, and preserving biological diversity.59 
These contributions are cost-effective alternatives 
to the expensive investments in technology and 
infrastructure that are required when nature’s role 
is usurped by development.60 No such community-
wide benefits accrue to non-users from athletic fields 
or other specialized recreation activities. 


To reduce the arbitrariness, some cities provided 
lists of private facilities that would be acceptable 
with a specified credit awarded for each. For 
example, the San Antonio ordinance, which 
provided only for land dedication (or fee-in-lieu) and 
did not include a development fee, gave a menu of 
offsets with the amount of land credit authorized for 
each of them (Exhibit 26).


All cities excluded credits for open areas that were 
already required by the city’s municipal code, zoning 
ordinances, building codes, and other regulations. 
Typically, they excluded yards, court areas, common 
open space, entry features, areas devoted to 
decorative landscaping, medians, utility easements 
and rights-of-way, areas following development 
perimeter walls, land used for mining or oil and gas 
wells, setback areas, and private personal spaces. The 
Irvine ordinance specified many of these: 


“The following areas or subdivision design 
features are ineligible for private park 
credit: leasing offices, yards, court areas, 
setbacks, village edges, landscaped village 
entries, greenbelts (paseos), meandering 
streams, eucalyptus windrows and circulation 
improvements such as bicycle, hiking and 
equestrian trails .”


The importance of specifying the facilities that 
qualify for credits in parkland dedication ordinances 
was demonstrated in a court case in which the 
author was involved. The absence of specification led 
the plaintiffs to petition that the elements listed in 
Exhibit 27 should qualify for offset credit.
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Exhibit 26: Credit Given for Private Facilities Built 
by Developers in San Antonio
	■ Playground, 1.25 acres 


	■ Picnic areas, 0.25 acre 


	■ Athletic courts, 0.75 acre 


	■ Open play areas, 1.00 acre 


	■ Swimming pool, 0.3 acres per 500 square feet 
of surface area


	■ Recreation center building, 0.50 acre for 
1,000–1,500 square feet; 1.00 acre for over 
1,500 square feet


	■ Recreation community gardening, 0.25 acre      


	■ Pavilion/gazebo, 0.25 acre


	■ Outdoor gymnasium facilities, 1.0 acre


	■ Fitness, jogging, or walking trails, 1.50 acre for 
the first quarter (¼) mile length; 0.75 acres for 
each additional quarter (¼) mile length


Exhibit 27: A Petition Listing Elements that a Developer Claimed Should be Eligible for Credit
	■ 2 residential lounges/game rooms (approximately 1,245 square feet each)


	■ 2 cyber lounges (approximately 375 square feet each)


	■ 2 fitness rooms with cardio, resistance, and free weights (approximately 1,404 square feet each)


	■ 2 yoga/open workout spaces (approximately 718 square feet)


	■ 2 media rooms (approximately 360 square feet each)


	■ 2 salt-water pools (approximately 4,420 and 3,750 square feet)


	■ 2 pool decks (approximately 7,040 and 6,250 square feet) with solid roof pavilions (approximately 740 and 
600 square feet)


	■ 2 dog wash areas (approximately 150 square feet)


	■ 2 outdoor green spaces (approximately 6,600 and 24,600 square feet)


	■ 7 barbecue grilling areas with shade trellises (approximately 800 and 230 square feet)


	■ 2 putting greens (approximately 1,100 and 1,350 square feet)


	■ The plaintiffs also include general landscaping within their development (approximately 3,740 square feet)


Clearly, most of these “offsets” are not substitutes 
for facilities that would be located in a local park. 
However, the lack of verbiage in the ordinance 
specifying this requirement gave traction to the 
plaintiff’s case. When considering elements that 
are eligible for an offset credit, the overarching 
criterion is that the amenities must be outdoor 
park-like facilities since they are substituting for 
park provision. Indoor or specialized facilities are 


not eligible. For example, the San Diego ordinance 
stated, “[offset facilities] will substitute for the 
[parklands] otherwise required to be dedicated 
in meeting the recreation needs of the residents,” 
while the Irvine ordinance specified, “The amenities 
accepted for full credit for private parks shall be 
those amenities typically found in public parks.” 
The Fort Worth ordinance provided some latitude 
beyond typical facilities in a neighborhood park:


“	Credit will be granted for those recreation 
facilities that are listed as part of the minimum 
neighborhood park configuration. Credit may 
also be given for recreation facilities that 
address the specific neighborhood recreational 
needs of the development. The developer 
must provide sufficient documentation to the 
Park & Recreation Director demonstrating 
that the recreational needs of the proposed 
neighborhood are different than the needs 
of a typical Neighborhood Park Unit. The 
Park & Recreation Department may at the 
discretion of the Director or his/her designee 
award credit for those recreational facilities 
that are deemed to meet the neighborhood 
recreational needs of a new community.”


It should be noted that a consequence of authorizing 
credit offsets is that private park space is not part 
of a community’s existing level of service. This has 
an adverse effect on the formula for calculating 
dedication requirements which, in turn, reduces 
the future dedication amounts that developers are 







62 | Section 2: Calculating the Amount of a Parkland Dedication


required to pay if it is enforced at the maximum 
level. Therefore, over the long term, such credit 
potentially reduces the amount of public open space.


Acceptability of Floodplain Land


Floodplain is defined as an area of land adjacent to 
a body of water (stream or river) that reaches from 
the channel banks to the bottom of the valley walls, 
enclosing the area that is prone to flooding during 
periods of increased water discharge. It is comprised 
of the floodway—which is the primary conveyance 
area of a channel’s cross-section that serves as the 
natural channel for floodwaters—and the floodway 
fringe. 


The extent to which cities allow floodplain land to 
fulfill a dedication obligation varies widely along 
a continuum. At one pole of the continuum are 
cities that unequivocally reject any floodplain land 
being credited for a dedication. For example, the 
Stephenville ordinance states:


“	A proposed conveyance of land shall not be 
considered suitable for neighborhood or 
community park purposes if it is located within 
the 100-year floodplain, as shown on the 
latest flood insurance rate map or floodplain 
Ordinance adopted by the City.”


At the other pole of the continuum are cities that 
fully accept floodplain land. For example, the 
Houston ordinance states, “Land in a federally 
designated floodplain or floodway may be dedicated 
as [parkland].”


Ordinances that unequivocally accept or reject 
floodplain lands are outliers. Most cities recognize 
that there are situations in which floodplain 
land may be advantageous, especially when it is 
alongside linear parks, and thus lends itself for 
the development of trails alongside natural areas. 
Accordingly, the most common approach is to 
specify that floodplain land will not normally be 
accepted, but occasional exceptions should be 
allowed. The verbiage in the Cedar Park ordinance 
illustrates this position:


“	No parkland shall be submitted for approval 
by the city that falls within the one hundred 
(100) year floodplain unless the planning 
and zoning commission determines that the 
floodplain is desirable for recreation and the 


floodplain is left in its native condition with 
the exception of allowing vegetation to be 
pruned or maintained in a way consistent with 
the recreational uses and allowing installation 
of recreational improvements consistent 
with floodplain uses such as trails, picnic 
areas etc. If it is determined that the native 
floodplain areas are useful for recreational 
purposes, up to fifty percent (50%) of the land 
area maintained as native floodplain may be 
counted toward the parkland requirements 
with the condition that the parkland is at least 
one hundred (100) feet in width and that none 
of the parkland is utilized for stormwater 
detention.”


In cases where floodplain land is accepted, there 
are usually two caveats. First, as shown in the 
Cedar City ordinance, it is limited to a maximum 
of 50 percent of the dedication, so 50 percent of 
the parkland has to be outside the floodplain area. 
While 50 percent was the most widely adopted 
proportion, variations from the 50 percent 
requirement ranged from The Colony, “Not more 
than [20 percent] of the proposed park is to be 
located within the 100-year floodplain,” to Burleson 
and Denton, whose ordinances stated, “Floodplain 
areas shall generally not exceed [75 percent] of the 
total park site.”


The second caveat is that if floodplain land is 
accepted, its contribution toward a dedication 
requirement is usually discounted. For example, 
the College Station ordinance states, “Land in 
floodplains or designated greenways will be 
considered on a three for one basis. Three acres of 
floodplain or greenway will be equal to one acre 
of [parkland].” Other communities adopting this 
three-to-one ratio included Alvin, Denton, Forney, 
McKinney, New Braunfels, and The Colony, while 
cities such as Austin, Benbrook, Burleson, and 
Haltom specified a two-to-one ratio.


A few cities, primarily on the coast, reference 
“wetlands” in their ordinances. Again, their credit 
policies for these lands differ. For example, the 
Brownsville ordinance states: 


“	Wetlands or resacas which would require a 
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
for the discharge of fill or dredge material shall 
not be accepted as satisfaction of parkland 
dedication requirements.”
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Hutto does not accept “Wetlands that are saturated 
for greater than [25 percent] of the year, swamps, 
and boggy lands.” In contrast, Corpus Christi’s 
ordinance states, “Jurisdictional wetlands and beach 
recreational areas may be used to satisfy up to one-
half of the land dedication requirements.” 


Acceptability of Stormwater Detention Areas


Retention and detention facilities are stormwater 
management basins designed to collect and slowly 
release stormwater at a controlled rate to avoid 
flooding or eroding downstream areas. Relatively 
few parkland dedication ordinances specifically 
refer to stormwater detention areas. Presumably, 
most cities believe they are implicitly incorporated 
within their requirements relating to floodplain 
land. Among cities that do reference them, some 
unequivocally reject detention areas from inclusion 
as part of a dedication. For example:


	■ Brownsville: “The following shall be excluded 
from the calculation for the parkland dedication 
requirement: Any land where proposed storm 
water drainage features will be incorporated. This 
is to include storm water retention ponds, swales, 
and other engineered drainage features.”


	■ Dallas: “Stormwater [detention]/retention areas 
and associated easement access do not meet the 
standards for acceptance as parkland.”


	■ Eagle Pass: “None of the land is used for 
stormwater detention.”


The College Station and New Braunfels ordinances 
reject detention areas as part of a dedication 
requirement but allow them to be donated if they 
are designed in accordance with city standards. The 
donation may offer a tax write-off for the developer, 
remove an obligation for the developer to maintain 
it, and remove it from the tax rolls. The College 
Station ordinance states:


“	Detention/retention areas may not be used 
to meet dedication requirements, but may 
be accepted in addition to the required 
dedication. If accepted as part of the park, 
the detention/retention area design must 
meet specific parks specifications in the City’s 
Manual of Park Improvements Standards.”


Some cities discourage the use of detention areas but 
allow some flexibility on accepting them if they offer 
unusually valuable recreational opportunities. The 
verbiage in the Denison ordinance is typical:


“	Drainage ditches, detention ponds, power 
line easements, steep slopes and similar sites 
shall not be accepted for parkland dedication, 
unless the commission finds, after consultation 
with the city manager or his/her authorized 
designee, that the land has exceptional 
recreational value that warrants its acceptance 
as parkland or open space.” 


If detention areas are accepted (like floodplain land), 
then it is usually at a ratio of 2 or 3 acres of detention 
land for every acre of dedication requirement, and it 
is usually limited to a maximum of 50 percent of the 
dedication requirement.


The Flower Mound ordinance gives detailed criteria 
that must be met before a detention area will be 
considered for some proportion of the dedication. 
They are shown in Exhibit 28.


Criteria in the San Antonio ordinance were less 
specific, but they focused on the extent to which 
the area was usable for park purposes and the 
amount of time during which it was flooded, which 
would prevent recreational use. If they met these 
requirements, then detention areas may count a 
maximum of 50 percent of the park dedication 
requirement:


•	 “Detention basins which are required as part 
of the stormwater management standards 
shall not qualify as parkland unless 75% 
or more of the active and usable area is 
designed for recreational use and the area(s) 
conforms to the requirements below.


•	 Detention areas shall not be inundated 
so as to be unusable for their designated 
recreational purposes. Detention areas must 
be designed to drain within 24 hours.


•	 Detention areas shall be constructed of 
natural materials. Terracing, berming and 
contouring is required in order to naturalize 
and enhance the aesthetics of the basin. 
Basin slopes shall not exceed a three to one 
(3:1) slope.”
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Exhibit 28: Detailed Criteria for a Stormwater Detention Area to be Considered for a Developer’s Credit (Flower Mound)
If the detention/retention facility meets the standards below, then the Council may approve a credit towards 
the required parkland dedication or fees-in-lieu thereof, on a per-acre basis, at a ratio of one (1) acre of 
required parkland for every one (1) acre of retention/detention facility open space provided. In the event 
additional or enhanced amenities are provided, the Town Council may increase the credit to a ratio of no more 
than one and one half (1.5) acres of required parkland for every one (1) acre of retention/detention facility 
open space provided.


In order to qualify for this Credit Option, retention/detention facilities must, at a minimum, comply with 
the provisions of the Town’s Engineering Design Criteria and Construction Standards and incorporate the 
following:


	■ The slope of a retention pond shall not exceed twenty-five percent (25%). However, any slope that exceeds 
3 percent shall incorporate stone terracing. Terracing or the cutting of a sloped plane into a series of 
successively receding flat surfaces or platforms must have a maximum shelf depth of three feet (3’) with a 
maximum six-inch (6”) risers and shall not negatively impact Environmentally Sensitive Areas regulated by 
the Town’s SMART Growth Program.


	■ Natural stone or brick veneer complementary to the development is required on headwalls, bridges, 
culverts, retaining walls, and like structures.


	■ A minimum eight-foot (8’) trail is required around the retention/detention facility except where site 
conditions such as excessive slopes or outfall structures render construction of the trail infeasible. The 
trail shall connect to internal trails proposed within the development and to any trail within three hundred 
feet (300’) identified on the Town’s Parks and Trails Master Plan that is within the development or is 
contiguous to the development.


	■ Seating and associated shade with at least one (1) overlook with at least one (1) bench, one (1) trash 
receptacle, and a minimum of three (3) shade trees.


	■ Shade trees, planted a minimum of thirty feet (30’) on center, staggered on each side of the trail 
surrounding the retention/detention facility.


Affordable Housing Exemptions
In recent years, the cost of living in some 
metropolitan areas has risen much faster than 
family income. As a result, many families that were 
traditionally viewed as “middle class” cannot afford 
to buy or rent housing in the communities where 
they work. These may include such key workers as 
first responders and schoolteachers, as well as those 
in the retail, hospitality, and service sectors. For 
this reason, there is concern in some communities 
that a park dedication fee will have a negative 
impact on affordable housing by raising prices and 
stifling the production of new, smaller homes. It 
has been pointed out that such an impact “may lead 
to higher racial and income-based segregation and 
lower home ownership rates among Hispanics and 
African-Americans.”67  


67 (Nelson et al., 2008, p. 80)


Among the 73 Texas cities with a parkland 
dedication ordinance, only Temple and Austin 


addressed this issue. The Austin ordinance states, 
“Affordable dwelling units that are certified under 
the [SMART] Housing Policy approved by the 
city council are exempt.” The Temple ordinance is 
confined to residential units constructed by two 
organizations in the city:


“ When the Temple Housing Authority or Habitat 
for Humanity is the developer of a subdivision, 
park dedication requirements (land or cash) 
may be waived, and the City must provide 
[parkland] or fund the park fee, to assure 
provision of neighborhood park facilities for 
the subdivision .”


The Los Angeles dedication ordinance provides an 
example of detailed explicit language defining an 
affordable housing exemption:


 “(1) Notwithstanding any other provision   
 contained in this section, new residential  







Section 2: Calculating the Amount of a Parkland Dedication | 65


	





















 













 





























a community, adding to the quality of life for 
San Jose’s residents . Beyond merely providing 
recreational opportunities, carefully sited 
and well-designed parks serve a multitude 
of functions for the community in creating 
neighborhood identity, serving as focal points 
for gathering and celebration, and attracting 
and retaining employees and businesses .”


Nelson et al. report that among the 27 states that 
have explicit impact fee enabling legislation (Exhibit 
7, the legislation in 14 of them addresses affordable 
housing.63 However, only four of them define 
affordable housing, “and all use variations of the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 
80% median income standards. The rest would 
presumably leave it to local governments to define 
the term for local application.”68  


68 (Nelson et al., 2008, p. 168)


Nelson et al. suggested that one way of addressing 
the affordable housing issue is to make the exactions 
less regressive by calculating them based on the 
number of bedrooms or square footage rather than 
on a per-dwelling-unit basis (Compare Exhibits 
18 and 20 with Exhibit 23).63 They argue this 
would benefit smaller—and therefore usually less 
expensive—homes and thereby lower the exaction 
fee they are required to pay. 


Time Limit for Expenditure 
of Dedication Funds
The courts have consistently ruled that when fees-
in-lieu or park development fees are paid, the 
homes generating the fees should benefit from new 
park amenities within a reasonable time frame. 
Nevertheless, 23 of the 73 Texas cities and 5 of the 17 
large city ordinances beyond Texas failed to specify 
a time frame of any kind, which is an unfortunate 
limitation of their ordinances. Of the remaining cities, 
the term “reasonable time frame” is most commonly 
shown in Exhibit 29 to be either 10 years or 5 years. 


Houston is one of the fastest-growing cities in 
the U.S., and its ordinance optimistically directs 
that fees-in-lieu must be spent “within 3 years.” 
Grapevine and Laredo have similar time frames. 
It is surely unrealistic, even in rapidly growing 
communities, that a time frame of 3 years is 
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sufficient to collect funds, identify and acquire 
available parkland, and let contracts to develop a 
park. Exhibit 29 suggests that many communities 
consider a 10-year time frame necessary to 


accomplish these tasks. This probably explains 
why the Houston ordinance has a loophole that 
provides at least partial relief from their stringent 
requirement by stating that if there are “extenuating 


Exhibit 29: Time Limitation for Expending Fees-in-lieu/Park Improvement Fees


Non-Texas Large Cities
Absent 5 Years 10 Years Other


Chesapeake Bakersfield Chandler Atlanta (6)
Columbus Irvine Phoenix Boise (8)
Oklahoma Los Angeles Kansas City (15)
Saint Paul Sacramento Miami (6)
San Diego San Jose Reno (3)


Texas Cities
Absent 5 Years 10 Years Other


Belton Austin* Allen Bryan (7)
Brownsville Cedar Park Alvin Corpus Christi (7) 
Burleson Deer Park Arlington Grapevine (3)
Cibolo Fort Worth Benbrook Houston (3)
Colleyville Houston Cedar Hill Laredo (3)
Eagle Pass Kerrville College Station McKinney (6)
El Paso League City Converse New Braunfels (7)
Flower Mound Temple Coppell Rockwall (8)
Hutto The Colony Corinth Stephenville (3)
Keller Universal City Dallas
La Porte Weslaco Deer Park
Lake Jackson Wylie Denison
Leander Denton
Little Elm Forney
North Richland Hills Frisco
Pearland Georgetown
Pflugerville Haltom
Prosper Kyle
Rowlett Lewisville
Sachse Mansfield
Schertz Missouri City
Seguin Murphy
Sugar Land Pharr


Plano
Rosenberg
Round Rock
San Antonio
San Marcos
Waxahachie


*Austin: The 5-year period is extended by 5 years at the end of the initial period if fewer than 50 percent of the residential units within a 
subdivision or site plan have been constructed.
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circumstances,” the parks director can submit a 
request to the city council for up to two 1-year 
extensions.  


The shorter 5-year time frame has the advantage 
of incentivizing jurisdictions to deliver the park 
investment more promptly. In addition, it may 
have the effect of leveraging those funds. A $1 
increase in parkland dedication fees may result 
in a greater increase than $1 in park investments 
because—as Exhibit 16 showed—fees are invariably 
set at a level that does not cover the full cost of 
new park facilities. This means they are typically 
supplemented by other funds, so the time limitation 
may stimulate a council to provide additional funds.


Only the City of Deer Park had time periods that 
differed according to the type of park, stating, 
“The City must expend the funds within five (5) 
years from the date received for acquisition or 
development of neighborhood recreation land, or 
ten (10) years for a regional park.” This ordinance 
recognizes that it may be feasible to accrue enough 
resources to fund a small neighborhood park 
within 5 years in a fast-growing city. However, 
more time will likely be needed to fund a 
community or regional park, as the costs are likely 
to be approximately five times greater, and the 
growth rate in particular neighborhoods may be 
much faster than in other neighborhoods, which 
collectively comprise a community park zone.


Some ordinances defined the time limit for the 
expenditure of funds as commencing at the time most 
of the subdivision was completed instead of when 
the funds were initially paid to the city. For example, 
both the Stephenville and The Colony ordinances state 
that fees must be expended “within [3 (Stephenville) 
or 5 (The Colony)] years of the date that 95% of all 
certificates of occupancy have been issued for the 
completed development of the property for which the 
fees were made.” In subdivisions that are multi-phased, 
some ordinances specified that the time limit started 
“after the final plat, or the filing of the final plat of each 
phase or section of the contributing subdivision.”69  


69 (Rosenberg)


Refunds
Refunds must be given if a dedication fee has 
been paid but has not been encumbered or spent 


on acquisition, development, or improvement of 
a park facility within the time period specified 
in the ordinance. “Encumbered” means that the 
funds have been legally obligated by contract. This 
provision protects a city from suddenly losing its 
funding for a project under contract. Four trends 
noted in previous sections of the monograph have 
made it highly unlikely that refund clauses will be 
activated: the lengthening of the time period for 
the expenditure of funds, so 10 years is becoming 
the norm; reduction in the number of service 
districts, so it is easier to collect the threshold 
amount of funds needed to make improvements or 
acquisitions; removal of the artificial distinctions 
between neighborhood and community parks; and 
the shift to authorizing dedications to be invested 
in all types of parks. Even though the likelihood of 
activation is very small, ordinances are required to 
include a provision for it.


Appendix F shows that among the 73 Texas 
ordinances, 38 cities specified that refunds should 
go to the current property owners, while 10 cities 
directed that they should go to the subdivision 
developer. The rationale for disbursing refunds to 
a subdivision developer is unclear since developers 
do not absorb the costs of an exaction unless they 
retain ownership of some of the lots. Surprisingly, 
the distribution of refunds was not addressed 
in 27 of the ordinances, even though some of 
those ordinances specified a time limit within 
which funds had to be expended. In those cases, 
presumably, the city council would have discretion 
on how to distribute refunds at the time a refund 
request was made. Typical refund language is 
illustrated in the Dallas ordinance:


“ Fees paid into the [parkland] dedication fund 
must be spent by the city within 10 years after 
the payment of the required fee . If the funds 
cannot be spent within the 10-year period, 
the owners of the property on the last day of 
the 10-year period will be entitled to a refund 
of the unexpended sum upon request . The 
owners of the property, as shown on the 
current tax roll or proven by other instrument, 
must request a refund within one year of the 
expiration of the 10-year period . The request 
must be made in writing to the director .”
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The refund language in all except the Houston 
ordinance required the owners or developers of the 
property to request the refund. Houston required 
the city to notify owners of their entitlement to a 
refund:


“ The city shall give notice to the owner of the 
property as shown on the most recent certified 
tax roll of the county in which the property 
is located of the right to a refund and the 
procedure to claim a refund…The owners of 
the property must request a refund within one 
year of notice of entitlement . Such request 
must be made in writing to the parks director, 
or such right shall be barred .”


Notifying property owners of their right to a 
refund if the expenditure time frame is not met 
creates a substantial administrative burden on the 
city—requiring it to track each dedication fee, the 
expenditures attributed to it, contact each property 
owner within a subdivision, and assess the prorated 
amounts due to each property owner. This is 
especially onerous in a community where there are a 
large number of residential units built as investment 
rental properties, many of which are owned by 
individuals living outside the city. Given the low 
probability of funds not being expended in the given 
time period, this administrative burden appears to 
be unproductive and unnecessary.


Among large cities, Atlanta was alone in similarly 
placing the burden on the city to proactively notify 
developers that they were entitled to a refund. 
However, the ordinance did specify a procedure for 
contacting the developer that appears to alleviate 
some of the administrative effort required to locate 
the homeowners (“fee payer’s successors in interest”) 
to implement this clause:


“ The city is obligated to notify the developer if 
he/she is eligible for a refund and it has not 
been encumbered within six years . When 
the right to a refund exists due to a failure 
to encumber fees, the city shall provide 
written notice of entitlement to a fee payer 
who paid the fee at the address shown on 
the application for development approval, or 
to a fee payer’s successor in interest . Such 
notice shall also be published in a newspaper 
of general circulation within the city within 30 


days after the expiration of the six-year period 
after the date that the fees were collected .”


Most ordinances make no reference to interest 
payments on refunds. Those that reference it treat it 
differently. Some require the city to include interest 
at the rate at which the city invested the money 
it was holding (e.g., Arlington and Reno). Others 
explicitly state that they will not pay interest (e.g., 
Los Angeles). Still, others qualify the interest issue 
by stating, “The Developer/Owner shall be entitled 
to a refund on interest earned, less inflation as 
determined by the Consumer Price Index…must 
request such refund in writing within ninety (90) 
days of entitlement or such right shall be waived.”70  


70 (Fort Worth)


Several ordinances appropriately recognize that 
there are occasions when the number of units in 
the subdivision plat is smaller than the original 
development plans. In these cases, they accept the 
obligation to reimburse developers since they have 
effectively been overcharged. The language in the 
Sacramento ordinance is typical:


“ If all or a portion of the parkland dedication 
requirement is satisfied by payment of a 
fee and, upon completion of build-out and 
the actual number of dwelling units built or 
number of single-family lots created is less 
than the number of dwelling units originally 
anticipated then the subdivider may within 
five years after payment of the fee, apply for 
a refund, without interest, of the difference 
between the fee actually paid and a fee 
calculated based on the actual density .”  


Appeals
A typical appeals process is included in the 
Arlington ordinance:  


“ A . The property owner or applicant may appeal  
 the following decisions to the City Council:


1 . The applicability of the development fee 
[or fee-in-lieu];


2 .  The amount of the fee due;


3 .  The amount of refund due, if any; or


4.  The determination of an offset.
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B . The burden of proof is on the appellant to 
demonstrate that the amount of the fee, the 
amount of the refund or the amount of the 
offset was not calculated according to the 
requirements of the ordinance .


C. The appellant must file a notice of appeal 
with the city manager within thirty (30) days 
following the city’s decision. The filing of an 
appeal shall not stay the collection of the fee 
due . If the notice of appeal is accompanied 
by a payment in an amount equal to the 
development fee due as calculated by the 
city, the building permit application shall be 
processed .”


Frequency of Ordinance Reviews


Exhibit 30: Time Frame When the Ordinance 
in Texas Cities Was Most Recently Reviewed


Year Cohort Number of Ordinances


Before 2000 6


2001–2005 6


2006–2010 12


2011–2015 9


2016–2020 35


Exhibit 30 summarizes data reported in Appendix D 
and indicates that almost half of the Texas cities had 
not reviewed their ordinances in the last 5 years. The 
review dates reflect when structural changes were 
most recently made to ordinances. However, some 
of these ordinances did provide for their fees-in-lieu 
or park development fees to be incorporated into 
their city’s annual budget process. Three Texas cities 
(Arlington, El Paso, and Fort Worth) sought to reflect 
changes in land costs in interim review periods by 
using an index. For example, the Arlington ordinance 
states, “Development fees shall be updated annually 
on September 1 by the Director in accordance with 
the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics’ Dallas-Fort Worth Consumer Price 
Index for All Urban Consumers,” while the El Paso 
ordinance requires the fees be indexed annually to 
National Consumer Price Index and “adjusted no less 
frequently than every three [years].”71  


71 (El Paso)


Only 12 of the 73 Texas cities required the ordinance 
to be reviewed at specified regular intervals. The 
times specified in the 12 ordinances that included 
such a clause and the date (in parentheses) when 
their structure was most recently reviewed are 
shown below:


 1 year: Deer Park (2016), Houston (2016)


 2 years: Allen (1998), Corpus Christi (2012)


 3 years: Bryan (2009), Flower Mound (2019), 
Laredo (2008), New Braunfels (2018)


 5 years: Arlington (2004), Dallas (2018), 
Lewisville (2018), Plano (2018)


Despite the specification of review times, in most 
of these cities, there was a disconnect between the 
review time included in the ordinance and the time 
when the most recent review was undertaken. For 
example, the Allen ordinance states it should be 
reviewed every 2 years, but it has not been reviewed 
for over 20 years. Perhaps in anticipation of a 
reluctance to review it, the Allen ordinance states, 
“If the City Council fails to amend the ordinance, 
the land dedication and park fee rates then in effect 
shall remain in effect.”


The failure to regularly review an ordinance is a 
major structural failing because if the ordinance 
never appears on a council agenda, then it is invisible 
to elected officials. The officials then remain unaware 
of changes that have transformed best practices in 
parkland dedication ordinances in recent years—
such as adding a park development fee, increasing 
the sizes of service districts, and expanding the 
scope of ordinances beyond the neighborhood level.


Guidance on what constitutes a reasonable time 
period may be gleaned from the Texas legislation 
on impact fees, which excludes parks. It requires 
an ordinance to be updated every 5 years. It was 
increased from 3 years to 5 years in 2001 and 
appears to be optimum for recalculating the level of 
service and the required dedication fee.


A shorter time period for reappraisal is likely to be 
viewed as unreasonable or burdensome by most city 
councils for two reasons. First, there may be too few 
land transactions recorded in a shorter period to 
provide enough data to establish a clear trend. The 
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fewer transactions used to determine an average 
cost for acquiring land, the less reliable and more 
contentious that valuation is likely to be. Secondly, 
the prospect of undergoing a controversial public 
hearing process on this issue more frequently is 
likely to be unappealing to most elected officials.


The lack of regular review probably explains the 
legal weaknesses manifested in many ordinances. 
There simply has been no “nudge mechanism” to 
reexamine and update them to be consistent with 
contemporary best practices and court guidelines. 
Given the legal weaknesses apparent in many of 
them, it is surprising that no substantive litigation 
has been initiated by the development community in 
Texas to challenge elements of parkland dedication 
ordinances in the 35 years since the Turtle Rock case 
in 1984.72


72 (City of College Station v. Turtle Rock Corporation, 1984)


 For the most part, this can be attributed 
to the dedication requirement being too small—in 
the context of the total cost of a development—to be 
worthwhile for developers to legally challenge it. 


Severability
Severability clauses are standard features of many 
city ordinances. The clause in the Los Angeles park 
dedication ordinance is typical:


“ If any provision of this ordinance is found to be 
unconstitutional or otherwise invalid by any 
court of competent jurisdiction, that invalidity 
shall not affect the remaining provisions of 
this ordinance, which can be implemented 
without the invalid provisions and, to this end, 
the provisions of this ordinance are declared 
to be severable . The City Council hereby 
declares that it would have adopted each 
and every provision and portion thereof not 
declared invalid or unconstitutional, without 
regard to whether any portion of the ordinance 
would subsequently be declared invalid or 
unconstitutional .”
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SECTION 3: 
POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS


Strategies for Transitioning the Dedication Requirement into Policy 


Establish the Anchor
The amount of dedication a city can exact is 
determined by the premise that new growth should 
fully pay for itself. As a matter of policy, it was 
shown in Exhibit 16 that elected officials invariably 
elect to impose an exaction smaller than the amount 
needed to accommodate the demand pressures of 
new growth. The downward adjustments typically 
reflect elected officials’ perceptions of the level of 
acceptance of fees by the development community 
and the level imposed by proximate or peer cities.


Clearly, this is the prerogative of policymakers, but 
it is important for staff and consultants to avoid 
anticipating their decision by downwardly adjusting 
the calculation before it reaches them. Presenting 
elected officials with the maximum allowable 
exaction makes this the anchor around which the 
policy debate revolves.73


73 (Kahneman, 2011)


 The anchor has a priming 
effect since people adjust their assessments about 


what is “reasonable” from the initial anchor they 
are given. It enables elected officials to impose a 
substantial increase in an existing exaction to relieve 
the burden on their taxpayers while demonstrating 
their reasonableness and sensitivity to the inevitable 
outcry from the development community. Consider 
the following two policy scenarios:


(A)	The existing exaction is $1,000, and we are 
proposing to raise it to $5,000.


(B) 	The authorized exaction is $10,000, but we are 
proposing to impose an exaction of $5,000.


Establishing an anchor of $1,000 in Scenario A 
makes the $5,000 figure appear unreasonably 
high. It is a 500 percent increase. Establishing an 
anchor of $10,000 in Scenario B makes the $5,000 
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figure reasonable. It is a 50 percent decrease. The 
contrasting reactions to the two frameworks 
illustrate not only the power of anchors, but also 
the power of Prospect Theory. This postulates that 
when two options are directly compared or weighed 
against each other, losses loom larger than gains.73, 74  


74 (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979)


The loss incurred by the developer, homeowner, or 
landowner stakeholders in Scenario A is 500 percent. 
However, Scenario B offers these stakeholders 
a gain of 50 percent.  The City of Arlington 
institutionalized this approach in its ordinance, 
stating:


“The City shall adopt by ordinance two (2) 
development fee schedules, which may be 
amended from time-to-time, which shall 
establish development fees, by component 
fee, for each benefit area. The schedules 
shall be stated in the form of fees per 
residential dwelling unit. Schedule 1 shall be 
the maximum development fees which can 
be imposed on new residential development 
within each benefit area and Schedule 2 shall 
be the development fees, by component fee, to 
be collected within each benefit area.” 


The Recitals in the Anaheim Ordinance shown in 
Exhibit 31 illustrate this approach.


A similar approach is used in the Frisco ordinance, 
but it is embedded in the ordinance rather than 
proclaimed in the recitals (Exhibit 32).


Phasing and Caps
In Exhibit 18, it was noted that when the City of 
New Braunfels increased its dedication requirements 
for neighborhood and community parks, it gave 
9 months advanced notice and then phased in the 
increase at 75 percent, 85 percent, and 100 percent 
of the dedication in yearly intervals. Only after the 
third year did the city consider adding a dedication 
for city-wide parks. Similarly, Pearland phased in 
its increase in three increments of 60 percent, 80 
percent, and 100 percent, while in the illustration in 
Exhibit 20, the initial fee was set at 50 percent and 
the full fee phased in at increments of 10 percent 
over 6 years.


If an incremental phase-in approach is adopted, 
it is important to present it as an “opt-out” rather 
than an “opt-in” provision. That is, the increments 


Exhibit 31: Discounting from an Anchor in the 
Recitals
WHEREAS the city council hereby finds and 
determined that the average cost of park 
development is six hundred thirty-five thousand 
dollars ($635,000) per acre and the average cost 
of parkland acquisition is two million, seven 
hundred eighty-seven thousand eight hundred 
forty dollars ($2,787,840) per acre; and


WHEREAS in accordance with this formula the 
park-in-lieu fees for single-family, apartment 
units, and mobile homes, would range from 
twenty-four thousand three hundred seventy 
dollars ($24,370) through seventeen thousand 
one hundred eighty-two dollars ($17,182.66); and


WHEREAS the city council believes it is in the best 
interests of the City of Anaheim and in concert 
with the desire of the city council to maintain a 
stable economic environment that the park-in-
lieu fees for the current fiscal year should not 
increase above the prior fiscal year.


NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the city 
council of the City of Anaheim that the park-in-
lieu fee to be paid as a condition of development 
of each residential unit is:


Single-family Detached Units	 $6,936.46


Single-family Attached Units	 $5,388.14


Apartment Units: 2 to 4 Units	 $6,998.39


Apartment Units: 5 or More Units	 $4,750.88


Mobile Home Unit	 $4,149.49


are written into the ordinance, so they will occur 
automatically in each of the specified years unless 
the council acts to amend this provision. If the 
council has to opt-in each year, then the contentious 
debate that invariably accompanies parkland 
dedication ordinances will be reopened annually 
and the probability of implementing the full fee over 
time declines. 


To mitigate the impact on development in areas of 
a city where land is expensive, some communities 
cap the maximum land value that can be used in 
calculating the dedication fee. For example, the San 
Antonio ordinance states, “The fair market value 
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Exhibit 32: Discount Built into the Dedication Formulas in the Frisco, Texas, Ordinance
The amount of cash in lieu of dedication to be paid shall be sixty percent (60%) of the appraised fair market 
value of the net acreage of the tract(s) of land to be developed and proportionately applied to the amount of 
land that would otherwise be required to be dedicated 


The park development fee formula uses the number of community park facilities, neighborhood park facilities, 
and current miles of trails in linear park facilities. The formula for community park facilities is the population of 
the city divided by the current number of developed community parks, divided by the average construction 
cost for community park facilities.


The formula for neighborhood park facilities is the population of the city divided by the current number of 
developed neighborhood parks, divided by the average construction cost for neighborhood park facilities.


The formula for linear park facilities is the average cost to develop linear park facilities divided by the current 
miles of trails in existence at the time the park development fee is due from the applicant. 


The total sum of each of those calculations is multiplied by the Persons Per Household (PPH) for the type of 
development to determine the park development fee that is assessed for each Dwelling Unit (DU) proposed. 


The applicant shall be required to pay sixty percent (60%) of the amount calculated for each DU under the 
formula set forth below:


Example:
Community parks:	 145,646 ÷ 3 = 48,548
	 Average construction costs = $22,971,286 ÷ 48,548:	 $473.16


Neighborhood parks:	 145,646 ÷ 33 = 4,414
	 Average construction costs = $1,574,374 ÷ 4,414:	 $356.68


Linear parks:	 Average construction costs = $979,896 ÷ 16,183	 $60.55


Total: 		  $890.39


Single-family: $890.39 x 3.11 (PPH) = $2,769.11 per DU


Multi-family: $890.39 x 1.97 (PPH) = $1,754.06 per DU


The final figure is reduced to sixty percent (60%) of the amount owed.


Single-family: $1,661.46 per DU


Multi-family: $1,052.44 per DU


shall not exceed fifty thousand dollars ($50,000.00) 
per acre,” while in Corpus Christi, “The fair market 
value may not exceed $62,500 per acre,” and in 
Exhibit 20, it was capped at $75,000 per acre. The 
Keller ordinance established both a floor and a 
ceiling for land valuations, “Payment in lieu of land 
dedication shall be the average per acre value of 
the property to be developed, or $30,000 per acre 
whichever is greater, not to exceed $50,000 per acre.”


Highlighting Opportunity Cost
An effective strategy for informing elected officials 
and the general public of parkland dedication 
implications is to point out the opportunity cost of 


not implementing an exaction. It has been widely 
demonstrated that negative framing of consequences 
has a powerful, persuasive impact on audiences.75, 76 


75 (Tversky and Kahneman, 1981)
76 (Levin, Schneider, and Gaeth, 1998)


An example of how this was done in one city is 
shown in Exhibit 33. The first half of the exhibit 
shows that—based on the city’s best estimate 
of population growth for the next 20 years—an 
investment of $30.540 million would be needed in 
neighborhood and community parks to maintain 
the city’s existing level of service.


The second part of Exhibit 33 shows that if existing 
fees-in-lieu are maintained ($940 for single and $731 







74 | Section 3: Political Considerations


for multiple dwelling units), about $13.2 million of 
this cost will be raised from the residents creating 
the demand for new facilities. However, if fees-in-
lieu are raised to $2,161 and $1,686, respectively, the 
new growth will pay for the new parks. Failure to 
impose the new fees would cause existing residents 
to be taxed an additional $15.9 million throughout 
the 20-year period just to maintain neighborhood 
and community park provision at existing levels.


Exhibit 33: Illustration of the Cost to Residents of Not Optimizing the Potential of a Parkland Dedication 
Ordinance
The estimate of 20-year capital cost requirements for neighborhood and community parks based on a 
projected increase of 40,000 population in the next 20 years while maintaining the current levels of service.


New neighborhood parks 
Current level of service = 1 acre per 285 people 


	■ Additional land needed to retain current level of service: 40,000 ÷ 285 = 140 acres 


	■ Cost of additional land: 140 acres at $32,000 per acre	 $4,480,000 


	■ Average park size of 8 acres means 18 new parks, 
with park development costs at $631,000	    $11,358,000


	■ Cost of land plus development: $4,480,000 + $11,360,000	 $15,838,000


New community parks 
	■ Current level of service = 1 community park per 10,970 people 


	■ Additional land needed to retain current level of service: 40,000 ÷ 10,970 = 4 parks at 37 acres/park 


	■ Cost of additional land: 148 acres at $32,000 per acre:	 $4,736,000 


	■ 4 new parks at $2.5 million per park for “basic infrastructure”:	 $10,000,000 


	■ Cost of land plus development: $4,736,000 + $10,000,000:	 $14,736,000


Total estimated capital cost for 10-year period	 $30,574,000


Revenue projections from a land dedication ordinance based on 40,000 additional population with an equal 
number of single-family and multi-family units.


Existing ordinance requirements
	■ Single-family: 20,000 ÷ 2.80 = 7,142 dwelling units 


7, 142 DU × $940	 $6,713,480


	■ Multi-family: 20,000 ÷ 2.25 = 8,890 dwelling units  
8,890 DU × $731	 $6,498,590


Total revenue	 $13,212,070
Proposed new ordinance requirements


	■ Single-family: 7,142 DUs × $2,021 (1,078 + 943)	 $14,433,982 


	■ Multi-family: 8,890 DUs × $1,646 (878 + 768)	 $14,633,000


Total revenue	 $29,066,982


Conclusion: If the proposed new ordinance requirements are not implemented, and the existing ordinance 
requirements are retained, residents may be taxed an additional $15.9 million ($29.1 million – $13.2 million) in 
the next 20 years in order to maintain the current level of park service.


Why Fast-growth Cities 
Should Maximize Exactions
Until the 1960s and 1970s, in many communities, 
new residential development was not expected to pay 
its own way. The tradition was for one generation of 
residents to provide park access and opportunities 
for the next generation via ad valorem taxes. 
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Therefore, developers often ask: Why do developers 
have the primary responsibility to provide new 
parks when most parks used by current residents 
were inherited from previous generations? Do the 
current residents not have the same obligation to 
provide parks for future generations as others did 
for them? There are three responses: increases in a 
city’s size, improved metrics for documenting the 
negative fiscal impacts that most new homes impose 
on communities, and enhanced awareness of the 
negative impact of growth on low-income residents. 


Increases in a city’s size reduces the access to new 
parks of many existing residents. When cities are 
small, all residents live relatively close to a park, 
regardless of where it is located. However, when a 
city reaches a certain population threshold, parks in 
new developments on the city’s outskirts may be 4 
to 5 miles away from residents living in the center of 
the city. Many of these residents will likely never use 
them and, therefore, are unlikely to support using ad 
valorem taxes to pay for them.


Improved metrics emerged in the late 1970s 
and 1980s with the emergence of increasingly 
sophisticated fiscal analysis techniques. These 
metrics have been used by local governments to 
analyze their taxation sources and expenditures. 
One of the fiscal analysis techniques is Cost of 
Community Services (COCS) analyses.77


77 (Crompton, 2001)


 This 
technique recognizes that land used for residential, 
commercial and industrial, and agricultural, forest, 
and open space produces different amounts of tax 
revenues and costs different amounts to service. 


The analyses produce “best estimates” rather than 
irrefutably accurate data, but they give a clear 
sense of the likely financial impacts associated 
with different uses of land. They are a relatively 
inexpensive tool to assign a community’s public 
service costs and revenues to each of the three land 
uses and determine the surplus or deficit associated 
with each of them. The process involves three steps: 
(i) collect data on local revenues and expenditures, 
(ii) allocate the data to the three major land use 
categories, and (iii) analyze the data and calculate 
revenue-to-expenditure ratios for each land category.


Exhibit 34 shows the per-dollar ratios of revenue 
to costs of providing public services for each of 
the three different land uses in 151 communities 


reported in studies over the past 30 years.78 


78 (American Farmland Trust, 2016)


Median values are reported because if mean values 
were used, a relatively few extreme cases could 
substantially change the results, so they would 
not be representative of a “typical” community. 
The studies were undertaken by over 40 different 
research teams in 26 different states.  


For every $1 million in tax revenue the above 
communities received from industrial and 
commercial uses and from farm, forest, and 
open space uses, the median amounts expended 
to provide them with public services were only 
$300,000 and $350,000, respectively. 


In contrast, for every $1 million received in revenue 
from residential developments, the median amount 
communities expended to service them was 
$1,160,000. In the residential sector, for each tax 
dollar received, the range in cost of services was 
from $1.01 in Groton, New Hampshire, to $2.27 
in Appling County, Georgia.79, 80


79 (Taylor, 2001)
80 (Dorfman et al., 2002)


 Among the 151 
studies, there was not a single instance where taxes 
from residential development were sufficient to cover 
the costs of servicing residential development in a 
community, clearly demonstrating that residential 
growth is expensive and does not pay for itself. 


The negative impact of growth on the level of 
parks service was empirically demonstrated by the 


Exhibit 34: Median Cost to Provide Public Services 
to Different Land Uses per Dollar Revenue Raised 
(n=151 communities)
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analyses shown in Appendix C. The supply of parks 
per 1,000 population in 50 fast-growth Texas cities 
showed that there was a statistically significant 
decline between 2008 and 2020, and the decline in 
park supply per 1,000 population was accentuated in 
cities with the greatest rates of population growth.


Growing awareness of the costs of growth, reduced 
availability of external funds from federal and 
state governments, caps that state governments 
have placed on local jurisdictions’ spending, 
the growing strength of fiscal conservatism as a 
political imperative, an increase in costs reflecting 
an increase in expectations for higher-quality 
standards in parks than was accepted in the 1970s 
(for example, ball fields marked on grass areas 
are no longer acceptable and the fields are now 
groomed and manicured), and citizens’ reluctance 
to support any ad valorem tax increases to retain the 
existing level of parks provision have resulted in the 
recognition that parkland dedications represent the 
most palatable political option for park funding in 
many contexts.


In many communities, elected officials are elected 
on a platform of fiscal conservatism. It was noted 
in the opening section of this monograph that a 
bedrock principle of fiscal conservation is the Benefit 
Principle, which states that those who benefit from 
government services should pay for them. Elected 
officials can respond to new park needs created by 
growth in one of three ways:


(i) Request existing residents pay by approving 
the issuance of general obligation bonds, 
which will raise their taxes;


(ii) Decline to provide new parks or provide 
fewer of them than the existing level of 
service, which reduces a community’s quality 
of life; and 


(iii) Mandate that new development pays the 
cost of providing new parks which it created 
by imposing the full parkland dedication 
requirement.


Few elected officials would run for office on a 
promise to raise taxes of existing residents (option i) 
or on lowering a community’s quality of life (option 
ii). If a public survey was held to allow the public to 
vote on which of the three options they would prefer, 


the likely result would be overwhelming support for 
option iii.


A third reason for requiring the full parkland 
dedication exaction is that growth has a negative 
impact on low-income residents if it is not levied 
because the subsidy needed to pay for new growth 
likely comes from bonds funded by property or 
sales taxes. These are the most regressive forms of 
taxation. They impact low-income families most 
strongly and they contribute to keeping them out 
of the housing market.  This has special political 81


81 (Davis et al., 2013)


resonance when it is recognized that the tax 
subsidies result in windfall gains to landowners, 
developers, and builders because they are provided 
with additional services that enhance the value of 
their subdivisions at no additional cost to them.


Possible Negative Impacts of Parkland Dedication
A consistent theme throughout this text has been 
the potential of exactions for alleviating the costs 
of growth that often overwhelm a city’s budget. 
This section recognizes that there are likely to be 
associated costs.


Developers frequently express concern that if land 
is dedicated or if fees are set too low, the city will 
be required to invest additional capital funds to 
develop the land into a functioning park. There is no 
guarantee that the city will take this action, which 
then damages the credibility of a developer as well 
as the government agency. This concern is especially 
pertinent if a parkland dedication ordinance does 
not include a park development fee component. 


If a dedicated site is developed, an increase in 
operating funds will be needed to maintain the 
developed facility when it is completed. Concern 
remains that the long-term resources necessary 
to maintain the park at a level that enhances the 
neighborhood may not be available in the future. 
The dedication does not improve proximate property 
values unless the municipality makes a commitment 
to develop and maintain improvements on that land. 
If that is not forthcoming, then the end result may 
be unsightly, debilitating areas that become overrun 
with vegetation, garbage, and vermin.28 
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Whenever land is dedicated to a public agency, an 
opportunity cost is incurred because when land is 
removed from the tax rolls, the city gives up the 
annual property tax revenue the site would have 
yielded if it had remained in private ownership. 
However, it may be argued that this loss is more 
than compensated for by the increase in proximate 
property values attributable to a new park.59


The city may be concerned that if full exactions are 
imposed, developers will take their investments 
elsewhere, which will damage the long-term 
economic health of the community. This is likely 
to be a central concern among cities with weak 
economies and could explain why meaningful 
dedications are most frequently found in fast-growth 
cities.


The full implementation of parkland dedication 
may tempt local government officials to discontinue 
their efforts to seek additional land and resources 
for parks. In the author’s own community, after 
parkland dedication requirements were substantially 
increased, subsequent councils did not seek funding 
from bond funds for new parks. This worked to the 
disadvantage of parks because although the exactions 
were substantially increased (from $400 to $2,000 per 
single-family home), this amount was only one-third 
of the cost of providing new parks. Therefore, despite 
the large increase in dedication fees, the city’s level of 
park service declined as the fees grew. 


Elected officials who enact ordinances often fail to 
recognize the considerable staff time and effort that 
is required to set up, monitor, and enforce them. 
However, in some ordinances, there is a provision to 
allow part of the fee (usually up to either 5 percent or 
10 percent) to be used for administration.


Imposing a full parkland dedication exaction is 
likely to create friction and bad will with members 
of the development community. Some will be likely 
to view the government as an antagonist rather 
than as a partner. Such animosity works against 
cooperation and partnership arrangements with 
these powerful groups—partnerships which the city 
may wish to encourage and facilitate in a variety of 
other contexts. 


Developers sometimes wryly acknowledge that 
it is often simpler and faster for them to accept 


dedications they believe to be inequitable because 
the cost of hiring lawyers and of delaying a project 
often outweighs that of simply agreeing to the 
exaction demand. Further, they often recognize they 
are securing “windfall gains” from the tax subsidy of 
growth, so it is not in their interest to draw attention 
to the weaknesses of ordinances. This likely explains 
why there are so few court cases relating to parkland 
dedication.


Why are Parkland Dedications Low-balled?
The failure of most communities to optimize 
the financial potential of parkland dedications 
is surprising given the legal validation of this 
vehicle, the expansion of their scope that has been 
accepted by the courts or included in statutes, their 
consistency with fiscal conservatism, their ability 
to shift the tax burden of maintaining park service 
levels from existing residents to the new residents 
that created the need for additional amenities, and 
the lack of political opposition from potential future 
homeowners. 


Exhibit 30 showed there were many jurisdictions 
where an ordinance has been in force for decades 
without being revised. In these cases, the unrealized 
potential may be a function of inertia, while in 54 
Texas cities with a population of over 20,000, the 
potential of parkland dedication has simply never 
been considered (Appendix A). Although parkland 
acquisition and development are in the operational 
sphere of park departments, ordinances usually 
are the purview of planning departments because 
dedication is a component of a city’s subdivision 
regulations. Their unrealized potential suggests that 
many park directors should take a more proactive 
role in making city managers and elected officials 
aware of their full potential. 


In addition to inertia, there are four major reasons 
for the underuse of dedication: opposition of a 
community’s “growth machine,” persistence of 
the myth that growth enhances a community’s 
economic viability, a lack of widespread 
understanding of who pays for the exaction, and the 
cost-impact new parks will have on a city’s operating 
budget. The following subsections address each of 
these issues.
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Opposition from a Community’s “Growth Machine”
The momentum for growth in a community usually 
springs from a coalition of those who will directly 
profit from it. They are often a community’s elite, 
and it has been suggested, “The city is for those who 
count, a growth machine.”82


82 (Molotch, 1976, p. 310)


 The coalition is likely to 
be comprised of landowners, real estate developers, 
lawyers, investors, engineers, mortgage bankers, 
realtors, construction contractors, cement suppliers, 
sand and gravel companies, building suppliers, 
media outlets, architects, and landscape architects. 
Members of the “growth machine” are likely to 
perceive that the greater the growth, the more 
profitable their businesses will become. Opposition 
to parkland dedications from this powerful coalition 
is often the major reason for their underutilization. 
Although individuals within these groups may differ 
in their political perspectives, they are able to unite 
around their common interest in growth:


“ The desire for growth provides the key 
operative motivation toward consensus for 
members of politically mobilized local elites, 
however split they might be on other issues, 
and that common interest in growth is the 
overriding commonality among important 
people in a given locale (p . 310)…The people 
who participate with their energies, and 
particularly their fortunes, in local affairs are 
the sort of persons who have the most to gain 
or lose in land-use decisions… Because the city 
is a growth machine, it draws into politics…
businessmen and among businessmen, 
the more parochial sort…They are there to 
wheel and deal to affect resource distribution 
through local government.”83  


83 (Molotch, 1976, p. 318)


The coalition tends to be relatively wealthy, well-
organized, and politically influential. Its members 
often control or have the funds to dominate the 
loudest media megaphones in a community. 
Seemingly, their arguments appear reasonable. 
They are designed to win the support of well-
intentioned—but relatively uninformed—residents 
who genuinely wish to better the community. Their 
intent is to ensure that increased government costs 
caused by new development are borne by the public 
at large rather than by those responsible for creating 
additional demands on the urban infrastructure. 


It is the quintessential interest-group dynamic 
whereby economic benefits are conferred on a 
numerically small set of actors, whereas the costs 
are widely distributed among the general public. The 
“growth machine” has the incentive and resources 
to solicit public support for their agendas, whereas 
opponents are unlikely to have the knowledge, 
incentive, political connections, or access to similar 
resources:


“	Organized interests seek special benefits, 
subsidies, privileges and protections from 
government. The costs of these concentrated 
benefits are usually dispersed to all taxpayers, 
none of whom individually bears enough 
added cost to merit spending time, energy, 
or money to organize a group to oppose 
the benefit. Thus, the interest group system 
concentrates benefits to the few and disposes 
costs to the many. The system favors small, 
well-organized, homogeneous interests that 
seek the expansion of government activity at 
the expense of larger, but less well-organized 
citizen-taxpayers.”84  


84 (Siegfried and Zimbalist, 2000, p. 99)


Elected officials are often entwined within the 
growth coalition and are sympathetic to its agenda. 
Some may be drawn from the coalition’s ranks. For 
others, the coalition may financially support their 
elections, so opposing the “growth machine” may 
endanger their personal political aspirations. Some 
may express concern that imposing dedication will 
give their community—or themselves personally—
an anti-business reputation. Still, others may 
believe that financing growth is tangible evidence 
to prove to voters that the community is “moving 
forward” and is a evidence of their leadership 
ability. Consequently, instead of meeting the costs 
of new parks and making growth pay for itself, 
the criterion for many elected officials is to set a 
dedication requirement at a level unlikely to generate 
an unacceptable political backlash within the 
development community. 


As a result, some local governments appear to be 
on “growth ‘autopilot’…whose primary function 
is to build roads and infrastructure and to provide 
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development services for an ever-expanding mass of 
subdivisions.”85


85 (Fodor, 1999, p. 11)


 It is often many years after projects 
are authorized before the negative implications of 
growth emerge. By that time, many of the elected 
officials who authorized them are no longer in office.


Most residents know and understand little about 
park dedication. They do not recognize that 
developers receive a “windfall gain” at the expense 
of taxpayers if there is no meaningful—or only 
a nominal—dedication requirement. From their 
perspective, the issue is arcane minutia in a 
city’s Unified Development Ordinance, in which 
they have little interest. Therefore, there is no 
viable constituency to counter the development 
community’s opposition. Its strident voice and the 
lack of interest and awareness of the general public 
make it difficult to pass meaningful ordinances. 
This imbalance effectively means that residents 
unknowingly agree to raise their taxes to support 
future growth, so wealth and quality of life are 
transferred from the general public to a segment of 
the local elites.7 The organized effort to affect the 
outcome of growth distribution is often the central 
dynamic in local government politics.


The self-interest of the “growth machine” in 
opposing parkland dedication is reinforced by some 
pragmatic concerns. Developers justifiably point 
out that it is more expensive for them to provide 
park amenities through dedication fees than it 
would be for a municipality to provide them using 
conventional government financing. Developers 
have to borrow money at private market rates to 
finance a project. In contrast, if a city provided these 
facilities, it could finance them at lower rates using 
tax-exempt bonds.


Some Developers are Supportive


The development community is not monolithic, 
so while most members invariably oppose full 
dedications, there are likely to be some who support 
them, recognizing it protects a city from poor-
quality development. They rationalize that ensuring 
a relatively high level of park provision throughout 
the area may contribute to encouraging businesses to 
expand or relocate to the community and, therefore, 
enhance their own long-term sales prospects.


Dedications make strategically located parks 
available that enhance the saleability (speed of sale) 
and profitability of developers’ projects. There is 
substantial scientific literature demonstrating that 
many people are prepared to pay a premium to 
live proximate to parks.59 Many real estate projects 
prominently feature proximity to parks in their 
promotional literature because homebuyers seek 
locations close to them. Therefore, the requirement 
to provide park amenities is usually consistent with a 
developer’s goals. 


Developers are frequently viewed with distrust and 
suspicion by some community factions. Enthusiastic 
endorsement of a dedication ordinance may alleviate 
this by suggesting to residents that developers have a 
social conscience, are concerned for the general welfare 
as well as their bottom line, and are prepared to invest 
in community amenities. Therefore, dedications may 
be viewed as an investment in good public relations 
and as a means of winning public support.


The strength of the opposition from developers 
against a particular ordinance in a given jurisdiction 
is likely to be a function of the prevailing popular and 
political climate toward development. For example, 
if there is widespread resistance to growth—or if a 
community is unable to finance any park acquisition 
and development from conventional sources—then 
developers may be primary advocates for exactions, 
citing these advantages of adopting them.


The Myth That All Growth Enhances 
a Community’s Economic Viability
The beguiling myth that population growth in a 
community expands the tax base, keeping taxes low, 
resides deep in the American psyche and is loudly 
proclaimed by the “growth machine.” 


The data in Appendix C exposed this myth. They 
show the reality that growth usually results in 
increased costs and taxes to local taxpayers. These 
costs are listed in Exhibit 35.7 The first section in the 
exhibit lists facilities that require an incremental 
increase in capacity to serve each new development. 
The second section lists environmental costs and 
other impacts that are more difficult to quantify.
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Most residents are surprised to learn that the 
formula for reducing local taxes is to invest only 
in projects that improve quality of life for existing 
residents while requiring all new growth to pay 
for itself through the use of tools such as parkland 
dedication:


“ For years they have been assured by growth 
boosters that the solution to a community’s 
economic problems is to increase the tax base . 
The next big expansion project, say growth 
advocates, will produce enough tax revenue to 
fix local problems without raising taxes.  Most 
of us accept these assertions . The claim that 
we can grow our way out of growth problems 
seems so reasonable that most of us don’t think 
much about it . After all, we’ve always been told 
that growth is the basis of prosperity .”86  


86 (Kinsley and Lovins, 1995, p. 2)


Exhibit 35: Growth-related Costs87


87 (Source: Fodor, 1999)


Capital Costs for Public Facilities Infrastructure
■ School Facilities (K–12)


■ Sanitary Sewer System


■ Storm Drainage System


■ Transportation System


■ Water Service Facilities


■ Fire Protection Facilities


■ Parkland and Recreation Facilities


■ Police Facilities


■ Open Space


■ Library Facilities


■ General Government Facilities


■ Electric Power Generation and Distribution


■ Natural Gas Distribution System


■ Solid Waste Disposal Facilities


Environmental Costs and Other Impacts
■ Decreased Air Quality


■ Decreased Water Quality


■ Increased Rates of Resource Consumption
(water, energy, etc.)


■ Increased Noise


■ Lost Open Space and Resource Lands (farms
and forests)


■ Lost Visual and Other Natural Amenity Values


■ Lost Wildlife Habitat


■ Increased Regulation (loss of freedom)


■ Lost Mobility Due to Traffic Congestion (delays
and increased commute time)


■ Higher Cost of Housing


■ Higher Cost of Living


■ Increased Crime


■ Lost Sense of Community


■ Costs to Future Generations


Empirical findings exposing this myth consistently 
have been reported for over a quarter-century. 
However, these findings rarely gain traction or 
resonate with residents and local officials for two 
reasons. First, the megaphone of the “growth 
machine” invariably perpetuates the myth. Secondly, 
the “growth should pay for itself” message is alien to 
the myth, and most individuals have a confirmation 
bias by which they tend to seek data compatible 
with their currently held beliefs and filter-out 
contrary data.73 However, as the cartoon in Exhibit 
36 suggests, there is growing awareness that new 
residential development does not reduce the taxes of 
current residents. Rather, it increases their taxes. As 
awareness of this reality seeps into the general public 
consciousness, support for full parkland dedication 
is likely to increase. 


The Emerging Operations and Maintenance 
Argument 
In their challenges to parkland dedications, the 
development community sometimes asks, “How 
can the city—already struggling to find money 
to maintain and operate current parks—justify 
building new parks?” There are three responses to 
this question.


First, acceptance of this argument would supplant 
long-term vision and planning with short-term 
expediency. Allocating funds for operation and 
maintenance is part of the annual budget process. 


The budget process reflects predominant current 
economic conditions in the city. Conversely, 
parkland dedication is a one-time, major capital 
infrastructure investment which reflects a long-term 
vision for the city’s future park needs. Previous 
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Exhibit 36: Concerns About the Cost of Growth88


88 (Source: Roger Lewis, The Regional Planning Partnership, Fodor, 1999)


councils had enough vision to build the parks and 
opportunities the community currently enjoys. 
The current council then has a moral obligation 
to make the same opportunities available to 
future generations. If the current council decides 
not to build new parks, it will be more difficult 
and expensive for them to be provided for future 
residents in an area because adequate land may not 
be available.


The current council has an obligation to avoid 
preempting the options of future councils. It is the 
responsibility of future councils to decide annually if 
they will fully fund the maintenance and operation 
of parks. Likely, this decision will be governed by 
the economic conditions the council is facing at that 
time. Rejection of a current parkland dedication 
ordinance due to concerns regarding operation and 
maintenance costs in the future lacks justification 
because the ability of the city to meet future costs is 
still unknown.


A second rebuttal to the operations and maintenance 
argument is that most amenities that are not on tax 


rolls create much of the value for properties that are 
included on the tax rolls. These types of amenities 
include parks, schools, roads, churches, street spaces, 
nonprofit hospitals, nonprofit arts facilities, and 
police and fire facilities and services. Specifically 
regarding parks, the real estate market regularly 
shows that many people are willing to pay a larger 
price for property located close to parks.59 The higher 
value of these residences means that their owners 
pay higher property taxes. In some instances, if the 
incremental amount of taxes paid by each property 
that is attributed to the presence of a nearby park 
is aggregated, it will sufficiently pay the annual 
operating and maintaining costs for the park. 


A third response is that costs may be diminished if 
the city focuses on acquiring mainly natural parks. 
The operations cost for parks with elements such as 
athletic fields is higher. The city could decide to design 
parks that would only need minimal maintenance. 
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Who Pays the Exaction Cost?
There is no generalized answer to the question of 
who bears the cost of a parkland dedication. It does 
not increase the cost of a house per se since labor 
and materials costs required for construction remain 
the same. Rather, it assigns the cost of servicing a 
house with parks to stakeholders other than existing 
taxpayers. The development community often 
vigorously promotes the suggestion that dedications 
price some potential buyers out of the market. This 
is a false narrative because developers are not price 
setters. Their costs do not set prices—market forces 
of supply and demand set prices. 


When sellers substantially outnumber buyers, there 
is little opportunity to pass any cost increase on to 
the buyer. Therefore, depending on the prevailing 
elasticity of demand for new housing, some or all 
of the burden may be borne by new homeowners, 
by the original landowner, or by the developer. A 
review of the literature on this issue concluded:


“ In a strong, tight housing market, the developer 
would pass the fee on to the builder, who would 
then pass it on to the homebuyer . However, in a 
buyer’s market characterized by an over-supply, 
then the developer would pass it on to the raw 
[landowner] through a lower purchase price . 


 Where reasonable substitutes exist, the ability 
to pass the cost on to the homebuyer is limited, 
as buyers would simply choose to purchase in 
another community . [This assumes the buyer 
is not in the existing economy for job or family 
reasons . If he/she is, then this is unlikely to be 
an option .] Consequently, if [homebuilders] 
cannot sell the homes for an increased price, 
they either must pay less for land, lower the 
housing quality, take lower profits, or cease 
building until the market changes.”89


89 (Evans-Cowley and Lawhon, 2003, p. 352)


  


There are three options for absorbing the cost of 
a dedication. If, for example, an additional $5,000 
parkland dedication fee is added to a $300,000 
home, increasing it to $305,000, it would represent 
a price increase of approximately 1.67 percent. If 
an ordinance is revised every 5 years, it means that 
over the 5-year period, the increase will average 
0.33 of 1 percent per year. It is unlikely that any 
other development cost will increase by such a small 
amount over a 5-year period. 


Homeowners are likely to accept this increase for 
two reasons. First, under normal market conditions, 
the cost is incorporated and capitalized into a 
property’s value, so the net wealth of homeowners 
is not adversely affected. Secondly, the principle of 
diminishing sensitivity states that the difference 
between $5,000 and $10,000 is perceived to be much 
greater than the difference between $300,000 and 
$305,000.73 Therefore, in markets where demand is 
reasonably robust, a relatively small marginal cost 
increase is likely to be absorbed by homeowners.


If the exaction cost cannot be passed on to 
homeowners, an alternative is that the additional 
$5,000 per DU fee could be absorbed by the 
developer, but this is not a viable option. A developer’s 
willingness and ability to accept the financial risk 
inherent in a project is based on the projected profit 
margin. Without that profit margin, the project would 
not proceed, so it cannot be reduced.


If the first two options are non-feasible, then the 
only viable option for absorbing the additional 
$5,000 dedication fee is to reduce the developer’s 
costs. This can be done in one of three ways:


(a) 	Reducing the size of DUs. Instead of 2,000 
square feet, they become 1,967 square feet 
(assuming a cost of $150 a square foot). The 
new housing owner would receive a slightly 
smaller house. This is likely to lead to an 
increase in density. Lot sizes are reduced, 
and the square footage is reduced, so the 
price remains the same at the low end of the 
market, which is most price sensitive. This 
puts pressure on the city to accept more 
intensive zonings.


(b) 	Engage in “value engineering” to reduce 
the costs of finishes, fittings, furnishings, 
or landscaping in the house by $5,000. The 
housing consumer receives less physical 
quality per dollar.


(c) 	Pay less for the land. The imposition of a 
$5,000 parkland dedication fee effectively 
changes market forces. If a reduction in DU 
size is not a viable option in a particular 
market, then market forces necessitate a 
reduction in the value of the land to be sold. 
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This is explained in the following scenario:


•	 Suppose a developer is about to buy a piece 
of land when the city announces a $5,000 
increase in the exaction requirement. 
Before the increase, the developer intended 
to build 100 units on the land and sell 
them for $300,000 each. Based on the 
cost of construction and her required 
profit margin, she was willing to pay $3 
million for the land. As a result of the 
new ordinance, the builder recognizes she 
cannot sell them at $305,000. If she was 
able to sell at that price, then why did she 
not charge that price before the imposition 
of the fee? In fact, the market limits her to 
selling the houses for $300,000 each. As a 
result, she is willing to pay only $2.5 million 
for the land, a reduction of $500,000 (100 
units × $5,000). This enabled her to reduce 
costs and maintain her profit margin. 
Backward shifting to the original owner of 
the undeveloped land takes place.90, 91


90 (Yinger, 1998a; 1998b)
91 (Delaney and Smith, 1989)


  


The most likely outcome is that dedication costs 
are partially absorbed by all three groups of 
stakeholders, with their respective shares of the 
added costs varying according to the prevailing 
competitiveness and profitability of a community’s 
housing market and the ratio of existing supply and 
demand for housing in the area.


A summary of the empirical literature that 
investigated who pays an exaction’s cost concluded:


(1)	An exaction does lead to higher housing prices.


(2)	A dedication does not “cause price increases of 
similar magnitude for expensive versus more 
affordable homes. Instead, the increase in 
willingness to pay seems to be approximately 
proportional to the value of the home.”92


92 (Nelson et al., 2008, p. 91)


  


(3)	There are three positive demand side effects.


(a)	 Homebuyers expect exaction fees to offset 
future property tax liabilities. A dedication 
fee results in city-wide reductions in property 
taxes, which raises the value of existing 
houses.63 Multiple studies have reported 
an increase in home prices associated with 
imposing an exaction. Researchers have 


attributed these findings to declines in 
future tax payments because the imposition 
of exactions shifts the costs of new 
infrastructure from existing properties to 
new developments.90, 93, 94, 95


93 (Burge and Ihlanfeldt, 2006)
94 (Brueckner, 1997)
95 (Ihlanfeldt and Shaughnessy, 2004)


 For example, 
Yinger states, “As many economists have 
pointed out, and many empirical studies 
confirmed, people will pay more for houses 
that face lower effective property tax rates or 
receive better infrastructure, all else equal.”96


96 (Yinger, 1998b, p. 218)


 
Burge and Ihlanfeldt endorsed this view, 
“[Exactions] increase the demand for housing 
because they reduce homebuyers’ expected 
future property tax liabilities.”97


97 (Burge and Ihlanfeldt, 2006, p. 285)


  


(b)	 It has been pointed out that providing good 
infrastructure, such as parks, boosts the price 
of existing housing units and enhances the 
tax base. 


(c)	 Even though exactions are assessed only on 
new properties, sellers of existing homes can 
ask a higher price since new homes in the area 
are selling at a higher price.98


98 (Singell and Lillydahl, 1990)


 Therefore, park 
dedication not only insulates existing residents 
from the costs of infrastructure for new 
development, but it also gives them a capital 
gain.63 A consequence of this is that if existing 
residents’ taxes are raised to pay for parks in 
new areas because parkland dedications are 
not assessed, the additional tax burden will 
reduce property values (negative capitalization) 
since homebuyers will pay less for property 
with a higher tax burden.


In this summary of the exactions literature, the 
authors observe that, although there are likely to be 
multiple positive outcomes from a park dedication 
fee, “Unfortunately, many discussions focus mainly 
on the first point.”96 They go on to point out that 
good public policy can remove that potentially 
negative outcome by excluding low-income housing 
from a dedication requirement.
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Appendix A: The Texas Ordinances


A survey was sent to the park and recreation 
directors of all 127 Texas municipalities with 
populations over 20,000. The data in Exhibit A-1 
are derived from the 73 Texas cities reporting they 
had parkland dedication ordinances. The content of 
those 73 ordinances served as the primary source of 
input for this report.


Exhibit A-2 lists the 54 Texas cities that did not 
report having a parkland dedication ordinance. 14 of 
them responded that they did not have an ordinance, 
but the remaining 40 cities did not respond to the 
survey. The subdivision regulations of all the non-
responding cities were accessible online. Searches 


of all of them did not discover any reference to a 
park dedication ordinance. Hence, it was assumed 
directors in many of those cities concluded that 
because they did not have an ordinance, the survey 
was not relevant to them. 


Most of the population data shown in Exhibits 
A-1 and A-2 were provided by the cities’ park 
and recreation directors who responded to the 
survey. In the instances where these data were not 
given, Census Bureau estimates of the population 
were used. Using these data, the standard of park 
provision in acres per 1,000 population for these 124 
cities is shown in Exhibits A-1 and A-2.
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Exhibit A-1: Acres per 1,000 Population of Texas Cities That Reported Having a Parkland Dedication Ordinance


City
2020 


Population
2020  
Acres City


2020 
Population


2020 
Acres


Allen 103,383 1,188 Lake Jackson 27,533 1,643
Alvin 26,827 115 La Porte 34,976 205
Arlington 389,547 4,714 Laredo 268,976 811
Austin 969,733 19,982 League City 106,244 1,258
Belton 22,222 175 Leander 56,111 361
Benbrook 23,566 118 Lewisville 106,586 1,468
Brownsville 183,392 945 Little Elm 50,314 579
Bryan 85,445 709 Mansfield 72,419 1,037
Burleson 47,282 348 McKinney 191,645 2,755
Cedar Hill 48,463 666 Missouri City 74,705 733
Cedar Park 76,999 1,182 Murphy 20,611 185
Cibolo 30,563 273 New Braunfels 84,612 709
College Station 116,218 1,834 North Richland Hills 70,836 902
Colleyville 26,945 527 Pearland 122,149 478
Converse 28,171 277 Pflugerville 64,431 719
Coppell 41,818 544 Pharr 79,707 160
Corpus Christi 337,094 2,100 Plano 295,013 4,370
Dallas 1,356,896 23,147 Prosper 22,358 372
Deer Park 33,931 140 Rockwall 45,112 990
Denison 25,529 565 Rosenberg 40,269 469
Denton 138,541 1,347 Round Rock 128,739 2,270
Eagle Pass 29,684 170 Rowlett 66,285 1,019
Edinburg 98,665 324 Sachse 26,122 240
El Paso 698,533 3,845 San Antonio 1,457,400 15,891
Flower Mound 77,329 983 San Marcos 63,509 1,699
Forney 23,727 242 Schertz 41,057 415
Fort Worth 882,972 12,065 Seguin 29,700 289


Frisco 188,170 1,736 Southlake 32,269 1,206


Georgetown 74,180 1,360 Stephenville 21,247 130


Grapevine 53,976 1,624 Temple 76,256 1,461


Houston 2,358,708 20,750 The Colony 43,402 2,595


Hutto 26,434 167 Universal City 20,773 176


Keller 47,350 479 Waxahachie 36,807 270


Kerrville 23,729 912 Weslaco 41629 235


Kyle 46,874 521 Wylie 51,585 648
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Exhibit A-2: Acres per 1,000 Population of Texas Cities That Did Not Report Having a Parkland Dedication Ordinance


City
2020 


Population
2020  
Acres City


2020 
Population


2020  
Acres


Amarillo1 199,924 2,928 Longview1 81,647 651
Balch Springs 25,351 73 Lubbock1 255,885 2,228
Baytown1 77,024 1,213 Lufkin 35,510 668
Bedford 49,464 140 Marshall 23,091 315
Big Spring 28,162 165 McAllen 143,433 268
Carrollton 136,879 1,860 Midland 142,344 1,172
Cleburne 30,720 567 Midlothian 27,049 457
Conroe1 87,654 417 Mission 84,827 207
Corsicana 23,825 470 Nacogdoches 33,542 391
Del Rio 35,954 137 Odessa1 120,568 555
DeSoto 53,523 491 Plainview 20,442 404
Duncanville 39,364 244 Richardson1 120,981 875
Euless1 57,346 350 Saginaw 23,871 112
Farmers Branch 40,209 155 San Angelo1 100,215 718
Friendswood 40,181 189 San Benito 24,385 67
Galveston 50,457 3,135 San Juan 37,154 72
Garland 242,507 2,880 Sugar Land 118,600 2,234
Grand Prairie1 194,614 5,010 Texarkana 37,295 500
Greenville 28,263 242 Texas City 49,153 1,012
Haltom City 44,339 211 The Woodlands1 109,608 4,645
Harker Heights1 31,857 192 Tyler 105,729 1,251
Harlingen 65,436 563 Victoria 67,015 982
Huntsville 41,521 298 Waco1 138,183 2,686
Hurst 38,992 335 Watauga 24,555 85
Irving 242,242 1,865 Weatherford 31,836 501
Killeen1 149,103 239 Wichita Falls 104,576 1,207
Kingsville 25,487 196
1Reported they did not have an ordinance; others did not respond to the questionnaire.
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Appendix B: Ordinances of Large Cities Outside Texas


The author partnered with the Trust for Public 
Land’s Center for City Park Excellence to contact 
the 90 largest cities in the U.S., excluding Texas 
cities, requesting copies of their parkland dedication 
and park impact fee ordinances. Ordinances 
were collected from 29 cities; 18 cities responded 
they did not have park and recreation exaction 
ordinances, and 43 cities either did not respond or 
misunderstood the request and provided ordinances 
that did not pertain to the topic. The existing level of 
service for the 29 large cities that responded to the 
survey was expressed in acres per 1,000 population 
and was derived by dividing their population 
(published by the Census Bureau) by the number of 
park acres the city owned.  


They were grouped into three categories. The 
eight cities from outside California and Texas that 
reported they had parkland dedication ordinances 
are shown in Exhibit B-1, while the 11 cities outside 
California reporting impact fees are shown in 
Exhibit B-2. The 10 California Cities shown in 
Exhibit B-3 were separated from the others because 
the genesis of parkland dedication ordinances in 
that state has been different from that in most other 
states. This has resulted in many California cities 
imposing both parkland dedication and impact fees 
for parks and recreation. 
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Exhibit B-2: Eleven Large Cities Outside California Which Reported Having Impact Fee Ordinances


Parkland Dedication Ordinances Population Acres
Acres per 


1,000 Population


Atlanta, GA 1993 477,371 4,817 10.09
Boise, ID 2017 227,531 4,012 17.63
Chandler, AZ 2014 275,654 1,536 5.57
Denver, CO 2000 714,708 6,242 8.73
Gilbert, AZ N/A 254,859 1,212 4.76
Glendale, AZ N/A 247,804 2,149 8.67
Madison, WI N/A 258,275 4,694 18.17
Miami, FL 2017 453,952 958 2.11
Phoenix, AZ N/A 1,616,300 47,614 29.46
Portland, OR N/A 652,565 11,664 17.87
Reno, NV N/A 255,055 2,694 10.56


Exhibit B-1: Eight Large Cities Outside California and Texas That Reported Having Parkland Dedication Ordinances


Parkland Dedication Ordinances Population Acres
Acres per 


1,000 Population


Aurora, CO 2017 370,647 10,416 28.10
Chesapeake, VA 2002 246,615 2,454 9.95
Columbus, OH N/A 876,962 8,369 9.54
Kansas City, MO N/A 497,311 12,381 24.90
Minneapolis, MN 2014 419,897 5,072 12.08
Oklahoma City, OK 2006 545,908 14,787 27.09
St. Paul, MN 2015 305,840 3,475 11.36
Virginia Beach, VA 1995 461,588 6,182 13.39


Exhibit B-3: 10 Large California Cities that Reported Having Exaction Ordinances (Park Dedication and/or Impact Fees)


Quimby Park Dedication 
Ordinance


Park Impact Fee 
Ordinances Population Acres


Acres per 
1,000 Population


Anaheim 2011 Anaheim 2017 359,477 732 2.04
Bakersfield 2016 — 383,573 4,999 13.03
Fresno 2017 Fresno 2018 528,920 1,329 2.51
Irvine 2016 — 270,732 11,237 41.51
Los Angeles 2016 — 4,002,721 15,766 3.94
Riverside 1997 Riverside 2007 321,943 2,984 9.27
Sacramento 
(Central City) 2017 Sacramento 2017 500,667 3,188 6.37
Sacramento 
(Rest of City) 2017 Sacramento 2017 500,667 3,188 6.37
San Diego 2017 — 1,405,422 33,194 23.62
San Jose 2016 San Jose 2016 1,040,606 3,164 3.04
Stockton 2009 — 313,009 1,157 3.7
— Long Beach 2007 480,903 3,126 6.5
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Exhibit C-2: Number of Cities by Size with Increased and Decreased Ratios


City size


# with 
increased 


ratio


# with 
decreased 


ratio Range of ratios Mean


Large (>135,000) 3 13 1.02% to -7.25% -1.58
Medium (50,000–134,000) 9 12 2.52% to -5.94% -0.47
Small (14,00–49,000) 7 9 11.53% to -4.94% 0.92
Total Sample 19 34 11.53% to -7.25% -0.41


Exhibit C-3: Number of Cities by Rate of Growth with Increased and Decreased Ratios


N Cities N Increased ratio N Decreased ratio
Proportion with 
decreased ratio


40% + 15 3 12 80%
20–39% 14 5 9 64%
10–19% 13 5 8 61%
<10% 12 6 6 50%
Total Sample 54 19 35 65%
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City
Parks 


included1


Date of last 
amendment


Number 
of park 
zones


Minimum 
size 


(acres)
Include 


ETJ
Recoupment 


clause


Years to 
spend 
fee-in-


lieu


Credit 
offset 
% for 


private 
parks


Allen NH 1998 4 5 N N 10 100
Alvin NH 2018 0 2 Y N 10 100
Arlington NH+C 2004 13 N/A N Y 10 100
Austin ALL 2016 26 — Y N 5 100
Belton NH 2017 0 2 Y N — 100
Benbrook NH 2018 0 2 N N 10 50
Brownsville NH 2016 0 — N N — 0
Bryan CP-NH 2009 5 6 N Y 7 0
Burleson ALL 2008 0 3 N N — 0
Cedar Hill NH 2000 0 5 N Y 10 0
Cedar Park ALL 2002 0 5 Y N 5 0
Cibolo ALL 2018 0 — N N — 100
College 
Station NH+C 2016 17 5 Y Y 10 0
Colleyville ALL 2007 0 7 N N — 0
Converse ALL 2017 0 — N N 10 0
Coppell NH — 0 5 N N 10 0
Corinth ALL — 0 1 N N 10 0
Corpus Christi ALL 2012 0 — N N 7 0
Dallas NH+C 2018 7 1 N N 10 50
Deer Park ALL 2016 0 - Y Y 5 or 10 50
Denison ALL 2013 0 5 N N 10 100
Denton NH 1998 0 5 N N 10 100
Eagle Pass ALL 2005 0 5 Y Y — 0
Edinburg N/A 12
El Paso NH 2017 5 — Y N — 50
Flower Mound ALL 2019 0 1 N Y — 100
Forney NH+C 2018 0 — Y Y 10 50
Fort Worth NH+C 2009 5 5 N N 5 50
Frisco NH+C 2018 4 — N N 10 10
Georgetown ALL 2019 4 — Y N 10 50


Grapevine


NH+ 
Open 
Space 2006 0 .67 N N 3 100


Haltom NH 1999 0 5 N N 10 50
Houston ALL 2016 21 2 N N 5 100
Hutto ALL
Keller ALL 2015 0 5 N N — 100
Kerrville NH 1991 0 — N N 5 0


Appendix D: Summary Characteristics of Texas Parkland Dedication Ordinances
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City
Parks 


included1


Date of last 
amendment


Number 
of park 
zones


Minimum 
size 


(acres)
Include 


ETJ
Recoupment 


clause


Years to 
spend 
fee-in-


lieu


Credit 
offset 
% for 


private 
parks


Kyle ALL 2018 0 5 Y N 10 0
Lake Jackson ALL 2007 0 — N N — 0
La Porte NH+C 2016 0 1 N Y — 0
Laredo NH 2008 0 — N Y 3 0
League City NH 2006 0 1 Y N 5 0
Leander ALL 2012 0 3 Y N — 100
Lewisville ALL 2018 0 — N Y 10 0
Little Elm ALL 2018 0 5 N N — 0
Mansfield NH 2003 4 5 Y N 10 100
McKinney NH+C 2008 4 10 N N 6 0
Missouri City NH 2019 13 5 N N 10 0
Murphy ALL 2002 0 5 N N 10 0
New Braunfels ALL 2018 4 2 N Y 7 75
North 
Richland Hills NH 2013 0 10 Y N — 0
Pearland ALL 2016 3 — Y N — 0
Pflugerville NH 2019 29 N/A Y N 10 0
Pharr NH+C 1999 12 5 Y N 10 0
Plano NH+C 2018 14 N/A N Y 10 0
Prosper ALL 2017 0 7.5 N N - 100
Rockwall NH 2015 35 1 N Y 8 100
Rosenberg ALL 2018 8 10 Y Y 10 90
Round Rock ALL 2018 9 3 N N 10 50
Rowlett ALL 2018 0 — N N — 100
Sachse ALL 2012 0 — N N — 0
San Antonio ALL 2010 0 3 Y Y 10 N/A
San Marcos ALL 2018 4 — N N 10 50
Schertz ALL 2020 0 5 Y Y — 50
Seguin ALL 2017 3 2 Y Y — 0
Southlake ALL
Stephenville NH+C 2020 0 5 Y Y 3 100
Sugar Land ALL N/A 0 — N N — 50
Temple NH 2015 0 3 Y N 5 50
The Colony ALL 1997 0 5 Y N 5 0
Universal City ALL N/A 0 — Y N 5 0
Waxahachie NH 2008 0 5 N Y 10 0
Weslaco NH 2016 0 — Y N 5 0
Wylie ALL 2005 3 5 Y N 5 0
1NH = Neighborhood Parks; C = Community Parks; ALL = All Parks; NA = Not Available
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Appendix E: How is the Value of Land Estimated to Calculate the Fee-in-lieu?


City Categories


Allen No methods specified 
Alvin No methods specified 
Arlington No methods specified 
Austin Average FMV in zone/city
Belton No methods specified 
Benbrook No methods specified 
Brownsville FMV of land being subdivided
Bryan No methods specified 
Burleson Average FMV in zone/city
Cedar Hill No methods specified 
Cedar Park No methods specified 
Cibolo No methods specified 
College Station Average FMV in zone/city
Colleyville No methods specified 
Converse No methods specified 
Coppell No methods specified 
Corinth No methods specified 
Corpus Christi FMV of land being subdivided
Dallas Average FMV in zone/city
Deer Park No methods specified 
Denison No methods specified 
Denton FMV of land being subdivided
Eagle Pass No methods specified 
Edinburg  
El Paso No methods specified 
Flower Mound No methods specified 
Forney FMV of land being subdivided
Fort Worth FMV of land being subdivided
Frisco FMV of land being subdivided
Georgetown Average FMV in zone/city
Grapevine FMV of land being subdivided
Haltom Average FMV in zone/city
Houston No methods specified 
Hutto  


Keller FMV of land being subdivided


Kerrville No methods specified


Kyle No methods specified


City Categories


Lake Jackson Average FMV in zone/city
La Porte No methods specified 
Laredo No methods specified 
League City No methods specified 
Leander No methods specified 
Lewisville FMV of land being subdivided
Little Elm FMV of land being subdivided
Mansfield No methods specified 
McKinney FMV of land being subdivided
Missouri City No methods specified 
Murphy No methods specified 
New Braunfels Average FMV in zone/city
North Richland Hills No methods specified 
Pearland N/A
Pflugerville No methods specified 
Pharr No methods specified 
Plano No methods specified 
Prosper No methods specified 
Rockwall Average FMV in zone/city
Rosenberg No methods specified 
Round Rock No methods specified 
Rowlett No methods specified 
Sachse No methods specified 
San Antonio FMV of land being subdivided
San Marcos Average FMV in zone/city
Schertz No methods specified 
Seguin No methods specified 
Southlake Average FMV in zone/city
Stephenville No methods specified 
Sugar Land No methods specified 
Temple No methods specified 
The Colony Average FMV in zone/city
Universal City FMV of land being subdivided
Waxahachie No methods specified 


Weslaco No methods specified 


Wylie No methods specified 
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Appendix F: Who Receives Unused Reimbursements?


Absent Current Property Owners Subdividers and Developers


Belton Allen Austin
Brownsville Alvin Bryan


Burleson Arlington Corinth
Cedar Park Benbrook Grapevine
Colleyville Cedar Hill Houston
Converse Cibolo McKinney
Eagle Pass College Station New Braunfels
Flower Mound Coppell Stephenville
Keller Corpus Christi Temple
Kyle Dallas The Colony
La Porte Deer Park
Laredo Denison
Leander Denton
Little Elm Edinburg
Murphy El Paso 
North Richland Hills Forney
Pearland Fort Worth
Prosper Frisco
Rowlett Georgetown
Sachse Haltom
San Marcos Hutto
Schertz Kerrville
Seguin Lake Jackson
Sugar Land League City
University City Lewisville


Mansfield
Missouri City
Pflugerville
Pharr
Plano
Rockwall
Rosenberg
Round Rock
San Antonio
Southlake
Waxahachie
Weslaco
Wylie







102 | Biographical Profile


BIOGRAPHICAL PROFILE


John L. Crompton holds the rank of University 
Distinguished Professor and is both a Regents Professor 
and a Presidential Professor for Teaching Excellence 
at Texas A&M University and a Senior Fellow in 
the AgriLife Research agency. He received his basic 
training in England, pursuing undergraduate work in 
physical education and geography at Loughborough 
College. After teaching high school for a year, he 
attended the University of Illinois, where he completed 
an M.S. degree in Recreation and Park Administration 
in 1968. In 1970, he was awarded another M.S. degree 
from Loughborough University, majoring in Business 
Administration. 


In 1970, he joined Loughborough Recreation Planning 
Consultants (LRPC) as their first full-time employee. 
When he left as managing director in 1974, LRPC had 
developed into the largest consulting firm in the United 
Kingdom specializing in recreation and tourism, with a 
full-time staff of 25 that was supplemented by a number 
of part-time associate consultants.


In 1974, Dr. Crompton came to Texas A&M 
University. He received his doctorate in Recreation 
Resources Development in 1977. For some years, he 
taught graduate and undergraduate courses in both 
the Department of Recreation and Parks and the 
Department of Marketing at Texas A&M University, 
but now he teaches exclusively in the Department of 
Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences.


Dr. Crompton’s primary interests are in the areas of 
marketing and financing public leisure and tourism 
services. He is the author or co-author of over 20 
books and a substantial number of articles that have 
been published in the recreation, tourism, sport, and 
marketing fields. With approximately 50,000 citations 
and an h-index of 86, Dr. Crompton is the most cited 
research scholar in the world in the tourism and leisure 
management fields.


He has conducted many hundreds of workshops for 
professionals on marketing and/or financing in both 
the U.S. and many foreign countries, delivering keynote 
addresses at the World Leisure Congress and at Annual 
National Park and Recreation Conferences in Australia, 
Canada, Great Britain, Japan, New Zealand, South 
Africa, and the U.S.


He is a past recipient of the National Park Foundation’s 
Cornelius Amory Pugsley award for outstanding 
national contributions to parks and conservation; 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Agricultural 
Colleges National Teacher of the Year Award; the 
National Recreation and Park Association’s (NRPA) 
Distinguished Professional Award; the NRPA National 
Literary award; the NRPA Roosevelt award for 
outstanding research; the Distinguished Colleague and 
the Distinguished Teaching Awards of the Society of 
Park and Recreation Educators; the Travel and Tourism 
Research Association’s Travel Research and Lifetime 
Achievement Awards; Senior Fellow in the World 
Leisure Academy; Elected Fellow of the International 
Academy for the Study of Tourism; and Minnie Stevens 
Piper Professor for excellent teaching in the state of 
Texas. 


At Texas A&M, he has been Cintron University 
Professor for Excellence in Undergraduate Teaching. 
He has received the Bush Excellence Award for Public 
Service (presented personally by President George 
H. W. Bush); the Vice Chancellor’s Award for 
Excellence in Graduate Teaching; Texas AgriLife’s 
Faculty Fellow and Senior Faculty Fellow Awards 
for exceptional research contributions; and three 
university-level Association of Former Students 
Distinguished Achievement Awards in Teaching, 
Research, and Graduate Student Mentoring.


He was a member of the NRPA’s Board of Trustees for 9 
years and is a past president of four professional bodies: 
the Texas Recreation and Parks Society; the American 
Academy of Park and Recreation Administration; the 
Society of Park and Recreation Educators; and the 
Academy of Leisure Sciences. For 10 years, he was a 
board member of the National Recreation Foundation. 


In 2004, the City of College Station named a new 
15.5-acre neighborhood park, John Crompton Park. 
Dr. Crompton served 4 years as a city councilman for 
College Station from 2007 to 2011 and was Mayor Pro 
Tem in 2010–2011. He was again elected to the city 
council in 2019 and currently serves in that position. 
The city’s population is over 125,000, the annual budget 
is over $375 million, and there are approximately 1,100 
full-time employees. The six council members and the 
mayor are all elected city-wide. 
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Q1
Which of the following best describes your age range?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Under 18


18 – 24


25 – 34


35 – 44


45 – 54


55 – 64


65 – 74


75 or older


Prefer not to say


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Under 18 0.32% 1


18 – 24 1.59% 5


25 – 34 8.60% 27


35 – 44 18.15% 57


45 – 54 17.52% 55


Total 314
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Answer Choices Percentage Responses


55 – 64 24.20% 76


65 – 74 20.70% 65


75 or older 7.96% 25
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Q2
What is your gender?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Male


Female


Prefer not to say


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Male 34.08% 107


Female 63.69% 200


Prefer not to say 2.23% 7


Total 314
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Q3
How long have you lived in Pottsboro?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Less than 1 year


1 – 5 years


6 – 10 years


11-20 years


More than 20 years


I do not live here


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Less than 1 year 3.50% 11


1 – 5 years 25.48% 80


6 – 10 years 18.79% 59


11-20 years 21.97% 69


More than 20 years 26.11% 82


I do not live here 4.14% 13


Total 314
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Q4
Describe your employment status.
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Employed (full-time)


Employed (part-time)


Self-employed


Not employed but looking


Not employed and not
​looking


Student


Retired


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Employed (full-time) 50.64% 159


Employed (part-time) 4.14% 13


Self-employed 14.97% 47


Not employed but looking 0.96% 3


Not employed and not looking 4.14% 13


Student 0.64% 2


Retired 24.52% 77


Total 314
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Q5
Describe your current housing situation.
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE


1 College, though based in Pottsboro 12/16/2024 7:31 AM


I own a single-family home


I rent a single-family home


I live with family or friends


I live in a multi-family unit
​(e.g., apartment, condo,


​townhouse)


I live in public housing


I live outside of Pottsboro


Other (please specify)


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


I own a single-family home 79.94% 251


I rent a single-family home 5.41% 17


I live with family or friends 2.87% 9


I live in a multi-family unit (e.g., apartment, condo, townhouse) 1.27% 4


I live in public housing 0% 0


I live outside of Pottsboro 7.64% 24


Other (please specify) Show responses 2.87% 9


Total 314
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2 lease from our son who bought a home for us 12/4/2024 11:13 AM


3 RV Resort 12/3/2024 1:49 PM


4 I own a home and am zoned for pottsboro schools 12/3/2024 10:05 AM


5 Own home on Lake, paying you taxes 10/21/2024 7:24 AM


6 Preston Pensula 10/15/2024 6:17 PM


7 Full-time RV living 10/15/2024 8:07 AM


8 Housing provided with job 10/14/2024 8:36 PM


9 I live with a spouse but do not co own his home. 10/14/2024 5:39 PM
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Q6
Including yourself, how many people live in your household?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


1


2


3


4


5


6 or more


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


1 7.96% 25


2 44.59% 140


3 16.56% 52


4 18.79% 59


5 8.28% 26


6 or more 3.82% 12


Total 314







Pottsboro Community Input Survey


9 / 124


Q7
What is your annual household income?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Less than $15,000


Between $15,000 and
​$24,999


Between $25,000 and
​$34,999


Between $35,000 and
​$49,999


Between $50,000 and
​$74,999


Between $75,000 and
​$99,999


Between $100,000 and
​$149,999


Between $150,000 and
​$199,999


Over $200,000


Prefer not to say


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Less than $15,000 0.64% 2


Between $15,000 and $24,999 0.96% 3


Between $25,000 and $34,999 3.50% 11


Between $35,000 and $49,999 5.73% 18


Total 314
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Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Between $50,000 and $74,999 12.10% 38


Between $75,000 and $99,999 13.38% 42


Between $100,000 and $149,999 20.06% 63


Between $150,000 and $199,999 12.42% 39


Over $200,000 18.15% 57


Prefer not to say 13.06% 41
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Q8
Do you have school-age children in Pottsboro ISD?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Yes


No


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Yes 23.57% 74


No 76.43% 240


Total 314
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Q9
How would you rate your current quality of life in Pottsboro?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


4.0/5
Average Rating 1


2
3
4
5


Rating   Percentage Responses


Very poor 1.0% 3


Poor 1.6% 5


Fair 17.5% 55


Good 55.4% 174


Excellent 24.5% 77


Average 3144.0
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100.00% 291


98.63% 287


95.53% 278


Q10
List three (3) words that describe Pottsboro.
Answered: 291
 Skipped: 23


# WORD #1 DATE


1 Community 12/16/2024 7:32 AM


2 Communal 12/12/2024 12:18 PM


3 Rural 12/9/2024 5:19 PM


4 Friendly 12/9/2024 4:51 PM


5 small 12/9/2024 1:00 PM


6 Community 12/9/2024 12:24 PM


7 small 12/7/2024 9:30 PM


8 Interesting 12/7/2024 9:26 AM


9 Lake Community 12/6/2024 5:49 PM


10 Friendly 12/6/2024 1:03 PM


11 Relaxing 12/6/2024 12:50 PM


12 small 12/6/2024 12:35 PM


13 Comfortable 12/6/2024 11:54 AM


14 Nature 12/6/2024 11:46 AM


15 Lake life 12/6/2024 10:54 AM


16 Charming 12/6/2024 10:51 AM


17 Beautiful 12/6/2024 10:23 AM


18 Community 12/6/2024 7:56 AM


19 Laid Back 12/6/2024 7:48 AM


20 Potholes 12/5/2024 4:38 AM


21 Small 12/5/2024 1:41 AM


22 Small 12/4/2024 10:36 PM


23 Unsightly 12/4/2024 6:59 PM


24 Peaceful 12/4/2024 3:29 PM


25 Friendly 12/4/2024 2:59 PM


26 community 12/4/2024 11:18 AM


27 Peaceful 12/4/2024 8:11 AM


28 Small 12/4/2024 7:20 AM


ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES


Word #1


Word #2


Word #3
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29 quiet 12/4/2024 5:05 AM


30 Boring 12/3/2024 10:27 PM


31 Expensive 12/3/2024 9:50 PM


32 Hometown 12/3/2024 9:48 PM


33 Expensive 12/3/2024 9:28 PM


34 Small 12/3/2024 9:00 PM


35 Great place to live 12/3/2024 8:26 PM


36 friendly 12/3/2024 7:45 PM


37 Gateway 12/3/2024 5:03 PM


38 Friendly 12/3/2024 3:26 PM


39 SAFE 12/3/2024 1:55 PM


40 Quaint 12/3/2024 1:50 PM


41 Small 12/3/2024 11:50 AM


42 Small 12/3/2024 11:26 AM


43 Quiet 12/3/2024 11:15 AM


44 Small 12/3/2024 10:41 AM


45 Small 12/3/2024 10:06 AM


46 Safe 12/3/2024 9:45 AM


47 Small 12/3/2024 12:36 AM


48 Safe 12/2/2024 11:15 PM


49 Rural 12/2/2024 9:39 PM


50 Slow 12/2/2024 8:56 PM


51 Quaint 12/2/2024 8:29 PM


52 Community 12/2/2024 8:22 PM


53 Friendly 12/2/2024 8:09 PM


54 Inclusive 12/2/2024 8:08 PM


55 Lake life 12/2/2024 7:59 PM


56 small 12/2/2024 5:58 PM


57 Christian 12/2/2024 2:01 PM


58 Small 12/2/2024 12:25 PM


59 FRIENDLY 12/2/2024 9:18 AM


60 Friendly 12/2/2024 8:25 AM


61 Small 12/1/2024 9:57 PM


62 Remote 12/1/2024 7:35 PM


63 Underdeveloped 12/1/2024 4:13 PM


64 Small 12/1/2024 3:46 PM


65 Peaceful 12/1/2024 3:30 PM


66 Great schools 12/1/2024 3:19 PM
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67 Pompous 12/1/2024 3:06 PM


68 Small in a good way 11/29/2024 10:08 PM


69 Clean 11/29/2024 10:08 PM


70 Quiet 11/28/2024 6:50 PM


71 Rural 11/28/2024 8:21 AM


72 Small 11/28/2024 6:00 AM


73 Welcoming 11/27/2024 7:51 PM


74 Caring 11/27/2024 12:42 PM


75 Quite 11/27/2024 10:29 AM


76 Friendly 11/27/2024 10:19 AM


77 Community 11/27/2024 10:16 AM


78 Lake 11/27/2024 12:01 AM


79 Small 11/26/2024 9:20 PM


80 Quiet 11/26/2024 8:34 PM


81 Small 11/26/2024 7:37 PM


82 Small 11/26/2024 5:36 PM


83 Simple 11/26/2024 4:19 PM


84 Peaceful 11/26/2024 3:41 PM


85 I’m not a fan of this town 11/26/2024 3:34 PM


86 Safe 11/26/2024 3:15 PM


87 Friendly 11/26/2024 3:10 PM


88 Friendly 11/26/2024 2:57 PM


89 Serene 11/26/2024 12:20 PM


90 Small 11/26/2024 10:30 AM


91 Quiet 11/26/2024 10:27 AM


92 Scenic 11/26/2024 10:13 AM


93 Friendly 11/26/2024 9:52 AM


94 Home 11/26/2024 9:48 AM


95 Small 11/26/2024 8:49 AM


96 Friendly 11/26/2024 8:47 AM


97 White 11/26/2024 8:43 AM


98 Small 11/26/2024 8:42 AM


99 Old 11/26/2024 8:40 AM


100 Quiet 11/26/2024 8:36 AM


101 Safe 11/26/2024 8:35 AM


102 Community 11/26/2024 8:34 AM


103 Thriving 11/26/2024 8:34 AM


104 Friendly 11/26/2024 8:32 AM







Pottsboro Community Input Survey


16 / 124


105 directionless 11/19/2024 12:19 PM


106 Friendly 11/18/2024 5:46 PM


107 Old 11/15/2024 6:48 PM


108 Small 11/15/2024 10:36 AM


109 Country life 11/15/2024 8:08 AM


110 Friendly 11/8/2024 7:06 AM


111 Small town 11/8/2024 7:04 AM


112 small 11/6/2024 10:11 AM


113 Small 11/6/2024 9:10 AM


114 Bullies 11/4/2024 9:08 PM


115 small town 11/4/2024 8:38 PM


116 Small 11/4/2024 5:16 PM


117 Small town- love it, keep it that way 11/4/2024 4:31 PM


118 Community 11/4/2024 4:28 PM


119 Outdated 11/4/2024 3:49 PM


120 Quiet 11/4/2024 3:31 PM


121 Not maintained 11/4/2024 3:12 PM


122 Old 11/4/2024 3:05 PM


123 Too high taxes 11/4/2024 1:48 PM


124 Proud 11/1/2024 6:58 PM


125 small 11/1/2024 7:47 AM


126 Conservative 10/30/2024 5:34 PM


127 Uneventful 10/29/2024 10:57 PM


128 Quaint 10/29/2024 6:06 PM


129 Quiet 10/29/2024 10:25 AM


130 small town 10/29/2024 9:58 AM


131 Casual 10/29/2024 9:40 AM


132 quaint 10/29/2024 9:37 AM


133 Quiet 10/29/2024 9:32 AM


134 Friendly 10/28/2024 8:25 PM


135 Small 10/28/2024 4:07 PM


136 I 10/26/2024 12:59 PM


137 Small 10/25/2024 9:46 AM


138 Very Poor Utilities, Public Services 10/25/2024 9:00 AM


139 Authentic 10/25/2024 8:57 AM


140 Clique-ish 10/24/2024 11:51 PM


141 Quiet 10/24/2024 7:37 PM


142 Clean 10/24/2024 1:26 PM
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143 Small community 10/24/2024 10:16 AM


144 Small 10/24/2024 12:37 AM


145 Quiet 10/23/2024 9:09 PM


146 Community 10/23/2024 3:56 PM


147 Small 10/23/2024 10:45 AM


148 Growing 10/23/2024 8:43 AM


149 Quite 10/22/2024 7:47 AM


150 Friendly 10/21/2024 9:06 PM


151 Home 10/21/2024 8:59 PM


152 SpeedTrap 10/21/2024 1:07 PM


153 Small 10/21/2024 10:23 AM


154 Crime 10/21/2024 7:29 AM


155 Tight-knit 10/20/2024 10:11 PM


156 Quiet 10/20/2024 1:44 PM


157 Quite 10/19/2024 7:07 PM


158 Quiet 10/19/2024 3:01 PM


159 Small 10/19/2024 10:47 AM


160 Cozy 10/19/2024 10:43 AM


161 Broke 10/19/2024 1:55 AM


162 Quiet 10/18/2024 10:38 PM


163 Small 10/18/2024 6:14 PM


164 Friendly 10/18/2024 5:02 PM


165 Neighborly 10/18/2024 2:51 PM


166 Quiet 10/18/2024 1:31 PM


167 Clean 10/18/2024 12:20 PM


168 quaint 10/18/2024 11:10 AM


169 Rural 10/18/2024 10:23 AM


170 Peaceful 10/18/2024 10:09 AM


171 Small 10/18/2024 8:39 AM


172 smalltown 10/17/2024 11:44 PM


173 Peaceful 10/17/2024 10:11 PM


174 Small 10/17/2024 6:03 PM


175 Run down 10/17/2024 6:02 PM


176 Rural 10/17/2024 1:49 PM


177 Safe 10/17/2024 1:31 PM


178 SMALL 10/17/2024 1:15 PM


179 High Taxes 10/17/2024 12:33 PM


180 Quiet 10/17/2024 9:36 AM
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181 Rundown 10/17/2024 8:53 AM


182 CLOSE-KNIT 10/17/2024 8:37 AM


183 Fantastic 10/17/2024 8:29 AM


184 Small 10/17/2024 7:43 AM


185 Small 10/17/2024 7:40 AM


186 Quiet 10/17/2024 7:21 AM


187 rural 10/16/2024 10:05 PM


188 Small 10/16/2024 10:05 PM


189 Need restaurants 10/16/2024 9:50 PM


190 Rural 10/16/2024 9:39 PM


191 Small town 10/16/2024 9:10 PM


192 Quaint 10/16/2024 8:32 PM


193 small 10/16/2024 6:58 PM


194 Small 10/16/2024 6:42 PM


195 Wonderful 10/16/2024 5:35 PM


196 Bedroom Community 10/16/2024 5:10 PM


197 quaint 10/16/2024 5:08 PM


198 Busÿ 10/16/2024 4:26 PM


199 small 10/16/2024 3:30 PM


200 Small town 10/16/2024 2:23 PM


201 Quiet 10/16/2024 2:02 PM


202 SMALL TOWN BUT GETTING BIGGER 10/16/2024 1:47 PM


203 Safe 10/16/2024 1:26 PM


204 Country 10/16/2024 12:34 PM


205 Great schools 10/16/2024 11:47 AM


206 Community 10/16/2024 11:09 AM


207 Busy 10/16/2024 10:48 AM


208 Small 10/16/2024 10:36 AM


209 close 10/16/2024 9:27 AM


210 Run down 10/16/2024 9:09 AM


211 Poor roads 10/16/2024 9:02 AM


212 Small 10/16/2024 8:44 AM


213 Friendly 10/16/2024 8:37 AM


214 Dying 10/16/2024 8:35 AM


215 growing 10/16/2024 8:10 AM


216 Friendly 10/16/2024 7:23 AM


217 Small town 10/16/2024 7:08 AM


218 Peaceful 10/16/2024 6:58 AM
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219 Small 10/16/2024 6:38 AM


220 Quiet 10/16/2024 6:23 AM


221 Small 10/16/2024 4:47 AM


222 School centered 10/16/2024 12:15 AM


223 High taxes 10/15/2024 11:14 PM


224 SMALL 10/15/2024 10:48 PM


225 Small 10/15/2024 9:54 PM


226 Potential 10/15/2024 9:48 PM


227 Small 10/15/2024 9:46 PM


228 Limited 10/15/2024 9:37 PM


229 Streets 10/15/2024 8:49 PM


230 Peaceful 10/15/2024 8:21 PM


231 Small 10/15/2024 8:07 PM


232 Bedroom 10/15/2024 7:50 PM


233 Peaceful 10/15/2024 7:47 PM


234 Small town 10/15/2024 7:33 PM


235 peaceful 10/15/2024 6:30 PM


236 Small 10/15/2024 6:23 PM


237 Friendly 10/15/2024 6:20 PM


238 Growing 10/15/2024 6:18 PM


239 Small 10/15/2024 5:30 PM


240 Unique 10/15/2024 5:13 PM


241 North Area Peninsula 10/15/2024 5:13 PM


242 Friendly 10/15/2024 4:55 PM


243 Friendly 10/15/2024 3:15 PM


244 Small 10/15/2024 1:48 PM


245 Supportive 10/15/2024 1:07 PM


246 Small 10/15/2024 10:35 AM


247 Anti growth 10/15/2024 10:28 AM


248 mishmash 10/15/2024 10:27 AM


249 Growing 10/15/2024 10:23 AM


250 Friendly 10/15/2024 9:24 AM


251 Quiet 10/15/2024 8:54 AM


252 Small 10/15/2024 8:29 AM


253 Small town 10/15/2024 8:09 AM


254 Community 10/15/2024 8:06 AM


255 Lacking 10/15/2024 7:57 AM


256 small 10/15/2024 6:54 AM
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257 Peaceful 10/15/2024 6:18 AM


258 Decent 10/14/2024 10:32 PM


259 Sleepy 10/14/2024 9:41 PM


260 Small 10/14/2024 9:19 PM


261 Quiet 10/14/2024 9:12 PM


262 Quiet 10/14/2024 8:53 PM


263 Fractious 10/14/2024 8:48 PM


264 Great schools 10/14/2024 8:41 PM


265 Hometown 10/14/2024 8:38 PM


266 Peaceful 10/14/2024 8:26 PM


267 Community 10/14/2024 8:22 PM


268 Country setting 10/14/2024 7:52 PM


269 Friendly 10/14/2024 7:32 PM


270 Friendly 10/14/2024 7:27 PM


271 Home 10/14/2024 7:17 PM


272 Small 10/14/2024 7:14 PM


273 Quiet 10/14/2024 7:09 PM


274 Community 10/14/2024 6:38 PM


275 Small 10/14/2024 6:21 PM


276 Friendly 10/14/2024 6:11 PM


277 Growing 10/14/2024 6:10 PM


278 cliquish 10/14/2024 5:40 PM


279 Friendly 10/14/2024 5:27 PM


280 Small 10/14/2024 5:21 PM


281 Safe 10/14/2024 5:08 PM


282 Family 10/14/2024 4:59 PM


283 Small town 10/14/2024 4:59 PM


284 Small 10/14/2024 4:35 PM


285 Quiet 10/14/2024 4:28 PM


286 Growing 10/14/2024 4:25 PM


287 Lacking business 10/14/2024 4:14 PM


288 Quiet 10/14/2024 3:54 PM


289 Lake 10/14/2024 3:32 PM


290 Relaxed 10/14/2024 3:21 PM


291 Small 10/14/2024 3:13 PM


# WORD #2 DATE


1 Developing 12/16/2024 7:32 AM


2 Comfortable 12/12/2024 12:18 PM
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3 Quiet 12/9/2024 5:19 PM


4 Quiet 12/9/2024 4:51 PM


5 quiet 12/9/2024 1:00 PM


6 Lake Life 12/9/2024 12:24 PM


7 beautiful 12/7/2024 9:30 PM


8 Family oriented 12/7/2024 9:26 AM


9 Nature 12/6/2024 5:49 PM


10 Great school 12/6/2024 1:03 PM


11 Friendly 12/6/2024 12:50 PM


12 friendly 12/6/2024 12:35 PM


13 Strong community 12/6/2024 11:54 AM


14 Lake 12/6/2024 11:46 AM


15 Nature 12/6/2024 10:54 AM


16 Peaceful 12/6/2024 10:51 AM


17 serene 12/6/2024 10:23 AM


18 Growth 12/6/2024 7:56 AM


19 Quiet 12/6/2024 7:48 AM


20 Mail misdelivery 12/5/2024 4:38 AM


21 Old 12/5/2024 1:41 AM


22 Restaurant poor 12/4/2024 10:36 PM


23 Old 12/4/2024 3:29 PM


24 Small Town Feel 12/4/2024 2:59 PM


25 friendly 12/4/2024 11:18 AM


26 Relaxing 12/4/2024 8:11 AM


27 Dilapidated 12/4/2024 7:20 AM


28 friendly 12/4/2024 5:05 AM


29 Stale 12/3/2024 10:27 PM


30 Loving 12/3/2024 9:50 PM


31 Growing 12/3/2024 9:48 PM


32 Trashy 12/3/2024 9:28 PM


33 Simple 12/3/2024 9:00 PM


34 Wonderful helpful people 12/3/2024 8:26 PM


35 enjoyable 12/3/2024 7:45 PM


36 Library 12/3/2024 5:03 PM


37 Fun 12/3/2024 3:26 PM


38 FRIENDLY 12/3/2024 1:55 PM


39 Friendly 12/3/2024 1:50 PM


40 Country 12/3/2024 11:50 AM
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41 Community 12/3/2024 11:26 AM


42 Pleasant 12/3/2024 11:15 AM


43 Friendly 12/3/2024 10:41 AM


44 Community 12/3/2024 10:06 AM


45 Quite 12/3/2024 9:45 AM


46 Town 12/3/2024 12:36 AM


47 Quiet 12/2/2024 11:15 PM


48 Quiet 12/2/2024 9:39 PM


49 Small 12/2/2024 8:56 PM


50 Small 12/2/2024 8:29 PM


51 Quaint 12/2/2024 8:22 PM


52 Quiet 12/2/2024 8:09 PM


53 Quiet 12/2/2024 8:08 PM


54 Relaxing 12/2/2024 7:59 PM


55 quiet 12/2/2024 5:58 PM


56 Meth 12/2/2024 2:01 PM


57 Friendly 12/2/2024 12:25 PM


58 SAFE 12/2/2024 9:18 AM


59 Small-town 12/2/2024 8:25 AM


60 Friendly 12/1/2024 9:57 PM


61 Safe 12/1/2024 7:35 PM


62 Standstill 12/1/2024 4:13 PM


63 Quaint 12/1/2024 3:46 PM


64 Safe 12/1/2024 3:30 PM


65 Lake 12/1/2024 3:19 PM


66 Intolerant 12/1/2024 3:06 PM


67 Friendly 11/29/2024 10:08 PM


68 Safe 11/29/2024 10:08 PM


69 Beautiful 11/28/2024 6:50 PM


70 Expensive 11/28/2024 8:21 AM


71 unprepared 11/28/2024 6:00 AM


72 Growing 11/27/2024 7:51 PM


73 Sharing 11/27/2024 12:42 PM


74 Welcoming 11/27/2024 10:29 AM


75 Affordable 11/27/2024 10:19 AM


76 Heritage 11/27/2024 10:16 AM


77 Small 11/27/2024 12:01 AM


78 Kind 11/26/2024 9:20 PM
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79 Relaxed 11/26/2024 8:34 PM


80 Growing 11/26/2024 7:37 PM


81 Hometown 11/26/2024 5:36 PM


82 Quiet 11/26/2024 4:19 PM


83 Friendly 11/26/2024 3:41 PM


84 Relaxing 11/26/2024 3:15 PM


85 Laid-back 11/26/2024 3:10 PM


86 Home 11/26/2024 2:57 PM


87 Wildlife-sanctuary 11/26/2024 12:20 PM


88 Tight knit 11/26/2024 10:30 AM


89 Country 11/26/2024 10:27 AM


90 Quiet 11/26/2024 10:13 AM


91 Busy 11/26/2024 9:52 AM


92 Lake 11/26/2024 9:48 AM


93 Quiet 11/26/2024 8:49 AM


94 Relaxed 11/26/2024 8:47 AM


95 Sports 11/26/2024 8:43 AM


96 Family 11/26/2024 8:42 AM


97 Seasonal 11/26/2024 8:40 AM


98 Home 11/26/2024 8:36 AM


99 Supportive 11/26/2024 8:35 AM


100 Safe 11/26/2024 8:34 AM


101 Cautious 11/26/2024 8:34 AM


102 Convenient 11/26/2024 8:32 AM


103 outdated 11/19/2024 12:19 PM


104 Affordable 11/18/2024 5:46 PM


105 Small 11/15/2024 6:48 PM


106 Conservative 11/15/2024 10:36 AM


107 Peaceful 11/15/2024 8:08 AM


108 Open spaces 11/8/2024 7:06 AM


109 Lake life 11/8/2024 7:04 AM


110 bad water 11/6/2024 10:11 AM


111 Homey 11/6/2024 9:10 AM


112 Poorly-maintained 11/4/2024 9:08 PM


113 lose to lake texoma 11/4/2024 8:38 PM


114 Home 11/4/2024 5:16 PM


115 Close Community 11/4/2024 4:31 PM


116 quiet 11/4/2024 4:28 PM
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117 Unkept 11/4/2024 3:49 PM


118 Small 11/4/2024 3:31 PM


119 Unaccepting 11/4/2024 3:12 PM


120 Broken 11/4/2024 3:05 PM


121 Too high taxes 11/4/2024 1:48 PM


122 Stubborn 11/1/2024 6:58 PM


123 low cost of living 11/1/2024 7:47 AM


124 Quaint 10/30/2024 5:34 PM


125 Quiet 10/29/2024 10:57 PM


126 Quiet 10/29/2024 6:06 PM


127 Quaint 10/29/2024 10:25 AM


128 friendly people 10/29/2024 9:58 AM


129 Easy 10/29/2024 9:40 AM


130 naturesque 10/29/2024 9:37 AM


131 Growing 10/29/2024 9:32 AM


132 Small city hall 10/28/2024 8:25 PM


133 Friendly 10/28/2024 4:07 PM


134 Don't 10/26/2024 12:59 PM


135 Friendly 10/25/2024 9:46 AM


136 Very Deceptive Practices from City Counsel 10/25/2024 9:00 AM


137 Hometown 10/25/2024 8:57 AM


138 Friendly 10/24/2024 11:51 PM


139 Friendly 10/24/2024 7:37 PM


140 More street maintance 10/24/2024 1:26 PM


141 Library 10/24/2024 10:16 AM


142 Growing 10/24/2024 12:37 AM


143 Small 10/23/2024 9:09 PM


144 Bumpy 10/23/2024 3:56 PM


145 Country 10/23/2024 10:45 AM


146 Lake Texoma 10/23/2024 8:43 AM


147 Peaceful 10/22/2024 7:47 AM


148 Inclusive 10/21/2024 9:06 PM


149 Unkept 10/21/2024 8:59 PM


150 Arrogance 10/21/2024 1:07 PM


151 Friendly 10/21/2024 10:23 AM


152 Selfish 10/21/2024 7:29 AM


153 Beautiful 10/20/2024 10:11 PM


154 Small town atmosphere 10/20/2024 1:44 PM
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155 Friendly 10/19/2024 7:07 PM


156 Safe 10/19/2024 3:01 PM


157 Quite 10/19/2024 10:47 AM


158 Quiet 10/19/2024 10:43 AM


159 Quaint 10/19/2024 1:55 AM


160 Convenient 10/18/2024 10:38 PM


161 Quiet 10/18/2024 6:14 PM


162 Home 10/18/2024 5:02 PM


163 Cliqueish 10/18/2024 2:51 PM


164 Stress-free 10/18/2024 1:31 PM


165 Country 10/18/2024 12:20 PM


166 rural 10/18/2024 11:10 AM


167 Quiet 10/18/2024 10:23 AM


168 Safe 10/18/2024 10:09 AM


169 Lake 10/18/2024 8:39 AM


170 potential 10/17/2024 11:44 PM


171 Friendly 10/17/2024 10:11 PM


172 Relaxed 10/17/2024 6:03 PM


173 Expensive 10/17/2024 6:02 PM


174 Growing 10/17/2024 1:49 PM


175 Affordable 10/17/2024 1:31 PM


176 WHITE 10/17/2024 1:15 PM


177 No quality of streets 10/17/2024 12:33 PM


178 Clean 10/17/2024 9:36 AM


179 Outdated 10/17/2024 8:53 AM


180 PRIDEFUL 10/17/2024 8:37 AM


181 Lively 10/17/2024 8:29 AM


182 Peaceful 10/17/2024 7:43 AM


183 Country 10/17/2024 7:40 AM


184 Underdeveloped 10/17/2024 7:21 AM


185 quiet 10/16/2024 10:05 PM


186 Friendly 10/16/2024 10:05 PM


187 Better streets 10/16/2024 9:50 PM


188 Train noise 10/16/2024 9:39 PM


189 Growing 10/16/2024 9:10 PM


190 Dated 10/16/2024 8:32 PM


191 quiet 10/16/2024 6:58 PM


192 Vibrant 10/16/2024 6:42 PM
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193 Safe 10/16/2024 5:35 PM


194 Train Noise 10/16/2024 5:10 PM


195 rural 10/16/2024 5:08 PM


196 Neglected 10/16/2024 4:26 PM


197 easy to get around 10/16/2024 3:30 PM


198 Quite 10/16/2024 2:23 PM


199 Clean 10/16/2024 2:02 PM


200 GOOD SCHOOL 10/16/2024 1:47 PM


201 Neighborly 10/16/2024 1:26 PM


202 Slow 10/16/2024 12:34 PM


203 Growing 10/16/2024 11:47 AM


204 Caring 10/16/2024 11:09 AM


205 Expensive 10/16/2024 10:48 AM


206 Friendly 10/16/2024 10:36 AM


207 Inconvenient 10/16/2024 9:09 AM


208 Poor development planning 10/16/2024 9:02 AM


209 Quite 10/16/2024 8:44 AM


210 Sport focused 10/16/2024 8:37 AM


211 Friendly 10/16/2024 8:35 AM


212 quaint 10/16/2024 8:10 AM


213 Honest 10/16/2024 7:23 AM


214 Lake Texoma 10/16/2024 7:08 AM


215 Friendly 10/16/2024 6:58 AM


216 Tourist town 10/16/2024 6:38 AM


217 Small 10/16/2024 6:23 AM


218 Friendly 10/16/2024 4:47 AM


219 Lakeside 10/16/2024 12:15 AM


220 High water bills 10/15/2024 11:14 PM


221 PEACEFUL 10/15/2024 10:48 PM


222 Quiet 10/15/2024 9:54 PM


223 Discombobulated 10/15/2024 9:48 PM


224 No retail 10/15/2024 9:46 PM


225 Stagnant 10/15/2024 9:37 PM


226 Business 10/15/2024 8:49 PM


227 Fun 10/15/2024 8:07 PM


228 Vacant 10/15/2024 7:50 PM


229 Friendly 10/15/2024 7:47 PM


230 Lake community 10/15/2024 7:33 PM
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231 lacking 10/15/2024 6:30 PM


232 Friendly 10/15/2024 6:23 PM


233 Rural 10/15/2024 6:20 PM


234 Friendly 10/15/2024 6:18 PM


235 Friendly 10/15/2024 5:30 PM


236 Small community 10/15/2024 5:13 PM


237 Locust Area 10/15/2024 5:13 PM


238 Peaceful 10/15/2024 4:55 PM


239 Family 10/15/2024 3:15 PM


240 Friendly 10/15/2024 1:48 PM


241 Family values 10/15/2024 1:07 PM


242 Rural 10/15/2024 10:35 AM


243 Unprosperous 10/15/2024 10:28 AM


244 behind 10/15/2024 10:27 AM


245 Touristy 10/15/2024 10:23 AM


246 Small-town 10/15/2024 9:24 AM


247 Underdeveloped 10/15/2024 8:54 AM


248 Growing 10/15/2024 8:29 AM


249 Clean 10/15/2024 8:09 AM


250 Growth 10/15/2024 8:06 AM


251 Maintenance 10/15/2024 7:57 AM


252 disoriented 10/15/2024 6:54 AM


253 Small 10/15/2024 6:18 AM


254 Cliquey 10/14/2024 10:32 PM


255 Ramshackle 10/14/2024 9:41 PM


256 Unaffordble 10/14/2024 9:19 PM


257 Potential 10/14/2024 9:12 PM


258 Friendly 10/14/2024 8:53 PM


259 Class stratification 10/14/2024 8:48 PM


260 Small town 10/14/2024 8:41 PM


261 Community 10/14/2024 8:38 PM


262 Small 10/14/2024 8:26 PM


263 Pride 10/14/2024 8:22 PM


264 Lake life 10/14/2024 7:52 PM


265 Supportive 10/14/2024 7:32 PM


266 Small 10/14/2024 7:27 PM


267 Comfortable 10/14/2024 7:17 PM


268 Family Friendly 10/14/2024 7:14 PM







Pottsboro Community Input Survey


28 / 124


269 Safe 10/14/2024 7:09 PM


270 Unity 10/14/2024 6:38 PM


271 Friendly 10/14/2024 6:21 PM


272 Hometown feel 10/14/2024 6:11 PM


273 Underdeveloped 10/14/2024 6:10 PM


274 potential 10/14/2024 5:40 PM


275 Convenient 10/14/2024 5:27 PM


276 Unique 10/14/2024 5:21 PM


277 Low income families 10/14/2024 5:08 PM


278 Small-town 10/14/2024 4:59 PM


279 Family 10/14/2024 4:59 PM


280 Growing 10/14/2024 4:35 PM


281 Small 10/14/2024 4:28 PM


282 Charming 10/14/2024 4:25 PM


283 Poor roads 10/14/2024 4:14 PM


284 Friendly 10/14/2024 3:54 PM


285 Small town 10/14/2024 3:32 PM


286 Beautiful 10/14/2024 3:21 PM


287 Growing 10/14/2024 3:13 PM


# WORD #3 DATE


1 Homely 12/16/2024 7:32 AM


2 Quiet 12/12/2024 12:18 PM


3 Nature 12/9/2024 5:19 PM


4 Country 12/9/2024 4:51 PM


5 community 12/9/2024 1:00 PM


6 Small Town 12/9/2024 12:24 PM


7 family 12/7/2024 9:30 PM


8 Welcoming 12/7/2024 9:26 AM


9 Quiet 12/6/2024 5:49 PM


10 On the lake 12/6/2024 1:03 PM


11 Remote 12/6/2024 12:50 PM


12 safe 12/6/2024 12:35 PM


13 Great neighbors 12/6/2024 11:54 AM


14 Friends 12/6/2024 11:46 AM


15 Friendly 12/6/2024 10:54 AM


16 Welcoming 12/6/2024 10:51 AM


17 Natural 12/6/2024 10:23 AM


18 Opportunity 12/6/2024 7:56 AM
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19 Family Friendly 12/6/2024 7:48 AM


20 School zone police stops 12/5/2024 4:38 AM


21 Beautiful 12/5/2024 1:41 AM


22 Safe 12/4/2024 10:36 PM


23 Tired 12/4/2024 3:29 PM


24 Lake 12/4/2024 2:59 PM


25 welcoming 12/4/2024 11:18 AM


26 Fun 12/4/2024 8:11 AM


27 Rural 12/4/2024 7:20 AM


28 Sleepy 12/4/2024 5:05 AM


29 Unimaginative 12/3/2024 10:27 PM


30 Home 12/3/2024 9:50 PM


31 Special 12/3/2024 9:48 PM


32 lawless 12/3/2024 9:28 PM


33 Easy 12/3/2024 9:00 PM


34 Neighbors are always helpful 12/3/2024 8:26 PM


35 relaxing 12/3/2024 7:45 PM


36 Quaint 12/3/2024 5:03 PM


37 Community 12/3/2024 3:26 PM


38 SMALL 12/3/2024 1:55 PM


39 Conveniently Located 12/3/2024 1:50 PM


40 Potential 12/3/2024 11:50 AM


41 Farm 12/3/2024 11:26 AM


42 Peaceful 12/3/2024 11:15 AM


43 Lacking 12/3/2024 10:41 AM


44 Supportive 12/3/2024 10:06 AM


45 Friendly 12/3/2024 9:45 AM


46 Feeling 12/3/2024 12:36 AM


47 Enjoyable 12/2/2024 11:15 PM


48 Supportive 12/2/2024 9:39 PM


49 Lake 12/2/2024 8:56 PM


50 Needs 12/2/2024 8:29 PM


51 Comfortable 12/2/2024 8:22 PM


52 Small 12/2/2024 8:09 PM


53 Fun 12/2/2024 8:08 PM


54 Growing 12/2/2024 7:59 PM


55 friendly 12/2/2024 5:58 PM


56 Alcohol 12/2/2024 2:01 PM
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57 Safe 12/2/2024 12:25 PM


58 HONEST 12/2/2024 9:18 AM


59 Welcoming 12/2/2024 8:25 AM


60 Schools 12/1/2024 9:57 PM


61 Friendly 12/1/2024 7:35 PM


62 Isolated 12/1/2024 4:13 PM


63 Pleasant 12/1/2024 3:46 PM


64 Retired life 12/1/2024 3:30 PM


65 Aloof 12/1/2024 3:06 PM


66 Home 11/29/2024 10:08 PM


67 Expensive 11/29/2024 10:08 PM


68 Rural 11/28/2024 6:50 PM


69 Friendly 11/28/2024 8:21 AM


70 Potential 11/28/2024 6:00 AM


71 Slow 11/27/2024 7:51 PM


72 Besutiful 11/27/2024 12:42 PM


73 Growing 11/27/2024 10:29 AM


74 Adventure 11/27/2024 10:16 AM


75 Friendly 11/27/2024 12:01 AM


76 Community 11/26/2024 9:20 PM


77 Friendly 11/26/2024 8:34 PM


78 Schools 11/26/2024 7:37 PM


79 Neighborly 11/26/2024 5:36 PM


80 Personal 11/26/2024 4:19 PM


81 Traditional 11/26/2024 3:41 PM


82 Low key 11/26/2024 3:15 PM


83 Cozy 11/26/2024 3:10 PM


84 Tight nit 11/26/2024 2:57 PM


85 Lakeside 11/26/2024 12:20 PM


86 Welcoming 11/26/2024 10:30 AM


87 Poor 11/26/2024 10:27 AM


88 Small town 11/26/2024 10:13 AM


89 Clickey 11/26/2024 9:52 AM


90 Growing 11/26/2024 9:48 AM


91 Friendly 11/26/2024 8:49 AM


92 Peaceful 11/26/2024 8:47 AM


93 Closed 11/26/2024 8:43 AM


94 Quiet 11/26/2024 8:42 AM
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95 Lake oriented 11/26/2024 8:40 AM


96 Community 11/26/2024 8:36 AM


97 Caring 11/26/2024 8:35 AM


98 Quiet 11/26/2024 8:34 AM


99 Welcoming 11/26/2024 8:34 AM


100 Safe 11/26/2024 8:32 AM


101 difficult 11/19/2024 12:19 PM


102 Close to the lake 11/18/2024 5:46 PM


103 Community 11/15/2024 6:48 PM


104 Unattractive 11/15/2024 10:36 AM


105 Potential 11/15/2024 8:08 AM


106 Easy going 11/8/2024 7:06 AM


107 Country pace 11/8/2024 7:04 AM


108 need more commerce 11/6/2024 10:11 AM


109 Nice 11/6/2024 9:10 AM


110 Nepotism/favoritism 11/4/2024 9:08 PM


111 lots of pot holes 11/4/2024 8:38 PM


112 Neighbors 11/4/2024 5:16 PM


113 Uncluttered 11/4/2024 4:31 PM


114 Entitlement 11/4/2024 3:49 PM


115 Safe 11/4/2024 3:31 PM


116 Clicky 11/4/2024 3:12 PM


117 Poor 11/4/2024 3:05 PM


118 Too high taxes 11/4/2024 1:48 PM


119 Stuck 11/1/2024 6:58 PM


120 lake friendly 11/1/2024 7:47 AM


121 Safe 10/30/2024 5:34 PM


122 Simple 10/29/2024 10:57 PM


123 Laid Back 10/29/2024 6:06 PM


124 Relaxing 10/29/2024 10:25 AM


125 supportive 10/29/2024 9:58 AM


126 Comfortable 10/29/2024 9:40 AM


127 peaceful 10/29/2024 9:37 AM


128 Unique 10/29/2024 9:32 AM


129 Stagnant 10/28/2024 8:25 PM


130 Beautiful 10/28/2024 4:07 PM


131 Know 10/26/2024 12:59 PM


132 A lot of vacant run down buildings 10/25/2024 9:46 AM
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133 Very Poor Vision 10/25/2024 9:00 AM


134 Possibility 10/25/2024 8:57 AM


135 Unprepared 10/24/2024 11:51 PM


136 Unique 10/24/2024 7:37 PM


137 Post school signs w/time start & stop 10/24/2024 1:26 PM


138 School 10/24/2024 10:16 AM


139 Family 10/24/2024 12:37 AM


140 Aged 10/23/2024 9:09 PM


141 Small 10/23/2024 3:56 PM


142 Slow 10/23/2024 10:45 AM


143 Mostly friendly 10/23/2024 8:43 AM


144 Train 10/22/2024 7:47 AM


145 Small town 10/21/2024 9:06 PM


146 Historical 10/21/2024 8:59 PM


147 Entitlement 10/21/2024 1:07 PM


148 Rundown 10/21/2024 7:29 AM


149 Safe 10/20/2024 10:11 PM


150 Bias to outsiders moving here 10/20/2024 1:44 PM


151 Relaxing 10/19/2024 7:07 PM


152 Lackiing recreational opportunities 10/19/2024 3:01 PM


153 Friendly 10/19/2024 10:47 AM


154 Beautiful 10/19/2024 10:43 AM


155 Friendly 10/19/2024 1:55 AM


156 On the cusp 10/18/2024 10:38 PM


157 Cliqueish 10/18/2024 6:14 PM


158 Terrible streets 10/18/2024 5:02 PM


159 Snobby 10/18/2024 2:51 PM


160 Slow-paced 10/18/2024 1:31 PM


161 Quite 10/18/2024 12:20 PM


162 small 10/18/2024 11:10 AM


163 Quiet 10/18/2024 10:09 AM


164 Community 10/18/2024 8:39 AM


165 unplanned 10/17/2024 11:44 PM


166 Fun 10/17/2024 10:11 PM


167 Community 10/17/2024 6:03 PM


168 Poor water 10/17/2024 6:02 PM


169 Close-Community 10/17/2024 1:49 PM


170 Small 10/17/2024 1:31 PM
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171 COUNTRY 10/17/2024 1:15 PM


172 Wasted money on stone at a school 10/17/2024 12:33 PM


173 Sparse 10/17/2024 9:36 AM


174 Uninspiring 10/17/2024 8:53 AM


175 PREJUDICED 10/17/2024 8:37 AM


176 Optimistic 10/17/2024 8:29 AM


177 Country 10/17/2024 7:43 AM


178 Peaceful 10/17/2024 7:40 AM


179 Lacking business 10/17/2024 7:21 AM


180 basic 10/16/2024 10:05 PM


181 Peaceful 10/16/2024 10:05 PM


182 Library 10/16/2024 9:50 PM


183 Speed trap 10/16/2024 9:39 PM


184 Varied economic demographics 10/16/2024 9:10 PM


185 Backward 10/16/2024 8:32 PM


186 Cohesive 10/16/2024 6:42 PM


187 Pleasant 10/16/2024 5:35 PM


188 Speed Trap 10/16/2024 5:10 PM


189 desirable 10/16/2024 5:08 PM


190 Forgotten 10/16/2024 4:26 PM


191 community oriented 10/16/2024 3:30 PM


192 Laidback 10/16/2024 2:23 PM


193 Friendly 10/16/2024 2:02 PM


194 ATTRACTIVE TO VISITORS 10/16/2024 1:47 PM


195 Friendly 10/16/2024 1:26 PM


196 Quiet 10/16/2024 12:34 PM


197 Safe 10/16/2024 11:47 AM


198 Lake 10/16/2024 11:09 AM


199 Inclusive 10/16/2024 10:48 AM


200 Quite 10/16/2024 10:36 AM


201 Small 10/16/2024 9:09 AM


202 On an island 10/16/2024 9:02 AM


203 Country 10/16/2024 8:44 AM


204 Uncontrolled 10/16/2024 8:37 AM


205 Lacking 10/16/2024 8:35 AM


206 healthy 10/16/2024 8:10 AM


207 Integrity 10/16/2024 7:23 AM


208 Lack of growth/opportunities 10/16/2024 7:08 AM
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209 Country 10/16/2024 6:58 AM


210 Limited services 10/16/2024 6:38 AM


211 Close 10/16/2024 4:47 AM


212 Safe 10/16/2024 12:15 AM


213 Quite 10/15/2024 11:14 PM


214 LOCATION 10/15/2024 10:48 PM


215 Neighborly 10/15/2024 9:54 PM


216 Nepotism 10/15/2024 9:48 PM


217 Moor house 10/15/2024 9:46 PM


218 Possibility 10/15/2024 9:37 PM


219 Awesome ISD 10/15/2024 8:49 PM


220 Peaceful 10/15/2024 8:07 PM


221 Lacking 10/15/2024 7:50 PM


222 Positive 10/15/2024 7:47 PM


223 Great schools 10/15/2024 7:33 PM


224 potential 10/15/2024 6:30 PM


225 Quiet 10/15/2024 6:23 PM


226 Growing 10/15/2024 6:20 PM


227 Helpful 10/15/2024 6:18 PM


228 Good schools 10/15/2024 5:30 PM


229 Great people 10/15/2024 5:13 PM


230 Separation from above areas 10/15/2024 5:13 PM


231 Small 10/15/2024 4:55 PM


232 Passion 10/15/2024 3:15 PM


233 Schools 10/15/2024 1:48 PM


234 Great people 10/15/2024 1:07 PM


235 Lake 10/15/2024 10:35 AM


236 Isolated 10/15/2024 10:28 AM


237 stagnant 10/15/2024 10:27 AM


238 Lake Life 10/15/2024 10:23 AM


239 Passionate 10/15/2024 9:24 AM


240 Lacking 10/15/2024 8:54 AM


241 Behind 10/15/2024 8:29 AM


242 Quiet 10/15/2024 8:09 AM


243 Unprepared 10/15/2024 8:06 AM


244 Unprepared 10/15/2024 7:57 AM


245 disconnected 10/15/2024 6:54 AM


246 Quite 10/15/2024 6:18 AM
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247 Unwalkable 10/14/2024 10:32 PM


248 Disheveled 10/14/2024 9:41 PM


249 Irresponsible 10/14/2024 9:19 PM


250 Antiquated 10/14/2024 9:12 PM


251 Beautiful 10/14/2024 8:53 PM


252 Communal 10/14/2024 8:48 PM


253 Growing 10/14/2024 8:38 PM


254 Rural 10/14/2024 8:26 PM


255 Easy going 10/14/2024 8:22 PM


256 Lack of services 10/14/2024 7:52 PM


257 Quiet 10/14/2024 7:32 PM


258 Dilapidated 10/14/2024 7:27 PM


259 Mostly safe 10/14/2024 7:17 PM


260 Great sports teams 10/14/2024 7:14 PM


261 Peacwful 10/14/2024 7:09 PM


262 Family 10/14/2024 6:38 PM


263 Isolated 10/14/2024 6:21 PM


264 Family 10/14/2024 6:11 PM


265 Potential 10/14/2024 6:10 PM


266 selfish 10/14/2024 5:40 PM


267 Small 10/14/2024 5:27 PM


268 Safe 10/14/2024 5:21 PM


269 Lake 10/14/2024 5:08 PM


270 Growing 10/14/2024 4:59 PM


271 sports 10/14/2024 4:59 PM


272 Taxed 10/14/2024 4:35 PM


273 Peaceful 10/14/2024 4:28 PM


274 Community-oriented 10/14/2024 4:25 PM


275 community support 10/14/2024 4:14 PM


276 Relaxing 10/14/2024 3:54 PM


277 Family-oriented 10/14/2024 3:21 PM


278 Close-knit 10/14/2024 3:13 PM
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Q11
What makes Pottsboro unique from other communities?
Answered: 278
 Skipped: 36


# RESPONSES DATE


1 This is my home. Everywhere I go in town, I have a chance to see someone I know or meet
someone new. I love that small-town aspect of this town I’ve grown up in.


12/16/2024 7:32 AM


2 I love the small town feel 12/9/2024 5:19 PM


3 Laid Back Lake Attitude 12/9/2024 4:51 PM


4 The giving community 12/9/2024 12:24 PM


5 Pottsboro looks out for the community 12/7/2024 9:30 PM


6 Community involvement 12/7/2024 9:26 AM


7 The reason we moved here was to get away from the concrete jungle of Dallas. Here there are
trees, nature, and peaceful surroundings.


12/6/2024 5:49 PM


8 Our lake & Boot Scootin Ball 12/6/2024 1:03 PM


9 Lake access 12/6/2024 12:50 PM


10 ? 12/6/2024 12:35 PM


11 It’s small enough to have that home town feel but convenient to the conveniences of life. 12/6/2024 11:54 AM


12 The lake, nature, and its people. 12/6/2024 11:46 AM


13 The lake! The wonderful library!! The people! 12/6/2024 10:54 AM


14 Our town has a peaceful charm that’s far from the hustle and bustle of larger cities. It’s free
from the HOA hassles we left behind, and it feels safe and welcoming. There’s a clear
emphasis on supporting youth, education, and local small businesses, which makes it truly
special. Let’s preserve this identity and not aim to become the next McKinney or Frisco.


12/6/2024 10:51 AM


15 Wide open spaces, wildlife, laid back, tight community 12/6/2024 10:23 AM


16 The community comes together for each other. 12/6/2024 7:56 AM


17 There are a lot of second homes with the lake along with rental properties around the lake. So,
while the town has a small town feel in the summer it changes drastically. We have been one
of the families with a second home but have not moved here as our primary residence. With
growth likely coming we would like for Pottsboro to try to remain that small town feel and build
on a community aspect. There are going to be lots of opportunities to create a truly unique
town over the next 20 years with all the development on Texoma but it will need to be planned
and executed in the right way to control the right amount and the correct type of commercial
and residential development.


12/6/2024 7:48 AM


18 Large metroplex housing cost without any large metroplex amenities 12/5/2024 4:38 AM


19 Lake texoma, nice people , community support 12/5/2024 1:41 AM


20 Lake access, fishing, friendly 12/4/2024 10:36 PM


21 Lack grants 12/4/2024 6:59 PM


22 Nothing 12/4/2024 3:29 PM


23 Small town, great schools, convenient location, close to the lake. 12/4/2024 2:59 PM


24 a great Library with wonderful resources for kids to the elderly. A feeling of community and
belonging,cost of living acceptable. easy to get around ,no traffic issues YET. Lakeway Church
giving to all especially home of Sr Center.


12/4/2024 11:18 AM
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25 The lake 12/4/2024 8:11 AM


26 It’s a small community with many high earning residents that contribute to the school and other
economic developments.


12/4/2024 7:20 AM


27 Proximity to Lake Texoma.
Excellent School District 12/4/2024 5:05 AM


28 Nothing makes Pottsboro unique. Has a lot of potential but no creative thinking about what it
can be


12/3/2024 10:27 PM


29 It’s the way the whole town comes together and helps each other out. 12/3/2024 9:50 PM


30 Great community, communication, caring leaders 12/3/2024 9:48 PM


31 The community. 12/3/2024 9:00 PM


32 Wonderful people live here 12/3/2024 8:26 PM


33 lake activities 12/3/2024 7:45 PM


34 the lake 12/3/2024 5:03 PM


35 The people. And location to the lake. 12/3/2024 3:26 PM


36 This community that we live in is very hard to find. I moved here many years ago because I
didn't like the fast pace of the big city. Everyone knows everyone. Schools are great. And with
our current police chief my family feels safe.


12/3/2024 1:55 PM


37 See above answers to #10 12/3/2024 1:50 PM


38 Close to a big lake. Great schools and teachers. 12/3/2024 11:50 AM


39 It's 5 minutes from Lake Texoma. 12/3/2024 11:26 AM


40 The casual abundance of homestead chickens. 12/3/2024 11:15 AM


41 Lake proximity 12/3/2024 10:41 AM


42 Better schools 12/3/2024 10:06 AM


43 Nothing 12/3/2024 9:45 AM


44 Small town 12/3/2024 12:36 AM


45 Good school district + the lake town vibe. 12/2/2024 11:15 PM


46 Supportive 12/2/2024 9:39 PM


47 Very much small town life 12/2/2024 8:56 PM


48 Nothing 12/2/2024 8:29 PM


49 Friends 12/2/2024 8:22 PM


50 Sense of community 12/2/2024 8:08 PM


51 The lake 12/2/2024 7:59 PM


52 Small town feel with just the vendors needed for day to day life, without becoming citi-fied run
amok.


12/2/2024 5:58 PM


53 Drug use 12/2/2024 2:01 PM


54 Not on an interstate. I used to love that everyone felt accepted here. 12/2/2024 12:25 PM


55 THE CITIZENS ARE CARING, GENUINE & SINCERE. 12/2/2024 9:18 AM


56 Small, but close to larger cities where you can get everything you need. 12/1/2024 9:57 PM


57 Cohesive driven people 12/1/2024 7:35 PM


58 Tiny and small 12/1/2024 4:13 PM


59 Waterfront 12/1/2024 3:46 PM
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60 Away from the City life, yet close by. 12/1/2024 3:30 PM


61 Small town feel. 12/1/2024 3:19 PM


62 Opportunistic 12/1/2024 3:06 PM


63 Size. Friendly citizens. 11/29/2024 10:08 PM


64 Small town feel. There is a sense of commraderie and loyalty among the citizens. 11/29/2024 10:08 PM


65 Lake 11/28/2024 6:50 PM


66 Lake life, rural and small town feel. 11/28/2024 8:21 AM


67 Location 11/28/2024 6:00 AM


68 We have amazing schools. 11/27/2024 7:51 PM


69 This town has such a big heart for its members. The care and kindness the community shows
each other is the biggest blessing of living here and being a part of this special community. I
also want to say, even though my family and I are still struggling financially, this town has
given us a much better quality of life than almost anywhere else we have lived. Please keep
Pottsboro beautiful, and natural, and don't let it get too built up, or too citified.


11/27/2024 12:42 PM


70 Pottsboro is perfectly placed at/near Lake Texoma and offers a great small town feel with the
luxury of being a Lake community.


11/27/2024 10:29 AM


71 Acess to the Lake, Hagerman Wildlife Center, close to Denison, Senior Friendly 11/27/2024 10:19 AM


72 Pottsboro stands out from other communities thanks to its unique blend of small-town charm
and outdoor adventure. Its proximity to Lake Texoma, one of the largest reservoirs in the
United States, provides unparalleled opportunities for fishing, boating, and lakeside relaxation.
Pottsboro offers a peaceful, rural lifestyle with quick access to urban amenities, making it an
ideal place for both families and outdoor enthusiasts. Its collaborative spirit, fostered by local
organizations and businesses, ensures it continues to thrive and grow while staying true to its
roots.


11/27/2024 10:16 AM


73 Just enough resources to make life confortable without traveling often. 11/27/2024 12:01 AM


74 Having been raised in store small town, I am amazed how small pottsboro truly is. 11/26/2024 9:20 PM


75 Lake Texoma. Small but close to shopping and great restaurants 11/26/2024 8:34 PM


76 Lake texoma 11/26/2024 7:37 PM


77 The location is a destination, not a pass through. 11/26/2024 5:36 PM


78 The lake life 11/26/2024 4:19 PM


79 Small town values in so many ways!!!! 11/26/2024 3:41 PM


80 Nothing 11/26/2024 3:34 PM


81 Lake life 11/26/2024 3:15 PM


82 Close knit community 11/26/2024 3:10 PM


83 I love our small town! The tight nit community it my favorite! 11/26/2024 2:57 PM


84 Our lakeside community offers natural beauty, wildlife, and a close-knit atmosphere. I love the
peaceful retreat it provides and all the possibilities it holds as it continues to grow and thrive!


11/26/2024 12:20 PM


85 It's small 11/26/2024 10:49 AM


86 Lovely lake community that remains small 11/26/2024 10:30 AM


87 Lake access 11/26/2024 10:27 AM


88 Location to the lake. Trees. Small population 11/26/2024 10:13 AM


89 The location near larger cities but still near quiet recreation areas 11/26/2024 9:52 AM


90 Small town feel, not much room for growth due to land locked by lake. 11/26/2024 9:48 AM
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91 Pottsboro still has the small town feel even though we growing way too much. Pottsboro is still
quiet in that the crime rate is still very low and I hope growth doesn’t change this.


11/26/2024 8:49 AM


92 Friendly people - slow pace of life. 11/26/2024 8:47 AM


93 Lack of diversity 11/26/2024 8:43 AM


94 The people 11/26/2024 8:42 AM


95 Pottsboro is a very seasonal town because of the influx of tourists for Lake Texoma during the
warmer months. Once it is in off season the local shops really suffer because the locals don't
stay and shop local. They will drive 20+ minutes to go shop or eat at big corporate stores and
restaurants instead.


11/26/2024 8:40 AM


96 It’s quiet. Love the community feel. 11/26/2024 8:36 AM


97 People take care of each other 11/26/2024 8:35 AM


98 We have space, a small community feel, and everything we need. 11/26/2024 8:34 AM


99 Near a lake with lots of out of area visitors 11/26/2024 8:34 AM


100 Rural 11/26/2024 8:32 AM


101 Proximity to Lake Texoma. Has always had an urban influence due to the lake while being a
small town.


11/19/2024 12:19 PM


102 Lake Texoma 11/18/2024 5:46 PM


103 Growth and improvement 11/15/2024 6:48 PM


104 The lake 11/15/2024 10:36 AM


105 It’s near the lake,& it feels like you live in the country, but conveniences are close by in
Denison & Sherman.


11/15/2024 8:08 AM


106 There’s a sense of community here. People willing to help their neighbors and others. 11/8/2024 7:06 AM


107 The lake 11/8/2024 7:04 AM


108 friendly, outstanding library, less traffic than larger cities 11/6/2024 10:11 AM


109 The lake 11/6/2024 9:10 AM


110 The horrible roadways and rude staff at city hall 11/4/2024 9:08 PM


111 Small town feel but willing to explore expansion 11/4/2024 8:38 PM


112 True Small town. Everyone knows everyone/ looks out for one another. 11/4/2024 7:29 PM


113 Still small enough to know everybody, but has the necessities. 11/4/2024 5:16 PM


114 It’s a small town with a close community. It is growing which is sad. I would love to see it stay
a small close community. I loved when it was much smaller and it was more affordable.


11/4/2024 4:31 PM


115 1. industry low - bedroom community
2. small-town values 11/4/2024 4:28 PM


116 Plenty of lake access 11/4/2024 3:49 PM


117 Near the CITY for larger retail but quiet small community for living with nearly everthing we
need here.


11/4/2024 3:31 PM


118 We are a small community that could thrive if business felt comfortable coming here. Seeing
our town unkept and run down pushed them away. We could prosper if things were clean and
repaired and welcoming to people and businesses. The lake can help bring those people. The
lake makes us unique along with the cabin like feel our town provides.


11/4/2024 3:12 PM


119 The lake 11/4/2024 3:05 PM


120 The lake 11/4/2024 1:48 PM


121 The amount of generational families living here 11/1/2024 6:58 PM


122 Remote and small but close to cities with adequate amenities 11/1/2024 7:47 AM
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123 Our school system is one of a kind. The community may have challenges but has a strong
sense of camaraderie.


10/30/2024 5:34 PM


124 Minimal traffic, pretty trees 10/29/2024 10:57 PM


125 Access to the lake 10/29/2024 10:25 AM


126 Potttsboro is a community that backs it businesses and people/organizations. If there is a
need people respond to help. Love the small town feel. It is good to have businesses to not
have to drive to other cities if something is needed, but what sets Pottsboro apart is that we
don't have 10 resturants/multiple shopping locations all located on the strip. If we wanted that
lifestyle we would live in Sherman /Denison or south.


10/29/2024 9:58 AM


127 Pottsboro's proximity to the lake makes it a relaxed community and a great place to play. 10/29/2024 9:40 AM


128 lake texoma and undeveloped land 10/29/2024 9:37 AM


129 The small town vibe and being so close to major cities 10/29/2024 9:32 AM


130 Very little retail and restaurants. Home of Hagerman Wildlife Refuge. Close to Lake Texoma.
Beautiful area of North Texas.


10/28/2024 8:25 PM


131 Small yet close to larger communities for shopping, etc 10/28/2024 4:07 PM


132 Friendly, close to the lake 10/25/2024 9:46 AM


133 The fact it could be a very nice community if not for the crooked leadership 10/25/2024 9:00 AM


134 Pottsboro is set apart from other communities, making it a jewel in our county. Keeping
businesses local and locally owned allows for a feeling of togetherness and community that
other towns do not have.


10/25/2024 8:57 AM


135 The location on the lake and proximity to "city life" in nearby Sherman/Denison. 10/24/2024 11:51 PM


136 It is very friendly. Everyone acts like they are you friend immediately. 10/24/2024 7:37 PM


137 Have a sneaky police dept.
Dont get all the facts before reacting. 10/24/2024 1:26 PM


138 Small community 10/24/2024 10:16 AM


139 Small community that is helpful. 10/24/2024 12:37 AM


140 Gateway to the lake 10/23/2024 9:09 PM


141 Coming from a big city I love this community and the way we love our children 10/23/2024 3:56 PM


142 proximity to lake, small town close to big city amenities 10/23/2024 10:45 AM


143 Lake Texoma and outdoor activities 10/23/2024 8:43 AM


144 Close to everything but seperate 10/22/2024 7:47 AM


145 Friendly people 10/21/2024 9:06 PM


146 The history of Pottsboro is quite exciting but rarely talked about. Small town but conveniences
are close by.


10/21/2024 8:59 PM


147 The dirty water I pay double what I did in Sherman for. 10/21/2024 1:07 PM


148 Lake 10/21/2024 10:23 AM


149 I grew up near here. Its sad that you expanded to the lake, but you provide NO SERVICES to
us out here. Why am I paying you taxes? You DON'T educate these kids. I sent my gkids
back to Az bc your school went Woke, I don't trust your teachers, and I don't WANT my 6 y/o
on the internet w pervs bc your teachers are too lazy to READ to the kids!! You went down the
toilet.


10/21/2024 7:29 AM


150 It's a place where I don't worry about my kids safety and it values the traditional American
values. It also has a great fishing spot!


10/20/2024 10:11 PM


151 Nothing is like all big city’s. The people ruined it because they are there for personal gain not
the betterment of the people who pay the bills. It’s not ran like a city. It’s ran more like a
private business.


10/20/2024 1:44 PM
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152 Lake Texoma 10/19/2024 7:07 PM


153 Proximity to Lake Texoma. 10/19/2024 3:01 PM


154 Loud trains and friendly people 10/19/2024 10:47 AM


155 It is a small town with great neighbors 10/19/2024 10:43 AM


156 People are extremely nice. Neighbors helping neighbors. 10/19/2024 1:55 AM


157 Proximity to nature and city 10/18/2024 10:38 PM


158 ??? 10/18/2024 6:14 PM


159 Gate way to the lake 10/18/2024 5:02 PM


160 It isn't 10/18/2024 1:31 PM


161 It’s a small town with a Great Lake. 10/18/2024 12:20 PM


162 the people are nice, needs modernizations and potential for growth, still rural and small town
mentality, that is good for relationships but bad for growth. Old ways, low tech


10/18/2024 11:10 AM


163 Lake Texoma and good schools 10/18/2024 10:23 AM


164 It’s beauty and peacefulness, and the lake, and Hagerman 10/18/2024 10:09 AM


165 Proximity to Lake Texoma 10/18/2024 8:39 AM


166 We are the incorporated Texas town nearest Lake Texoma that is also accessible to jobs &
commerce in Denison, Sherman, DFW. We are a bedroom community, and we like it that way.


10/17/2024 11:44 PM


167 Lake Texoma of course #1 but additionally, friendly and caring folks! 10/17/2024 10:11 PM


168 Most residents know or know of other residents. Most feel safe in this town. 10/17/2024 6:03 PM


169 On the lake 10/17/2024 6:02 PM


170 The proximity to the lake brings in tourists, but the town remains on the smaller side. Close-
knit communities.


10/17/2024 1:49 PM


171 Lake texoma 10/17/2024 1:31 PM


172 SMALL-TOWN FEEL. PEOPLE STILL KNOW EACH OTHER (AT STORES, ETC.) AND
THEIR NEIGHBORS


10/17/2024 1:15 PM


173 Not sure that it is that different from others. 10/17/2024 9:36 AM


174 Adjacent to Lake Texoma 10/17/2024 8:53 AM


175 IT'S A SMALL-TOWN CULTURE THAT ALLOWS EVERYONE TO KNOW EACH OTHER AND
FORM AN EXTENDED FAMILY.


10/17/2024 8:37 AM


176 Small town setting with access to a wornderful Lake! 10/17/2024 8:29 AM


177 Small community, country and safe feeling 10/17/2024 7:43 AM


178 It’s a peaceful quiet town I have good neighbor good school lot of activity 10/17/2024 7:40 AM


179 A lake town that unfortunately hasn’t acted like a lake town 10/17/2024 7:21 AM


180 Small town with friendly people that look out for their neighbors. 10/16/2024 10:05 PM


181 Schools Seniors activities Library Technology- activities 10/16/2024 9:50 PM


182 Nothing that I can think of. 10/16/2024 9:39 PM


183 Lake town. Lots of long time families but growing in new families. 10/16/2024 9:10 PM


184 Texoma 10/16/2024 8:32 PM


185 Not over populated. Not as many apartments!!!! 10/16/2024 6:58 PM


186 Small town feel close to big town amenities. 10/16/2024 6:42 PM
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187 Close to lake and city’s 10/16/2024 5:35 PM


188 Nothing 10/16/2024 5:10 PM


189 No big chain stores 10/16/2024 5:08 PM


190 The lake 10/16/2024 4:26 PM


191 Small town with quick access to larger places 10/16/2024 3:30 PM


192 Small town very friendly 10/16/2024 2:23 PM


193 The people 10/16/2024 2:02 PM


194 CLOSE TO LAKE, SMALL TOWN LIVING 10/16/2024 1:47 PM


195 Lake Texoma, surrounding landscape 10/16/2024 1:26 PM


196 Slow growth due to small town politics 10/16/2024 12:34 PM


197 Lake Texoma 10/16/2024 11:47 AM


198 I believe the people is what makes us unique. Our town has been fortunate enough to create
and maintain a small town feel and a strong sense of community.


10/16/2024 11:09 AM


199 Lake 10/16/2024 10:48 AM


200 Proximity to Lake Texoma close to Oklahoma and the end of the road meaning Hwy. 289 10/16/2024 10:36 AM


201 LAKE TEXOMA PROXIMITY 10/16/2024 9:27 AM


202 Lake Texoma 10/16/2024 9:09 AM


203 A baseball field for every kid. 10/16/2024 9:02 AM


204 Lake Texoma 10/16/2024 8:44 AM


205 Very wide range of socioeconomic make up 10/16/2024 8:37 AM


206 The lake. 10/16/2024 8:35 AM


207 Lake Texoma 10/16/2024 8:10 AM


208 Pottsboro is a quiet, relaxing, small town and that is the reason. I moved here many years
ago. If I wanted big I would of stayed in Mesquite TX


10/16/2024 7:23 AM


209 The small population and friendly community. 10/16/2024 6:58 AM


210 Lake Texoma 10/16/2024 6:38 AM


211 The lake 10/16/2024 6:23 AM


212 It's a small community that thrives because the people that are here are families that have
grew up here for generations and small town values still mean something.


10/16/2024 4:47 AM


213 Small town with lots of amenities in nearby cities. 10/16/2024 12:15 AM


214 Friendly 10/15/2024 11:14 PM


215 Close to Texoma; close to amenities in two larger cities 10/15/2024 10:48 PM


216 Nothing 10/15/2024 9:54 PM


217 Has great potential being close to Lake Texoma 10/15/2024 9:48 PM


218 Small town feal 10/15/2024 9:46 PM


219 Lack of growth even with many possibilities 10/15/2024 9:37 PM


220 Spread out. 10/15/2024 8:49 PM


221 Good people 10/15/2024 8:21 PM


222 It isn’t growing as fast. 10/15/2024 8:07 PM


223 Being close to the lake 10/15/2024 7:50 PM
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224 Small town feel 10/15/2024 7:47 PM


225 Lake Texoma 10/15/2024 7:33 PM


226 Schools 10/15/2024 7:20 PM


227 Considered a resort type area with the lake. Overall community minded. The people are
friendly.


10/15/2024 6:30 PM


228 Small 10/15/2024 6:23 PM


229 Pottsboro offers a great ISD, excellent library, a full service grocer, and a bright future! 10/15/2024 6:20 PM


230 Neighbors helping neighbors 10/15/2024 6:18 PM


231 Close to the lake 10/15/2024 5:30 PM


232 Location close to lake 10/15/2024 5:13 PM


233 Young families moving in, area was reasonably priced now you need $$$$$ 10/15/2024 5:13 PM


234 Pottsboro is a small town that cares about their neighbors. The school district carries and is
very attentive to school-related issues. The town is very peaceful and open to small
businesses, without becoming overcrowded. I moved to Pottsboro to get away from the city,
and I'm welcomed with farmland and small businesses.


10/15/2024 4:55 PM


235 Pottsboro still has the Small Town feel among the larger Metroplex city's just to the south. This
brings Family and Friends together as one community.


10/15/2024 3:15 PM


236 We are a friendly small community, experiencing moderate growth with an excellent school
district. We are close to two larger communities with many shopping centers to make us an
ideal urban community.


10/15/2024 1:48 PM


237 The community is willing to help everyone just like family. 10/15/2024 1:07 PM


238 Our lake access and proximity to SherDen and Casinos 10/15/2024 10:35 AM


239 The lake makes it unique 10/15/2024 10:28 AM


240 The lake 10/15/2024 10:23 AM


241 Access to lake-life and closeness to larger city amenities 10/15/2024 9:24 AM


242 Close to Dallas metropolis 10/15/2024 8:54 AM


243 Several different communities in close proximity of one another which is referred to as
Pottsboro


10/15/2024 8:29 AM


244 It is tight-knit and peaceful, but missing a historic downtown area. 10/15/2024 8:09 AM


245 Retirement community with a distinct underserved population. A large swing between rich and
poor.


10/15/2024 8:06 AM


246 Poor streets, uncontrolled spending, letting builders get away with everything 10/15/2024 7:57 AM


247 small town size makes it welcoming with the benefit of a lake town life style. 10/15/2024 6:54 AM


248 The lack of drama and crime. People are
Proud of there town and it shows 10/15/2024 6:18 AM


249 For the most part, slightly less ratchet than Sherman and denison. Higher taxes yet roads still
in awful condition.


10/14/2024 10:32 PM


250 Small town with limited population and associated problems 10/14/2024 9:41 PM


251 The fact that we are a small bedroom and retirement community between two larger cities that
have plenty of amenities. We don't need more high priced homes or higher taxes. How about
we take care of the existing infrastructure, parks and library before we expand more.


10/14/2024 9:19 PM


252 Outside the main larger cities so it’s still country living 10/14/2024 9:12 PM


253 It’s a quiet and friendly small community with lots of beautiful nature around it. 10/14/2024 8:53 PM


254 Although there are drastic differences in the financial situation of the citizens, and members of 10/14/2024 8:48 PM
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the community can be very devisive (especially on social media), I think the community
overall is very hospitable and charitable to its own citizens and those in surrounding areas.


255 Very small town, quiet, lake, small businesses. 10/14/2024 8:41 PM


256 The fantastic families involved with our local youth organizations, chamber, library and of
course our volunteer firefighters!


10/14/2024 8:38 PM


257 Lake Texoma 10/14/2024 8:26 PM


258 Hometown feel and a wonderful lake. 10/14/2024 8:22 PM


259 Nothing comes to mind other than country town with minimal local restaurants or shopping
resources


10/14/2024 7:52 PM


260 Library 10/14/2024 7:27 PM


261 The water 10/14/2024 7:17 PM


262 It’s small and community oriented. 10/14/2024 7:09 PM


263 Everyone knows everyone 10/14/2024 6:38 PM


264 Safe 10/14/2024 6:21 PM


265 My humanity has been restored since moving to Pottsboro. This community is absolutely
amazing!


10/14/2024 6:11 PM


266 Expensive housing due to location to the lake 10/14/2024 6:10 PM


267 lake texoma 10/14/2024 5:40 PM


268 We are land locked by Lake Texoma 10/14/2024 5:27 PM


269 More comfortable..less stress…close enough to needs. Love love Lake 10/14/2024 5:21 PM


270 Lake texoma 10/14/2024 5:08 PM


271 Close knit small town, safe to raise children 10/14/2024 4:59 PM


272 Pottsboro is a small town with a family friendly small town feeling. We are a kind-hearted,
giving community that rallies together to make great things happen for the betterment of our
community.


10/14/2024 4:59 PM


273 Small, close knot community 10/14/2024 4:28 PM


274 Just a short distance north of one of the largest cities in the United States, we have the
conveniences close by but with the charming, lakeside small town feel. It’s easy to get to
know your neighbors here and get involved.


10/14/2024 4:25 PM


275 The sense of community is amazing. The City employees are great. 10/14/2024 4:14 PM


276 Small town atmosphere with abundance of family activities within 5-15 minutes of home. 10/14/2024 3:54 PM


277 Proximity to Lake Texoma 10/14/2024 3:21 PM


278 Proximity to the lake 10/14/2024 3:13 PM
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Q12
What types of land uses would you like to see more of in Pottsboro?
Select up to three.


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Single-family homes


Multi-family housing
​(apartments, condos,


​townhouses)


Retail/commercial spaces


Age-restricted subdivisions


Parks and recreational
​facilities


Industrial (manufacturing,
​warehousing)


Agricultural


Mixed-use developments
​(combination of different
​uses such as residential,


​co...


Other (please specify)


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Single-family homes 15.45% 114


Multi-family housing (apartments, condos, townhouses) 2.71% 20


Retail/commercial spaces 21.14% 156


Age-restricted subdivisions 5.01% 37


Total 738
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE


1 Community Spaces/Education Areas 12/16/2024 7:33 AM


2 None 12/12/2024 12:18 PM


3 none 12/9/2024 1:00 PM


4 keep it nature, we like it quiet! 12/6/2024 5:50 PM


5 None. Keep it rural! 12/6/2024 11:47 AM


6 Grocery stores, entertainment, healthcare, 12/5/2024 4:39 AM


7 duplexes for 55+ with garage 12/4/2024 11:20 AM


8 Businesses that will help with taxes to improve what we already have and to continue to make
it easier better


12/2/2024 9:44 PM


9 Restaurants 12/2/2024 8:00 PM


10 Happy as is 12/2/2024 12:26 PM


11 Retirement Community 12/1/2024 3:31 PM


12 Community center and alternative gym space for kids to use outside the school system. 12/1/2024 3:31 PM


13 None- but I know the town won’t stay small forever. 11/28/2024 8:22 AM


14 Its already got a lot of new growth. 11/26/2024 7:38 PM


15 Entertainment 11/26/2024 3:35 PM


16 Would like some retail, mostly more food/restaurant options. Growth is coming but would like
to keep some of it at bay so that Pottsboro retains that smaller lake town vibe for as long as
possible.


11/8/2024 7:13 AM


17 Don’t get rid of all the farmland to build houses or other developments right on top of each
other.


11/4/2024 7:30 PM


18 flourishing farmer market opportunities, self-sufficient community without big corporations
buying up our land


11/4/2024 4:30 PM


19 We have parks but the upkeep is substandard 11/4/2024 3:35 PM


20 Something besides drinking for the 15-25 age crowd 11/1/2024 7:00 PM


21 Urgent Care facility 10/29/2024 9:59 AM


22 Shopping, cleaners, restaurants 10/25/2024 9:47 AM


23 Centrally located community support facilities. i.e. nonprofits, city services, senior center,
Library, community meeting space.


10/25/2024 9:05 AM


24 Left alone 10/21/2024 8:59 PM


25 We need a Sr / community center 10/21/2024 7:30 AM


26 Maybe some more industry in the county, and single family homes. 10/20/2024 10:12 PM


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Parks and recreational facilities 22.76% 168


Industrial (manufacturing, warehousing) 1.90% 14


Agricultural 7.86% 58


Mixed-use developments (combination of different uses such as residential,


commercial, and recreational)
16.12% 119


Other (please specify) Show responses 7.05% 52


Total 738
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27 Middle Housing (duplexes/tri plex/cottage court, etc 10/19/2024 3:03 PM


28 More businesses 10/18/2024 6:16 PM


29 No more apartments 10/18/2024 5:04 PM


30 Affordable housing for small families/singles 10/17/2024 1:51 PM


31 PREFER AG USE -- KEEP IT COUNTRY! 10/17/2024 1:15 PM


32 Restaurants! 10/17/2024 8:53 AM


33 non-chain restaurants 10/16/2024 10:06 PM


34 none 10/16/2024 3:31 PM


35 Maintaining green spaces and trees to keep the lake community feel. 10/16/2024 11:10 AM


36 Walkways / paths to get off roadways 10/16/2024 9:03 AM


37 Single family homes on larger acreage 10/16/2024 4:49 AM


38 Restaurants 10/15/2024 8:50 PM


39 No more development! 10/15/2024 8:08 PM


40 Restaurants 10/15/2024 7:51 PM


41 Arts and entertainment 10/15/2024 7:51 PM


42 Open land 10/15/2024 6:25 PM


43 Another grocer 10/15/2024 6:21 PM


44 Pottsboro’s charm is its lack of these things 10/15/2024 6:18 AM


45 Put in sidewalks so families can be more active without worrying about getting run over 10/14/2024 10:33 PM


46 Renovate / reimagine existing structures in disrepair 10/14/2024 9:44 PM


47 Restaurants and not fast food 10/14/2024 9:14 PM


48 Pottsboro needs a better blend of food venues. You want pizza, we got pizza! 10/14/2024 8:39 PM


49 Affordable housing 10/14/2024 8:23 PM


50 Be smart and pick positive things without losing the hometown vibe 10/14/2024 7:19 PM


51 Food establishments 10/14/2024 5:28 PM


52 Eating establishments 10/14/2024 4:03 PM
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Q13
Are there any current issues or concerns related to land use, zoning,
or conservation that should be addressed in the Comprehensive Plan?


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Yes


No


Not sure


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Yes 43.31% 136


No 8.92% 28


Not sure 47.77% 150


Total 314
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Q14
What primary issues or concerns related to land use, zoning, or
conservation that should be addressed in the Comprehensive Plan?


Answered: 136
 Skipped: 178


# RESPONSES DATE


1 Don’t over develop. Do not bring unhealthy, fast food chains into Pottsboro! 12/6/2024 11:48 AM


2 I worry about our water source and the impact the growth will have on that. I do not want
Potttsboro to grow too fast and I would like the commercial separate from the residential,
unlike Denison. Cookie cutter neighborhoods are abhorent and need to be restricted. Keep the
town open to local business, we don't want a bunch of chain restaurants/retail here.


12/6/2024 10:27 AM


3 Would suggest zoning areas in the master plan. 12/6/2024 7:57 AM


4 I feel as though zoning needs to be improved. It currently feels anything can be built to some
degree vs. having a more comprehensive zoning area. For example, the main street through
Pottsboro could have a some great opportunities in the coming years for some great
revitalization. The city needs to make sure the zoning addresses exactly what can come in so
the businesses and retail create the environment that will be aesthetic, attract the right type of
businesses and contribute to community. We would love to see some conservation for parks
and wooded areas for hiking and recreation around the lake. We choose Texoma since the lake
is more natural and would hate to see shoreline disappear.


12/6/2024 7:56 AM


5 Poor main street Fm120, poor cell phone and internet signal 12/5/2024 1:43 AM


6 Planning growth 12/4/2024 7:01 PM


7 Hey 289 expansions 12/4/2024 3:31 PM


8 If we expand on Lake with resorts etc. lets get roads put in place first ,be prepared for traffic
and growth.


12/4/2024 11:21 AM


9 To much growth for our town 12/4/2024 8:13 AM


10 I think it’s insane that residents outside city limits pay $300 water bills. Let’s work on
affordable water.


12/4/2024 7:22 AM


11 There needs to be a master plan designed by a city planner who knows how to develop a
thriving community


12/3/2024 10:29 PM


12 Zoning 12/3/2024 9:29 PM


13 Do not close our library Say goodbye to the new city manager 12/3/2024 8:28 PM


14 not sure 12/3/2024 7:47 PM


15 Pottsboro needs to create an east-to-west road connecting 289 to the east side of the High
School connecting to FM 120 like an "L." It also needs a road along the railroad tracks
connecting to FM 120.This would help with traffic congestion around the school and during
sporting events at the stadium.


12/3/2024 12:05 PM


16 Keep the trees or if they have to be torn down, the developer must plant new trees to replace a
percentage of ones they removed in designated areas approved by the city. Regarding zoning,
mutual respect of between businesses and neighborhoods especially if business is a factory
that runs multiple shifts. Those should be in further distance away from residential than retail &
restaurant types of businesses.


12/2/2024 9:58 PM


17 It is very important that we not let developers from out of state move in to buy up chunks of
land that will price individual homeowners out of the market. That also tends to have the
negative effect of ensuring less and less land left for plants and animals to have their
necessary habitats. Urban crowding out of land owners or nature is not what we want for a
happy, healthy community.


12/2/2024 6:02 PM
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18 Intrastructure....roads, sewage & water requirements along with street lights. 12/2/2024 2:13 PM


19 The Champion plant should never haven been allowed to slide in with no motice 12/2/2024 12:28 PM


20 Water availability 12/1/2024 7:35 PM


21 Stop rezoning to allow lower cost housing or unattractive commercial use 12/1/2024 3:48 PM


22 Incorporating whole home water filtration and RO systems into new homes and making sure
older homes are up to code and incentives are offered for families to get quality drinking water.
North Slope, especially Chrissa needs to be looked at for drainage issues as well as being the
only city street residing between 2 county streets where easements are not being taken care
of. Also, with it being a city street in between 2 county streets where easements, county
residents are allowed to burn when city residents are not, Chrissa is a trap for the smoke put
off in county streets and hinders air quality, especially for those with lung issues like premature
children and the elderly.


12/1/2024 3:36 PM


23 Location and organization. Don’t deviate from that plan just to get more development.
Accurately predict developments impact on infrastructure and get money up front to improve
then do it quickly


12/1/2024 3:23 PM


24 More common community places 12/1/2024 3:07 PM


25 Not happy about the zoning for the land behind Brookshire’s. Apartment complexes do not help
bring in money for taxes. Property taxes are outrageous in this area and still the roads are
horrible and drainage is a continuing problem.


11/28/2024 8:25 AM


26 Residential standards 11/28/2024 6:01 AM


27 There needs to be specific planning and zoning implemented defining green spaces and long
term Parks/Rec plans for land use. Also more developments for neighborhoods that require a
certain green space or park plan in order to develop. Also a great idea would be to incorporate
a large City wide walking/jogging trail connecting neighborhoods and existing parks/rec
together.


11/27/2024 10:32 AM


28 The aging vacant buildings on 120 and on Main Street, the deteriorating buildings across from
the Police Station, the old, tired looking Police station, the mixed use on 120, houses, retail,
automotive, needs to be more cohesive, a good sign ordinance, a vacant building policy, more
public spaces that are maintained.


11/27/2024 10:22 AM


29 Dirty business like the Champion plant 11/26/2024 8:35 PM


30 Too many homes being built pushing wildlife out. There is an over abundance of homes . 11/26/2024 7:43 PM


31 New developments being allowed to not comply with current requirements. What's the point of
having restrictions if just give everyone a pass.


11/26/2024 5:40 PM


32 The health and wellness of our community should be the number One issue to be addressed.
We moved here as most people did to be Out of the Urban problems of pollution, congestion,
and high crime! We also enjoyed are walking path through the beautiful Thompson Park!!
Rather WAS BEAUTIFUL!!!! Now, Whoever Made the DECISION TO TEAR DOWN The trees ,
clear out the cattails and all vegetation in that area made has ruined the main reason for
having the Lake . It created a bio-diversity for birds, reptiles, fish etc. and Now, it has LOST
ITS VALUE AS AN EDUCATIONAL TOOL! Now you have a Mud Puddle, So What?


11/26/2024 4:37 PM


33 Need more sidewalks while also planting more trees for beauty and animals 11/26/2024 12:23 PM


34 All should be thought of for future growth for example the growth of the school it's location is
very poor for future expansion and it's too near major road that causes traffic congestion. So if
it's a development that would require expansion the area for it should be researched for that
growth


11/26/2024 9:56 AM


35 Roads, water, zoning 11/26/2024 9:51 AM


36 Agricultural land zoning does not need to be changed so that more subdivisions can be built. 11/26/2024 8:51 AM


37 Pottsboro should be trying to incentivize more businesses to build or utilize the buildings on
FM 120 or some of the older buildings downtown. I know the buildings are in bad shape but
look at Main Street Denison. Denison restored a lot of the older buildings and helped revitalize
what was already established. The City of Pottsboro could implement a historic district


11/26/2024 8:51 AM
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guideline and maybe assist local real estate investors with the outsourcing of grants or
private/public funding who would likely have the means or knowledge to take on such projects.
In return, the City of Pottsboro will have more income taxes to pour back into the city
infrastructure.


38 Develop better roads & intersections. 11/26/2024 8:49 AM


39 We don’t need anything that harms the environment or changes what we have as a community 11/26/2024 8:37 AM


40 Please minimize destructive permits to vape shops and promote more healthy values. 11/26/2024 8:36 AM


41 Area along 120 between school and Spur 316 will not be traditional retail. Possible sign
restrictions along the 289 and 316 commercial corridors. Multi-family projects should be either
along 289 or 316 to keep the city from having major expenses on infrastructure upgrades,
mainly streets. Rental home communities and duplexes/patio homes should be in areas
outside of single-family neighborhoods. Parks should be financially viable and sustainable
without tax increases.


11/19/2024 12:24 PM


42 Trashy areas, better public areas, parks, bike paths 11/18/2024 5:47 PM


43 Community center 11/15/2024 10:40 AM


44 Population growth and land development is inevitable. Would like a well thought plan that
retains green spaces and some distance between neighbors and business. Moved here from
the Dallas area and there’s been so much building there to where it feels like a continuous
concrete city/urban sprawl with so much ambient light that you can’t make out the stars at
night. There are areas that never truly get dark at night and areas that have a constant buzz of
people/traffic at all hours. Really like the quiet/easy going life in Pottsboro and hope there is a
way to develop and grow in a manner that retains some of this character as opposed to
becoming the next Frisco/Prosper/Anna etc


11/8/2024 7:21 AM


45 We still enjoy open space, land and agriculture. Do not turn every open space into a store,
warehouse, homes, etc.


11/4/2024 7:33 PM


46 Many people live here for the small town. While growth seems to be inevitable in North Texas,
it would be important to keep in mind what keeps Pottsboro unique. Without that small town
feel, it’s no good. Furthermore, you can’t keep that feel while permitting every piece of land
into a subdivision.


11/4/2024 5:19 PM


47 1. TRANSPARENT AND HONEST COMMUNICATION from city officials. (City of Pottsboro
"minutes" on website are a joke).
2. Pre-plan walking trails throughout new home construction
since that was never considered so far with what homes are already here. Provide this
community an opportunity to get out and walk around, ride bikes safely.
3. The people of
Pottsboro should be notified of ANY LLC, foreign entity and any CORPORATION purchasing
land in Pottsboro (and Grayson county) with THE PEOPLE having the opportunity to VOTE in
an unrigged manner. Under no circumstance, should city/county/state governments be
negotiating without THE PEOPLE involved.


11/4/2024 4:43 PM


48 To many homes are being built that are outrageous which is causing people like myself who
have grown up in this once small community to sadly move away. When my children graduate
HS it will be twice the size it is now and I will be moving away from my home as well. I won’t
be able to afford to keep up with the financial growth here.


11/4/2024 4:34 PM


49 City owns a bit of unused/vacant land. Same with the achool district. 11/4/2024 3:51 PM


50 We need our own water plant! 11/4/2024 3:36 PM


51 We are in need of more commercial businesses. Keep the people who visit the lake in our town
for food, clothing shopping ect. Help keep residents in town as well.


11/4/2024 3:13 PM


52 We need an actual code enforcement officer who isn’t biased and knows the laws 11/4/2024 3:07 PM


53 Availability of water and other utilities and parking to all of the area 11/1/2024 7:48 AM


54 Avoid becoming a Sherman or Denison. Keep it small and be extremely selective on projects 10/29/2024 10:59 PM


55 The city has a mix of residential and non-residential buildings. Streamlining zones would create
a more cohesive look and better usability for residents. Our city has challenges with water
runoff. Creating and implementing better codes, standards, and guidelines for residential and


10/25/2024 9:19 AM
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non-residential land preparation would allow for opportunities related to nature conservation and
local animal habitats.


56 Do impact studies to protect citizens and goverment. Not to pad the pockets of the real estate
agents, bussiness owners and city officials.


10/25/2024 9:05 AM


57 A trail or path system throughout the city would be an attractive benefit to future residents 10/24/2024 11:53 PM


58 Water and water treatment 10/24/2024 7:40 PM


59 Limit apartment complexs 10/24/2024 10:30 AM


60 289 120 needs to be for commercial use to have businesses to offset property taxes 10/23/2024 9:14 PM


61 Zoning for more retail & commercial. 10/23/2024 5:30 PM


62 I was the mayor pro tem in Ennis before moving here and was also on planning and zoning, I
have experience with comprehensive plans...I've only been here for a couple months but my
first thought is that Pottsboro needs to expand the city limits to capture tax revenue and
protect itself from expansion from Denison to east. I also think we need to attract and retain
young families, through enhanced parks and recreation....growth is coming and must be
embraced and molded to what we want, it's coming no matter what(that will be hard for people)


10/23/2024 10:51 AM


63 Not enough water and sewer for growth being allowed by the city of Pottsboro. 10/21/2024 9:08 PM


64 Infrastructure can not keep up with our community as it is adding new communities and
companies only negativity impact our already struggling outdated water and electricity
systems.


10/21/2024 9:02 PM


65 Access to water and there needs to be a source residents are confident to drink it 10/21/2024 10:25 AM


66 You let tourists ruin the residents quality of life, run over the locals, and destroy our property
without recourse bc we're outside town. I have a beautiful home w a junk yard next door, a
warehouse across the street, many empty dry homes/cabins, and all the neighbors are on
plots of less than .33 acres. We need to address the year round fireworks you ignore on the
lake. We live closer to each other than in town and the tourists have set my property on fire,
thrown multistage bombs over my wood fence while we slept (melting holes in my brand new
$2k pool bf it even had water!), and kills my animal stock EVERY YEAR!!, yet you refuse to
even help bc it's not in town! Ppl come out here and act the fool and they'd NEVER do these
things in their own neighborhoods and we get NO protection. Change the fireworks code to
include this area. I'm SICK of listening to nightly fireworks for 3 mo every year.


10/21/2024 7:44 AM


67 Need to consider land use/restrictions on slamming in section 8/apartments so that it's not
cluttered.


10/20/2024 10:13 PM


68 If you look to the south of this city and can not figure out what need to be stoped before it gets
here.you are not doing you job move over let some one else try


10/20/2024 1:54 PM


69 City should establish a vision/plan for the 120 corridor and enact corresponding ordinances.
City needs a flexible, clear and concise ordinance that enables the city to designate what type
of business is allowed in different tiers of similar zoning. Ex. Tier 1, commercial allows X, tier
2 allows tier 1 and 2, etc. Exceptions to be considered via variance giving the public the
opportunity for input.
City is lacking in management of the creek that runs through town and
the resulting erosion issues (ex. parking lot at the end of City Hall)


10/19/2024 3:56 PM


70 Taking away farm land with all the building. 10/19/2024 3:43 PM


71 No new mobile homes allowed. No RV parks except recreational use 10/19/2024 10:46 AM


72 Infrastructure! Before retiring here in 2021, I did research into the city. I wanted to live in a
growing North Texas town. Real estate agents, city officials, and different businesses talked
about the growth and vision. Then I moved to town and found out they do not maintain the
existing city infrastructure for the people that already live here. The city is reactive not
proactive. No drainage for existing homes and buildings. Extremely bad water, maintenance of
city land, facilities for fire and police departments. Did not take long to realize the current city
government, real estate agents etc. all intertwined and more interested in lining their pockets
than taking care of the residents. So, before they bring new businesses and homes. Take care
of what is here.


10/19/2024 2:33 AM


73 Stop building sub divisions, until water and sewage is ready for more growth 10/18/2024 5:05 PM
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74 We grow faster than our infrastructure is ready to handle.
Adress what needs fixing NOW
before you start building new structures
Better planning than just build and then try to fix the
problems they create afterwards.


10/18/2024 2:59 PM


75 water quality/availability 10/18/2024 1:33 PM


76 rental prices, usage of residential land and it's conditions, more affordable housing 10/18/2024 11:12 AM


77 Champion waste and toxic substances in the air 10/18/2024 10:10 AM


78 We already have excessive MF zoned districts (including high-density MF within PD). When
those districts are built out & occupied, MF dwellers will approach 50% of the city's population.
This is not quality life for our future neighbors. We also have no plan for walking-accessible
public green spaces.


10/17/2024 11:49 PM


79 Clean up current housing areas fix roads 10/17/2024 6:04 PM


80 Lots of wildlife that could get displaced or disrupted. 10/17/2024 1:53 PM


81 No law enforcement available outside the small city limits as well as not good road
maintenance


10/17/2024 1:50 PM


82 CRAMMING IN TOO MANY HOUSES ON LAND THAT USED TO BE PASTURE / COUNTRY.
POTTSBORO = COUNTRY!


10/17/2024 1:17 PM


83 Control SPENDING, LESS TAXES, MORE COMMON SENSE IN USE OF ALL CITY
STREETS, show patriotism


10/17/2024 12:35 PM


84 Municipal utilities are a monopoly we need more competition between them for rates and fees.
Let's open up the zoning for other utility companies.


10/17/2024 9:39 AM


85 Conserve the land and trees. No more housing additions as the wild life has no where to go. 10/17/2024 8:54 AM


86 FINDING BALANCE BETWEEN PRESERVING THE LAND WE HAVE VS BUYING IT UP
FOR BUILDINGS. KEEPING IN MIND WE'RE WATER LOCKED BY LAKE TEXOMA.


10/17/2024 8:41 AM


87 Zoning needs to be carefully considered in order to keep crime rates low. 10/17/2024 8:31 AM


88 Business growth 10/17/2024 7:23 AM


89 Don’t make the same mistakes that Allen and other cities n Collin County made, grew too fast
and don’t have a lot of open land, just houses, apartments, shopping and businesses
everywhere you look


10/16/2024 10:08 PM


90 City needs people who are willing to work hard to improve the team and make the best
decisions possible to improve their performance in judging the people not just their own
concerns and our city people need to live in the city they are trying to improve not just
commute our of city be more efficient to help those that are working hard to improve our city


10/16/2024 9:56 PM


91 Hold housing developers feet to the fire and ensure they provide adequate infrastructure when
developing new neighborhoods. There has been too much good ole boy, look the other way
with developers.


10/16/2024 9:42 PM


92 Need more sales tax 10/16/2024 8:34 PM


93 The Main Street could be dressed up better with shops and restaurants to attract tourist 10/16/2024 5:37 PM


94 Ensure developers build infrastructure for their housing. Infrastructure should include curb and
gutter. Full depth asphalt or concrete streets. Streets with width to park cars on both sides and
still be able to meet and pass cars.


10/16/2024 5:15 PM


95 over development by businesses 10/16/2024 5:09 PM


96 1)Streets upkeep/maintenance
2)Zoning/relocate train from in town crossing
3)conservation/Hagerman/Better parks


10/16/2024 1:30 PM


97 Exterior consistentcy. New business opening without paving driveway 10/16/2024 11:51 AM


98 I think that the city needs to pull in the county to these discussions. So much of the are is
currently not city and is county. I strongly believe that we need the county to participate in this
with us. Specifically, I don't think our current zoning makes sense. I don't agree that our zones


10/16/2024 11:13 AM
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build on one another so that one property could potentially be a single family home, apartment
or business. It doesn't make sense and is inconsistent.


99 Air BnB destroying town 10/16/2024 10:49 AM


100 Lack of uniformity in new construction for commercial business. I would like to see uniformity
in building restriction and maybe something similar to a Southlake Texas. As we continue to
see growth we need to make sure its measured and uniform and that we have the
infrastructure and water to handle the growth! Underground Utilities where possible if not
already in the Master Plan.


10/16/2024 10:42 AM


101 Walkway suitable for use by Seniors in any Parks.
Provide facilities for use by our Senior
Citizens.


10/16/2024 9:32 AM


102 Maintain open space 10/16/2024 9:05 AM


103 Not working with developers 10/16/2024 8:46 AM


104 Vacant buildings that need to be torn down
Residential use in commercial areas
Abandoned old
downtown


10/16/2024 8:40 AM


105 Growth opportunities, 10/16/2024 7:23 AM


106 Less commercially zoned land, the more commercial and Retail places put in the more
pottsboro will lose its small town values and begin to get people from larger towns who have no
value for small-town life.


10/16/2024 4:51 AM


107 Accessibility, the roads are too busy and narrow to handle existing traffic. Layout, spiderweb
and finger like city incorporation doesn't make sense. Drainage, current neighborhoods all have
stormwater drainage problems. City services, can the city provide water, sewer, fire, police and
road services.


10/16/2024 12:22 AM


108 Widening sh 289 must not happen 10/15/2024 11:18 PM


109 proximity and size of new housing/apartment complexes to existing single family homes (ie
small houses next to much larger sq ft houses that exist


10/15/2024 10:51 PM


110 If you don’t know, we are in big trouble 10/15/2024 9:50 PM


111 Stop changing zoning to help developers trying to make more money than the land can
accommodate.


10/15/2024 8:08 PM


112 Maintain small town feel with positive growth 10/15/2024 7:54 PM


113 Water treatment facilities 10/15/2024 7:34 PM


114 Too much development 10/15/2024 7:21 PM


115 Zoning 10/15/2024 5:19 PM


116 Our infrastructure at present is not up to date with much needed improvements in roads and
water. We need to implement green belts in further residential areas and improve our parks to
ensure that our Senior Community have better access to the recreation with safety in mind.


10/15/2024 1:54 PM


117 No apartments or condos 10/15/2024 1:44 PM


118 need to plan better 10/15/2024 10:28 AM


119 Proper zoning 10/15/2024 8:31 AM


120 Need to address the main street through town to create an inviting and prosperous community.
Must ensure the plan includes an anll encompassing plan of services: police , fire, community
space, library etc.


10/15/2024 8:10 AM


121 Need more business 10/15/2024 7:58 AM


122 The Comp plan should include parks/rec in any developments. Also should hold so much land
aside from future developments of possible parks/rec. Have to keep a much higher number of
single family homes and a very small number of apartments or multi family. High end multi
family is the only type I am interested in.


10/15/2024 6:56 AM


123 Fix up the parks. Why put in more when we don't take carw of what we have? Find out what 10/14/2024 9:34 PM
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other cities are doing to get the RR to take care of their property. The trees and grass around
the railroad tracks in this town is disgusting. There are drainage issues on the south side of the
railroad tracks. What about the ditch on the corner of Main and Thompson. The city expects it
to be mowed, but nothing has ever been done by the city to make it more uniform and not so
jagged or just put in some large culverts. There used to be an alley in back of the houses but
the ditch,which is now more of a creek with trees growing in the middle, washed it out. There
used to be a culvert, but now it is just a big long creek that runs the length of the alley.


124 120 needs to be cleaned up. Run down properties with owners that have big ambitions but no
plan or means to do anything with it. Downtownish area around the police station is the same.
Also the police building is run down and I’m ashamed our awesome officers have that as their
office.


10/14/2024 9:21 PM


125 I think it’s strange that we allowed a subdivision of half million dollar homes to be built right off
the intersection of 289/120. There’s no doubt this area is destined for massive growth over the
years to come and I would’ve imagined that intersection would’ve been used for commercial
development. Far more bothersome than that however is the champion plant that was allowed
to be built so close to town. Although I will say I haven’t smelled it in a while.


10/14/2024 8:58 PM


126 We need more land for our schools to grow, they are land locked for the K-8 and need to
expand North across the street. The city needs to get whomever has been sitting on that land
to sell to the school for future needs!


10/14/2024 8:42 PM


127 Water 10/14/2024 8:23 PM


128 The champion plant south on 289 presents significant risks to the town and residents with odor
issues


10/14/2024 7:54 PM


129 We need more businesses to increase tax base. 10/14/2024 7:28 PM


130 Water, sewer, electricity, suppliers 10/14/2024 6:23 PM


131 The city manager 10/14/2024 6:13 PM


132 To make sure we are requiring developers to build and construct to the latest guidelines…city
ordinances should be looked at and updated


10/14/2024 6:12 PM


133 annexation, infrastructure, development 10/14/2024 5:42 PM


134 Stop low quality homes and substandard commercial 10/14/2024 5:23 PM


135 Water. Our water rights. How much growth can be sustain with the water we have or can
obtain. Where should retail be located, where should housing be located


10/14/2024 4:36 PM


136 The age of the current ordinance and lack of planning when approving zoning requests 10/14/2024 3:23 PM
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Q15
How concerned are you about natural disasters (e.g., floods,
droughts, tornadoes, wildfires, etc.) in Pottsboro?


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Extremely concerned


Very concerned


Moderately concerned


Slightly concerned


Not concerned at all


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Rating   Percentage Responses


Extremely concerned 5.41% 17


Very concerned 9.87% 31


Moderately concerned 33.76% 106


Slightly concerned 28.03% 88


Not concerned at all 22.93% 72


Average 3142.47
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Q16
What hazards pose the biggest threats to Pottsboro's future
resilience? Select up to three.


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Drought


Extreme heat


Flooding


Wind/Tornado


Hail/Lightning


Wildfire


Winter Storm


None of the above


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Drought 19.42% 140


Extreme heat 9.85% 71


Flooding 7.35% 53


Wind/Tornado 23.99% 173


Hail/Lightning 10.96% 79


Wildfire 6.66% 48


Total 721
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Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Winter Storm 17.48% 126


None of the above 4.30% 31


Total 721
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Q17
Have you personally experienced or been affected by a natural
disaster while living in Pottsboro?


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Yes


No


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Yes 36.31% 114


No 63.69% 200


Total 314
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Q18
If you answered yes to the above, please briefly describe your
experience.


Answered: 119
 Skipped: 195


# RESPONSES DATE


1 The winter storm a few years back meant that my home was without power. 12/16/2024 7:37 AM


2 Three “100 year” floods… 12/12/2024 12:21 PM


3 Winter of 2021–power outage 12/7/2024 9:29 AM


4 We have spent thousands on our house trying to keep foundation …drainage was bad and
constant shifting….still experiencing after working on it for 6 years


12/6/2024 12:59 PM


5 power outage for a few days from winter storm 12/6/2024 12:38 PM


6 2021 - no electricity for 4 days and no water for 9 days. Substantial damage to most homes in
the Russwood edition.


12/6/2024 11:50 AM


7 We have been stuck at home without electricity and water during ice storms 3 times in the 11
years we have lived here.


12/6/2024 10:29 AM


8 We were victims of the snowstorm and were without power and water for a few days. No
showers, no toilets, no faucets no drinking water for us or our pets. And we were at the mercy
of the city of denison to get their water situation under control, and of course they would
prioritize their own city before pottsboro. We have also been victims to numerous power
outages, and been the last ones in the county to get our power or internet back on after major
storms.


12/5/2024 4:45 AM


9 Tornado cause out of power for days 12/5/2024 1:45 AM


10 Lost power for 22 hrs in 2022, then had pool issues and broken pipes. Since have put in
generator.


12/4/2024 10:40 PM


11 There was a tornado about 25 years ago that I remember from childhood but I haven’t
experienced this since living here as an adult.


12/4/2024 7:23 AM


12 Ice 12/3/2024 9:30 PM


13 The flood of 2015 my house flooded 12/3/2024 9:03 PM


14 In Feb 2022 the ice storm knocked out power for a good portion of the day. We had two close
tornado warnings in March of 2022 as well. Several severe thunderstorms have also knocked
out power and internet service begrow.


12/3/2024 12:09 PM


15 The winter storm that happened a few years ago and the 2016 flood. 12/3/2024 11:28 AM


16 Winter storm disruption of power and water for over 9 days infrastructure not up to storm
experienced


12/3/2024 10:45 AM


17 Winter storm knocked everything out a few days 12/3/2024 10:07 AM


18 Drought, trees dying, vegetation dying and shortage of water for livestock. 12/2/2024 8:27 PM


19 Uri survivor! 12/2/2024 6:05 PM


20 Lightning strike on fountain creek property 12/2/2024 2:15 PM


21 NO WATER FOR 9- DAYS & POWER OUTAGE FOR SEVERAL OF THOSE DAYS 12/2/2024 9:23 AM


22 Snow storm and days without electricity/water a few years back. 12/2/2024 8:27 AM


23 Tornadoes tree damage 12/1/2024 7:36 PM


24 Hail required new roof 12/1/2024 3:48 PM
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25 The winter storm of 2021 where the entire town was without water or electricity for over a week.
My home was built in 2005, but the windows leak air so bad that it got to 30* inside my home.


12/1/2024 3:41 PM


26 Feb 2023 Freeze 12/1/2024 3:33 PM


27 Frozen tundra with no power/water 12/1/2024 3:09 PM


28 Freeze of 2019 11/28/2024 6:55 PM


29 Snowmageddin....No heat,no water, no elect for 1 week. City was embarrassingly unprepared 11/28/2024 6:11 AM


30 Winter storm 11/27/2024 7:53 PM


31 During the polar freeze a couple of years back we lost power and therefore lost water. I
implemented a at home Generac generator as our underground power utilities seem to be very
unreliable.


11/27/2024 10:36 AM


32 Flooding at the Lake in 2017 and 2021, could not get to our boat at Highport Marina, affected
businesses at the Lake, affected Lake Home Sales. The big blizzard of 2021 found us without
water and power for 5 days, and we lived at the Lake at that time, and could not get out, due to
the hills in our area and the ice.


11/27/2024 10:29 AM


33 Lake flooding and the freezing weather snow and ice for a week with no power… every pipe in
my home busted!


11/26/2024 7:48 PM


34 Winter storm 2021 left without power and water for too long. Floods of 2015 damaged roadways
that were not properly repaired.


11/26/2024 5:45 PM


35 2021
lost power due to cold 🥶 spell, for a week or more! 11/26/2024 4:50 PM


36 No electricity for 3 days and no water for 8 days. Happened 3 yrs ago 11/26/2024 3:38 PM


37 Lightning struck our house and we lost almost all of our electronics 11/26/2024 12:25 PM


38 Straight line winds Nov 2019 and winter storm of 2021 11/26/2024 10:34 AM


39 During the last winter storm we were without power and if not for having a fireplace and having
some emergency supplies as well as common sense of my wife I for growing up in Illinois and
Minnesota but as far as any contact from emergency personnel tonchecknon anyone there
was none.


11/26/2024 10:01 AM


40 The bulk of Pottsboro's water is purchased from Denison. I understand that Pottsboro has a
plan to upgrade their facilities but that has been ongoing for years. If an extreme drought
happened Pottsboro would severely be affected because regardless of the restrictions that
Denison would put in place, we still have no way to properly filter our own water supply and we
live by Lake Texoma. We have some water rights but what could we actually do with it when/if
that time comes?... Flooding is an obvious answer. We have homes out on the peninsula
surrounded by a lake. The ditches in town also don't have a great flow to mitigate heavy water
drainage away from residential homes. There have been citizens complaining about this one
for some time now.


11/26/2024 9:10 AM


41 Winter storm when the water mains froze and the electricity went out for days. That one was
pretty bad.


11/26/2024 8:49 AM


42 Hail storm destroyed my roof. 11/26/2024 8:38 AM


43 Freeze 11/26/2024 8:34 AM


44 Extreme freeze that left Pottsboro without water or power for nearly a week. City was not
prepared for this and volunteers stepped up to help including the Pottsboro Library.


11/19/2024 12:28 PM


45 out of electricity for one week during ice storm 11/6/2024 10:16 AM


46 hail destroyed our roof on our new house two years ago before we even moved in. 11/4/2024 8:43 PM


47 Only problem surrounding this seems to be power outages. I’ve never experienced power
outages from such small storms.


11/4/2024 5:20 PM


48 No water or electricity during snowmageddon! 11/4/2024 3:41 PM


49 flooding and broken pipes from extreme cold 11/1/2024 7:49 AM
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50 I grew up by the lake and my house flooded twice. Happens when you live in a lakefront
property.


10/30/2024 5:36 PM


51 Winter freeze cutting off electricity days on end Freezing temperatures with no heat 10/29/2024 10:27 AM


52 Winter Storm that lost power and no water for days. There needs to be a way that the city can
prevent the loss of water and not be dependant on other city.


10/29/2024 10:01 AM


53 Lost of water & electricity during winter storm. 10/28/2024 8:35 PM


54 No school for a week in February 2021 because there was no water 10/26/2024 1:06 PM


55 Flooding 10/25/2024 9:50 AM


56 While living in Pottsboro, I experienced drought, flooding, and winter storms. The city was not
prepared to handle the challenges posed by these weather hazards. Water usage is a huge
issue in Pottsboro. As the city continues to grow, water usage will be the problem that
challenges us the most. Relying on wells and Dension water is not enough to support our
growing community. We must find a way to tap into Lake Texoma in order to be fully sufficient.


10/25/2024 9:31 AM


57 Hailstorms, 2 "100 year" floods and the winter freeze storm 10/24/2024 11:55 PM


58 Storm that we lost power, water, and slick roads.
Tornadoes warnings without shelters 10/24/2024 10:32 AM


59 Needs to be more enforcement action on clearing drainage ditches within the city. I don’t
believe believe drainage is engineered in a manner to prevent black up and flooding. For
example on the corner Houston and Texas street the slope sends water from both directions
towards the corner of the street with no where for the water to go. I’ve also had sewer water
back up into my house and I was told there was a problem at the lift station with how much
water had came in.


10/23/2024 9:32 PM


60 Winter storm, no power or water for days 10/23/2024 3:58 PM


61 Potholes are a bigger concern 10/22/2024 7:48 AM


62 Yall had a flood in '93 that prevented me from getting home for 4 days. 10/21/2024 7:47 AM


63 Winter storm that froze up roads and prevented us from leaving for a couple days 10/20/2024 10:16 PM


64 Tip of a tornado touched down in our neighborhood causing tree and home damage.no warning
from our outdated civil defense system.


10/20/2024 2:05 PM


65 Freezing temperatures. No electricity. Replaced my pool equipment twice. 10/19/2024 3:02 PM


66 Hail storms damaged my property 10/19/2024 10:48 AM


67 Flooding. The city does not maintain drainage or roads. 10/19/2024 3:08 AM


68 Hail damage 10/18/2024 6:18 PM


69 snowmagedden - without water for 7 1/2 days 10/18/2024 1:37 PM


70 power loss in winter storm 10/18/2024 11:15 AM


71 Loss of power and water in winter of 2021. 10/18/2024 10:26 AM


72 Power outage in 2021, no water, power for 11 days 10/18/2024 10:12 AM


73 February 2021 winter storm with 2 days electrical outage followed by 5 days water outage. 10/17/2024 11:55 PM


74 When it freezes our utilities shut down. 10/17/2024 6:09 PM


75 Power and water outages often 10/17/2024 1:33 PM


76 SNOW-MAGEDDON IN 2022. WE HAD EXTREME DAMAGE TO OUR BARN DUE TO
BURST WATER PIPES THAT WERE A RESULT OF NO ELECTRICITY / NO HEAT


10/17/2024 1:21 PM


77 Multiple tornados 10/17/2024 8:32 AM


78 The winter storm we had 10/17/2024 7:46 AM


79 Ice storm roads were impassable unless you owned a 4 wheel drive vehicle 10/17/2024 7:25 AM


80 Freezing weather shut down electricity and water. 10/16/2024 9:43 PM
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81 Ice storm 2021, wildfire (long time ago) 10/16/2024 9:13 PM


82 Winter storm 10/16/2024 6:44 PM


83 Freezing temperatures that resulted in loss of electricity and water for several days. Resulting
in severe damage to plumbing.


10/16/2024 5:18 PM


84 Hail/Winter storm 10/16/2024 1:33 PM


85 The winter storm a few years ago and multiple situations where the lake has flooded 10/16/2024 11:16 AM


86 Winter Storm no water or electricity for a week. 10/16/2024 10:44 AM


87 Straight line winds 10/16/2024 9:11 AM


88 Loss of power and water following winter freeze x2 10/16/2024 8:45 AM


89 N.a 10/16/2024 7:00 AM


90 Hail 10/16/2024 6:25 AM


91 Natural disasters can happen anywhere that are not caused by humans hence the term natural
and there's nothing anyone can do to prevent them.


10/16/2024 4:53 AM


92 Snowmageddon 10/16/2024 12:25 AM


93 Siberian ice storm a few years back--electricity so scarce that my house was down to 45
degrees. Last 24 hours of of ordeal I had ONE minute of electricity


10/15/2024 10:58 PM


94 Snowmageddon 10/15/2024 9:55 PM


95 Winter of 2021 10/15/2024 7:57 PM


96 Winter storm 10/15/2024 7:35 PM


97 Brush fires started by idiots burning in wind 10/15/2024 6:20 PM


98 Ice storm of 2021. Frozen water pipes. Loss of electricity 10/15/2024 5:36 PM


99 Snowappoloza 10/15/2024 5:23 PM


100 Winter storm that took water, power outages for over 10 days. 10/15/2024 3:34 PM


101 A winter storm where the water supply was cutoff to the City of Pottsboro for approximately 4-5
days.


10/15/2024 1:11 PM


102 Winter freeze a couple years basically crippled the town and the city was no where to be
found.


10/15/2024 8:12 AM


103 During the freeze a couple of years back we lost power for multiple days and had a rough 3
days with no power. This froze our water heater and caused another 7 days without hot water.


10/15/2024 6:59 AM


104 Being without power and water in Feb 21 10/14/2024 10:34 PM


105 We survived not having water during the ice storm of 2021. 10/14/2024 9:37 PM


106 Water and power outage. 10/14/2024 7:30 PM


107 Electricity and water out for days during the winter. Living on the outskirts your the last to get it
back


10/14/2024 7:22 PM


108 The winter storm where we had several hours of no power and without running water for a week 10/14/2024 7:18 PM


109 Freeze of 2021 10/14/2024 6:39 PM


110 Ice Storm resulting in a 1week lack of electrical power. 10/14/2024 6:25 PM


111 february 2021 freeze 10/14/2024 5:44 PM


112 Winter storm with no electricity or water 10/14/2024 5:30 PM


113 Big freeze in 2020 10/14/2024 5:02 PM


114 Snowstorm a few years back with no water or electricity for multiple days 10/14/2024 5:01 PM
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115 Winter storm killed the roads 10/14/2024 4:35 PM


116 Volunteer firefighter. Frequent wildfires 10/14/2024 4:31 PM


117 One winter we lost power and water for several days 10/14/2024 4:16 PM


118 Winter storm 2021, 5 days no water and 3 days only had 1 hour of electricity a day. 10/14/2024 4:01 PM


119 The winter storm that impacted the entire State of Texas 10/14/2024 3:25 PM
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Q19
How prepared do you feel for emergencies?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Very prepared


Somewhat prepared


Not prepared


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Very prepared 22.29% 70


Somewhat prepared 65.29% 205


Not prepared 12.42% 39


Total 314
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Q20
Are you registered for the CodeRED Emergency Notification System?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Yes


No


I don't know


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Yes 54.46% 171


No 30.25% 95


I don't know 15.29% 48


Total 314
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Q21
Please rate the city's communications and education for disaster
preparedness.
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


2.9/5
Average Rating 1


2
3
4
5


Rating   Percentage Responses


Very poor 8.0% 25


Poor 20.4% 64


Average 32.8% 103


Good 18.8% 59


Excellent 4.1% 13


N/A 15.9% 50


Average 3142.9
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Q22
What could the city do to improve emergency preparedness?
Answered: 186
 Skipped: 128


# RESPONSES DATE


1 I remember the school sending notifications about Georgetown opening its doors during the
freeze. I think communication is key. With this small community, we have many more
opportunities for connection and communication. If the city of Pottsboro is unable to send a
mass message, then just text friends in Pottsboro and tell to share to anyone and everyone in
Pottsboro. If it’s a message they can copy and share, I believe the city can utilize the
networks of people that already exist in the event that there are no other systems.


12/16/2024 7:37 AM


2 City funded fire department 12/9/2024 5:23 PM


3 Send out mail communication. I do not know anything about code red 12/9/2024 4:56 PM


4 Not sure 12/9/2024 12:26 PM


5 Periodic community informational and instructional meetings. 12/7/2024 9:29 AM


6 I am not sure 12/6/2024 5:51 PM


7 We live in the county not the city of Pottsboro so don’t know anything about it. 12/6/2024 1:45 PM


8 Not sure what is in place now 12/6/2024 12:59 PM


9 Tell people what to do in case of emergency 12/6/2024 12:53 PM


10 have what is available like the code red emergency notification system on the city's website. if
it's there, it's not easy to find.


12/6/2024 12:38 PM


11 Na 12/6/2024 10:53 AM


12 We have volunteer fire department. They are good but as our town grows, I worry they won't be
able to handle the load.


12/6/2024 10:29 AM


13 Have a plan and include the peninsula. 12/6/2024 7:59 AM


14 Communication and designated officials to represent us when our power, internet, and water
availability is controlled by other cities.
We need a community center to gather when
emergencies arise so we all know a designated shelter that has generators, winter supplies, a
working kitchen, etc for a Safe Place.


12/5/2024 4:45 AM


15 Tornado sirens, shelters 12/4/2024 3:02 PM


16 speak to community on this issue 12/4/2024 11:23 AM


17 Designate and Communicate an Emergency Manager 12/4/2024 5:09 AM


18 I have not notice the city has done anything 12/3/2024 10:31 PM


19 I can’t think of anything. 12/3/2024 9:53 PM


20 Public meetings 12/3/2024 9:49 PM


21 I’m not sure 12/3/2024 9:03 PM


22 Join PVES of Pottsboro 12/3/2024 8:31 PM


23 dont know 12/3/2024 7:48 PM


24 Don't know if they post on the electronic sign in front of City Hall but that would be nice if they
did. Post on city website. Majority of people in Pottsboro have no clue what the Code Red is.
Maybe put on water bill a link for CodeRed.


12/3/2024 2:02 PM


25 I am unaware of any plan for Police or City preparedness for serious crime events, evacuation,
or catastrophic events. Airplane crashes , Tornados, Wildfires, water outages ETC


12/3/2024 12:12 PM
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26 Make sure power crews are ready to go out and repair as soon as it becomes safe to do so. 12/3/2024 12:09 PM


27 Have an emergency preparedness plan, communicate with people outside of city limits. 12/3/2024 11:28 AM


28 Better water and power preparedness 12/3/2024 10:45 AM


29 More education and early warning 12/3/2024 9:48 AM


30 More awareness 12/3/2024 12:38 AM


31 Unsure 12/2/2024 11:18 PM


32 We live in county so city emergencies do not apply to us as many other things in this survey
do not.


12/2/2024 10:00 PM


33 Phone alert for Pottsboro 12/2/2024 8:34 PM


34 Text messages, emails 12/2/2024 8:01 PM


35 Not sure how to answer this. It's not my industry but there are professionals who know the right
answer- and if it's needed.


12/2/2024 6:05 PM


36 Courses 12/2/2024 2:15 PM


37 UPDATE OUR UTILITY SYSTEMS & PROPERLY MAINTAIN 12/2/2024 9:23 AM


38 The website needs to be easier to navigate 12/1/2024 4:14 PM


39 Nothing that I can think of 12/1/2024 3:48 PM


40 Hey it’s own water supply and not have to Denton other towns to have water. Create an
emergency energy system for the towns people such as supplying generators or a grant
program with generac to equip the townspeople on self sufficiency.


12/1/2024 3:41 PM


41 Make public aware of the planning for the future freezing. Water, City personnel availability. 12/1/2024 3:33 PM


42 Communication 12/1/2024 3:09 PM


43 Prevent roads from icing. Infrastructure to keep electricity on during storms 11/29/2024 10:13 PM


44 Prevent roads from icing.
Make sure we have electricity. 11/29/2024 10:12 PM


45 Communication 11/28/2024 6:55 PM


46 Hire a go getter in emergency services, instead of just giving it lip service. With us being a
"Retirement" Community we need EMS in the city.


11/28/2024 6:11 AM


47 Possible text alerts when severe weather is coming in. Have some kind of backup source for
electricity, water, heat during the winters when ice storms knock out utilities. Cooling places for
people who can't afford ac in the summers. More tornado sirens, around town, and out on the
peninsula.


11/27/2024 1:10 PM


48 More community emails from City of Pottsboro in advance of emergency weather. A
informational billboard would be nice in front of the City Hall building that important messages
could be displayed on.


11/27/2024 10:36 AM


49 Burn bans, Firework bans and enforcement in the City limits 11/27/2024 10:29 AM


50 By focusing on communication, collaboration, and education, Pottsboro can strengthen its
resilience and ensure the safety of its residents during emergencies.


11/27/2024 10:18 AM


51 I haven't seen anything from the city regarding emergency preparedness that I can recall. 11/26/2024 9:23 PM


52 Sirens, electrical grid improvements 11/26/2024 8:37 PM


53 Have their own team for emergencies if they don’t already. 11/26/2024 7:48 PM


54 Release preparedness information on a regular basis. At least 4 times a year as the seasons
change.


11/26/2024 5:45 PM


55 SOMETHING! I have signed up for CODE RED, then called because I didn’t have it!! They
said well it shows here that you do, so I will take care of it! 5 years later I STILL DON’T have
it!!!!


11/26/2024 4:50 PM
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56 Tell the people 11/26/2024 3:38 PM


57 Not have to rely on Denison for water 11/26/2024 3:17 PM


58 Not sure, sorry 11/26/2024 12:25 PM


59 Offer a community tornado shelter and have our own water supply 11/26/2024 10:34 AM


60 Keep website and social media updated more often. 11/26/2024 10:30 AM


61 More communication through social media 11/26/2024 10:15 AM


62 As far as the city there services are adequate I'm out in the unincorporated area and ot could
do with better planning and communications for citizens


11/26/2024 10:01 AM


63 Implement ESD, train civilians 11/26/2024 9:53 AM


64 Overall the communication with the city is very poor. I did just see that the city updated their
website, which is great! Although, I don't see that the city has increased their reach for
educating their citizens or attempted to have regular postings/reminders of important
emergency preparedness. Facebook, X, Threads, BlueSky, etc.


11/26/2024 9:10 AM


65 Have a paid fire department to have more people to monitor emergency situations. 11/26/2024 8:52 AM


66 Communication - did not know we had Code Red 11/26/2024 8:51 AM


67 Hire a professional who only focuses, educates and prepares the community for a potential
disaster.


11/26/2024 8:38 AM


68 Does the city have a siren or sirens for tornadoes/severe weather? If so, I've never heard it. 11/26/2024 8:36 AM


69 1. Better communication with residents. 2. Water independence. 3. Staff upgrades
4.
Community Center with disaster provisions.


11/19/2024 12:28 PM


70 Fire danger more burn bans 11/18/2024 5:48 PM


71 Billboards, communications through local businesses 11/15/2024 6:53 PM


72 Can’t think of anything 11/15/2024 8:10 AM


73 better communication with people living outside of the city limits but contribute to the
community by shopping, banking, volunteering


11/6/2024 10:16 AM


74 More sirens outside of town 11/6/2024 9:12 AM


75 put out some literature as to where safe locations are as well as possible tornado warnings
horns etc.


11/4/2024 8:43 PM


76 Be prepared for emergencies. Be able to actually help in an emergency. A few years ago, we
had a terrible winter storm and most people of Pottsboro were out of power and water. There
was an attempt by the city to help but it was not successful to many people who needed it. Be
able to fix problems. Don’t have to rely on another city before your citizens can get assistance.


11/4/2024 7:38 PM


77 Without forcing "fear" communication, annual announcement of where to go, list of agencies,
etc.


11/4/2024 4:45 PM


78 Improve emergency tornado sirens. Unable to hear in parts of the community. 11/4/2024 3:41 PM


79 The sirens rarely go off and there is little to no communication in the events of weather
emergencies


11/4/2024 3:15 PM


80 Have a better emergency plan. The last time the Emergency operation plan was used the city
failed miserably


11/4/2024 3:08 PM


81 Education on the emergencies that we are in danger of 11/1/2024 7:02 PM


82 Na 10/29/2024 11:00 PM


83 Have a text messaging service that residents can sign up for for emergencies 10/29/2024 10:27 AM


84 Not be dependant on other city's for use of water utilities. 10/29/2024 10:01 AM


85 N/A 10/29/2024 9:42 AM
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86 social media group 10/29/2024 9:40 AM


87 Share the city's plans and resources available during each type of natural disaster listed in a
previous question in this survey.


10/28/2024 8:35 PM


88 Better social media communications 10/28/2024 4:09 PM


89 Some people do not have phones or tablets. Possible more sirens. 10/25/2024 9:50 AM


90 Have better communication with city residents and business owners. 10/25/2024 9:31 AM


91 Implement disaster planing protocals. 10/25/2024 9:09 AM


92 Make better use of the digital billboard at city hall. Send emails regarding things like the 2
clean up days for bigger trash items


10/24/2024 11:55 PM


93 Notfie with some information about emergency 10/24/2024 1:32 PM


94 Better communications 10/24/2024 10:32 AM


95 Provide online courses and information along with supply lists. 10/24/2024 12:40 AM


96 Educate people how to stay informed I usually hear about thing second hand from facebook 10/23/2024 9:32 PM


97 Shelter preparedness 10/23/2024 5:33 PM


98 communicate via social media 10/23/2024 10:53 AM


99 More educational information 10/23/2024 8:48 AM


100 Fix potholes 10/22/2024 7:48 AM


101 Offer classes 10/21/2024 9:09 PM


102 Mail, Facebook local news media. 10/21/2024 9:04 PM


103 Including ALL residents would help, we don't even have sirens we can hear out here. 10/21/2024 7:47 AM


104 Not sure if it's specifically in the city, but improving/changing red river water. Seems like every
month there is a notice about boil water or pumps are messed up.


10/20/2024 10:16 PM


105 A hell of a lot better job than what being dun now.its not 1960 like you sirens system. 10/20/2024 2:05 PM


106 Meetings about how to be prepared for different kinds of disasters. 10/19/2024 7:12 PM


107 The city could establish a central location (City Hall, Library, Chamber) to serve as an
information hub in case of emergencies. This hub would not act as a shelter, but rather a
centralized location for residents to receive information regarding natural disaster contacts,
etc.


10/19/2024 3:56 PM


108 Mail out flyers. Not everyone uses social media. 10/19/2024 3:02 PM


109 I’m not sure there is any emergency preparedness 10/19/2024 10:50 AM


110 Tornado sirens 10/19/2024 10:48 AM


111 City websites are not user friendly to locate information.People need access to city meetings
via zoom to know what is going on.in the city. I have noticed a lot of people do not have
transportation to attend meetings to get information or make comments.


10/19/2024 3:08 AM


112 Advertise it. I just happened upon it in the city website 10/18/2024 10:40 PM


113 More sirens for tornado warning. No public tornado shelters 10/18/2024 6:18 PM


114 Keep sirens working 10/18/2024 5:07 PM


115 Fix the tornado sirens and make them louder. 10/18/2024 3:02 PM


116 promote National Night Out to encourage people to get to know one another; offer disaster
preparedness events/seminars; offer CERT training


10/18/2024 1:37 PM


117 Not sure 10/18/2024 12:21 PM


118 I assume a lot of warnings are on the news and I have national weather alert notifications, 10/18/2024 11:15 AM
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power back up


119 Consider the elderly and disabled, check on the homebound 10/18/2024 10:12 AM


120 Use needs to actually use Code Red. In Feb 2021 storm, city govt neglected to contact
Grayson County OEM to provide info to residents and to request relief. The only help we got
was from generous neighbors, not govt. Someday we need to be at least 50% self-supplied
water (currently 0%) to avoid upstream failure.


10/17/2024 11:55 PM


121 Communication 10/17/2024 6:09 PM


122 More community outreach events… something to notify citizens of how to prepare for
emergencies and make them aware of any readiness programs that the city offers.


10/17/2024 1:58 PM


123 PERHAPS HELP US CITIZENS BE AWARE OF WHAT EMERGENCY RESOURCES ARE
AVAILABLE TO USE AS POTTSBORO CITIZENS. LIVING IN THE COUNTRY, WE FEEL
THAT WE ARE OFTEN "ON OUR OWN" FOR EMERGENCIES, ETC.


10/17/2024 1:21 PM


124 Be more proactive. 10/17/2024 8:55 AM


125 More storm shelters 10/17/2024 8:32 AM


126 Storm shelters, can’t hear siren so make it where loud enough and everybody can. 10/17/2024 7:54 AM


127 Builted a big strom shelter for the town 10/17/2024 7:46 AM


128 Communicate 10/17/2024 7:25 AM


129 Have more policeman and noticeably about community service and community services 10/16/2024 10:01 PM


130 Better communication. 10/16/2024 9:43 PM


131 Louder sirens 10/16/2024 8:36 PM


132 More communication with the city. 10/16/2024 5:18 PM


133 Tornado sirens outside of city limits 10/16/2024 4:45 PM


134 MORE PERSONNEL AND MORE COMMUNICATION 10/16/2024 1:49 PM


135 Better Communication/Keep preparedness in schools, businesses, and alert public in
emergency situations.


10/16/2024 1:33 PM


136 County paid EMS and firefighters. 10/16/2024 11:53 AM


137 I believe the library has headed up an effort to organize an emergency preparedness plan, but I
don't know what it is...also am not versed in the topic enough to make any specific
cuggestions at this time.


10/16/2024 11:16 AM


138 Not sure 10/16/2024 10:44 AM


139 Set up shelters for emergency use. 10/16/2024 9:38 AM


140 Communication 10/16/2024 9:11 AM


141 Inform the public of current and upcoming issues in a monthly news letter sent out to all
residents.


10/16/2024 9:07 AM


142 Social mecia 10/16/2024 8:45 AM


143 Post on social media! More alerts on website. Listen no one knows about council meetings
post on the sign on front of building


10/16/2024 7:27 AM


144 Have community storm shelters and plans in place in case of serve storms 10/16/2024 7:00 AM


145 Texting 10/16/2024 6:25 AM


146 The city does a decent job today 10/16/2024 4:53 AM


147 The new mayor is a good start. I don't think the city has any emergency preparedness other
than sending a code red message automatically when water pressure drops or the weather
service issues a watch/warning


10/16/2024 12:25 AM


148 Tax brakes for residential storm shelters 10/15/2024 11:23 PM
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149 Tornado sirens to warn people; short seminars at the Library (if you decide to keep it city-
sponsored) for emergency preparedness. I have not been aware of any city-wide preparation of
the population for any emergencies. I do think that dumping the library to a non-profit is a
mistake--it WILL NOT help bring business to the area-no matter the size of the business.


10/15/2024 10:58 PM


150 Sand more during icy conditions 10/15/2024 9:59 PM


151 Fix the tornado warning system, haven’t heard it for a while now. 10/15/2024 9:55 PM


152 Better roads 10/15/2024 9:48 PM


153 More tornado sirens 10/15/2024 7:22 PM


154 Communicate more via social media. Set up a notification system via phone that includes
weather warnings along with code reds. Siren system that includes a broader are than just in
town. Conduct periodic, maybe quarterly, education sessions on emergency preparedness
inviting the public and residents. Advertise the sessions


10/15/2024 6:39 PM


155 Don't know 10/15/2024 6:27 PM


156 More tornado sirens. Better online communication in emergencies. 10/15/2024 5:36 PM


157 More sirens 10/15/2024 5:23 PM


158 Install tornado sirens in town and outside of city limits. 10/15/2024 4:57 PM


159 Keep Communications and education ongoing 10/15/2024 3:34 PM


160 Install warning sirens in more places. Make citizens aware of shelter buildings where they can
gather in severe weather conditions.


10/15/2024 1:58 PM


161 Better social media presence. 10/15/2024 10:37 AM


162 Louder sirens and a place to go when there is a tornado 10/15/2024 10:31 AM


163 More social media notifications 10/15/2024 8:57 AM


164 City shelter in collaboration with PISD, at one time cellar at school was open to the community
duuring storms before it was filled with junk and ultimately torn down


10/15/2024 8:34 AM


165 Develop and share a plan with the community. Make sure it includes an education and
communication plan throughout the year. Be proactive instead of reactive.


10/15/2024 8:12 AM


166 The City can do a better job communicating before and during disasters. 10/15/2024 6:59 AM


167 Create education and awareness. Hold classes that would involve kids. Parents would have to
come so this would educate more people. Maybe create a panel of citizens that have
knowledge, experience or input towards things that the city and community can do before,
during and after an event.


10/14/2024 9:29 PM


168 Create an action plan for the scenarios listed above. Inform the public of said plans, or find a
way to educate the general public on ways they could help themselves or their community in
the event of certain emergencies.


10/14/2024 9:04 PM


169 Have the fire department & police dept be more involved in the community! Host open house.
Be active at public events. Pass out safety fliers. Be visible and approachable during youth
ballgames. The city police dept has a bad rap within the community, we need more positive
policing! Why are all the police cars almost under cover? The police dept used to be proactive,
driving recognizable marked cars, they are now just reactive, and just blend in, to be able to
write more tickets.


10/14/2024 8:48 PM


170 Have an active fire department with hired fire fighters, and not rely strictly on volunteers. 10/14/2024 8:47 PM


171 Inform residents of their plan 10/14/2024 8:28 PM


172 Better communication 10/14/2024 8:25 PM


173 Do we even have tornado sirens? Never heard them tested here in 1.5yrs 10/14/2024 7:55 PM


174 Have a disaster response facility 10/14/2024 7:30 PM


175 Help the ppl with resources and getting necessities back quicker 10/14/2024 7:22 PM
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176 Sitting in a city council meeting and then talking about water issues and all the city issues 10/14/2024 6:16 PM


177 Effectively communicate its plan across all platforms and be more engaged in the
dissemination of the information


10/14/2024 6:15 PM


178 work with other emergency agencies, communication plan, trained citizen responders 10/14/2024 5:44 PM


179 Ensure that there is an adequate backup plan 10/14/2024 5:30 PM


180 Be faster responding and give attentuon to unincorporated areas 10/14/2024 5:25 PM


181 Tornadoes sirens 10/14/2024 5:11 PM


182 Increased social media announcements. Mass text messaging system 10/14/2024 5:02 PM


183 Fix the water situation 10/14/2024 5:01 PM


184 We could do more to broadcast the code red information. It’s a valuable resource but only if we
maximize its use


10/14/2024 4:36 PM


185 Better communication 10/14/2024 4:16 PM


186 I need to find and read the city plan, I don’t know what it says. 10/14/2024 4:01 PM
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Q23
Please rank the following modes of transportation based on their
importance to you.


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


18.47%
58


51.59%
162


18.15%
57


8.92%
28


2.55%
8


0.32%
1


 
314


 
4.74


0.96%
3


19.43%
61


49.04%
154


14.33%
45


12.74%
40


3.50%
11


 
314


 
3.71


79.30%
249


10.51%
33


6.37%
20


2.87%
9


0.96%
3


0.00%
0
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5.64


0.64%
2


9.87%
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50.64%
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21.97%
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Q24
What improvements would you like to see in the city's transportation
system?


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE


1 TAPS doesn’t not reach all of Pottsboro. Maybe work with local churches to set up a local ride
share program to help the disadvantaged in food deserts in Pottsboro.


12/16/2024 7:39 AM


2 For hire transportation services 12/4/2024 5:11 AM


3 Need walking and biking trails 12/3/2024 10:33 PM


4 Community center/crisis center and install a baby safe box 12/1/2024 3:42 PM


5 Scooter rentals 12/1/2024 3:35 PM


6 Don't spend tax for dollars where it's not needed 11/29/2024 10:14 PM


7 Nothing. Do not spend tax dollars. 11/29/2024 10:13 PM


Better/more sidewalks


Better road maintenance


More parking options


Trails/connectivity


Other (please specify)


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Better/more sidewalks 26.08% 163


Better road maintenance 39.84% 249


More parking options 4.32% 27


Trails/connectivity 24.48% 153


Other (please specify) Show responses 5.28% 33


Total 625
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8 How about BASIC road Maint. 11/28/2024 6:13 AM


9 The roads out on the peninsula, Tanglewood, Preston Shores, etc are all very terrible on cars.
(I'm on the roads all the time for my job as a pizza delivery driver)


11/27/2024 1:15 PM


10 Bike paths 11/27/2024 12:05 AM


11 Electric vehicle charging 11/26/2024 9:24 PM


12 Better parking for ISD at Elementary School. 11/26/2024 5:47 PM


13 Paved Walking trails, such as Willow Park has! In fact, Thompson park is a GREAT
EXAMPLE!


11/26/2024 4:56 PM


14 Please put a sign up at cross walks instructing motorists to stop if a pedestrian is in the
crosswalk


11/26/2024 8:40 AM


15 roads are terrible. same pot holes since we moved here three years ago and nothing is done.
our city has no sidewalks in most neighborhoods and poor drainage.


11/4/2024 8:45 PM


16 Sidewalks have always been a necessity even when I was a kid here. 11/4/2024 4:36 PM


17 The sidewalks at the parks are in horrible condition. The side walks in town only cover the
school area. It would be nice to have sidewalks through to brookshires. We enjoy walking and
riding bikes but there is no where to do so.


11/4/2024 3:16 PM


18 Multi lane highway to declog congestion. 10/24/2024 12:40 AM


19 Buses that regularly reach the peninsula area. 10/21/2024 7:48 AM


20 Lack of sidewalks and connectivity of neighborhoods. Lack of ability of school aged kids to
safely walk or bike to school.


10/19/2024 3:56 PM


21 None 10/18/2024 6:20 PM


22 a better city wide system, no or low cost to citizens, bus etc 10/18/2024 11:17 AM


23 More public transit options 10/17/2024 1:59 PM


24 None 10/17/2024 12:38 PM


25 Low speed person vehicle pathways 10/17/2024 9:40 AM


26 Repair the pot holes and when repaving roads DO NOT use Precinct 4. 10/17/2024 8:57 AM


27 Roads are terrible in regards to the taxes we pay 10/17/2024 8:34 AM


28 Fix all of the potholes! 10/16/2024 5:19 PM


29 120 through Main Street is terrible to drive on. 10/15/2024 9:57 PM


30 not sure 10/15/2024 10:30 AM


31 Not being run off the shoulder of the road while pushing my kid’s stroller 10/14/2024 10:35 PM


32 Allow golf carts that abide by set transportation driving rules. This could elevate some of the
car parking issues around areas like the stadium.


10/14/2024 9:32 PM


33 Roads are in terrible shape. You can not keep chip sealing. It’s a waste of money! 10/14/2024 3:34 PM
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Q25
How satisfied are you with the current state of the city's
infrastructure?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Roads


Bridges


Water
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Sewer/Sanitary


Stormwater
​Management/Drainage
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1.91%
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17.20%
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16.56%
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1.59%
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Sidewalks and crosswalks
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Q26
How satisfied are you with access to and quality of internet services in
the city?


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Very satisfied


Satisfied


Neutral


Dissatisfied


Very dissatisfied


N/A


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Rating   Percentage Responses


Very satisfied 7.32% 23


Satisfied 22.93% 72


Neutral 22.93% 72


Dissatisfied 22.93% 72


Very dissatisfied 17.83% 56


N/A 6.05% 19


Average 3143.22
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Q27
How satisfied are you with the availability and quality of the following
essential city services?


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Police protection and
​public safety


Fire protection and
​emergency response


Drinking water quality
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Q28
How important are the following community programs and amenities
to you?


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Parks and trails


Recreational programming


Services for youth
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Services for senior citizens


Health care and medical
​services


Library


Community centers
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Q29
Thinking about existing housing and residential areas, please rate
your level of satisfaction in each of the following categories.


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Quality of existing housing


Range of housing options


Housing options for
​seniors/retirees
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Housing options for young
​professionals


Housing options for young
​families


Overall character of
​residential neighborhoods


Housing affordability
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Q30
What types of housing would you like to see more of in the city?
Select all that apply.


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Single-family homes on
​large lots (1/2 acre or


​larger)


Single-family homes on
​small lots (1/4 acre or


​smaller)


Duplexes


Multi-family housing


Apartments


Age-restricted
​communities/Senior


​housing


Multi-use (i.e. commercial
​on first floor, residential


​above)


Manufactured houses


None of the above


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Single-family homes on large lots (1/2 acre or larger) 31.26% 206


Single-family homes on small lots (1/4 acre or smaller) 20.64% 136


Duplexes 6.68% 44


Multi-family housing 4.40% 29


Total 659
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Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Apartments 3.79% 25


Age-restricted communities/Senior housing 16.84% 111


Multi-use (i.e. commercial on first floor, residential above) 9.56% 63
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Q31
How important are parks and open spaces to you?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Extremely important


Very important


Somewhat important


Not so important


Not at all important


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Extremely important 45.54% 143


Very important 32.17% 101


Somewhat important 18.47% 58


Not so important 3.50% 11


Not at all important 0.32% 1


Total 314







Pottsboro Community Input Survey


93 / 124


Q32
How often do you visit any of our city parks (Friendship Park, The Ball
Park/Festival Park, or James G. Thompson Park)?


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Frequently


Somewhat often


Not very often


Never


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Frequently 29.94% 94


Somewhat often 34.39% 108


Not very often 29.30% 92


Never 6.37% 20


Total 314
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Q33
What barriers, if any, prevent you from using the parks more
frequently? Select all that apply.


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Distance/Accessibility


Lighting & Safety


Traffic


Maintenance


Limited Amenities


Trails
​Suitability/Availability


Crowding


Weather


Lack of Interest


Other (please specify)


None of the above


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10…


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Distance/Accessibility 7.60% 46


Lighting & Safety 12.73% 77


Total 605
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE


1 too old 12/9/2024 5:03 PM


2 activities offered 12/4/2024 11:47 AM


3 Lake of time on my end 12/3/2024 10:01 PM


4 Thompson Park the walking path is horrible 12/3/2024 2:13 PM


5 time 12/3/2024 1:55 PM


6 work all the time 12/2/2024 6:11 PM


7 The lack of more Trail options 12/1/2024 3:39 PM


8 Mostly time and schedule. 11/27/2024 1:49 PM


9 parking 11/27/2024 10:25 AM


10 I live outside west of town. 11/26/2024 7:56 PM


11 Waterloo park in Denison is an excellent walking and socializing area ! Great example of what
Thompson park COULD OF BEEN!!


11/26/2024 5:12 PM


12 Nothing to do there 11/26/2024 3:47 PM


13 Parking 11/26/2024 10:54 AM


14 Need police to patrol, safety 11/26/2024 9:59 AM


15 Maintenance 11/18/2024 5:55 PM


16 I go to TMP in Sherman 11/15/2024 7:01 PM


17 parks not maintained properly. 11/4/2024 8:56 PM


18 not looking to sit at a park... walk, bike riding, scooters, etc... safely 11/4/2024 4:53 PM


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Traffic 1.32% 8


Maintenance 13.72% 83


Limited Amenities 19.50% 118


Trails Suitability/Availability 14.88% 90


Crowding 1.65% 10


Weather 9.42% 57


Lack of Interest 4.96% 30


Other (please specify) Show responses 7.27% 44


None of the above 6.94% 42


Total 605
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19 promotion of park location 11/1/2024 8:09 AM


20 Lack of parking 10/28/2024 8:44 PM


21 Available time 10/25/2024 12:04 AM


22 Many aren't workable for the disabled 10/21/2024 7:52 AM


23 Lack of sidewalks to walk or bike 10/19/2024 3:56 PM


24 I don’t know where they are located. 10/19/2024 3:05 PM


25 out of town often, busy at home when I'm here 10/18/2024 1:44 PM


26 Thompson park is not accessible by walking or biking due to lack of sidewalks in city. 10/18/2024 12:02 AM


27 My poor health 10/17/2024 1:39 PM


28 MY KIDS ARE NOW GROWN, SO DO NOT PARTICIPATE IN SPORTS OR YOUTH
ACTIVITIES ANYMORE. OTHER PARK-RELATED EVENTS SEEM TO BE FOR SENIORS,
BUT I WORK


10/17/2024 1:25 PM


29 PARKING 10/17/2024 8:46 AM


30 Would prefer a fenced dog park 10/16/2024 10:10 PM


31 Not inviting. Thompson park has an unsightly chain linked fence area as soon as you enter the
park. Looks like a prison yard.


10/16/2024 9:48 PM


32 We go to Denison’s Texoma Health park for exercise because it is well maintained with a
concrete trail. The Thompson park is run down with a poor trail overrun with fore ants.


10/16/2024 5:25 PM


33 TIME 10/16/2024 1:53 PM


34 new resident 10/16/2024 8:17 AM


35 Need more BBQ grills at parks 10/16/2024 7:06 AM


36 Poor walking surface Thompson Park. Local Chiropractors must love it! 10/15/2024 10:07 PM


37 Time to use 10/15/2024 5:35 PM


38 Lack of shade 10/15/2024 10:03 AM


39 No sidewalks to safely walk there 10/14/2024 10:38 PM


40 Not enough parking 10/14/2024 9:02 PM


41 Lack of parking 10/14/2024 8:53 PM


42 Time 10/14/2024 6:55 PM


43 Poor public restrooms, damaged/outdated playgrounds 10/14/2024 5:12 PM


44 parking 10/14/2024 4:20 PM
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Q34
What improvements or additions would you suggest for our green
spaces?


Answered: 167
 Skipped: 147


# RESPONSES DATE


1 Put a park/green area in Locust and Fink to improve access for lower income families. It does
not need to cost a fortune. Just put a garden there and some benches. Anything to give people
an opportunity to come together and enjoy nature.


12/16/2024 7:43 AM


2 More parks and trails 12/9/2024 12:30 PM


3 better maintenance 12/6/2024 12:50 PM


4 More of them 12/6/2024 11:55 AM


5 Na 12/6/2024 10:56 AM


6 Trails for biking/walking through the woods 12/6/2024 10:34 AM


7 Conserve and acquire while we can. 12/6/2024 8:02 AM


8 It would be nice to have some more green spaces such as parks, and protected wooded areas
specifically designed with trails that would be maintained for hiking and walking. Naturally
maintained trails and not concrete trails through the wooded areas.


12/6/2024 8:02 AM


9 Bring back the community garden. 12/5/2024 4:48 AM


10 Make them more accessible from neighborhoods. 12/4/2024 3:08 PM


11 Community center ..... 12/4/2024 11:47 AM


12 Lights and sidewalks 12/4/2024 8:21 AM


13 Better walking trails (ex: THF in Denison) 12/4/2024 7:26 AM


14 Outdoor Exercise area 12/4/2024 5:17 AM


15 Walking trails 12/3/2024 10:36 PM


16 More flowers 12/3/2024 10:01 PM


17 Take down the old unused building on main street 12/3/2024 8:41 PM


18 not sure 12/3/2024 7:53 PM


19 Improve park space and amenities. 12/3/2024 3:37 PM


20 The land at Thompson Park was donated to the city. You would think the city would keep up
with the walk paths, they are horrible. Grass growing in between the cracks, some of walk path
is cracking. The gazebo is falling apart.


12/3/2024 2:13 PM


21 Just keep litter off the ground and make sure all bathroom facilities are clean and stocked. The
bathrooms tend to get really nasty and uncredited for.


12/3/2024 12:59 PM


22 Better lighting, access to usable washing and drinking water.Security 12/3/2024 12:21 PM


23 Better maintenance on landscaping, trails, and lighting. 12/2/2024 11:25 PM


24 Walking trails, pickleball courts 12/2/2024 10:07 PM


25 No answer 12/2/2024 8:44 PM


26 Community shared gardens 12/2/2024 8:34 PM


27 More walking trails, pickleball courts 12/2/2024 8:04 PM
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28 I think maybe a collaborative project with a local nursery for some type of small arboretum
would draw plenty of interest, and be a good educational spot for families with kids.


12/2/2024 6:11 PM


29 Water fountains for humans and pets, lights 12/2/2024 2:26 PM


30 Lightning would be great 12/1/2024 4:20 PM


31 More lighting and safety phones 12/1/2024 3:52 PM


32 What green spaces? Idk 12/1/2024 3:39 PM


33 Start maintaining them better. Respond to calls from citizens with issues. Monitor and clean
restrooms better.


12/1/2024 3:28 PM


34 Garden 12/1/2024 3:15 PM


35 None 11/29/2024 10:19 PM


36 More trails 11/28/2024 8:35 AM


37 Newer play equipment(play equipment that is not only newer, but colorful, and with all abilities
in mind)(Thompson park), more workout equipment(again, Thompson park), fix the trail(rough),
more trails(with lighting), make dog park more inviting for dogs(play equipment, or obstacles for
dogs who agility training), community gardens, trails for biking, smooth area for
skaters/skateboarders(is that even still an interest with today's new generations??) Outdoor
game equipment(corn hole, etc.), more trees....the pond improved at Thompson park. I
probably have more things to add...lol! More flowers at the park, too. Maybe have some kind of
neighborhood center where flowers, mulch and potting soil can be available for people who
might not be able to afford such things, but want to make their yards more presentable,
partnering with the library and their library of things. The library already has a seed distribution
center(which is awesome!).


11/27/2024 1:49 PM


38 J.G. Thompson Park could use Tennis Courts. Also additional Parking at b JG Thompson and
Festival Park. Youth sports are HUGE in Pottsboro and the City has little to no involvement in
the upkeep and Maintenance. This is mostly handled by BAFYO youth group. Better
relationship between the Youth groups and City of Pottsboro for current the future
improvement's


11/27/2024 10:42 AM


39 Walking trails need to be fixed, need a way to keep water in the Lake at James Thompson 11/27/2024 10:33 AM


40 Host volunteer days for tree planting, park clean-ups, or trail maintenance.
By enhancing
existing features and adding unique, family-friendly amenities, Pottsboro’s green spaces can
become even more inviting hubs for recreation, relaxation, and community connection.


11/27/2024 10:25 AM


41 It would be great to see a nine or 18 hole disc golf course. I suspect there is room at other
James G Thompson and Friendship Park for at least nine holes.


11/26/2024 9:28 PM


42 Walking trails, ponds/lakes 11/26/2024 8:41 PM


43 Stage or amphitheater-more things for kids. Covered picnic areas . 11/26/2024 7:56 PM


44 More amenities to provide access to more than just ball fields and open space. 11/26/2024 5:54 PM


45 Fabulous Parks and picnic areas with trails, wildlife , and fun activities!!! 11/26/2024 5:12 PM


46 More trails, more amenities 11/26/2024 12:29 PM


47 Updated equipment, more trails. 11/26/2024 10:39 AM


48 Better parks and trails 11/26/2024 10:19 AM


49 More importance placed on maintaining all parks 11/26/2024 10:06 AM


50 Maintenance 11/26/2024 9:59 AM


51 Walking/running trails. The current ones at James G. Thompson Park need some
maintenance. They almost feel like off road trails and can be rough on ankles and shins
because of the uneven-ness of the path for people who aren't trained to run on them.
Seasonally it is hard to run when the sun goes down so early and the parks aren't well lit.


11/26/2024 9:32 AM


52 Festival needs an upgrade in playground or a better view from the fields though I’m not thinking
this is possible? It would be great to have a trail around the fields to walk.
Friendship park


11/26/2024 9:04 AM
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needs more parking so people don’t park on the street if it’s busy. Thompson needs additional
parking for sports season.


53 More of them 11/26/2024 8:55 AM


54 Agriculture 11/26/2024 8:42 AM


55 Better trails and lighting 11/26/2024 8:41 AM


56 I would like to see walking trails, pickleball courts, something for adults to use and be active. 11/26/2024 8:40 AM


57 Make them sustainable and not a burden to taxpayers. Integrate them with a community center
and plan events.


11/19/2024 12:34 PM


58 Better maintenance of paths 11/18/2024 5:55 PM


59 Clean, safe 11/15/2024 7:01 PM


60 Walking trails, larger playgrounds & spaces for multi age kids 11/15/2024 8:17 AM


61 Let neighborhood development/builders provide green spaces for their own developments. 11/6/2024 10:24 AM


62 parks need proper maintenance and upgrades with fun stuff to attract visitors 11/4/2024 8:56 PM


63 Keep your open spaces. Don’t overcrowd. The trails at Thompson park could use some
improvements. (Cracks are so big that you could injure yourself by walking/running)


11/4/2024 7:46 PM


64 They can be basic if maintained well. We enjoy walking trails with the dogs. 11/4/2024 5:24 PM


65 Would be a good idea to benchmark off communities that have been focused on this for
years... check out many communities in NW Arkansas. These green spaces should come
FIRST along with infrastructure and before any home foundations are started.


11/4/2024 4:53 PM


66 Leave them green. Leave them pastures and farmland. 11/4/2024 4:40 PM


67 More historical markers/statues. Better play equipment for children. Better cleaning or more
accountabilty for the ones that trash the parks and roads.


11/4/2024 3:57 PM


68 Repairing sidewalks. The area of Thompson park could be greatly improved to provide more
amenities to all ages. I feel they have let it fall by the way side.


11/4/2024 3:19 PM


69 Take care of them. The trail is horrible and the only thing this town takes care of is the
baseball fields


11/4/2024 3:11 PM


70 Pickle Ball, tennis and basketball courts 11/1/2024 7:12 PM


71 Bike trails and or dog park and fitness stations 11/1/2024 8:09 AM


72 None - very satisfied with our options. 10/30/2024 5:38 PM


73 More playgrounds, put up the lights at the baseball field, hiking, and bike trails 10/29/2024 10:30 AM


74 Leave some nature. I like the small town feel and we don't need to become overpopulated! 10/29/2024 10:08 AM


75 new playground equipment, outdoor fitness court with downloadable app for exercise classes, 10/29/2024 9:52 AM


76 N/A 10/28/2024 8:44 PM


77 Play grounds for the children 10/25/2024 11:49 AM


78 We need a variety of green spaces: outdoor music venues, young child/older child
playgrounds, disability-inclusive play spaces, dog parks, Master Gardener-sponsored gardens,
a spray park for children, nature trails, and areas for adult athletics/yoga.


10/25/2024 9:41 AM


79 None, till the state of the city and services are corrected 10/25/2024 9:15 AM


80 More & better picnic areas (shade, better facilities, etc 10/25/2024 12:04 AM


81 Dont know at this time 10/24/2024 1:41 PM


82 Mowing 10/24/2024 10:54 AM


83 Better maintenance and amenities inside the park. Water park? 10/24/2024 12:43 AM
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84 Playgrounds for kids are very out dated. Walking trails are limited/in disrepair 10/23/2024 9:46 PM


85 a splash pad would be nice 10/23/2024 10:57 AM


86 More walking trails, outside exercise equipment, maybe pickle ball court 10/23/2024 8:55 AM


87 Handicap accessible 10/21/2024 7:52 AM


88 Does it matter or should we ask what are you going to do about it. City said it broke 10/20/2024 2:18 PM


89 Parks, hiking and biking trails 10/19/2024 7:19 PM


90 Community Garden. Native vegetation park. Skate park (ex. Nolanville TX skate walk) 10/19/2024 3:56 PM


91 N/A 10/19/2024 10:56 AM


92 Maintain. Be proactive not reactive. 10/19/2024 3:15 AM


93 More trails. Not all areas need to be sports related 10/18/2024 10:45 PM


94 Routine maintenance. 10/18/2024 9:49 PM


95 Walking/ hiking trails. 10/18/2024 3:10 PM


96 Build more of them in the city. 10/18/2024 12:28 PM


97 the park near the tracks is very nice, no issues to me, community events like trunk or treat? 10/18/2024 11:22 AM


98 Maintenance and upkeep, additional safety measures 10/18/2024 10:16 AM


99 Imbed public parks in all new developments. Require 10% land area or something like that.
Make them accessible by walking & biking with sidewalks through town.


10/18/2024 12:02 AM


100 More amenities 10/17/2024 10:18 PM


101 Running/biking paths 10/17/2024 6:16 PM


102 KEEP THEM PROTECTED, AND KEEP THEM GREEN / COUNTRY 10/17/2024 1:25 PM


103 Hiking and biking trails. Splash park. Clean up Main Street 10/17/2024 9:00 AM


104 REPAIR PARK SEATING PRIMARILY THE BENCHES AT FRIENDSHIP PARK. 10/17/2024 8:46 AM


105 We need more walking trails 10/17/2024 8:38 AM


106 Soccer field, swimming pool 10/17/2024 8:11 AM


107 Water park swimming pool pickleball courts 10/17/2024 7:56 AM


108 Create spaces in these parks for different sports like a skate park or bike track or kite or pool 10/17/2024 7:34 AM


109 Tennis Courts would be nice and more safety like lights and possibly more police patrols 10/16/2024 10:19 PM


110 Better judgement 10/16/2024 10:10 PM


111 Maintain what the city has. 10/16/2024 9:48 PM


112 Animals 10/16/2024 8:44 PM


113 walking trails 10/16/2024 7:12 PM


114 We need to maintain our parks better. The trails at Thompson park are falling apart, the pond
has a ton of moss, and the dog park fence is coming apart in places.


10/16/2024 6:53 PM


115 Leave them alone!
This is A small town enjoyin g country living… 10/16/2024 5:45 PM


116 Maintain and improve the parks you have! 10/16/2024 5:25 PM


117 Family functionability 10/16/2024 4:53 PM


118 Shade on playground equipment 10/16/2024 11:58 AM


119 I don't have specific suggestions for our existing green spaces. I would like to see more of a
hike/bike feel to our area.


10/16/2024 11:22 AM


120 More 10/16/2024 10:52 AM
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121 Keep the Green and keep the costs down as much as possible. 10/16/2024 10:50 AM


122 The creation of walk ways suitable for Seniors with appropriate facilities available. 10/16/2024 9:52 AM


123 More trails and amenities 10/16/2024 9:16 AM


124 Interconnected trail system. 10/16/2024 9:16 AM


125 Maintenance 10/16/2024 8:51 AM


126 More lighting at Thompson Park on the walking track. 10/16/2024 7:34 AM


127 Keep up with picnic tables need upgrades especially. Friendship park. Add a grill or two. 10/16/2024 7:06 AM


128 None 10/16/2024 4:59 AM


129 BBQ grills good walking paths 10/15/2024 11:35 PM


130 Not sure--it depends on the locations 10/15/2024 11:05 PM


131 Allow residents to form volunteer working groups to assist with the upkeep of some facilities. 10/15/2024 10:07 PM


132 Enlist a professional 10/15/2024 10:06 PM


133 Public golf course 10/15/2024 9:43 PM


134 Keep maintaining. 10/15/2024 8:57 PM


135 More retail and eating places 10/15/2024 8:27 PM


136 Lighting, bathrooms 10/15/2024 8:12 PM


137 Hiking trails 10/15/2024 7:39 PM


138 better lighting for evening and early morning. Keep the spaces clean. Need more locations 10/15/2024 6:50 PM


139 Leave alone 10/15/2024 6:34 PM


140 More shaded areas 10/15/2024 6:30 PM


141 Repair the street to Festival Park 10/15/2024 5:43 PM


142 Decorations on Hwy 120 poles 10/15/2024 5:35 PM


143 Maintenance on walking paths for the elderly citizens to get exercise. 10/15/2024 3:45 PM


144 We need a tennis sports complex for Community and Schools. Our walking trail in Thompson
Park is so bad that it would be considered dangerous for Seniors.


10/15/2024 2:09 PM


145 Walking trails, disc golf, better dog park, corn hole, horse shoes, city pool 10/15/2024 10:37 AM


146 Maintenance, city does,nothing for parks except mow grass. 10/15/2024 8:40 AM


147 Just keep them up and accessible. 10/15/2024 8:15 AM


148 The city does upkeep nothing is this town, 10/15/2024 8:04 AM


149 Better maintenance 10/15/2024 7:16 AM


150 I would like to see better maintenance of our parks by the City. From experience the parks are
mostly maintained by youth sports non-profits. When youth sports are not in season there is
very little attention paid to them by City staff.


10/15/2024 7:05 AM


151 Make them accessible without having to load up in a vehicle and drive there 10/14/2024 10:38 PM


152 Dog park, maybe a kids splash pad, activity areas like tennis courts, driving range or putting
park.


10/14/2024 9:45 PM


153 I don’t have any substantial ideas of my own on the matter. I think our leadership could look at
communities similar to ours, or that have already weathered a growth similar to our own, and
make improvements on facilities and community engagement in those facilities.


10/14/2024 9:16 PM


154 More parking so more people can access the parks 10/14/2024 9:02 PM
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155 Restrooms, shaded areas, splash pad, shaded trails, ponds, 10/14/2024 8:53 PM


156 Upkeep 10/14/2024 8:32 PM


157 Invest in amenities to make them attractive. Yes, this means raising revenue. Bring in
business


10/14/2024 7:35 PM


158 More spaces for the youth 10/14/2024 7:34 PM


159 Better maintenance 10/14/2024 6:20 PM


160 More 10/14/2024 5:28 PM


161 More connecting trails, updated playground equipment, pickleball courts, soccer/football fields,
remodeled bathrooms/concession stands,


10/14/2024 5:12 PM


162 Don’t allow one person/group to reserve fields for long periods of time that isn’t our normal rec
league. Give BAFYO preference not Dax Powell


10/14/2024 5:06 PM


163 I understand funding can be an issue but more use of Thompson park. There’s a lot more we
could do there.


10/14/2024 4:38 PM


164 more options ie, pickleball courts, garden, walking trails 10/14/2024 4:20 PM


165 Some tables at friendship park broke or turned over unusable, no walking path. 10/14/2024 4:17 PM


166 Walking trails 10/14/2024 3:38 PM


167 Better maintenance- for example, the soccer “fields” cannot even be used as such due to
uneven ground and broken equipment.


10/14/2024 3:18 PM
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Q35
What top three (3) priorities should the city focus on in the next 10-15
years?


Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


Accessible housing


Enhancing transportation
​and mobility options


Expanding commercial and
​retail opportunities,


​including restaurants


Maintaining Pottsboro’s
​unique character and sense


​of community


Investing in parks, green
​spaces, and recreational


​facilities


Increasing amenities for
​younger families with


​children


Increasing amenities and
​services for older residents


Enhancing environmental
​sustainability


Improving infrastructure
​such as roadways, water


​supply, and sewer lines


Other (please specify)


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Accessible housing 3.18% 30


Enhancing transportation and mobility options 3.18% 30


Expanding commercial and retail opportunities, including restaurants 18.68% 176


Total 942
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE


1 Expanding the arts 12/3/2024 10:39 PM


2 We must get out in front of the growth that is coming 12/3/2024 9:56 AM


3 Cleaner water. A dump for bulk trash. Keep budget and taxes low please. 11/29/2024 10:24 PM


4 Sow into the Library 11/26/2024 9:29 PM


5 Wellness centers - holistic options 11/4/2024 5:00 PM


6 Fix a few roads like cardinal lane and add a few more sidewalks for kids that walk to school. 11/4/2024 4:43 PM


7 Lower taxes 11/4/2024 2:01 PM


8 Really would just prefer bare min prop taxes 10/29/2024 11:08 PM


9 maintaining parks for city residents to use. 10/29/2024 10:11 AM


10 Fix the potholes and city water lines that break on a weekly basis. 10/24/2024 11:02 PM


11 Potholes 10/22/2024 7:52 AM


12 Limit unhealthy growth 10/19/2024 10:57 AM


13 Identify our build-out population & area. We will hit a limit on water, and we need our town to be
efficient at that point.


10/18/2024 12:06 AM


14 Excel at providing essential city services…fire, police, roads, and utilities. Be good stewards
of the taxpayer dollars and not spend money on frivolous endeavors such as a library. Libraries
are antiquated as bank tellers.


10/16/2024 9:52 PM


15 ? 10/16/2024 6:55 AM


16 Water and wastewater 10/16/2024 12:31 AM


17 Improve the lbrary 10/15/2024 6:34 PM


18 none 10/15/2024 10:33 AM


19 Support the Pottsboro Library 10/15/2024 8:18 AM


20 Community facilities/library 10/14/2024 7:37 PM


21 health services - local clinic 10/14/2024 6:34 PM


Answer Choices Percentage Responses


Maintaining Pottsboro’s unique character and sense of community 16.67% 157


Investing in parks, green spaces, and recreational facilities 14.33% 135


Increasing amenities for younger families with children 5.94% 56


Increasing amenities and services for older residents 7.96% 75


Enhancing environmental sustainability 3.50% 33


Improving infrastructure such as roadways, water supply, and sewer lines 24.20% 228


Other (please specify) Show responses 2.34% 22


Total 942
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22 Increasing public safety capabilities 10/14/2024 6:21 PM
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Q36
What do you envision for the future of Pottsboro in 15 years?
Answered: 314
 Skipped: 0


# RESPONSES DATE


1 A close-knit community of community members, shop owners, volunteers, farmers, retired
peoples, and students that work together to contribute to this vibrant community.
Lead
campaigns to engage the youth in church activities and volunteer opportunities. Engage the
elderly with the same things. Add a senior center, no matter how small. Or make use of the
high school gym over the summer to host events for the elderly and the local community.
Be
creative with utilizing the resources here, improve the necessary things like infrastructure and
water treatment facilities/wells, and make people living in Pottsboro proud to be living here.


12/16/2024 7:48 AM


2 I’d prefer Pottsboro remain small. However, this is the opposite of the reality of our future. 12/12/2024 12:29 PM


3 Keep it a small country town 12/9/2024 5:29 PM


4 Steady, thoughtful growth. 12/9/2024 5:06 PM


5 none 12/9/2024 1:07 PM


6 More small businesses with the ability to thrive in the community. 12/9/2024 12:31 PM


7 Hopefully we will have better water quality 12/7/2024 9:38 PM


8 I see growth in population while visual appeal of town properties remains static. It is not an
attractive town. Doesn’t have a specific town center town center.


12/7/2024 9:38 AM


9 keep it as it is - don't let it turn into a crowded suburb. It's one of the few places left like this. 12/6/2024 5:55 PM


10 Slow growth, infrastructure before building, don’t loose the small town feel, make it similar to
grapevine.


12/6/2024 1:59 PM


11 More retail shops. More tourist attractions 12/6/2024 1:10 PM


12 Would like a safe environment…it’s concerning that there are O many strangers on the
neighborhood with a lot of Air B &B homes


12/6/2024 1:09 PM


13 More growth than we are ready for 12/6/2024 12:57 PM


14 still a small town feel 12/6/2024 12:51 PM


15 More shopping, restaurants and affordable housing for young families. 12/6/2024 12:02 PM


16 Hopefully stay much the same as it is today. 12/6/2024 11:56 AM


17 I hope it doesn’t grow too big. If it does grow I hope it can keep the small town vibe as well as
all the nature and beautiful forests


12/6/2024 11:01 AM


18 Moderate growth while maintaining its charm 12/6/2024 10:57 AM


19 I see the growth and it scares me. I want this town to stay small but I understand there will be
growth whether I like it or not. I'd like the growth to be slow and calculated, not like Frisco.


12/6/2024 10:37 AM


20 I see growth coming with the expansion of the Tollway, the investment in Sherman and overall
northern expansion. Pottsboro will have a unique opportunity to take advantage of this as the
closest town to lake Texoma. However, we want to create the right type of community and not
just let any and all businesses start coming in. I could really see a very small town retail and
restaurant development along the main street of Pottsboro maintained as walkable with a small
town feel. There is also a lot of unique development that could happen along 289 out to the end
of the Peninsula but again the zoning needs to be controlled. Right now anything can be built
anywhere and some clean up needs to be done.


12/6/2024 8:09 AM


21 A master planned community that was prepared for the growth that is coming our way. 12/6/2024 8:04 AM


22 Pottsboro needs to be able to support the tourism market that the lake attracts so we don't 12/5/2024 4:52 AM
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lose it to Denison. More restaurants, grocery stores, attractions, museums with
pottsboro/fink/Preston lake history. Revival of downtown and historic buildings and park
reservations. Definitely need better roads, sidewalks, street lights. Would love to see more
murals and community involvement. I would love to see a community center be built in town
as many are always asking for places to rent out for parties, birthdays, weddings, reunions,
etc. This would also be great for community involvement and meals for senior citizens or low
income families


23 Newer look on main streets , more business and retails , more affordable single family housing 12/5/2024 1:54 AM


24 - 12/4/2024 10:49 PM


25 Restaurants 12/4/2024 7:12 PM


26 Tourist trap 12/4/2024 3:37 PM


27 I would hope that the growth would be planned and managed in an organized fashion with
emphasis on maintaining the community feel of the area. We have retail and commercial
options close by in Denison and Sherman, so I would like to see the growth focused on
residential and of course, more restaurants. People like Pottsboro because it is small, rural
and close to the lake.


12/4/2024 3:16 PM


28 control growth....a nice downtown with new city hall and police station . it is embarrassing to
see these facilities so neglected.


12/4/2024 11:48 AM


29 Keep small but improve city infrastructure and parks. Making Pottsboro bigger is ruining our
schools and sports programs


12/4/2024 8:22 AM


30 I would love to see more retail, better parks and homes with some character instead of the
cookie cutter options we have today.


12/4/2024 7:27 AM


31 MOre Retail other than convenience stores, like Ace Hardware. Need different types of
restaurants, not fast food. Need a local healthcare facility, like a Doc in a Box.


12/4/2024 5:22 AM


32 A thriving town where people come to spend the weekends with Shops restaurants galleries
music venues


12/3/2024 10:39 PM


33 More schools. More lanes on the highways. More people. 12/3/2024 10:07 PM


34 What it is today! A small town that sticks together and helps each other out! It’s the people. 12/3/2024 10:04 PM


35 Uncontrollable growth 12/3/2024 9:34 PM


36 Small growth, preservation of small town feel, better roads and water. 12/3/2024 9:12 PM


37 The city will be growing 12/3/2024 8:44 PM


38 dont know 12/3/2024 7:54 PM


39 A great place to live, work, and play 12/3/2024 5:08 PM


40 An updated and improved infrastructure with more amenities, yet maintain small-town feel. 12/3/2024 3:37 PM


41 No change, that is how it has been for years. They talk about it but it never changes. I sat on
the city council for 14 years. Tried for 14 years to get a city hall that eye catching on 120 so
new people would maybe want to move to Pottsboro. Never has happened. Water rates are
absolutely ridiculous. We should have already started working on our own water plant 14 years
ago. I know it will take a bond to get this but lets move on this. We will stay exactly where we
are today if you don't do something quick. Let Denison annex Pottsboro if you are not going to
do any improvements.


12/3/2024 2:21 PM


42 a more vibrant downtown 12/3/2024 1:56 PM


43 Still the same rural charm and character but more and better housing and more consistent
upkeep for facilities and public areas and roads, as well as a bit more stuff to do.


12/3/2024 1:01 PM


44 Better ingress and egress into and out of the city, better water and sewer, and thoughtful city
planning for the growth of housing development and infrastructure.Better communication
systems.Build on it's assets like the lake,make it more visitor friendly.Eliminate too much red
tape and excessive fees for builders. Encourage smart growth and investment. Protect access
to the airport. This is our biggest opportunity. Don't allow tattoo and smoke shops.


12/3/2024 12:31 PM
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45 With the Craig Ranch Development expected to be completed by 2028 Pottsboro has the
opportunity to position itself as a tourism destination. We should focus our energy on
businesses and tourism attractions. The city will gain plenty of revenue this way while creating
job opportunities for the locals. 289 is a blank canvas leading you to Lake Texoma. They
already plan on expanding it. Lean into that.


12/3/2024 11:35 AM


46 Growth but hopefully not at the expense of losing small town feel and community 12/3/2024 10:52 AM


47 A small town feel with a safe, well maintained city and schools. 12/3/2024 10:12 AM


48 Major growth 12/3/2024 9:56 AM


49 Keep it small 12/3/2024 12:42 AM


50 Continuing growth involving more residential subdivisions/apartments, and commercial
developments.


12/2/2024 11:29 PM


51 Growth but need to get started on infrastructure issues: power outages happen way too often,
need better internet capabilities, better water, & schools.


12/2/2024 10:11 PM


52 Community will grow, double, while still limited in services. 12/2/2024 9:04 PM


53 Large growth 12/2/2024 8:46 PM


54 Stay small enough to remember your roots and stay connected with neighbors and friends! 12/2/2024 8:37 PM


55 H 12/2/2024 8:34 PM


56 More tourist friendly businesses 12/2/2024 8:18 PM


57 Growth 12/2/2024 8:16 PM


58 Keeping small town feel while having modern amenities-great roads, more stores/restaurants. 12/2/2024 8:05 PM


59 I hope we can keep the small town charm and character even as the population grows. It's a
dwindling type of landscape these days.


12/2/2024 6:13 PM


60 Overwhelmed by housing without intrastructure keepinh pace 12/2/2024 2:28 PM


61 Remain its small town feeling 12/2/2024 12:46 PM


62 PROSPERITY & QUALITY OF LIFE 12/2/2024 9:31 AM


63 A safe, friendly, and well maintained community to live in. 12/2/2024 8:33 AM


64 Over crowded 12/2/2024 8:17 AM


65 Larger, more shopping, more businesses. 12/1/2024 10:08 PM


66 Busier 12/1/2024 7:45 PM


67 Hopefully it’s water will improve and better places for all to live 12/1/2024 4:20 PM


68 No more small, low income housing. Keep housing that requires larger homes 12/1/2024 3:54 PM


69 To be more accepting as it continues to grow and to meet the needs of ALL residents, not just
the elite, “original” townspeople.


12/1/2024 3:46 PM


70 More senior inviting. 12/1/2024 3:41 PM


71 Quality Growth, maintaining a sense of small town. Improve maintenance of public areas like
the parks and library.


12/1/2024 3:31 PM


72 NA 12/1/2024 3:15 PM


73 Pottsboro becomes a model for small-town living, known for its warmth, charm, and
opportunities. It’s a place where families grow, retirees thrive, and visitors keep coming back.


11/30/2024 6:36 AM


74 Small, friendly town with low taxes. 11/29/2024 10:24 PM


75 Population stays the same, property taxes go WAY down 11/29/2024 10:23 PM


76 Top notch lake community! 11/28/2024 7:02 PM
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77 Wee will probably need to incorporate more of the land going North and West for new housing.
Hopefully entice a fiber company in town and help the outliers with better internet and cable
options.


11/28/2024 8:38 AM


78 Trouble, if we don`t go out on our own and establish our own identity 11/28/2024 6:21 AM


79 I see tremendous growth that our city is unprepared for. 11/27/2024 7:57 PM


80 I want to see it still be a small rural community, but with some growth. Things like
Margaritaville, no go. Growth for small businesses, not major retail corporations. Small
businesses with room to grow.


11/27/2024 1:53 PM


81 I envision a more single family housing with self contained neighborhood parks. Then I would
like to see more retail and restaurant options. We have a VERY strong Youth sports presence
with our district competition. I would love to see our City facilities get the attention they
deserve for parks/rec.


11/27/2024 10:50 AM


82 Vibrant lakeside community with cool vibe downtown, with mixed use properties, bike trails,
housing options, town homes, senior living facilities, aligned more to the Lake


11/27/2024 10:35 AM


83 A much cleaner, quaint look - especially along 120. More focus on ensuring residents maintain
properties. More retail and business.


11/27/2024 12:13 AM


84 Massive growth. 11/26/2024 9:29 PM


85 Industry to bring down property tax for home owners 11/26/2024 8:43 PM


86 That they keep the small town charm. 11/26/2024 7:59 PM


87 A small self sustaining community with activities for everyone. 11/26/2024 5:56 PM


88 Not sure….a lot depends on the involvement of the community and what they change , for the
better , if so, or will it be more planning by a FEW!!!!


11/26/2024 5:17 PM


89 Growth… lots of it 11/26/2024 4:26 PM


90 N/A 11/26/2024 3:50 PM


91 I would like to see Pottsboro not taken over by growth. I would like for it to maintain the small
town feel with the addition of restaurants.


11/26/2024 3:25 PM


92 Small town feel. Loving community 11/26/2024 3:19 PM


93 I envision better roadways, our parks better taken care of. 11/26/2024 3:02 PM


94 More growth but keep the small town charm 11/26/2024 2:42 PM


95 A place where you don't have to leave! Can do everything with your family here. 11/26/2024 12:30 PM


96 Still being small enough to know people 11/26/2024 10:55 AM


97 To have our own water system, more restaurants and better roads 11/26/2024 10:41 AM


98 More things to do in town instead of driving to Denison 11/26/2024 10:35 AM


99 Please don’t start building a bunch of apartments and track homes. We do need better roads.
They are awful. Sewer and natural gas for more people. Vyve is horrific. Need better internet.
Bring back an urgent care facility. Better restaurants.


11/26/2024 10:23 AM


100 Not sure 11/26/2024 10:08 AM


101 Major growth 11/26/2024 10:01 AM


102 Inevitably the Toll Road is coming this way. I envision the increase in residential and
commercial real estate coming but the city needs to quickly get their infrastructure ready for
the mass influx that will be here sooner rather than later.


11/26/2024 9:36 AM


103 I would love to see Pottsboro embrace a culture of small, but diverse growth. Pottsboro is
widely known to hate people coming in who don’t have their act together and who look
different. I think we should embrace change and encourage change in the RIGHT way! I don’t
think that has to mean we lose family small town values. I think it just means we have to
accept other socioeconomic and cultural backgrounds, welcoming them into the new Pottsboro


11/26/2024 9:14 AM
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way of life instead of making outsiders always feel like they are on the outside if they weren’t
born here, don’t have money, and aren’t white. I envision a demographic change and more
affordable housing and a climate change that is welcoming to people that want a SAFE retreat
from the busy life of the metroplex. I envision Pottsboro being a safe haven where people can
find sanctuary, like the animals would at Hagerman (haha)… but in all seriousness, that our
town would be one of retreat for vacationers and peace for residents (of all color and
socioeconomic status).


104 Low growth 11/26/2024 8:57 AM


105 Explosion in population 11/26/2024 8:55 AM


106 Small town feel 11/26/2024 8:50 AM


107 Thriving, well rounded community 11/26/2024 8:46 AM


108 Up to date schools/recreation for my kids. More food options, but maintaining quiet communal
feel.


11/26/2024 8:45 AM


109 Overcrowded 11/26/2024 8:44 AM


110 Growth while keeping the small town feel 11/26/2024 8:41 AM


111 Staying small but sustainable and have necessary amenities for residents 11/26/2024 8:40 AM


112 With the development to the north at Preston Peninsula and Preston Harbor, Pottsboro needs
more retain and commercial in order to be sustainable. The city needs to upgrade their water
system to be independent of Denison and prepare for future upgrades of the sanitary sewer
system in order to keep from becoming a bedroom community dependent upon adjacent cities.
Pottsboro in the right direction should start developing along the 289 and 316 corridors with
retail, other commercial uses, mixed-use development and higher density housing and/or multi-
family. The retail in this area of town will be more national retail users, chains and franchises.
As these corridors development there will be a ripple impact on the rest of the community as
businesses along 120 begin to come to town. The 120 corridor will be more "mom and pop",
small businesses that are unique. With these additons the town as a whole will begin to
upgrade. The income from increased commercial property taxes and sales taxes will give the
city the opportunity to build new municipal buildings and a community center.


11/19/2024 12:44 PM


113 Wonderful vibrant Lakeside community with shops and restaurants downtown, a beautiful
library, a new conference hotel downtown


11/18/2024 5:56 PM


114 A vibrant lake community, but not over developed or overpriced! Good balance 11/15/2024 7:04 PM


115 More attractive Main Street and a community center. 11/15/2024 10:55 AM


116 Large influx of population, heavier traffic, hopefully stores & restaurants 11/15/2024 8:19 AM


117 More affordable housing for young families. Mid range homes, $400k and higher are
unaffordable for most people.


11/15/2024 7:59 AM


118 Well thought out growth that retains elements of the smaller lake town vibe. Improved
infrastructure (roads, trails system, improved water quality and pricing, Internet).
Water here
(Tanglewood area) is noticeably more expensive than Dallas area and quality is not as good.
Some more food/dining options would be good so as to be able to grab something quick and or
don’t have to drive into Denison/Sherman. Centralized workout facility would be nice as well.
Currently drive into Sherman to use Planet Fitness. It’s about 45 min round trip. So each visit
takes up 1.5-2hrs of time. Would be nice to have something closer as I’m in that time of life
where I’m fully employed (work remotely in a job that is more than 40hrs a week) and time
resources and usage allocation is a quality of life and happiness consideration.


11/8/2024 7:46 AM


119 More appreciation for the lake and investment in parks/ outdoor spaces. KEEP THE LIBRARY 11/8/2024 7:11 AM


120 too many people, lack of city services, need better city administrators, better schools. 11/6/2024 10:27 AM


121 Move forward but still maintain small town feel 11/6/2024 9:18 AM


122 Hard to say with the way things seem right now. What I wish is that it were small and stayed
small but kept its unique charm.


11/4/2024 9:14 PM


123 if we don’t start talking care of city, people will move away and city will be a ghost town 11/4/2024 8:57 PM
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124 Keep Pottsboro a small town. I know growth is coming to the area but don’t get away from the
community and culture that Pottsboro has.


11/4/2024 7:47 PM


125 In 15 years, I assume I will have a preteen in the house. I hope to be able to raise my kids in
Pottsboro. Therefore, my vision for the future of Pottsboro includes a highly rated school
system, small town, and enough things to do to keep them out of trouble and busy. I think of
food pantries, church programs, and good teen job opportunities as well as park space.


11/4/2024 5:27 PM


126 First, The City of Pottsboro should not be a corporation. Get rid of that classification, get the
right people in position, rally the community and I believe we could have a thriving community
without any CORPORATIONS or anyone put in place that does not have the best interests of
the people at heart. Take care of the people leading up to those 15 years with the right people
in position and it will happen. Most of this stuff is common sense... and obvious that the tax
payers' money has been shuffled everywhere except on this community and the people who
have chosen to live here.


11/4/2024 5:00 PM


127 Hopes it stays small and does not change to much. 11/4/2024 4:43 PM


128 More class and history. More businesses. 11/4/2024 3:59 PM


129 Maintain small town with restrictive growth. 11/4/2024 3:55 PM


130 More retail but still a smaller town feel. A clean, kept town with many amenities for families. 11/4/2024 3:20 PM


131 To be updated to todays standards of living 11/4/2024 3:12 PM


132 Not a small town any longer 11/4/2024 2:01 PM


133 Not much difference in what it is now. It’s been the same since the beginning. 11/1/2024 7:13 PM


134 Need more amenities and commercial and retail 11/1/2024 8:10 AM


135 I would like to see Pottsboro stay small. We can be a unique, boutique community that
attracts people who appreciate our way of life. Though we may never be *that* wealthy…think
of Highland Park or Argyle. We should focus more on gentrification than expansion to ensure
our school district remains small/one of a kind. I truly believe people would pay higher property
taxes, within reason, to ensure their kids are in the best public school in the immediate area. I
also think it’s wise to find a way to tax the tourists/lake community more for the privilege of
use to help support our community.


10/30/2024 5:45 PM


136 Leave it alone and if you’re a member of the city gov, don’t get involved. But if you can’t help
yourself, attract middle aged-old rich people. Don’t bring in low income housing or factories


10/29/2024 11:08 PM


137 Controlled growth through intentional marketing and recruitment efforts. 10/29/2024 6:11 PM


138 Hopefully, we have more restaurants and retail, at a hospital or 24 hour clinic, improve green
spaces with connected sidewalks and hiking and biking trails


10/29/2024 10:31 AM


139 Keeping the small town feel with continued support to school system and businesses. We
don't want to become a suburb of Mckinney/DFW area.


10/29/2024 10:11 AM


140 better school district rating 10/29/2024 9:53 AM


141 I would like to see it grow while maintaining its charm as a recreational/retirement community. 10/29/2024 9:49 AM


142 I would like to see us stay a smaller community while recognizing we wont be that much
longer. We do need more parks and access to walking trails. The biggest hurdle right now is
the traffic


10/29/2024 9:36 AM


143 Growth in both residential and commercial areas. 10/28/2024 8:48 PM


144 Keep us small 10/28/2024 4:16 PM


145 I probably won't live here. 10/26/2024 1:23 PM


146 Clean up Main Street, take pride. Make the owners accountable for their buildings and upkeep.
CLEAN drinking water. Enough water wells to support so we don’t have buy water from anyone.
Keeping the Library open for future generations. You don’t take away you add. Try to get some
grants for our little small town.


10/25/2024 12:02 PM


147 A self-supportive community where people live, work, go to school, play, shop, and worship. A
place that tourists clamor to visit. And locals are proud to call home.


10/25/2024 9:49 AM
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148 A truely memorable experience for the constiuents,visitors and settlers. 10/25/2024 9:19 AM


149 Increases In population and the need for long term, top quality infrastructure (WELL BUILT
roads, no more chip & tar crap surfaces).


10/25/2024 12:07 AM


150 Leave people alone. This is not Dallas or a HOA if that’s what you want then move there. 10/24/2024 11:02 PM


151 Annexing lands to bring in more population. 10/24/2024 7:54 PM


152 Small city with a lot of fingers 10/24/2024 1:43 PM


153 Good utilities, (water, sewer, phone, internet, electric), parks with recreational activities, roads,
restaurants, library, tornado shelter, retail, grocery. Living in a small community that has all the
major amenities. Please limit apartment complexes.


10/24/2024 11:16 AM


154 Population of 15k-20k and expanding city limits 10/24/2024 12:44 AM


155 Thriving city with small town feel 10/23/2024 9:49 PM


156 More restaurants. More parks & a trail system with a bike & hike system. 10/23/2024 5:53 PM


157 Growth, maybe too much 10/23/2024 4:07 PM


158 Pottsboro will grow, it's important to identify our character and maintain that through the growth.
People will move here for a slower paced country life with more affordable housing than Celina,
Frisco, etc.
It is essential that we maximize tax revenue, plan for the future and embrace the
growth....while maintaining our small town charm


10/23/2024 11:00 AM


159 More fun activities and fun places to visit 10/23/2024 8:57 AM


160 Fix the potholes 10/22/2024 7:52 AM


161 I see it becoming too large and will lose its uniqueness. 10/21/2024 9:16 PM


162 Working together as a community to improve the homes and public areas that already exist
and NO new construction.


10/21/2024 9:11 PM


163 Sadly enough, it will be another Sherman. 10/21/2024 1:15 PM


164 Eliminate Air B&B / VRBO 10/21/2024 11:18 AM


165 I love the small town and DON'T want it to become Celina or Frisco...just another part of
Dallas. Leave it simple.


10/21/2024 7:54 AM


166 Make city slightly larger, with some more commercial/industrial opportunities. Keep visitors
coming but not to the point the city becomes over run


10/20/2024 10:21 PM


167 Just another dam place for developers to get richer.and leave a shit hole behind . 10/20/2024 2:24 PM


168 To stay on the small side and not become like Frisco. 10/19/2024 7:24 PM


169 For Pottsboro to retain it's own identity and not become an extension of Denison. 10/19/2024 3:57 PM


170 Growth in all areas. 10/19/2024 3:54 PM


171 An attractive and thriving downtown. More non-franchised restaurants and shops. Outstanding
schools.


10/19/2024 3:08 PM


172 More residents and a larger tax base. 10/19/2024 10:57 AM


173 Limit growth and maintain the small town charm. Do not allow apartments or mobile homes
which traditionally bring crime


10/19/2024 10:57 AM


174 A city government that works for the city not their personal pocket book. 10/19/2024 3:17 AM


175 Thriving city with small town character 10/18/2024 10:46 PM


176 Growth and improvements. 10/18/2024 9:53 PM


177 Growth if we have available housing and services 10/18/2024 6:32 PM


178 Busy 10/18/2024 5:15 PM
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179 Unwanted overgrowth. 10/18/2024 3:12 PM


180 Hopefully, not just another piece of flotsam in a sea of metroplex facelessness.......ideally,
promote local small businesses and strive to build/maintain a small-town identity


10/18/2024 1:51 PM


181 Hopefully not 25K people living within the city limits 10/18/2024 12:29 PM


182 more modernized 10/18/2024 11:23 AM


183 Additional retail, restaurants, better roads. 10/18/2024 10:37 AM


184 That it stays peaceful and doesn’t turn into an extension of DFW! 10/18/2024 10:18 AM


185 A pleasant, thriving community where you can retire or start and raise a family and have
access to necessities


10/18/2024 8:47 AM


186 Pottsboro will be full in 15 years when we run out of water. Growth of residential & commercial
will hit a hard stop then, so we better like how we build it. I would like to see development fill in
the hollow spaces and stay uphill of the wastewater plant so we have efficient basic services.


10/18/2024 12:06 AM


187 Thriving Main Street, beautiful parks and trails and many community events 10/17/2024 10:20 PM


188 A growing town, with lots of economic opportunity. 10/17/2024 8:47 PM


189 Community to value a healthy lifestyle enough to invest in the parks and the trails in the area. 10/17/2024 6:23 PM


190 Good affordable living. Good water. We should not be paying 125$ outside of city limits before
we even use a drop of water


10/17/2024 6:10 PM


191 Na 10/17/2024 1:57 PM


192 Moderate growth keeping pottsboro small 10/17/2024 1:41 PM


193 PLEASE KEEP POTTSBORO COUNTRY. IF PEOPLE WANT TO LIVE IN THE CITY, THERE
ARE LOVELY OPTIONS NEARBY. ONCE WE LOSE THE COUNTRY, WE CANNOT REGAIN
THAT LAND OR FEEL. I'D LOVE FOR POTTSBORO TO KEEP AND EVEN EXPAND THE
LIBRARY. ALSO CONSIDER SOME SENIOR-LIVING OPTIONS FOR THOSE WHO
CURRENTLY LIVE IN POTTSBORO, BUT CANNOT MAINTAIN THEIR RANCH BUT WANT
TO STAY HERE.


10/17/2024 1:26 PM


194 Growth 10/17/2024 12:43 PM


195 More walkable pathways with biking and low speed personal vehicle option to get from place to
place with family and guests.


10/17/2024 9:44 AM


196 A quaint small town that offers a small town feel. 10/17/2024 9:03 AM


197 GROWTH OF THE CITY BUT ALSO GROWTH OF THE RESIDENTS WITH KEEPING AN
OPEN MIND TO NEW THINGS AND CULTURES OUTSIDE OF THE LIMITED DIVERSITY
THEY ARE USED TO AT THE MOMENT.


10/17/2024 8:47 AM


198 With the widening of HWY 289, we should see many opportunities for growth, including retail,
single family houses and a boom for the population.


10/17/2024 8:40 AM


199 Safety, roads kept up, nice parks, more sidewalks, stay a small country town, few eating
places what a burger, subway, canes, Dairy Queen.


10/17/2024 8:29 AM


200 A better city I won’t be around to see it I hope 10/17/2024 7:57 AM


201 An influx of people due to the mega resorts and completion of the north Texas freeway but I
fear there won’t be the business presence necessary at first


10/17/2024 7:39 AM


202 That it remains a peaceful, family friendly small community that doesn’t grow too fast. 10/16/2024 10:22 PM


203 Better City Maintance and more efficient plans so help our community to not have to travel to
other cities to obtain all their benefits


10/16/2024 10:14 PM


204 Refurbished downtown area with quaint shops/restautants. More of a Main Street in Denison
feel.


10/16/2024 10:12 PM


205 Hopefully, it will remain as a small community with a low property tax rate for senior citizens. 10/16/2024 9:52 PM


206 Excellent schools, amenities for families, good infrastructure 10/16/2024 9:21 PM
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207 A downtown Beautifying Railroad noise 10/16/2024 8:48 PM


208 No more rental properties 10/16/2024 7:13 PM


209 Mild population growth. 10/16/2024 6:54 PM


210 Lots of growth 10/16/2024 5:46 PM


211 A city that doesn’t waste taxpayer dollars on frivolous endeavors. A city that focuses on
delivering excellent services to support the infrastructure. Water, streets, fire protection, and
security.


10/16/2024 5:29 PM


212 a small town that offers a close community 10/16/2024 5:15 PM


213 A lot more businesses and more restaurants 10/16/2024 4:58 PM


214 Better roads/streets, staying small 10/16/2024 3:38 PM


215 More restaurants 10/16/2024 2:35 PM


216 Still small town with more places to eat and nice places for the kids 10/16/2024 2:33 PM


217 STAY THE SAME, BUT NOT POSSIBLE 10/16/2024 1:54 PM


218 Community growth while maintaining the rural neighborly sense of safety and togetherness. 10/16/2024 1:42 PM


219 It will still be the same old same old due to small town politics 10/16/2024 12:41 PM


220 Growth 10/16/2024 11:59 AM


221 I would love to see Pottsboro maintain the feel of a quaint lake community with a specific and
intentional asthetic that creates a personality...we will definitely need more busineses,
restaurants and shops to support the growth, but what if we did it with a specific design in
mind. What if we were able to cultivate and design the look and feel of Pottsboro?? I hope with
all of my might that we don't end up just looking like the next stop on 289...metal building after
metal building holding the exact same corporate businesses. We are litterally the last town
before the lake, lets focus on that and create something cool that we are proud to be part of.


10/16/2024 11:29 AM


222 Too expensive to live in. Catering too 2nd home owners 10/16/2024 10:53 AM


223 More house fewer apartments along with more retail and restaurants. 10/16/2024 10:53 AM


224 Very slow response to current problems. 10/16/2024 9:55 AM


225 Thoughtfully creating opportunities for new business opportunities and associated housing. 10/16/2024 9:20 AM


226 Clean up and have a downtown area. 10/16/2024 9:17 AM


227 See Frisco 10/16/2024 8:56 AM


228 Added restaurants and retail 10/16/2024 8:53 AM


229 A nice clean place to live and enjoy the lake, without barriers by the rich for access to the
lake, such as the gate at the end of the peninsula and other restrictions being put up by those
in that community.


10/16/2024 8:47 AM


230 Unknown 10/16/2024 8:35 AM


231 lots of growth 10/16/2024 8:18 AM


232 Undetermined @ this time….Growth, safe community 10/16/2024 7:58 AM


233 Our own water treatment plant.,getting water for ourself not from a neighboring city 10/16/2024 7:37 AM


234 N/A 10/16/2024 7:07 AM


235 ? 10/16/2024 6:55 AM


236 More commercial businesses 10/16/2024 6:31 AM


237 Hopefully phosphora stays somewhat small and grows very slowly or at least in my lifetime.
With large fast growth brings in people from larger cities with big city values who have no small
town values which runs our community.


10/16/2024 5:00 AM
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238 We need a plan or a developer destroy the town 10/16/2024 12:31 AM


239 Friendly clean quite. No apartments. No high crime rate. 10/15/2024 11:42 PM


240 I'm of an age that I will not be alive in 15 years. 10/15/2024 11:07 PM


241 A city with growth and great facilities that attract tourism and expanded borders out too the
Lake.


10/15/2024 10:12 PM


242 It doesn’t matter. With Preston project going in…we will be a memory. Look at what happens to
small towns line frisco


10/15/2024 10:10 PM


243 Grate small town at must fear 10/15/2024 10:00 PM


244 Small town feel that is unique and offers versatility 10/15/2024 9:44 PM


245 New police department 10/15/2024 9:32 PM


246 Competitive with Sherman and Denison. 10/15/2024 8:58 PM


247 Great community, better water to drink 10/15/2024 8:28 PM


248 No more development! 10/15/2024 8:13 PM


249 Probably be swallowed up by Sher-Den with their development and the toll road 10/15/2024 8:10 PM


250 Probably won't be around then. 10/15/2024 7:58 PM


251 We need a vibrant community center that can house a larger library, police station and
community areas.


10/15/2024 7:41 PM


252 Growth 10/15/2024 7:26 PM


253 A true community that maintains the small town environment, updated appearance of the city
with activities and services offered to our diverse group of citizens. A place where people
come and say 'what a great place! I'd love to live here!


10/15/2024 6:55 PM


254 Staying a small community. 10/15/2024 6:38 PM


255 More grocers, perhaps a cinema! 10/15/2024 6:34 PM


256 Senior living 10/15/2024 6:26 PM


257 Moderate growth with more services available 10/15/2024 5:45 PM


258 That the city will be surrounded by multi expensive houses and or acreage, the city will be
become slums


10/15/2024 5:41 PM


259 More options for seniors 10/15/2024 5:20 PM


260 A small town with lots of agriculture land. A small town with small businesses. A small town
with a lot of community events.


10/15/2024 5:04 PM


261 Pottsboro is in the growth path of the metroplex with future tollway expansion and residential
development due to people moving here from out of state and larger Texas cities.


10/15/2024 3:49 PM


262 The most pressing issues are water (without paying for it), maintenance and improvements in
our roads, plan for residential and commercial growth without creating a strain on the
infrastructure.


10/15/2024 2:14 PM


263 Keep Pottsboro a small town 10/15/2024 1:48 PM


264 A City with restaurant options and different options for housing. The roads and drainage
system updated throughout the City with sidewalks.


10/15/2024 1:21 PM


265 Large growth due to jobs being created in the area. 10/15/2024 10:43 AM


266 Opportunity for growth, our own water system not imported, less taxes on housing, better
roads without gravel repairs sitting for years, drainage system repairs, and cut trees along
electrical wiring before snow storms


10/15/2024 10:40 AM


267 bigger nicer 10/15/2024 10:33 AM


268 NA 10/15/2024 10:28 AM
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269 Hopefully still have a small town feel despite inevitable growth 10/15/2024 10:09 AM


270 Would like to see retail and restaurant options to keep residents from driving to neighboring
larger cities often


10/15/2024 9:33 AM


271 Growth 10/15/2024 9:02 AM


272 Lifelong resident and the city has been behind regarding infrastructure and maintenance my
entire life, example; city buys water from Denison when pipeline supplying water to metroplex
is 1 mile east of city limits.


10/15/2024 8:43 AM


273 More retail and dining options, age 55+ living communities, parks with connected trails, bicycle
lanes


10/15/2024 8:19 AM


274 A community that supports a diverse population with all of the essential services including the
library and an expanded choice of retail and restaurants.


10/15/2024 8:18 AM


275 In debt and nothing changes, quit allowing builders and realtors on tje city council 10/15/2024 8:05 AM


276 Keep the town small. 10/15/2024 7:18 AM


277 I envision a City with robust water, sewer/utilities and infrastructure with a competent City staff
managing all these things. I also envision multiple city park facilities for the Youth of Pottsboro
to enjoy that has scheduled upkeep and also planned projects and additions for all ages to
enjoy. The City of Pottsboro has plenty of younger and willing citizens willing to donate time to
invest in the City. Open communications with Citizens and teamwork for a long term plan is
very important.


10/15/2024 7:09 AM


278 Keeping our small town feeling 10/15/2024 6:26 AM


279 Ability to go for a walk safely on a sidewalk 10/14/2024 10:39 PM


280 Existing downtown structures renovated and this area be developed into shops & businesses.
Businesses along FM120 be upgraded and developed. Don’t approve massive strip mall
development.


10/14/2024 9:58 PM


281 Clean up the dump properties and turn them into tax revenue making businesses. Plan for the
future with Margaritaville being just down the road and use that to the advantage of Pottsboro.
Margaritaville is closer to Pottsboro than it is to major areas of Denison. Use that to our
advantage. Small town that has everything it needs rather than small town that you always
have to leave to get things you want or need.


10/14/2024 9:53 PM


282 I would to see it cleaner and better maintained. More restaurant and transportation options.
More community centers for senior and youth.


10/14/2024 9:46 PM


283 I envision the toll road being near completion, and a large increase in the population of
surrounding cities as well as our own. Special planning and care will need to be taken to
protect our community and prevent it from growing too quickly.


10/14/2024 9:27 PM


284 Would love it to be the same just kept up with and maintained well. 10/14/2024 9:03 PM


285 Better roads, more chain restaurant options, more after school youth gatherings, medical
choices in town.


10/14/2024 8:55 PM


286 Sadly it will continue to grow like our communities to the South. 10/14/2024 8:54 PM


287 Keep small town feel with better roads utilities 10/14/2024 8:33 PM


288 Keeping the home town feel 10/14/2024 8:33 PM


289 Multiple restaurants and resorts near lake Texoma. Make it a destination town 10/14/2024 7:59 PM


290 It will continue to be welcoming, friendly and helpful. 10/14/2024 7:37 PM


291 Creating opportunities for residents through growth and increasing revenues 10/14/2024 7:37 PM


292 For the community to all thrive and have the resources they need 10/14/2024 7:36 PM


293 More retail and restaurants/fast food 10/14/2024 7:25 PM


294 Hopefully better water & sewage options and keeping us small while still fully independent of
the bigger cities.


10/14/2024 7:14 PM
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295 Try and revitalize and or create a downtown area that utilizes the buildings already there, but
incorporating the library.


10/14/2024 6:58 PM


296 A better place for my children to learn and grow 10/14/2024 6:46 PM


297 Over population, lack of good roads and health resources. 10/14/2024 6:34 PM


298 Growth with a small town feel 10/14/2024 6:24 PM


299 Double the housing and triple the commercial/retail (sales tax producing) 10/14/2024 6:21 PM


300 managed growth and opportunity for all 10/14/2024 5:51 PM


301 Not good based on current situation 10/14/2024 5:28 PM


302 Clean up FM120 of old buildings through Pottsboro 10/14/2024 5:19 PM


303 Increased growth of families moving to pottsboro due to our schools great reputation and lake
community. Increased restaurant/retail/housing options.


10/14/2024 5:14 PM


304 Growth, we need to be proactive not reactive! 10/14/2024 5:07 PM


305 With the current city manager we will be a failing community 10/14/2024 4:40 PM


306 A place that has it all, but still small. Texoma Strength, Food truck park, barber shop , tobacco
shop have been a great value add


10/14/2024 4:39 PM


307 I hope that it’s still a community oriented area near the lake. Preserving the lake is important
but having infrastructure in better condition with our water issues solved.


10/14/2024 4:38 PM


308 Unfortunately I envision Pottsboro being a characterless suburb like Frisco in 15 years. I Pray
I’m wrong


10/14/2024 4:36 PM


309 To be more self sustaining, to have more amenities for families close to home. 10/14/2024 4:22 PM


310 quaint with boutiques, parks, a lively downtown area 10/14/2024 4:21 PM


311 More eating establishments 10/14/2024 4:10 PM


312 Thriving community that grows but still feels like a small town. 10/14/2024 3:42 PM


313 Due to the proximity of 289 I expect Pottsboro will look very much like several of the cities to
the south. Managed growth will be key.


10/14/2024 3:30 PM


314 A place where there are plenty of outdoor amenities for exercise and recreation. 10/14/2024 3:19 PM
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99.15% 116


0.00% 0


0.00% 0


0.00% 0


0.00% 0


0.00% 0


0.00% 0


0.00% 0


96.58% 113


0.00% 0


Q37
Please share your name and email if you would like to be directly
contacted about future surveys and public meetings related to this planning


effort.
Answered: 117
 Skipped: 197


# NAME DATE


1 Lincoln Wilson-Luse 12/16/2024 7:48 AM


2 Joe Quenet 12/9/2024 5:06 PM


3 Megan Vick 12/6/2024 5:55 PM


4 Karen Christie 12/6/2024 1:09 PM


5 Michael Roberts 12/6/2024 11:56 AM


6 Pam Roberts 12/6/2024 11:01 AM


7 Todd Christie 12/6/2024 10:57 AM


8 Dana Tennyson 12/6/2024 10:37 AM


9 Dan Wicker 12/6/2024 8:09 AM


10 Ellen Anderson 12/4/2024 3:16 PM


11 Leah Irvin 12/4/2024 11:49 AM


12 Lauren Rice 12/4/2024 7:27 AM


13 Vance Pearson 12/3/2024 10:39 PM


14 Rhoten 12/3/2024 10:08 PM


15 Heather Jones 12/3/2024 10:05 PM


16 Dawn Brinker 12/3/2024 9:13 PM


17 Gary Watkins 12/3/2024 2:21 PM


18 Kristine 12/3/2024 1:01 PM


ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES


Name


Company


Address


Address 2


City/Town


State/Province


ZIP/Postal Code


Country


Email Address


Phone Number







Pottsboro Community Input Survey


119 / 124


19 Cortney Gumm 12/3/2024 11:36 AM


20 Tonya weimer 12/3/2024 10:52 AM


21 Karen Tanzer 12/2/2024 10:12 PM


22 Colleen Sallee 12/2/2024 2:28 PM


23 RAY SANSEVERINO 12/2/2024 9:32 AM


24 Lisa 12/1/2024 7:46 PM


25 Carmela Tillman 12/1/2024 3:41 PM


26 Jake Murphy 12/1/2024 3:16 PM


27 Nickolas Bell 11/29/2024 10:24 PM


28 Brittany Bell 11/29/2024 10:23 PM


29 Christine Beardsley 11/28/2024 7:02 PM


30 Gerald Swanson 11/28/2024 6:21 AM


31 Kristin 11/27/2024 1:54 PM


32 Biff Thornton 11/27/2024 10:50 AM


33 Roger Brown 11/27/2024 12:13 AM


34 Sandra 11/26/2024 8:00 PM


35 Diane Webb 11/26/2024 5:18 PM


36 Elizabeth Rock 11/26/2024 3:19 PM


37 Nicki Hart 11/26/2024 12:30 PM


38 Jessica Thompson 11/26/2024 10:55 AM


39 Jada Brawner 11/26/2024 10:36 AM


40 Donna Gilleland 11/26/2024 10:23 AM


41 Lorene Dudley 11/26/2024 8:47 AM


42 Tommi Sue Homuth 11/18/2024 5:56 PM


43 Linda Fielder 11/15/2024 7:04 PM


44 Deitrick Russi 11/8/2024 7:46 AM


45 Melinda 11/6/2024 9:18 AM


46 Tim McNally 11/4/2024 8:58 PM


47 Chad Wetteland 11/4/2024 5:28 PM


48 Kristin Rein 11/4/2024 5:01 PM


49 Kaylee Leal 11/4/2024 3:20 PM


50 Lisa Foster 11/1/2024 8:11 AM


51 Thomas Jefferson 10/29/2024 11:09 PM


52 Ryan Morgan 10/29/2024 10:31 AM


53 Maria C. Morgan 10/29/2024 9:54 AM


54 Debe Wyatt 10/28/2024 8:48 PM


55 Betty Ryan 10/25/2024 12:03 PM


56 Summer Holbrook 10/25/2024 9:49 AM
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57 Resident that tried to join the leadership 10/25/2024 9:22 AM


58 Jimmy Carter 10/25/2024 12:07 AM


59 Ronald Betts Sr. 10/24/2024 1:44 PM


60 Andrew smith 10/23/2024 9:50 PM


61 Heather Norris 10/23/2024 4:08 PM


62 Jake Holland 10/23/2024 11:00 AM


63 Laura Curtis 10/21/2024 11:18 AM


64 Nick Weinmann 10/20/2024 10:21 PM


65 Lewis 10/20/2024 2:27 PM


66 I live within city limits 10/19/2024 3:57 PM


67 Vickie Waller 10/19/2024 3:55 PM


68 Bo Fines 10/19/2024 10:58 AM


69 John R Nelson 10/19/2024 10:57 AM


70 Marlene Martin 10/19/2024 3:18 AM


71 Phil Landrun 10/18/2024 6:33 PM


72 Susan Allen Bailey 10/18/2024 3:13 PM


73 Kat Lowry 10/18/2024 1:51 PM


74 Kelley Logan 10/18/2024 11:23 AM


75 Terry Doden 10/18/2024 10:37 AM


76 Renea Talbert 10/18/2024 10:18 AM


77 Michael Stringfield 10/18/2024 12:06 AM


78 Susan Stephens 10/17/2024 10:20 PM


79 Andrea Gowans 10/17/2024 1:26 PM


80 Jeff Sullivan 10/17/2024 9:44 AM


81 Wendy Kline 10/17/2024 9:03 AM


82 RYAN MASSEY 10/17/2024 8:48 AM


83 Weston Kirby 10/17/2024 8:41 AM


84 Donna Wages 10/17/2024 8:30 AM


85 Lori Lobo 10/16/2024 10:23 PM


86 Delores Wastoskie 10/16/2024 10:15 PM


87 James Patrick 10/16/2024 8:49 PM


88 Curtis Miller 10/16/2024 1:43 PM


89 Casie Lovelace 10/16/2024 11:29 AM


90 F. H. Campbell 10/16/2024 9:58 AM


91 Scott Young 10/16/2024 8:53 AM


92 George Higginbotham 10/16/2024 8:18 AM


93 Gary Watkins 10/16/2024 7:37 AM


94 Viktor L. 10/16/2024 7:07 AM
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95 Serene 10/16/2024 6:32 AM


96 Graham Caulfield 10/15/2024 10:14 PM


97 Amanda Major 10/15/2024 8:58 PM


98 Danny Quillen 10/15/2024 8:12 PM


99 Lisa Hitchcock 10/15/2024 7:42 PM


100 Rhonda Sanderfer 10/15/2024 6:55 PM


101 Frank Kelland 10/15/2024 6:34 PM


102 Jan Utsler 10/15/2024 5:46 PM


103 Dianna 10/15/2024 5:42 PM


104 tom ceci 10/15/2024 3:50 PM


105 Biff Thornton 10/15/2024 7:09 AM


106 Eric Huggins 10/14/2024 9:54 PM


107 Alex Elk 10/14/2024 9:27 PM


108 Brian Sybrandy 10/14/2024 7:59 PM


109 Monica Stas 10/14/2024 6:58 PM


110 debbie plyler 10/14/2024 5:51 PM


111 Theresa 10/14/2024 5:20 PM


112 Julie Thornton 10/14/2024 5:14 PM


113 Micah Daugherty 10/14/2024 5:07 PM


114 Erik Bevill 10/14/2024 4:39 PM


115 Lainie Ramsey 10/14/2024 4:38 PM


116 John Harrison 10/14/2024 4:37 PM


# COMPANY DATE


  There are no responses.  


# ADDRESS DATE


  There are no responses.  


# ADDRESS 2 DATE


  There are no responses.  


# CITY/TOWN DATE


  There are no responses.  


# STATE/PROVINCE DATE


  There are no responses.  


# ZIP/POSTAL CODE DATE


  There are no responses.  


# COUNTRY DATE


  There are no responses.  


# EMAIL ADDRESS DATE


1 lwilson24@pottsboroisd.org 12/16/2024 7:48 AM


2 joe.quenet1@gmail.com 12/9/2024 5:06 PM
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3 vickm@vnatexas.org 12/6/2024 5:55 PM


4 karen_cdaii@hotmail.com 12/6/2024 1:09 PM


5 michro317@gmail.com 12/6/2024 11:56 AM


6 par7175@att.net 12/6/2024 11:01 AM


7 ktchristie@outlook.com 12/6/2024 10:57 AM


8 danatennyson@mac.com 12/6/2024 10:37 AM


9 dcwicker17@gmail.com 12/6/2024 8:09 AM


10 agent.ellen@att.net 12/4/2024 3:16 PM


11 leah.irvin347@gmail.com 12/4/2024 11:49 AM


12 laurenehan94@gmail.com 12/4/2024 7:27 AM


13 vancegpearson@gmail.com 12/3/2024 10:39 PM


14 gigirhoten@gmail.com 12/3/2024 10:08 PM


15 tricia_jones75070@yahoo.com 12/3/2024 10:05 PM


16 dkbrinker@gmail.com 12/3/2024 9:13 PM


17 gwatkins@lwatkins.net 12/3/2024 2:21 PM


18 Kemross060714@outlook.com 12/3/2024 1:01 PM


19 cortney@texomadestinations.com 12/3/2024 11:36 AM


20 tonyaweimer22@gmail.com 12/3/2024 10:52 AM


21 ktanzer@sbcglobal.net 12/2/2024 10:12 PM


22 cfs25@hitmail.com 12/2/2024 2:28 PM


23 lisafoster2005@aol.com 12/1/2024 7:46 PM


24 carmelalopezea@yahoo.com 12/1/2024 3:41 PM


25 jm1974@gmail.com 12/1/2024 3:16 PM


26 NCKLSGBLL@GMAIL.COM 11/29/2024 10:24 PM


27 thebrittanybell@gmail.com 11/29/2024 10:23 PM


28 teccat45@yahoo.com 11/28/2024 7:02 PM


29 jagsresto@att.net 11/28/2024 6:21 AM


30 kristinsbags67@gmail.com 11/27/2024 1:54 PM


31 bthornton13@hotmail.com 11/27/2024 10:50 AM


32 texomastriperfishing@hotmail.com 11/27/2024 12:13 AM


33 momdsis3@aol.com 11/26/2024 8:00 PM


34 scruffybigboy@yahoo.com 11/26/2024 5:18 PM


35 cajun1202@yahoo.com 11/26/2024 3:19 PM


36 nicki@shickimedia.com 11/26/2024 12:30 PM


37 Jbt_129@yahoo.com 11/26/2024 10:55 AM


38 jadabrawner@gmail.com 11/26/2024 10:36 AM


39 dogilleland@gmail.com 11/26/2024 10:23 AM


40 dudleylorene@gmail.com 11/26/2024 8:47 AM
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41 tshomuth@gmail.com 11/18/2024 5:56 PM


42 fielderz5@yahoo.com 11/15/2024 7:04 PM


43 russi2@sbcglobal.net 11/8/2024 7:46 AM


44 ntxcountrygirl72@gmail.com 11/6/2024 9:18 AM


45 timkimmcnally@hotmail.com 11/4/2024 8:58 PM


46 chadwetteland1@gmail.com 11/4/2024 5:28 PM


47 kristin5989@att.net 11/4/2024 5:01 PM


48 leal_kaylee@hotmail.com 11/4/2024 3:20 PM


49 Loraine6339@gmail.com 11/1/2024 8:11 AM


50 ryan@rynoco.com 10/29/2024 10:31 AM


51 cmorgan@strongtie.com 10/29/2024 9:54 AM


52 Debewyatt57@gmail.com 10/28/2024 8:48 PM


53 rhino01tw@yahoo.com 10/25/2024 12:03 PM


54 summerholbrook@hotmail.com 10/25/2024 9:49 AM


55 genkare8@gmail.com 10/25/2024 9:22 AM


56 therealjimmycarter@gmail.com 10/25/2024 12:07 AM


57 bettssrr@yahoo.com 10/24/2024 1:44 PM


58 asmith@startkleen.com 10/23/2024 9:50 PM


59 heather_kleiman@yahoo.com 10/23/2024 4:08 PM


60 jake.a.holland@gmail.com 10/23/2024 11:00 AM


61 curtis.sissy@verizon.net 10/21/2024 11:18 AM


62 nick.weinmann77@gmail.com 10/20/2024 10:21 PM


63 busybee0927@yahoo.com 10/20/2024 2:27 PM


64 vickiew64@sbcglobal.net 10/19/2024 3:55 PM


65 gloria.j.morton@att.net 10/19/2024 3:09 PM


66 jfines@live.com 10/19/2024 10:58 AM


67 jonelsonz71@gmail.com 10/19/2024 10:57 AM


68 mamartin1955@yahoo.com 10/19/2024 3:18 AM


69 Landrumphil790@gmail.com 10/18/2024 6:33 PM


70 Holyroller7070@gmail.com 10/18/2024 3:13 PM


71 klowry950@yahoo.com 10/18/2024 1:51 PM


72 kelleyc247@gmail.com 10/18/2024 11:23 AM


73 tdoden@sbcglobal.net 10/18/2024 10:37 AM


74 rennn1@aol.com 10/18/2024 10:18 AM


75 michaelstringfield2@gmail.com 10/18/2024 12:06 AM


76 susanmstephens@comcast.net 10/17/2024 10:20 PM


77 andrea.gowans@gmail.com 10/17/2024 1:26 PM


78 Jeffsullivan54@gmail.com 10/17/2024 9:44 AM
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79 klkine.wendy@gmail.com 10/17/2024 9:03 AM


80 wrkirby@gmail.com 10/17/2024 8:41 AM


81 Grannie_pawpa@sbcglobal.net 10/17/2024 8:30 AM


82 lorilobo1969@gmail.com 10/16/2024 10:23 PM


83 dewjlw@gmail.com 10/16/2024 10:15 PM


84 jpatrick@airmail.net 10/16/2024 8:49 PM


85 curtism@lakesregional.org 10/16/2024 1:43 PM


86 casie@trustlovelace.com 10/16/2024 11:29 AM


87 af1340@gmail.com 10/16/2024 9:58 AM


88 sky35@sbcglobal.net 10/16/2024 8:53 AM


89 dnghiggin@gmail.com 10/16/2024 8:18 AM


90 gwatkins@lwatkins.net 10/16/2024 7:37 AM


91 viktor358@yahoo.com 10/16/2024 7:07 AM


92 serenehalley1973@gmail.com 10/16/2024 6:32 AM


93 gcaulfield777@icloud.com 10/15/2024 10:14 PM


94 adfarm2002@gmail.com 10/15/2024 8:58 PM


95 DQ245@sbcglobal.net 10/15/2024 8:12 PM


96 lisa@viewtexoma.com 10/15/2024 7:42 PM


97 rhodnasanderfer@gmail.com 10/15/2024 6:55 PM


98 fkelland@gmail.com 10/15/2024 6:34 PM


99 utslerj@sbcglobal.net 10/15/2024 5:46 PM


100 Hardenburg 10/15/2024 5:42 PM


101 tceci@cecibates.com 10/15/2024 3:50 PM


102 bthornton13@hotmail.com 10/15/2024 7:09 AM


103 Litestu@msn.com 10/14/2024 9:54 PM


104 alexelk@outlook.com 10/14/2024 9:27 PM


105 b_sybrandy@yahoo.com 10/14/2024 7:59 PM


106 monicadriggs@yahoo.com 10/14/2024 6:58 PM


107 plyler.deb@gmail.com 10/14/2024 5:51 PM


108 tannteel@gmail.com 10/14/2024 5:20 PM


109 julie.thornton149@gmail.com 10/14/2024 5:14 PM


110 mdaugherty1349@icloud.com 10/14/2024 5:07 PM


111 erik.bevill@gmail.com 10/14/2024 4:39 PM


112 Homesbylainie@gmail.com 10/14/2024 4:38 PM


113 jharrison516@gmail.com 10/14/2024 4:37 PM


# PHONE NUMBER DATE


  There are no responses.  







