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August 6, 2008 
 
 
Mayor Pat Evans 
City Council Members 
City of Plano 
Plano, TX  75074 
 
Honorable Mayor and City Council: 
 

P.O. Box 860358 
Plano, Texas 75086-0358 

972-941-7000 
www.plano.gov 

We will begin Executive Session on Monday at 5:00 p.m. with legal advice from 
the City Attorney.  Under Item II, Personnel, we will discuss re-appointments to 
mandatory boards and commissions.  Under Item III, potential economic 
development prospects may be discussed.        
 
The Preliminary Open Meeting will begin with consideration of the re-
appointments discussed in Executive Session.  We will also hear from Duncan 
Associates regarding an assessment of the Zoning Ordinance.  Next, we will 
hear from representatives of Oncor regarding their transmission line efforts in 
Plano.  Parks Director Don Wendell will address Item IV, regarding the City’s 
radio controlled parks and median watering system.  The Mayor will discuss City 
Council appointments as liaisons to various community committees and 
organizations.  Denise Tacke, representing the Finance Department, will present 
the Comprehensive Monthly Financial Report and in conclusion, Tina Firgens of 
our Planning Department will discuss the aspects of natural gas drilling in Plano.   
  
I look forward to seeing you on Monday. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Thomas H. Muehlenbeck 



    PLANO CITY COUNCIL 
 
 

 
WILL CONVENE INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION AT 5:00 P.M. ON AUGUST 11, 2008, 
FOLLOWED BY PRELIMINARY OPEN MEETING IMMEDIATELY THEREAFTER, IN THE 
PLANO MUNICIPAL BUILDING, 1520 K AVENUE, IN COMPLIANCE WITH VERNON'S 
TEXAS CODES ANNOTATED, GOVERNMENT CODE CHAPTER 551 (OPEN MEETINGS 
ACT), AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Mission Statement:  The mission of the City of Plano is to provide outstanding 
services and facilities, through cooperative efforts with our citizens, that contribute 
to the quality of life in our community. 
 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
 
I. Legal Advice       Wetherbee    5 min. 

A. Respond to questions and receive   
legal advice on agenda items 

 
 
 
   
II. Personnel        Council    5 min. 
 A. Re-appointments 
   Board of Adjustment 
   Civil Service Commission 
   Plano Housing Authority 
 
 

 
III. Economic Development     Muehlenbeck  10 min. 
 A. Discuss a financial offer or other incentive to a 
  business prospect to locate, stay, or expand in Plano 
  and consider any commercial and financial information 
  from the business prospect. 
 



 
PRELIMINARY OPEN MEETING 
 
I. Consideration and action resulting from   Council     5 min. 
 Executive Session discussion:  
  A. Personnel Re-appointments 
    Board of Adjustment 
    Civil Service Commission 
    Plano Housing Authority 
  
II. Zoning Ordinance Assessment    Duncan Associates  15 min. 
 
 
III. Oncor Transmission Line Process and Timeline Oncor    10 min.
         Representatives 
 
IV. Discussion and Direction re Radio Controlled   Wendell   10 min. 
 Parks and Median Water System 
 
 
V. City Council Appointments to    Mayor       10 min.  

Various Committees and Organizations   
  
 
VI. Comprehensive Monthly Financial Report  Tacke      5 min. 
 
          
VII. Discussion re Natural Gas Drilling    Firgens   10 min. 
 
 
VIII. Council items for discussion/action on future agendas Council    5 min. 
 
 
IX. Consent and Regular Agenda    Council      5 min. 
 
 
X. Council Reports      Council      5 min. 

A. Council May Receive Information, discuss 
and provide direction on the following reports: 
 

B. Council may receive reports from its other  
members who serve as liaisons to boards,  
commissions, and committees.



 
 
  

In accordance with the provisions of the Open Meetings Act, during Preliminary Open 
Meetings, agenda items will be discussed and votes may be taken where appropriate. 
 
Municipal Center is wheelchair accessible.  A sloped curb entry is available at the 
main entrance facing Avenue L, with specially marked parking spaces nearby.  
Access and special parking are also available on the north side of building.  The 
Council Chamber is accessible by elevator to the lower level.  Requests for sign 
interpreters or special services must be received forty-eight (48) hours prior to the 
meeting time by calling the City Secretary at 972-941-7120. 
 



MEMO 
 

DATE: August 6, 2008 
 
TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
  City Manager Muehlenbeck 
  City Secretary Zucco 
 
FROM: Kristy Land, Assistant City Secretary 
 
RE: Personnel Reappointment/Appointments 
 
 

 The following reappointments will be considered at the August 11, 2008 City 

Council Meeting. 

Executive Meeting Worksession Meeting 
 

Reappointments  

Board of Adjustment 

Civil Service Commission 

Plano Housing Authority 

 

No items to be considered. 

 



POM Item II  Zoning Ordinance Assessment  Duncan Associates 
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Top Priorities for Ordinance Revisions   
1. Reorganize and reformat the existing zoning ordinance and subdivision regulations. 

The current ordinances are in decent condition but they do show signs of piecemeal, incremental 
amendments, revisions, and additions, which can cause confusion and detract from the codes overall usability.  

 

2. Revise or add standards related to ongoing enforcement problems.   

Most code enforcement actions in Plano are prompted by citizen complaints.  The planning staff, code 
enforcement officers, police, and fire departments, as well as neighborhood groups, business groups, and 
other entities that have code enforcement concerns, should develop a list of the most common citizen-
initiated enforcement complaints in order of severity and frequency and revise standards in the ordinance to 
mitigate problems that prompt the complaints.   

3. Establish new flexible standards to jumpstart infill development and redevelopment. 

Because the city is nearly built out, future growth will have to come from redevelopment of undeveloped and 
underdeveloped parcels. Current development standards are an obstacle to infill and redevelopment on some 
of city’s key opportunity sites, which are at the intersections of arterial roadways.  Recognizing that most infill 
development will be managed through the planned development process, we recommend the city establish a 
separate, lower size threshold which would be available only to infill PDs in designated areas below the 
current requirement of five acres for all PDs.  The exact threshold could be derived from the smallest most 
workable parcel size that would be likely to take advantage of these new standards. 

4. Clean up supplementary regulations. 

The Supplementary Regulations section of the Plano Zoning Ordinance has evolved into a catch-all of 
seemingly every new provision that has been added to the code since its last major revision.  Much of what is 
in there would be better placed in other sections.  For example, the dimensional standards for lots and 
yards—which vary by zoning district--should be in a table or tables in the zoning district sections themselves. 
Also many of the supplementary standards could be presented in tables and charts which would make the 
information far easier to access.   

5. Clean up parking provisions. 

Like many other cities, Plano’s parking standards require far more parking spaces for many land uses than are 
needed or used.  Most of Plano’s standards appear to be based on peak parking demand. The classic example 
of this are shopping centers where the amount of surface parking that is built is enough to accommodate 
traffic on the busiest shopping day of the year (historically the Friday after Thanksgiving).  Where there are 
standards that are open to a judgment, the guidance tips toward requiring more parking. The standards 
themselves are a hodgepodge of ratios (e.g., bowling alley = 6 spaces/lane; indoor tennis court = 6 
spaces/court). The city would be much better served by parking standards that were, well, standardized! Many 
communities are converting to standards that apply to broad categories rather than super specific standards 
that may have no rational basis in actual parking demand. Finally there are other technical requirements in the 
current parking regulations that need to be revised and recalibrated.  These include the formulas for 
calculating shared parking among adjacent uses and for multiple uses under one roof, such as a shopping 
center. Also Plano currently has no standards for bicycle parking, which may seem minor but bike racks in 
key locations would send a positive message that Plano is a bike-friendly community.    
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6. Improve the design provisions of base zoning districts to reduce reliance on planned 
districts.  

Many of the most well designed, aesthetically pleasing developments and districts in Plano were created as 
planned districts. But there is general agreement that the city relies too much on PDs, which are negotiated 
zoning agreements between a developer and the city. Once adopted, a PD is a unique, stand-alone ordinance 
that applies only to that development, and currently there are approximately 100 PDs or “mini-zoning 
ordinances” so to speak in Plano.  An alternative would be to improve the design-related development 
standards that apply to base zoning districts, which would result in higher quality projects by right.  

7. Change the existing traffic impact analysis (TIA) requirement to an on-site traffic 
circulation assessment (OTCA).  

Such an assessment would acknowledge that off-site traffic mitigation opportunities are limited or 
nonexistent while still addressing the impact of the site design of new projects on traffic volumes and 
congestion.   

8. Consider establishing a development density bonus system. 

Such systems, which are common in most cities that are regarded as having forward-thinking planning 
policies, are designed to allow a developer to exceed a baseline level of permitted zoning density (e.g., 
dwelling units per acre; gross floor area) in exchange for providing public facilities and amenities that the city 
has expressed in goals and objectives of plans and policy statements.   
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Introduction 
In October 2006 Duncan Associates was hired by the City of Plano to conduct an analysis of its zoning, 
subdivision, and thoroughfare ordinances.  The city was looking for a fresh, outside perspective on the 
existing regulations.  In particular they were interested in getting Duncan Associates’ opinions on which 
provisions are out of date, are in conflict with one another, are not reflective of new city policies regarding 
development or of current state planning laws and federal law, and are not accommodating of current 
residential and nonresidential development trends.   
 
Plano’s Comprehensive Plan contains goals, objectives, and strategies to address land development, 
transportation, housing, community design, and several other elements. It is updated on a regular basis. Most 
recently the land use element was updated in January 2007.  Many of the policies contain objectives and 
strategies that will be implemented using the zoning, subdivision, and thoroughfare ordinances. The last 
comprehensive rewrite of the zoning ordinance was completed in 1986, the subdivision ordinance in 1990, 
and thoroughfare standards in 1997.  Clearly those regulatory documents do not reflect the most up-to-date 
thinking of Plano’s leaders and citizens.  
 
Plano uses a standard Euclidean approach to regulating development that emphasizes the separation of land 
uses into residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional zones.  Plano also has enacted supplementary 
standards for principal uses and specific uses where local circumstances and the nature of the use warrant 
additional regulation. These include day care centers, home occupations, farmer’s markets, communication 
antennas, and numerous others.  The city has also enacted several sets of design guidelines for various 
corridors and activity nodes.  The guidelines are intended to improve the quality and functionality of the 
development that results from the application of zoning standards.  
 
This report contains our initial substantive and procedural analyses and evaluation of existing development 
regulations in Plano.  It describes some of the problems and recommendations on how the City of Plano 
should proceed with an update to its zoning, subdivision, and other development standards.  A separate 
report analyzing the various legal issues that were raised in the RFP and the stakeholder interviews will also be 
submitted provided.  

Existing Planning and Development Trends in Plano   

Challenges for Plano as a First-Tier Suburb 
The Plano Comprehensive Plan contains three overarching themes—Livable City, City of Organized 
Development, and City in Transition. The notion of Plano as a City in Transition is very much tied to its 
historical role in the growth and development of the Dallas-Ft.Worth Metroplex in the last 40 years.  Plano is 
a first-tier suburb (also called inner ring). which is a label urban planning experts have applied to American 
suburbs that were built in the post-WW II housing boom, that abut the major central city in a region, that are 
fully bounded by the city and other suburbs, and that are facing issues of economic stagnation or even 
decline.  First-tier suburbs are facing major challenges in their efforts to remain viable, as described in the 
sidebar. 
 
Fortunately Plano has a number of distinct advantages over other first-tier suburbs across the country, not 
the least of which is a thoughtful, practical comprehensive plan that acknowledges the barriers and 
opportunities the city is facing with respect to growth and change.  
 
Plano’s first major advantage is that it is not fully built out—25 percent of its land area is still undeveloped, 
and additional acreage is ripe for redevelopment.  These parcels may be small relative to those that were 
subdivided and developed in the 1960s to the early 1990s, but they are well located and dispersed throughout 
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Plano as a “First Suburb”  

A retreat in October 2006 attended by Plano’s 
elected and appointed officials, as well as numerous 
senior staff people, featured a lecture by Robert 
Puentes, a fellow at the Brookings Institution in 
Washington, D.C.  Earlier this year, Brookings 
released a study by Puentes on first ring suburbs 
that illuminated the many challenges that close-in 
suburbs such as Plano are facing in the Twenty First 
Century. These challenges include a finite amount of 
land available for development or redevelopment, a 
declining tax base, negative external impacts such as 
traffic congestion and loss of tax base (often 
attributable to land use and transportation decisions 
by neighboring jurisdictions), aging infrastructure, 
and changing demographics, including an aging 
population and an influx of immigrants from outside 
the U.S. Plano is indeed experiencing some of these 
challenges, but the city is at a distinct advantage to 
comparable, well-established jurisdictions in several 
respects, which are described in this report. 

the city, and certainly viable for the types of 
residential development that is called for the 
Comprehensive Plan and what the market is ready 
to provide. 
 
Second, Plano is located in the portion of the 
Dallas-Ft.Worth Metroplex that is growing the 
fastest.  As employers move to the outer reaches of 
the region and employee commute times increase, 
developers and homebuyers will turn their 
attention to in-town infill and redevelopment sites.  
Third, Plano is also home to three DART stations, 
in the downtown, at Parker Road, and the West 
Plano Transit Center.  The downtown station area 
has already experienced intensive transit-oriented 
mixed-use development within close walking 
distance to the station.   The Parker Road will also 
be targeted for mixed-use residential and 
commercial growth areas. (Mixed use development 
is not anticipated around the West Plano Transit 
Center.)   
 
The Comprehensive Plan speaks to this issue of 
future growth in the following way:  

 
Given the city's level of development, infill and redevelopment will gradually become the primary means of continued 
growth and regeneration for the city. The economics and resulting built environment of infill and redevelopment are likely 
to differ from traditional suburban development. This type of development is usually more compact, with higher densities 
and mixed uses. 

 
Plano like many other municipalities, faces numerous challenges to promoting infill development, including 
land acquisition and land assembly difficulties, financing complexities, neighborhood opposition, and 
regulatory constraints.  Neighborhood opposition to infill housing can be a major hurdle. Homeowners and 
renters that live in close proximity to undeveloped land are often unaware of the development potential on 
such sites.  When a project is proposed on a vacant or underused parcel in an already developed area, nearby 
property owners are often surprised to find that their neighborhood is zoned for more intense development 
than that which characterizes the actual development patterns.   

Commercial/Residential Zoning Imbalance 
In our meetings with planning and development review staff and representatives from other city departments 
we heard unanimous agreement that the Plano is “over-zoned” and overbuilt for retail development.  The city 
currently has almost 60 square feet of retail development for every resident; the national average is 20.3 
square feet according to 2005 figures reported by the International Conference on Shopping Centers.  What’s 
more, the city is zoned for four times the national average, or 80 square feet of retail per resident.  
Almost every one-mile intersection in Plano is zoned for 50 to 80 combined acres of retail on all four corners. 
A number of parcels at such intersections have not been developed, and some of those that have been 
developed are showing signs of decline, including high vacancy rates and a preponderance of second and 
third class tenants.  The city is very interested in doing what it can to help property owners find viable uses 
for the properties, but there are significant hurdles to doing so.  In particular, existing development was 
completed under older zoning regulations, and any new development would have to conform to current 
development standards, which for many projects would necessitate numerous zoning variances.  
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Zoning to Meet Housing Needs and Provide Housing Choices 
As discussed above, the city has an excess of land zoned for retail uses; the converse is true for residential 
uses. Only 4.8 percent of land zoned for residential use is currently undeveloped, somewhat short of what is 
required to meet projected need.  Specifically there is a shortage of retirement housing.  Most non-residential 
zoning districts already allow retirement housing as a permitted use, which is where a fair portion of that 
development type will need to occur.  
 
Plano’s Policy Statement 3.0 on Housing Density (which was updated August 2005 and is incorporated in the 
Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan) addresses the preferred types and locations of future housing 
development in the city.  The policy discourages additional multifamily zoning outside of urban centers.   
Staff noted in meetings with the consulting team that the city receives very few zoning requests for 
conventional single-family development, rather most requests are for patio homes and single-family attached. 
It is the latter housing types that the Housing Density policy in the comprehensive plan envisions will meet 
affordable housing needs in the future. 
 
As part of its strategy to use zoning to meet housing demand, the city will have to ensure that as many 
regulatory hurdles as possible have been removed from the zoning and development review process.  The 
most straightforward way to do that would be to allow patio homes and town homes by right in as many 
undeveloped and redevelopable areas as possible.  

Organization, Format, and Usability  

Organization  
The current zoning and subdivision ordinances in Plano compare favorably to the codes and ordinances 
adopted in other similarly situated cities across the U.S. Overall, the Plano zoning and subdivision codes are 
organized and formatted well from the perspective of both code administrators, boards and commissions, 
and users (i.e., property owners and developers).  Three particularly positive aspects of the format are the 
detailed table of contents, an easy-to-follow section numbering system, and clear section headings.    
Another positive characteristic of the Plano code is that it lists, in numerical order, each of the Planned 
Districts (PDs) that have been enacted and the specific development standards that apply to them. The fact 
that the PDs are included in the document ameliorates at least one 
common complaint code users often make in communities with vast 
tracts of development zoned for planned development, which is that 
they have no easy way to know what standards govern any given PD.  
In many communities, the standards for PDs are kept on file in the 
planning department and thus require considerable time and effort to 
access them.    

Recommendations on Reorganizing the Ordinance 
General  

Although Plano is far ahead of comparable communities in 
terms of its code format, there are a number of improvements that could make it even better. Unlike 
most portions of a municipal code, land development regulations actually need to be read on a regular 
basis by a variety of users:  city staff, property owners, developers, and elected and appointed officials.  
  
Most of the time, users will consult zoning and subdivision ordinances to answer a specific question:  
“What can I build on my property?”  “Can I add on to my house?”  “How many parking spaces does 
the new development need to have?” 

   

Recommendations 
 Reformat the page layout to 

improve usability 
 Consolidate use tables 
 Consider including a user’s guide 
 Improve tables of contents and 

create an index 
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It makes sense, then, to have an eye toward answering those and other frequently asked questions 
when organizing land development regulations.  A first step can be to move some of the less frequently 
used sections toward the end of the document.  These could include violations and enforcement 
provisions, nonconformities, powers and duties of boards and officials, and other administrative 
provisions. 

   

Site Plan Review 

It is unclear why the site plan review process (Article 5) is not included with the remainder of the 
approval procedures (Article 6).  This, and any other review procedures that may be included elsewhere 
in the ordinance, should be grouped with the procedures in Article 6.  
 

Review Procedures vs. Review Bodies 

Because a user will most often need to know the procedural steps involved in rezoning or appealing a 
decision, but is less likely to look up the powers and duties of the board of adjustment, these two types 
of provisions should be separated.  One article should include each type of review and approval 
procedure, and a second article should detail the responsibilities of each official and review body 
involved in the administration of the code.    
 

Districts  

While regular zoning district regulations are grouped together in Article 2, special districts are located 
much later in the code.  The special district standards should follow the base zoning districts so that 
when applicants search the ordinance for their zoning classification, it is easier to find. 
 

Dimensional Standards 

Currently, requirements for setbacks, building height, and other dimensional standards are in multiple 
locations in the code.  In addition to the District Charts (2.800), other regulations for yards are 
contained in section 3.500-3.700.  Some of the provisions in these sections pertain to individual uses 
such as car washes and gas stations; these should be relocated to the supplementary use regulations for 
those uses.  Also, some of the subheadings used in section 1.500 imply that a user will find the required 
setbacks for their property in this part of the code, when this is not the case.  It is worth noting that 
none of the references to “yards” in the table of contents actually point a user directly to the yard 
requirements for his or her property (1.500, 1.502, 3.500, 3.600, and 3.700).  As mentioned previously, 
this information is in section 2.800, District Charts. 
   

Other “Supplementary” Regulations 

The Plano zoning ordinance currently has a wide range of topics in Article 3, Supplementary 
Regulations.  In addition to the supplementary use regulations, this article also includes parking and 
loading requirements; landscaping requirements; performance standards; traffic impact analysis; 
residential adjacency standards; sign regulations; and stormwater management.  To make the document 
easier to navigate, it makes sense to elevate at least some of these to the article level.   

Ordinance Format and Usability  
Like a lot of regulations, there are many parts of the existing ordinance that are not written in plain English. 
They take several sentences to say what could be said in one, or, worse, say multiple things in a single, run-on 
sentence. They sometimes use arcane phrases to express commonplace ideas. When they seek to be precise, 
they often end up being redundant. By attempting to be cautious and to anticipate a variety of situations, the 
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regulations end up being verbose. They are written in legalese. Here is an example of wordy, repetitive 
language in the ordinance: 

1.501 Lot Area/Dimensions 

The regulations concerning lot dimensions set for (sic) in Section 2.800 and as herein specified, shall apply to 
all lots except that a lot having less area, width, or depth than herein required which was an official “lot of 
record” prior to the adoption of this ordinance may be used for a single-family dwelling, and not lot existing at 
the time of passage of this ordinance shall be reduced in area, width, or depth below the minimum 
requirements set forth herein. 

How many times would a person who does not deal with zoning particulars on a regular basis have to reread 
this paragraph to understand what is being required?  In short, the city can do better with new regulations.   

Recommendations on Format and Usability  
 

A Users’ Guide 

Because many users may not be familiar with zoning and land use terminology, the ordinance should 
include a user’s guide inside the front cover, before the table of contents.  It should be geared toward 
very basic questions, and ideally should include handouts and other materials that the planning 
department has prepared. The guide will not be adopted as part of the code. 
 

A Clear Table of Contents and Index 

The new ordinance document should have a good table of 
contents and index.  The current ordinance has an 
excellent, albeit lengthy table of contents.  Some of the 
substantive changes to the ordinance sections and the 
condensation of certain standards into tables will lead to a 
shorter table of contents.  A good index can help direct 
users to the most important terms and concepts, as well as 
relevant examples of their use. These are basic document 
management tools that can make ordinances easier to use 
for both citizens and professionals. 
 

An Inviting Page Layout 

The new ordinance should use large, distinct typefaces for 
section titles and subtitles. Indented text can indicate 
various levels within the document. Generous white space 
and strong graphics should be used to enhance the document’s visual appearance and improve its 
usability. 
  

Tables, Charts, and Illustrations 

Many existing standards and requirements could be more clearly presented by using tables or charts. 
This would help eliminate redundancies, as well as the inevitable inconsistencies and internal conflicts 
that occur when the same standards are presented in multiple sections of an ordinance. Eliminating 
these redundancies through the use of tables can also substantially reduce the overall size of the printed 
document. 
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Illustrations should be included with the relevant text, not 
relegated to an appendix.  The illustrations in the appendix of the 
current ordinance could be simplified, reduced in size, and 
incorporated into the code text.  

 

Headings 

Headings are also an important factor in the usability of the 
code.  In Plano’s zoning ordinance, for example, it is unclear 
from the table of contents where to find setbacks, minimum lot 
area and height limitations.  This information is grouped under “District Charts”—a term that may not 
be clear to the average user.   

 

Cross References  

Many sections of a development code include language that is repeated from section to section.  The 
best way to eliminate repetitive language in an ordinance is to use cross referencing.   

Modernizing and Simplifying Use Regulations 
Plano’s existing zoning ordinance lists hundreds of residential, business, industrial and institutional uses that 
may—or may not—be allowed in one zoning district or another  The ordinance also names multiple 
variations of the same use, rather than relying on broader use categories.  

Plano’s zoning ordinance has a table of permitted uses, but this table could be substantially shortened and 
made easier to use by reformatting, consolidating some similar uses, and removing obsolete or redundant 
uses.  Supplementary regulations for specific use types (Sec. 3.100) should be located near the use table within 
the ordinance, followed by other use regulations such as accessory and temporary uses.  

Administration and Procedures  

Overview 
Development review procedures for zoning and subdivision in Texas municipalities are governed by Title 7, 
Regulation of Land Use, Structures, and Business Activities of the Texas Local Government Code.  Title 7 
includes Chapter 211, Municipal Zoning Authority; Chapter 212, Municipal Regulation of Subdivisions and 
Property Development; Chapter 213, Municipal Comprehensive Plans, Chapter 245, Issuance of Local 
Permits (which contains the state’s new rules governing vested rights), and Chapter 395, Impact Fees.  

Because a user will most often need to know the procedural steps involved in rezoning or appealing a 
decision, but is less likely to look up the powers and duties of the board of adjustment, these two types of 
provisions should be separated.  One article should include each type of review and approval procedure, and 
a second article should detail the responsibilities of each official and review body involved in the 
administration of the code.    

The following issues and recommendations came out of both our interviews with planning staff and others 
involved in development review at the city, as well as our own independent analysis.  

Appeals of Administrative Decisions 
State law allows plats to be reviewed and approved at staff level. In Plano, an appeal of an administrative 
decision on a plat handled by the planning and zoning commission.   Chapter 211 of the Texas Local 

User friendly drafting 
techniques 
 Plain English 
 Tables, charts 
 Illustrations/graphics 
 Detailed index and 

contents 
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references 
 Short sentences, 

sections 
 Web-ready 
 Internal/external 
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Zoning and Development Regulations Assessment 
Plano, Texas 

9 

Government Code grants both zoning commissions and boards of adjustment the express authority to review 
administrative decisions.  Standard practice in other Texas cities (and across the U.S. for that matter), 
however, is for such appeals to go to the board of adjustment. That board is a quasi-judicial decision-making 
body, should be trained on how to handle legal matters, and is typically the final arbiter of the ordinance (e.g., 
interpretations, appeals, variances).  
 
In contrast, a planning and zoning commission serves in an advisory capacity to the City Council, and is 
responsible for long range plans and special projects. Plano has a planning and zoning commission, thus in 
addition to its big picture policy responsibilities, the commission also reviews preliminary site plans, plats, and 
petitions for rezoning.     
 
A review of planning and zoning commission agendas from 2006 and 2007 did not turn up any appeals of 
administrative decisions. Tom Elgin, the city’s development services director, has told us that he can recall 
only two or three such appeals in the last 8 years.     
 
Although such appeals are rare, the commissioners must be aware that when an appeal comes before them, 
they are acting in a quasi-judicial capacity, which is more formal and requires them to follow due process 
requirements.  For instance, the commission must base its decisions on facts and evidence contained in the 
record. Whatever form the decision takes, it should lists the findings of fact that support its decision and 
contain a reasoned explanation of the decision.  The City of Plano already provides regular and thorough 
training for its planning and zoning commission.  A new or refresher course on due process and findings of 
fact is recommended.   

Zoning Compliance Sign Off  
The planning department currently signs off on certificates of occupancy before they are issued, but it does 
not sign off or verify the land use before a building permit is issued. Both the Commercial Permit Application 
form and the Certificate of Occupancy Permit Application form required by the building department have a 
line for zoning. The latter form has a line where the zoning use of the building should be noted as well as a 
separate line for the current zoning classification.  
 
In light of this provision and the content of the forms, it is clear that the city’s intent has been to require a 
check of zoning compliance at the time a building permit is issued.  Because the requirement is already 
codified, this may be a matter of retraining or reestablishing a procedure whereby the planning department 
gets an opportunity to check the zoning on the property prior to the building permit being issued.   

Plat Filings  
Developers are currently required to have their final plat reviewed and approved by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission and filed with the county prior to obtaining a certificate of occupancy. Because construction of 
public improvements is allowed to begin at the preliminary plat stage, projects are generally in the hands of 
the contractors rather than the developer when plat filing should occur.  Despite staff’s efforts to remind 
developers and to notify contractors of this requirement, it often goes undone.   
 
The Plano subdivision ordinance gives the city authority to hold back the CO approval until the final plat is 
filed.  In most instances, however, staff regards that as an overly harsh “punishment” for what boils down to 
an administrative oversight. As a result the city has approved COs without the plat having been filed.  The 
ordinance further authorizes the city to require a developer to sign an agreement providing cash escrow, a 
letter of credit, or other sufficient surety for the completion of all remaining public improvements.  The city 
has opted to not impose this requirement.  By not exercising its authority, the city leaves itself with no 
leverage to get the plat filed and thus runs the risk of subdivisions being built without a clear answer as to 
who owns and is responsible the public improvements.  
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Ultimately, the city needs to either exercise its authority or decide upon a new mechanism or incentive to get 
project engineers to file the final plats.  In discussions with staff, it was suggested that the final plat be 
required at the time the contractor or building engineer delivers the “redline” version of the plat to the 
planning department.  

Code Enforcement 
There are numerous, thorny code enforcement problems that come to the city’s attention via citizen 
complaints.  These problems are often minor in the grand scheme but without clear and enforceable 
standards in the ordinance, resolving them fairly and in a timely manner can be difficult. Plus the cumulative 
effect of minor violations can become a major problem and affect citizen’s quality of life if not adequately 
addressed.   Two primary examples of such problems that have come up recently are: 1) golf nets (are they a 
fence or an accessory structure?) and 2) outdoor storage, in particular, the growing use of “sprung structures” 
which are low-cost tents that look temporary but that meet building code requirements.  

Recommendations on Administration and Procedures 
1. Differentiate ordinance sections that set forth procedures for rezoning and administrative appeals 

from the sections that describe the powers and duties of boards and commissions.  

2. Offer a refresher course for planning and zoning commissioners and the board of adjustment on 
their respective roles and responsibilities, including due process and findings of fact. 

3. The city should choose to either exercise its current authority or decide upon a new mechanism or 
incentive to get project engineers to file the final plats.   

4. Create a list of the most common citizen-initiated enforcement complaints and revise standards in 
the ordinance to mitigate problems that prompt the complaints.   

Infill Development and Redevelopment  
As mentioned above, the city has a considerable number of infill opportunity sites at the corners of the one- 
mile intersections of major thoroughfares.   These parcels are currently zoned for retail use but a number of 
them are underdeveloped or vacant.  Infill development on such sites can be challenging for a variety of 
reasons, including higher land costs and neighborhood opposition.  But another and perhaps bigger obstacle 
to infill development on these sites is the current zoning and development standards. These parcels were first 
platted or developed decades ago, according to development standards that are now outmoded. The 
development standards that are currently in place make any future development or redevelopment very 
challenging because the sites’ dimensions and current configurations cannot accommodate up-to-date 
requirements for parking, landscaping, setbacks, lot coverage and frontage, etc.    
 
There are two issues to be addressed with regard to these parcels: 1) the need to allow waivers or 
modifications to development standards, for parking, landscaping, setbacks, access and egress, and on-site 
circulation, and 2) the opportunity to use these sites to meet the current market demand for housing by 
allowing residential uses on some of these undeveloped and underused sites as well as modifying and waiving 
development standards for the same reason that are needed for nonresidential development. 

Removing Regulatory Barriers to Redevelopment 
The City of Plano is interested in finding workable solutions for owners of potential infill and redevelopment 
properties to maximize the use of their sites and maintain compatibility of the development with the 
surrounding area. 
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It is important to note that the term “redevelopment” often refers to the use of public subsidies and tax 
incentives to stimulate private investment in blighted areas.  The potential redevelopment sites we are 
referring to in Plano most likely would not be regarded as blighted or lacking in investment potential. The 
problem is simply a mismatch between the development standards under which these areas were first built or 
subdivided and modern standards that they would have to adhere to today.  What the city needs is a means to 
apply development standards flexibly, where outcomes on the ground reflect a compromise between old and 
new measurements and requirements.     

Recommendations on Infill and Redevelopment Standards  
We regard Plano’s current PD process as entirely capable of allowing the needed flexibility and modifiability 
of development standards to make redevelopment of infill parcels possible. To do this, the city would have to 
lower its PD size threshold of a 5-acre minimum to accommodate the smaller parcels where infill and 
redevelopment are likely to occur.  The relaxation of the 5-acre minimum requirement could be made 
available only in designated infill/redevelopment areas to ensure that remaining large undeveloped parcels are 
not carved into undersized planned developments.  The appropriate threshold size for an 
infill/redevelopment PD on a parcel smaller than five acres should be derived from the smallest most 
workable parcel size that would be likely to take advantage of these new standards.  If that figure proves too 
variable to pin down, the city could eliminate the threshold size for infill parcels altogether.  

An Alternative Approach to Regulating Infill Parcels 
As a contrast, the current system in Plano, what follows is a description of a two-pronged alternative 
approach to overcoming regulatory constraints to allow infill development to occur that was published by the 
State of Oregon in the Infill and Redevelopment Code Handbook. 

The handbook suggests that communities apply the flexible code standards either “by definition” or “by 
district.”  Applying codes “by definition” means allowing flexible standards on any parcel that meets the 
code’s definition of an infill parcel.  A parcel with existing development on lots that abut at least two of the 
subject property’s boundary lines is one such definition.  The Oregon handbook says that the “by definition” 
approach is best suited for situations where a change of land use is not anticipated rather, the setbacks, 
driveways, lot coverage, etc. that apply to existing use types are what need tweaking.   

Applying “by definition” approach could necessitate an inventory of potential infill sites throughout Plano—
which no doubt would reveal many more parcels than just the vacant and underdeveloped commercial sites at 
major intersections that are being discussed here.  If the city wants to use this “by definition” approach, but 
does not wish to open up the availability of the flexible standards to areas outside the sites in question, it will 
have to craft a very narrow definition of “infill site” to ensure that the flexibility is only provided where city 
policy has indicated that it should be.      

Applying the flexible regulations “by district” means that the standards will be administered in one of two 
ways: via a newly created special base district or as an overlay to an existing base district.  Creating new special 
base districts would be a more complicated process, requiring changes to the zoning map and considerable 
involvement by affected property owners.  According to the infill handbook, creating such districts typically 
follows a community planning process for a specific neighborhood or sub-area.  

We recommend the overlay district option for Plano, because the city has mapped the areas where the flexible 
standards are needed, so in that sense they are already geographically defined.   

Assuming the city decides to pursue a the overlay approach, the next question then becomes which standards 
are currently creating an obstacle to new infill or redevelopment for which adjustments or waivers should be 
available? And, second, by how much should they be allowed to vary within the districts?   
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The Oregon handbook lists the following standards for which flexibility is needed to accommodate infill 
development.  We recommend that Plano create a list of its existing development standards that have 
hindered infill and redevelopment.  From there a generalized infill development overlay floating zone should 
be drafted, with the intent that it would be applied as needed to these parcels at key intersections. An 
applicant may not need an adjustment to every single standard for which flexibility is allowed, but the overlay 
zone enables him or her to seek relief for those elements that would otherwise make the project unworkable.  
The permitted variations in the standards themselves would be expressed in numerical ranges or performance 
targets.   

Finally, if the city anticipates that each of the potential infill parcels would need a set lf standards and waivers 
that are unique to just that site, it could use an overlay zone district numbering system similar to what is 
currently used for the Planned Districts.  

Infill Housing  
In 2006 the city amended the zoning ordinance to allow 
residential development on retail parcels as a specific use.  This 
change was intended to help meet market demand for single-
family housing.  It will also help property owners find viable 
development opportunities for the sites, many of which are 
unlikely to be redeveloped for commercial use in the foreseeable 
future given the intense competition for retail investment 
between Plano and its adjacent communities.  
 
The city’s Policy Statement 4.0 on Infill Housing sets forth five 
broad criteria for evaluating rezoning proposals for infill 
development.  They are: 1) Adjacency or close proximity to 
existing residential development; 2) site and configuration to 
support housing; 3) access to existing utilities; 4) positive impact 
on future economic development; and 5) proximity to parks.  
The infill opportunity sites described above would be considered 
part of what the policy statement terms a “typical neighborhood 
format.” (According to the policy statement, this format is 
“characterized by a land area of approximately one square mile 
bounded by six-lane divided thoroughfares with school and parks 
site near the center, low-density housing on the interior, medium- 
and high-density housing along the edges, and office and retail 
operations at the intersections of the major thoroughfares . . .”)    
 
The second part of the policy statement establishes “Guidelines 
for Reviewing Alternative Neighborhood Proposals.” These 
criteria are to be applied to rezoning and specific use permit 
applications to build infill development in locations that “would 
not be part of Plano’s typical neighborhood format.”   There are 
five review criteria for these types of applications as well, and 
they are more rigorous than the basic criteria listed above. They 
are: the number of units proposed; relationship to surrounding 
land uses; accessibility/visibility potential for development of a 
property as currently zoned (e.g., retail); and special needs housing.  Following those criteria are an additional 
six “policy statements” that provide even more guidance on “the appropriateness for creating alternative 
neighborhood settings in specific locations.”   

Which Provisions May Need 
Flexibility? 
 Purpose and Intent Statements 

 Applicability and General Provisions 

 Application Requirements & Review 
Procedures  

 Permitted Land Uses and Building 
Types 

 Development Standards and 
Guidelines  
 Lot coverage 
 Building setbacks and 

encroachments 
 Building heights 
 Street frontage, access, and 

circulation  

 Residential Density Standards 
 Residential building size 
 Commercial Floor Area 
 Building and Site Design 
 Building Orientation 
 Residential Open Space 

 Landscaping 
 Parking 
 Building Design 
 Safety and Security 

 Special Use Standards 
 
Source: The Infill and Redevelopment 
Handbook, State of Oregon, 1999. 
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Recommendations on Infill Housing 
The Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan acknowledges that “infill and redevelopment will be the 
opportunities for housing development in the future.”  This fact is echoed in the city’s policy statements on 
infill housing and rezoning to meet market demand.  To that end there are several actions the city could take 
to further maximize infill opportunities for housing.  

 Allow residential uses, including multifamily housing, by right on infill sites that fit the 
traditional neighborhood format.  Multifamily housing in such locations would have to be 
subject to specific criteria, including minimum height and density, required structured 
parking, and a prohibition on garden-style apartments.   

 Intensify development at key intersections by allowing multi-story, mixed-use 
retail/residential development with retail on the ground floor and condominiums or 
apartments on the upper stories, or, where appropriate, residential development occupying a 
portion of the ground floor.  

Zoning Districts 
There are currently 28 zoning districts in Plano.  In doing a code assessment such as this, a common question 
is which, if any, districts should be combined, eliminated, or added?  The easiest districts to eliminate entirely 
are those that are not in use anywhere in the city. However, many cities create zoning districts to put 
themselves in a position of being able to accommodate certain desired development types in the future. The 
fact that such zones are not in use yet does not mean they will never be needed.   According to Plano’s 
zoning atlas and zoning maps, every listed district is in use somewhere in Plano, albeit very limited use in the 
case of several districts.  

Combining Existing Zoning Districts 
Staff asked us to consider whether the LI-1 and LI-2 (LI = light industrial) districts should be combined.  
Our analysis to determine whether this is a good idea prompted the following questions.  These questions 
would be appropriate when considering eliminating or combining other districts as well.   

1) How do the dimensional standards differ between LI-1 and LI-2?  The two districts have identical requirements for 
minimum lot area, width, and depth; minimum front, side, rear and corner yards; maximum lot coverage, and 
height.  They sole difference is in the permitted floor area ratio; LI-1 has an FAR of 1:1 and LI-2 has an FAR 
of 2:1.  In our opinion this difference in FAR should not preclude combining the districts because many if 
not most light industrial uses would have a single story facility.   

2) How do the permitted and special uses differ between the two districts? The LI-1 and LI-2 districts have comparable 
permitted and special uses, however, for several of the 15 uses (listed in the table below) where they do not 
coincide, the difference could be significant in terms of land use impacts.  LI-2 allows the most intense 
industrial uses, including heavy industry, tire retreading, salvage, and mineral extraction as special uses while 
all of those uses are prohibited in LI-1.   

Land Use  Zoning District  
P = permitted  S = special use R = restricted LI-1 LI-2 
Arcade (12) S   

Automobile Parts Sales (Outside)   S 
Dance/ Gymnastics Studio S   
Flea Market (Outside)   S 
Home Occupation (11) P   

Heavy Industrial    S 
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Land Use  Zoning District  
Mobile Home/ Trailer Park   P 
Private Club (19) S   

Repair/Storage of Furniture/Appliances (Outside)   P 
Restaurant - Drive-in  PR   
Salvage/Reclamation of Products   S 
Sand, Gravel, Stone, or Petroleum Extraction   S 
Tire Retreading/ Recapping   S 
Trailer/Mobile Home Park   P 
Truck Terminal   R 
Winery  S   
 

3) If the districts were combined, what dimensional standards would apply?  The dimensional standards for LI-1 and LI-
2 zones are identical except for FAR. If the district were combined, we would recommend applying the 2:1 
FAR (currently in LI-2) in the LI-1 zone, which as noted above, would not be likely to have any additional 
negative impact on surrounding properties.  In other cases where the city may want to combine districts, the 
dimensional standards would likely vary in more ways than just the FAR.  In such instances the path of least 
resistance, by far, is for the newly combined district to use the more permissive dimensional standards of the 
two districts.  If doing so would be counterproductive to the purpose of combining the districts in the first 
place (e.g., the city wants redesign a commercial corridor and plans to strengthen regulations to minimize 
setbacks, increase landscaping, and cap sign height) then combining the districts may not be a sound pursuit.  

4) Which land uses would be permitted and prohibited if the zones were combined?  This would depend on several factors:  

a) What is the city aiming to accomplish by combining the LI-1 and LI-2 districts? Possibilities include: 
a desire to streamline and simplify the ordinance by removing unnecessary, redundant regulations or 
precluding the future establishment of some high-impact uses (e.g., salvage yards) in the city.  

b) How many uses would become nonconforming under the new regulations? A general rule of thumb 
when revising zoning text and maps is to minimize the number of nonconforming uses that result 
from the amendments.  In the case of these two districts, the city would have to do a land-use 
inventory of all uses in each district to determine what specific businesses and buildings would 
become nonconforming under the new standards.  If for example LI-2 districts were to convert to 
LI-1, 10 of the 15 uses listed on the table above would become nonconforming.  The inventory 
would determine just how many businesses and property owners would be affected.  

c) For the land uses that were permitted in LI-2 (either by right or by special use permit) that would 
become prohibited in LI-1, are there other zones in the city where such uses could locate?  Although 
heavy industry plays a small role in Plano’s economy and employment base relative to office 
development and high-tech manufacturers, it is important that the city maintain some areas where 
heavy industry can locate.  

d) What is politically feasible given rights of property owners whose zoning classification has changed 
and the potential adverse effects on surrounding property owners from the change?  This question 
relates to question 2 above regarding how many nonconforming uses such a zoning change would 
render, the viability of the businesses that will become nonconforming, and whether the city intends 
to remove such uses through amortization or other means or if they will continue as legal 
nonconforming uses until the owner chooses to close or relocate the business.   
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New Mixed-Use Base Districts 
The city would like to see more mixed-use development.  The standards used in the Downtown 
Business/Government District could serve as a starting point for a mixed-use zoning district that could be 
implemented in other areas of the city.  Those standards include many of the features found in the Legacy 
Town Center, PD-65. The development regulations in that area combined Central Business (CB-1) base 
district zoning, Commercial Employment (CE) base district zoning, and additional design standards.   

We recommend adding a mixed-use base district that could match the high-quality development of Legacy 
Town Center with a (possibly) less complex regulatory approach.  The base would accommodate residential 
uses at varying intensities, as well as vertically mixed-use buildings (i.e., multiple uses within a single building. 
The city would need to define “mixed-use building” according to minimum and maximum floor areas that 
must be devoted to any one use, such as at least 20% residential and 20% percent commercial). The mixed-
use district should be required to contain at least two of the following use types, such as residential, 
commercial, retail, and office development, and parks and open space.  A districtwide minimum and 
maximum floor area for each use would need to be established so no single use would dominate the district.   

Because mixed-use district standards emphasize the physical compatibility among buildings and public spaces 
on a site, the base zone would need a parallel set of illustrated design guidelines or standards for building 
orientation, height, setbacks, parking location, pedestrian connections, and architectural features among other 
elements.  The specific provisions of PD-65 adopted as part of the 2006 Zoning Ordinance could serve as a 
good starting point for the city to codify the requirements of a base mixed-use district and design standards.  

If such a new zone is not created, the city could use the existing CB-1 and CE zoning—with or without a PD 
overlay as was used for Legacy Town Center—to accomplish the same objective.  

Mid- and High-Rise Residential Development 
Currently in Plano only the CB-1 district (the base zone for Legacy Town Center) has no height limit on 
residential uses.  The maximum height of high-rise residential buildings in Plano’s other base zoning districts 
is four stories (in the BG –Downtown Business Government district).  Of the residential-only districts, the 
maximum height is three stories in the MF-Multifamily Residence-3 district.   

With the current policy emphasis on increasing the number of housing units in categories other than single-
family detached, we recommend a new base zoning district that would allow both taller buildings and a 
relatively high minimum density of dwelling units per acre in the densest residential zone.  Arlington, Texas, 
for example has minimum density of 32 dwelling units per acre in its densest residential zone and a maximum 
height limit of eight stories for condominiums and high-rise apartment buildings in that zone.  Arlington also 
conditions the added height allowance on inclusion of nonresidential uses as a percentage of the 
development’s gross floor area. Their requirements are as follows: 

 32 units per acre where five percent of the gross floor area of the development is in 
nonresidential use; 

  60 units per acre if nonresidential uses comprise at least 10 percent of the gross floor area of 
the development or where 100 percent of the first floor street frontage contains 
nonresidential uses;  or  

 100 units per acre if nonresidential uses comprise at least 15 percent of the gross floor area 
of the development. 
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Renaming Existing Zoning Districts 
The names and abbreviations Plano uses for some of its zoning districts are confusing and represent a 
departure from best practices.  We recommend that the city consider renaming the following districts to 
better reflect their purpose and geographic location.  

 The use of the letter “R” to denote the Retail district is confusing because R districts are 
almost universally recognized as residential districts. This district would normally be labeled 
C-1 – Commercial which is common nomenclature for the lowest intensity commercial 
district. 

 To be consistent, the LC – Light Commercial district should be labeled C-2 which is 
common nomenclature for a medium-intensity commercial district such as this.  

 The use of CB-1 – Central Business and CE – Commercial Employment as the labels of the 
base zones at Legacy Town Center is also confusing for several reasons.  Most notably, a 
Central Business zoning designation almost always applies to a city center or downtown. In 
Plano’s case the CB district would be more aptly labeled TC – Town Center district, or 
perhaps MXTC for Mixed Use Town Center district.  The CE label is also misleading.  Like 
CB-1, the CE district allows a mixed of uses, but its chief purpose is to accommodate 
corporate campuses, which is what has been built there.  In that sense it would be more 
accurate to call it an O-C office campus district.   

 The areas currently zoned RC – Regional Commercial and RE – Regional Employment are 
applied to high-intensity office and commercial uses at major nodes and interchanges on the 
area’s expressways.  The RC district in particular seems duplicative of the CC-Commercial 
Corridor district, which is “intended to provide for retail, service, office, and limited 
manufacturing uses within major regional transportation corridors.”  

Recommendations on Zoning Districts 
There are several substantive changes and minor adjustments to zoning districts that we recommend for 
Plano:   

1. When considering combining or eliminating existing zoning districts, the city should carefully analyze 
the implications of such actions by answering the four questions listed above which most importantly 
relate to the creation of nonconforming uses.  

2. A new zoning district should be established to accommodate mid- and high-rise residential 
development by allowing taller buildings and more dwelling units per acre than currently allowed.   

3. Create a new mixed-use base zoning districts that sets forth maximum and/or minimum percentages 
of any single use type (by gross floor area or another measure of intensity).  All mixed use base 
districts should be required to have a residential component. 

4. Several of the zoning districts in Plano have confusing names and acronyms which do not reflect 
best practices around the country.  We recommend renaming several of these, especially if such 
labeling has created problems for landowners, developers, development review staff, or any councils 
or boards.  

Discretionary Review Tools and Procedures 

Planned Development (PD) Districts  
The main benefit of PDs is that they give the city leverage to negotiate amenities, including trails, landscaping, 
street design and configuration, residential housing type mix, and site layout.   
 
There are two primary PD approaches used in Plano.  The first is the PD-20 Mixed Use type, which is a 
stand- alone model, meaning a developer can come to the city with a plan for any parcel. The developer 
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negotiates all aspects of the development plan with the city, including density, mix of housing types, lot size 
and configuration, front, side, and rear setbacks, access, land use mix, street and sidewalk standards, 
landscaping, and other neighborhood components. The standards that emerge from developer/city 
negotiation and agreements are then codified as the regulations for that specific PD.   
 
The second type is PD-65, which was used in Legacy Town Center.  There the PD was created as an overlay 
district to CB-1 base zoning; contains separate sign standards. 
 
The problem with such heavy reliance on the PD tool is that, once they are approved, they become a stand-
alone set of regulations and requirements that are specific to each development.  The standards within in each 
PD may vary only slightly, yet when adopted, PD standards for a single project can run as long as 15 pages. 
Think of it in terms of there being 100 separate mini-ordinances in the zoning code, the vast majority of 
which are geared to accomplish the exact same thing.   

Recommendations for Planned Districts 
Most up-to-date zoning ordinances in jurisdictions comparable to Plano focus not just on which land uses are 
allowed where, and under what conditions, but also on a desired physical form and design of the built 
environment that allows greater integration of uses and building types.  
 
The trend toward “form” and away from “function” reflects many communities’ desire to preserve or 
enhance the physical appearance or character of the community.  Also, many problems caused by 
incompatibilities between adjacent properties with varying land use types can now be mitigated using 
landscaping, fencing, buffers, and screening.  A design-driven approach that de-emphasizes land use in favor 
of aesthetics and site design is particularly well suited to commercial corridor districts and neighborhood retail 
districts the where the city has expressed a desire to promote mixed-use development and where there are 
significant amounts of vacant and developable land. 
 
There is currently a lot of interest and momentum in seeing towns and cities make a transition from more 
conventional Euclidean ordinances to form-based codes. The latter regulatory approach is used to establish 
development standards for New Urbanist project.  In the localities that have gone this route, almost all have 
applied the form-based code to a geographically delineated area such as a town center, a commercial corridor, 
and key nodes or intersections.  Further, developers of New Urbanist projects initiate a project design by 
conducting a charrette and codifying standards for building size, relationship to the street and to one another, 
street width, pedestrian improvements, public spaces, etc.  Whatever the geographical unit to which the 
standards are applied, a planned district process allows the needed degree of flexibility and departure from 
conventional zoning standards while applying the form-based design principles through the PD process that 
most people are familiar with or via a regulating plan which is comes out of a charrette process and contains 
all the development standards that would apply in the planning area.  
 
For Plano, a more appropriate approach is to retain use regulations and basic zoning districts but enhance the 
districts by adding more form-specific standards.  Section 4.106 of the Plano zoning ordinance describes the 
Permitted Areas of Regulation for planned districts. Some of these standards could be incorporated within 
the code and be applied with new or modified base zoning districts.  Theses items include the size, height, 
bulk, coverage, placement, setback, configuration, and number of buildings; set residential unit density; design 
and exterior appearance of buildings; lot size, dimensions, and street frontage; and location, extent, and 
design standards for open space, landscaping, screening and buffers, appurtenances, signage, and amenities.   

Specific Use Permits 
The specific use permit (SUP) process in Plano allows the city to authorize and regulate land uses that are not 
permitted as of right in a district but that could be of benefit to the district or a property owner, provided that 
adequate development standards and safeguards are put in place. SUPs provide a measure of relief from rigid 



Zoning and Development Regulations Assessment 
Plano, Texas 

18 

zoning standards.  They make it possible to more narrowly tailor regulations to specific circumstances on the 
ground.   

The downside of SUPs however is their overuse; they essentially become a laundry list of exceptions to basic 
regulations.  The more exceptions granted to any rule of law, the more complex and less transparent the rule 
of law becomes over time.  In Plano, approximately 100 distinct land uses listed in the zoning ordinance (out 
of a 296 total land uses listed) are treated as a specific use in one or more of the city’s 28 zoning districts.  In 
reviewing the list of 100 uses that are designated as a specific use in at least one zoning district, it can be 
difficult to discern what possible unique impacts such a use would have in a given district that would merit 
the heightened amount of scrutiny.  

The current system adds to the workload of both city staff and the applicant. SUPs are treated the same as a 
rezoning application, meaning they require a hearing before the Planning & Zoning Commission and 
approval by the City Council.  The applicant is required to provide “plans, information, operating data, and 
expert evaluation concerning the location, function, and characteristics of any building or use proposed” as a 
special use.   

Recommendations for Specific Use Permits 
To simplify the ordinance, staff should evaluate all the uses that require a specific use permit, and under what 
circumstance, to determine which uses could be permitted as of right in more districts (or prohibited, if 
appropriate).  To make this task easier, we’ve included a use chart below that displays only specific uses. The 
key questions staff needs to consider when reviewing this chart are:  

1. On what basis was it initially decided and codified in the Plano Zoning Ordinance that such a 
use should be subjected to a special use permit? 

2. Are the potential impacts of such use any greater or more harmful to the people and character of 
the zoning district than that of other uses permitted as of right? 

3. Does the added layer of review for each land use categorized as specific still serve an important 
public purpose? 

4. Are there instances where the potential negative effects on the surrounding neighborhood 
materialized, could have been mitigated without such a permit, or are no longer relevant in the 
community?  

5. What percentage of SUPs are approved in Plano?  Could the conditions of approval simply be 
codified and applied uniformly? 

Specific Uses by Zoning District 
Permitted Use Use Category 

A ED
 

SF
-2

0 
SF

-9
 

SF
-7

 
SF

-6
 

PH
 

2F
 

AF
-A

 
MH

 
MF

-1
 

MF
-2

 
MF

-3
 

FR
 

UR
 

O-
1 

O-
1 

R BG
 

LC
 

CE
 

CB
-1

 
LI

-1
 

LI
-2

 
RE

 
RC

 
RT

 
CC

 

Adult Day Care Center Service                P P P P P P P P P   S P 
Airport/Heliport (4) Educ./Inst./Public/Sp

ecial 
S                S    6 6 S S   S S 

Animal Exhibition Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

S                      S S     

Arcade (12) Service                 S S S S S S S  S S  S 
Artisan’s Workshop Service                   P P     * P  P 
Asphalt/Concrete Batching 
Plant (Temporary) 

Comm., Mfg., & Ind. 3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

3
6 

     S  S S     

Assembly Hall Educ./Inst./Public/Sp                S S P P P P P P P P P  P 
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Permitted Use Use Category 

A ED
 

SF
-2

0 
SF

-9
 

SF
-7

 
SF

-6
 

PH
 

2F
 

AF
-A

 
MH

 
MF

-1
 

MF
-2

 
MF

-3
 

FR
 

UR
 

O-
1 

O-
1 

R BG
 

LC
 

CE
 

CB
-1

 
LI

-1
 

LI
-2

 
RE

 
RC

 
RT

 
CC

 

ecial 
Assisted Living Facility Educ./Inst./Public/Sp

ecial 
          P P P   P P P P  P P      S 

Automobile Parts Sales 
(Outside) 

Auto & Related                        S     

Automobile 
Leasing/Renting  

Auto & Related                  R R R R S
R 

R R  S
R 

R R 

Automobile Storage Auto & Related                    S  P P P    S 
Bank, S&L, or Credit Union Service                S P P P P P P P P P P P P 
Building Material Sales  Retail                    P   P P  S  P 
Cafeteria/ Restaurant Service                 S P P S P P P P * P * P 
Caretaker’s/ Guard’s 
Residence 

Accessory & 
Incidental 

S S S S S S S S S S P P P S P P P P P P P P P P P P  P 

Cemetery/ Mausoleum Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S  S  S   S S S S 

College/ University (5) Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

S S S S S S S S S  S S S S  P P P P P P P P P P P P P 

Commercial Amusement 
(Indoor) 

Service                 S P P P P P P P S P  P 

Commercial Amusement 
(Outdoor) 

Service                  S  S S  S S  S  S 

Commercial/ Trade School Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

                S S P P  P P P P P P P 

Community Center  Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S P P P P P P P P P P P P P 

Concrete/Asphalt Batching 
Plant (Permanent) 

Comm., Mfg., & Ind.                     S  S S     

Continuing Care Facility Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

          P P P   P P P P  P P      S 

Country Club/ Golf Course 
(Private) 

Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S  S S P  P P P P P S S P P 

Dance Hall Service                   S S  P P P  S  S 
Dance/ Gymnastics Studio Service                  P P P S P S  P P  P 
Day Care Center Service S S S S S S S S S P P P P S S P P S S S P P S S S S S S 
Electrical Power 
Generating Plant 

Trans., Utility, & 
Comm. 

S                S    S S S S     

Electrical Substation Trans., Utility, & 
Comm. 

P S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S P P S P P P P P S S S P 

Exhibition/ Fairgrounds 
Area  

Service S                   S 
R 

 S 
R 

R R    S 
R 

Fairgrounds/ Exhibition 
Area 

Service S                   S 
R 

 S 
R 

R R    S 
R 

Farmer’s Market Retail                   S P   S S    P 
Fitness/Health Center  Service                 S P P P P P P P S P P P 
Flea Market (Inside)  Retail S                 S  S   S S    S 
Flea Market (Outside) Retail S                       S     
Funeral Parlor/ Mortuary  Service                S S P  P  P P P P P  P 
Golf Course/ Country Club 
(Private) 

Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S P  P P P P P S S P P 

Guard’s/ Caretaker’s Accessory & S S S S S S S S S S P P P S P P P P P P P P P P P P  P 
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Permitted Use Use Category 

A ED
 

SF
-2

0 
SF

-9
 

SF
-7

 
SF

-6
 

PH
 

2F
 

AF
-A

 
MH

 
MF

-1
 

MF
-2

 
MF

-3
 

FR
 

UR
 

O-
1 

O-
1 

R BG
 

LC
 

CE
 

CB
-1

 
LI

-1
 

LI
-2

 
RE

 
RC

 
RT

 
CC

 

Residence Incidental 
Gymnastics/Dance Studio Service                  P P P S P S  P P  P 
Health/Fitness Center  Service                 S P P P P P P P S P P P 
Heliport/Airport (4) Educ./Inst./Public/Sp

ecial 
S                S    6 6 S S   S S 

Helistop (4) Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

                S   S S S S S S S S S 

Homebuilder Marketing 
Center (10) 

Accessory & 
Incidental 

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S P P P P  P P P P P P P  P 

Hospital (5) Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

                S   P P    P P P P 

Household Care Facility  Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

S P P P P P P P P P P P P P P              

Household Care Institution Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

          S S S   S S S S S        S 

Independent Living Facility Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

          P P P   P P P P  P P      S 

Indoor Gun Range Service                 S S  S S  P P    S 
Industrial Park Comm., Mfg., & Ind.                     S  P P     
Heavy Industrial  Comm., Mfg., & Ind.                    S    S     
Indoor Kennel/Pet Sitting Service S                 P P P  P P P P P  P 
Long-term Care Facility Educ./Inst./Public/Sp

ecial 
          P P P   P P P P  P P      S 

Manufacturing - Heavy-
intensity  

Comm., Mfg., & Ind.                     S  S S   S  

Manufacturing - Light-
intensity 

Comm., Mfg., & Ind.                  S 
R 

 P P  P P P P P P 

Manufacturing - Moderate-
intensity  

Comm., Mfg., & Ind.                    S P  P P   P  

Mausoleum/ Cemetery Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S  S  S   S S S S 

Mini-Warehouse Wholesale                  S  P P P P P    S 
Mortuary/Funeral Parlor  Service                S S P  P  P P P P P  P 
Multifamily Residence (1) Primary Res.           P P P      2  3 3       
New Car Dealer (7) Auto & Related                    S 

R 
S 
R 

S 
R 

R R  S 
R 

 R 

Nursery  Retail S               S S S  S S S P P     
Paint Shop Retail                    S  P P P     
Portable Building Sales  Retail                       R R    S 

R 
Print Shop (Major) Service                   S S P P P P   S S 
Private Club (19) Service                 S S S S S S S  S S S S 
Private Recreation Facility Educ./Inst./Public/Sp

ecial 
S S S S S S P S P P P P P P S P P P  P P P P P P P P P 

Private Street Development Primary Res.  S S S S S S  S       S P S S S P P P P S S S S 
Private Utility  Trans., Utility, & 

Comm. 
S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S P P P P P P P P P P P P P 

Public Safety Building/Fire 
Station 

Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P   S  P P P P P    S 

RV Sales/Svc (New/Used) Auto & Related                    S   R R    S 
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Permitted Use Use Category 

A ED
 

SF
-2

0 
SF
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SF
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SF

-6
 

PH
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-A

 
MH

 
MF

-1
 

MF
-2

 
MF

-3
 

FR
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O-
1 

O-
1 

R BG
 

LC
 

CE
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-1

 
LI

-1
 

LI
-2

 
RE

 
RC

 
RT

 
CC

 

R 
Rehabilitation Care Facility Educ./Inst./Public/Sp

ecial 
S S S S S S S S S S S S S S               

Rehabilitation Care 
Institution 

Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

               S S    P        

Residence Hotel  Service            S S    P P P P P P P P 2
0 

2
0 

2
0 

P 

Restaurant/ Cafeteria Service                 S P P P P P P P * P * P 
Salvage/Reclamation of 
Products 

Comm., Mfg., & Ind.                        S     

Sand, Gravel, Stone, or 
Petroleum Extraction 

Comm., Mfg., & Ind.                        S     

                              
School - Primary or 
Secondary (Private) (5) 

Educ./Inst./Public/Sp
ecial 

S S S S S S S S S  S S S S S P P S P P P P P P P P P P 

Service Contractor storage 
yd 

Contr. Cons.                    S   P P     

Service Yard of 
Governmental Agency 

Trans., Utility, & 
Comm. 

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S P P P P   S S 

Sewage Treatment Plant Trans., Utility, & 
Comm. 

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S  S S  S S S S S   S S 

Shops, Office, and Storage 
Area - Public/ Private Utility 

Trans., Utility, & 
Comm. 

S                 S S S P P P P    S 

SF Residence Attached Primary Res.         P P P P P       S P        
Stable Educ./Inst./Public/Sp

ecial 
S                      S S     

Superstore Retail                  S S P P P S S  P  P 
Tattooing  Service                 3

7 
3
7 

3
7 

3
7 

3
7 

3
7 

3
7 

3
7 

3
7 

3
7 

3
7 

3
7 

Theater - Neighborhood Service                 P P P P P P S S S P  P 
Theater - Regional Service                 S S  S P P S S S S  S 
Tire Retreading/ Recapping Auto & Related                        S     
Tool Rental Shop Service                  P  P  P P P    P 
Trade/Commercial School Educ./Inst./Public/Sp

ecial 
                S S P P  P P P P P P P 

Trailer Rental Service                    S   P P    S 
Transfer Storage and 
Baggage Terminal 

Comm., Mfg., & Ind.                    P  P P P     

Transit Center Trans., Utility, & 
Comm. 

             P  P P  P P P P P P S S P P 

Truck Sales (Heavy 
Trucks) 

Auto & Related                      S 
R 

 R R    

Two-Family Residence Primary Res.        P P P P P P P     S          
University/College (5) Educ./Inst./Public/Sp

ecial 
S S S S S S S S S  S S S S  P P P P P P P P P P P P P 

Upholstery/Cabinet Shop Contr. Cons.                   P P  P P P    P 
Used Car Dealer [7] Auto & Related                    S 

R 
 S 

R 
R R    S 

R 
Veterinary Clinic Service S                 P P P  P P P P P  P 
Water Treatment Plant Trans., Utility, & S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S P P P S P P P P P   S P 



Zoning and Development Regulations Assessment 
Plano, Texas 

22 

Permitted Use Use Category 
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Comm. 
Winery  Service S                 S S S S S S   S  S 
Wrecking Yard Auto & Related                         S    
 

 Traffic Impact Analysis  
The traffic impact analysis section in Plano’s zoning ordinance is very straightforward. It clearly states the 
purpose of such analyses and describes the two actions that trigger the TIA requirement; zoning requests for 
multifamily or nonresidential developments that generate at least 5,000 trips per day and preliminary site plans 
for projects that generate 5,000 trips per day or that have a floor area ratio higher than .75. (Note: A floor 
area ratio is the floor area of a main building or buildings on a lot, divided by the lot area.  A single story 
building that occupies the entire lot area would have an FAR of 1.)    
 
The current TIA regulations also say that a TIA “may not be used to deny development permitted by zoning, 
nor shall it be used to modify road design contrary to the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
or to the Thoroughfare Standards Ordinance” (Sec. 3.1401(2)).  
 
The prospect of increased traffic congestion is the most common reason neighboring residents oppose a new 
project.  Because of that, the findings of a TIA can become the focal point of debate at community meetings 
or public hearings on the project.  Residents commonly question the objectivity of the TIA findings when it is 
the developer who has hired and paid a traffic engineer to conduct the TIA.   
 
The Plano ordinance currently requires all TIAs “to be performed by a consultant qualified to perform such 
studies” (Sec. 3.104).  This arrangement may give the public the impression that the findings of TIA are not 
objective and that they are skewed in a way that minimizes the potential traffic impacts of their projects.   
In reality, TIA consultants are bound by very prescriptive methodology for the analysis (including a 
requirement that they use the city’s own traffic modeling application) that is provided in the code.  Further, 
Plano staff has discretion to expand the geographic scope of the analysis when warranted.  The ordinance is 
also very clear about the developer’s traffic mitigation options.   
 
Plano is approaching both full development build out and completion of the entire roadway system as set 
forth in the 2004 Thoroughfare Plan. An update to that plan was adopted by city council in March 2008.   
Once the roadway network is completed, there will no longer be any significant off-site improvements left for 
a developer to make to the roadway system. In other words, the TIA provisions increasingly are imposing a 
standard on developers that cannot be met.  
 
But full build-out of the roadway is certainly no guarantee that new development projects will not increase 
congestion on surrounding streets. In light of this, the city should restructure the TIA requirement to address 
on-site circulation factors that can positively or negatively affect the surrounding streets.    

Recommendations for Traffic Impact Assessments 
The city should repurpose the TIA requirement as an on-site traffic circulation assessment (OTCA). Such an 
assessment would acknowledge that off-site traffic mitigation opportunities are limited or nonexistent while 
still addressing the impact of new projects on traffic volumes and congestion.  Several options of how to 
accomplish this include: 

 Phase out the TIA and replace it with the OTCA requirement on a scheduled date in the 
relatively near future.  The time frame within which this would occur would be decided by 
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the city council in consultation with the planning department and city transportation 
engineers and planners.  

 Phase out the TIA and replace it with the OTCA requirement gradually over time and by 
geographical sub-area.  Areas that have reached full roadway buildout would be phased out 
first and the remaining areas where mitigation measures are still an option would convert to 
the OTCA requirement at a later date decided by the city council or when they too are built 
out.  

 Two intermediate approaches would be to, first, retain the TIA requirement for very large 
projects, above which a developer would be required to submit a TIA.  The existing 
thresholds could be raised so that it would be applicable to only the absolute largest projects 
for which major off-site traffic mitigation is possible and necessary.  And second, the 
requirement could be used as a condition for development approval when needed, which the 
city could use in the event of future development projects of a scale or type that has not 
been contemplated in Plano.  

Recommended Contents of an On-Site Traffic Circulation Assessment 
Similar to the TIA standards in the current zoning ordinance, the city would need to adopt standards for an 
on-site traffic circulation assessment.  This new section in the ordinance would describe the purpose of the 
OTCA, for example, the need for cars to move safely and efficiently off and on to arterial streets and the 
importance of accommodating pedestrians within parking lots. The standards would require a developer to 
demonstrate how the following site elements would be designed and executed:  driveway spacing, location of 
parking bays relative to site entrances, stacking requirements, aisle widths, stall dimensions, loading and 
delivery areas, location of landscape islands, lighting, on-site directional signage, fire lanes, connections to 
adjacent parcels, on-site pedestrian routes (including designated routes from the property line and transit and 
bus stops to the building’s primary entrance using differentiated pavement materials, elevations, and striping), 
and construction standards for private roads and drives.  

Urban Design Standards and Guidelines 
Plano has several design guideline documents that development review staff use in consultation with 
developers to improve the physical appearance and function of the city’s major thoroughfares and retail 
nodes.  These include the city’s Thoroughfare Standards ordinance, North Dallas Tollway Design Guidelines 
and Streetscape Plan (two documents), and the Retail Corner Design Guidelines. These latter guidelines have 
been applied on a voluntary basis for many years—the retail corner guidelines were prepared more than 20 
years ago—but now that the city has extensive experience in applying them they should be codified and made 
a required step in the development review procedures in the districts and corridors where they govern. The 
city has already codified design standards for landscaping and multi-family development which had previously 
been voluntary guidelines as well.  

Recommendations for Urban Design Guidelines and Standards 
There are several tasks and issues the city will have to address as part of the process of converting the 
guidelines to firm standards.  Here is what we recommend:  

 Taking into consideration all the provisions in each of the design guidelines and standards 
documents, determine which are critical to achieving the city’s goals for the comprehensive 
plan goals and objectives; 

 Review the comprehensive plan to determine if there are new plan policies that should be 
implemented via the design standards.  These may include the guidelines or standards 
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contained in Policy Statement 2.0 Rezoning to Meet Demand; Policy 3.0 Housing Density; 
and Policy 4.0 Infill Housing.  

 Identify which provisions are never or rarely used, and can be omitted from the new design 
standards ordinances; 

 Identify which provisions need to be refreshed to reflect what the city is looking for in the 
design, orientation, appearance, and function of sites and structures to which the standards 
will apply; 

 Incorporate directly or by reference the design review procedures which explain when and 
how design review will be conducted in the overall development review process, what types 
of applications will trigger design review, and what governing body or administrator will be 
authorized to conduct reviews and also appeals; and 

 Given the positive working relationships Plano boards and planning staff have with 
developers, it would be beneficial to conduct one or several focus groups, listening sessions, 
design workshops, or some other type of event to get the private sector’s input on what the 
codified standards should contain.   

Use Regulations  

Consolidation of Use Tables  
As stated earlier, we recommend that the tables in the existing zoning ordinance that denote 200-plus uses 
that are permitted, prohibited, or permitted with conditions, be collapsed into a one or two use tables that 
include no more than 50 or 60 broader, more inclusive land use categories. (Whether there is one or two 
tables will depend on whether we continue to keep residential and nonresidential use tables separate.) Such 
consolidation would eliminate an outmoded classification system that attempts to list every possible business 
and activity that may—or may not—be allowed in one zoning district or another  The ordinance also names 
multiple variations of the same use, rather than relying on broader use categories.  

The consolidated table would show which categories of uses are allowed where, and would classify land uses 
based on common characteristics, such as potential impacts on surrounding areas, the type of products sold, 
site conditions, or the amount of activity on the site.  Special regulations or standards can be clearly noted in 
the table with cross references. This set-up would be much easier to use and help to ensure that future 
amendments can be made in a careful, systematic way. The “laundry list” of uses that fits into each Use 
Category would be moved to a section titled Use Category Descriptions/Definitions at the end of the code. 

Residential Districts USE GROUP 
Use Category 

Use type A ED SF-
20 

SF-
9 

SF-
7 

SF-
6 PH 2F SF-

A MH MF-
1 

MF-
2 

MF-
3 GR UR 

Use 
Standards 

P = Permitted Use     S = Specific Use  – = Prohibited Use 
RESIDENTIAL                 
Household Living                 

Single-family residence, 
detached P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P  
Single-family residence, 
attached – – – – – – – – P P P P P – –  

Two-family residence – – – – – – – P P P P P P P –  
Multifamily residence – – – – – – – – – – P P P – – §3.104 
Mobile home park – – – – – – – – – P – – – – –  
Caretaker or guard's 
residence S S S S S S S S S S P P P S P  
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Residential Districts USE GROUP 
Use Category 

Use type A ED SF-
20 

SF-
9 

SF-
7 

SF-
6 PH 2F SF-

A MH MF-
1 

MF-
2 

MF-
3 GR UR 

Use 
Standards 

Private street development – S S S S S S – S – – – – – –  
Group Living                 

Assisted living – – – – – – – – – – P P P – – §3.115 
Continuing care facility – – – – – – – – – – P P P – –  
Household care S P P P P P P P P P P P P P P  
Household care institution – – – – – – – – – – S S S – –  
Independent living facility – – – – – – – – – – P P P – – §3.115 
Long-term care facility – – – – – – – – – – P P P – – §3.115 
Rehabilitation care facility S S S S S S S S S S S S S S –  

PUBLIC / CIVIC                 
Artist Live/work Studio – – – – – – – – – – – – – – P  
Colleges and Universities S S S S S S S S S – S S S S –  
Day Care                 

Day care home P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P §3.102 
Day care center S S S S S S S S S P P P P S S §3.102 

Lodge or Private Club S – – – – – – – – – – – – – – §3.105 
Parks and Recreation                 

Community center S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S  
Fairgrounds/exhibition area S – – – – – – – – – – – – – –  
Park/playground P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P  

Public Safety Services P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P  
Religious Assembly P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P  
School                 

Primary/secondary, private S S S S S S S S S – S S S S S  
Primary/secondary, 
public/parochial P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P  

Utilities – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –  
Major S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S  
Minor P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P  
Electrical power generating 
plant S – – – – – – – – – – – – – –  

COMMERCIAL                  
Animal Services S – – – – – – – – – – – – – –  

Kennel, outdoor P – – – – – – – – – – – – – –  
Flea Market S – – – – – – – – – – – – – –  
Funeral and Interment Service                 

Cemetery/mausoleum S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S  
Lodging                 

Bed and breakfast – – – – – – – – – – – – – – P  
Residence hotel – – – – – – – – – – – S S – – §3.108 

Sports and Recreation, 
Commercial                 

Golf Course/Country Club 
(Private) S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S  

Private Recreation Facility S S S S S S P S P P P P P P S  
OTHER                 
Agricultural Uses                 

Farm, Ranch, Garden or 
Orchard P P P P P P P P P P P P P P –  

Nursery and Winery S – – – – – – – – – – – – – –  
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Residential Districts USE GROUP 
Use Category 

Use type A ED SF-
20 

SF-
9 

SF-
7 

SF-
6 PH 2F SF-

A MH MF-
1 

MF-
2 

MF-
3 GR UR 

Use 
Standards 

Transportation Uses                 
Airport/Heliport  S – – – – – – – – – – – – – – §3.106 
Transit Center  – – – – – – – – – – – – – P –  

Antennas P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P §3.107 

Explanation of the Reorganized and Consolidated Use Table  
The sample table provided here of how we would approach consolidation of Plano’s current use tables 
should be considered as an example of a possible format only.  At this stage, we have not vetted the content 
of the use categories listed here (other than to label them) or the use types, which come from the existing 
zoning ordinance.  The next step would be to discuss whether anything is missing in any particular district, 
and if there are any use types that should be added, or any that we can further condense or combined, and 
whether any new uses should be to the table.  For example, Group Living includes eight use types: assisted 
living, continuing care facility, household care, household care institution, independent living facility; long-
term care facility, rehabilitation care facility, and rehabilitation care institution.  Are there notable differences 
in impacts between each of these facilities?  

Other features of the consolidated table include a column noting any additional supplemental standards for a 
particular use, and the typical notations of “Permitted,” “Specific Use,” or “Prohibited Use” next to each Use 
Category.  We have also removed all the footnotes to code adoption dates (e.g., “Single-Family Res-Attached 
(ZC 02-47, ZC 02-37)” but not the use itself.) 

Additional details about the table: 

1. References in the Use Standards column correspond with relevant sections in the existing Plano code 
(e.g., Article 3, Supplementary Regulations).  More uses in the table will likely have use standards (i.e., 
some of the existing endnotes from the use table would be included as use standards instead of 
notes.)  

2. Temporary Uses were removed from the Use Table and should be included in a separate section of 
the code.   

3. We changed some of the terminology in the use categories and use types to reflect current practice.  
For example “Lodge or Private Club” replaces “Fraternal Organization, Lodge, or Civic Club” and 
“Religious Assembly” replaces “Church and Rectory.” 

4. All types of antennas are lumped together in the current ordinance; some of these should be handled 
as accessory uses (TV antennas, satellite dishes, etc.) while telecommunication towers (freestanding 
or co-located) should be handled in the use table, with appropriate supplementary regulations. 

Supplementary Regulations  
Like many cities whose zoning ordinance has not been revised in a long time, Plano uses the Supplementary 
Regulations section (Article 3) as a sort of junk drawer, where important items are stored for lack of a better 
or permanent place in the code. We have a number of recommendations that would improve the function of 
the regulations that are currently housed in supplementary regulations.  The table below includes our analysis 
and some of our recommendations.   
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Recommendations for Article 3. Supplementary Regulations  
We compared the supplementary regulations for principal and specific uses to related sections of the 
ordinance as a whole to determine where the standards were referenced to test whether there were any 
conflicts between the general standards and the supplementary standard. We’ve noted our findings in the 
second column of the first section of this table.   

For all other supplementary regulations, such as accessory buildings, front, back, and side yards, parking, 
signs, and structures, we’ve noted where such standards merit their own section of the ordinance and where 
additional discussion of the substance of the standards and their place in the ordinance is needed.  

Consistency of Supplementary Regulations and General Standards 
Sec. # Section Name Status of Supplementary Regulations vs. General Standards 
3.101 Arcades No conflicts 
3.102 Day Care Centers All day care centers require site plan review, even where they are a permitted use;  

Add references to the following in note 13 of use tables (p. 81): reference  
Sec. 3.503 Front Yard Regulations 
Sec. 3.1002 Gen. Fence and Wall Regulations 

3.103 Construction Yards, Field 
Offices, Model Homes, and Other 
Temporary Buildings  

Supp. stds. only; No conflicts  
Sec. 2.802 Estate Dev. prohibits temporary buildings as accessory dwelling units 

3.104 Multifamily Residence Sec. 2.804 Min. front yard setback for MF-1 is 100 ft. except as per 3.104 and 3.500 but there is no 
supp. std therein; No conflicts; Sec. indicates 100 ft. ht. limit for MF-1 

3.105 Private Clubs Not included in use tables but they are allowed by right and/or SUP in some districts; Very detailed 
supp. stds. including size and spacing requirements are difficult to follow.   
Sec. 3.1107 Hotel/Motel Parking Standards – no conflict 

3.106 Heliports, Helistops, and Airports Supp. stds. only; No conflicts 
3.107 Communications Antennas - 

Amateur and Commercial 
Supp. stds. only; No conflicts 

3.108 Residence Hotels Specific Use in MF2 & MF3; Permitted use in all non-residential districts, w/200 ft. spacing req. in 
RE, RC, & RT; Sec. 3.108 indicates supp standards should apply to this use in all districts where 
permitted.  Gen regs only refer to the 3 districts. above  
Sec. 3.515 Front Yard Regulations – balconies or entrances must be separated from res. districts by 
200 ft min. – same for Sec. 3.614 Side Yard Regs and 3.709 Rear Yard Regs 

3.109 Farmer’s Market No conflicts; Included in Parking Schedule Sec. 3.1107 
3.110 Home Occupations No conflicts; also referenced in Studio Residence def.; Special District Regulations 2.818(6) 
3.111 Veterinary Clinics/Kennels 

(Indoor Pens) 
No conflicts 

3.112  Regional Shopping Malls Sec. 3.105 Private Clubs; Included in Parking Schedule Sec. 3.1107 
3.113 Superstores  No conflicts; supp. standards contain design standards. 
3.114 Outdoor Athletic Facilities No conflicts 
3.115 Retirement Housing 3.1200(2) Landscaping Requirements; Mentioned in Sign-Apartment def. 
3.116 Tattooing, Permanent Cosmetics, 

and Body Piercing 
No conflicts; allowed by SUP only 

3.117 Usable Open Space Referenced in Open Space definition.; Min. usable open space requirements included in some uses; 
Sec. 3.1703 Dev Incentives and Alternative Standards 

3.200 Accessory Building Regulations 
3.202 Accessory Building Regulations 

for Shopping Centers 
No conflicts 

3.203 Carports No conflict; Referenced in Floor Area def.; Sec. 3.203/3.204 Accessory Building Regulations; Sec. 
3.513 Front Yard Regulations  

3.204 Height and Yard Requirements 3.204 Accessory Building Regulations 
3.300 Exterior Wall Construction Standards for Structures 
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3.301 Residential Structures No conflicts with other regulations 
3.304 Nonresidential Uses No conflicts with other regulations 
3.400 Lot Regulations 
3.500 Front Yard Regulations 
3.600 Side Yard Regulations 
3.700 Rear Yard Regulations 
3.800 Height Regulations 

See accompanying analysis of dimensional regulations. 

3.900 Open Storage  Please see the open storage/sales/display subsection of this report for recommendations. This 
includes Sections 3.902 to 3.904.  

3.1000 Screening, Fence, and Wall 
Regulations 

Forthcoming; includes Sections 3.1000 to 3.1004 

3.1100 Off-Street Parking and Loading We recommend Parking be moved to its own section of the ordinance. Substantive parking issues 
are also discussed in this report. This includes Sections 3.1100 to 3.1114. 

3.1200 Landscaping Requirements We recommend Landscaping be moved to a separate section of the ordinance.  
3.1300 Performance Standards We recommend these standards be removed from the ordinance entirely. 
3.1400 Traffic Impact Analysis Forthcoming. This includes Sections 3.1400 to 3.1405. 
3.1500 Residential Adjacency 

Standards (RAS) 
Forthcoming: We may recommend that these standards be moved to the relevant districts where 
they are applied or, alternately keep them in the supplementary regulations and add other provisions 
beyond what RAS govern now, which are outdoor communication devices that may be audible in 
adjacent neighborhoods.  This includes Sections 3.1500 to 3.1504. 

3.1600 Sign Regulations  We recommend signs be moved to its own section of the ordinance. This includes Sections 3.1600 
to 3.1605. 

3.1700 Storm Water Management Please see the stormwater subsection of this report for recommendations. This includes Sections 
3.1701 to 3.1704 

Supplemental Regulations for Lots and Front, Side, and Rear Yards 
Many of the dimensional standards for lots and yards in Sections 3.400 to 3.800 of the Supplementary 
Regulations are duplicative of other general standards or are specific enough to certain districts that they 
could be moved to the standards for that district.  

Further, several supplemental standards could be presented in a chart in a separate section titled, 
“Measurements.”  It would explain how to measure lot area, lot frontage, lot area per unit, building height, 
and all setbacks.  It could be placed either within the supplementary standards or as a stand alone appendix to 
the ordinance.  A comparable chart or table should be created for a list of all permitted encroachments into 
front, side and rear yards.  Such charts and tables would be a one-stop, easy-to-use guide where boards, staff, 
and applicants could get questions about routine obstructions answered without having to dig for them.  

Supplementary Regulations for Lots and Front Side and Rear Yards 

Section Topic Move to . . . 
Lot Regulations   
3.404 Excess right-of-way Definition of “floor area” or to a general section on Measurements (new) 
3.502 Building line All applicable district standards 
3.504 Existing through lots Residential districts 
3.505 Front yard averaging Residential districts 
3.508 Sight triangle Definition of “sight triangle” 
3.510 Front yards in cul-de-sacs Residential districts 
3.511 Setbacks for multi-story buildings This standard should be removed entirely or curtailed significantly; it 

undermines policies to promote compact neighborhoods 
3.513 Attached accessory buildings Residential districts 
3.515 Exterior balconies Residential adjacency standards (RAS) 
Side Yard Regulations  
Section Topic Move to . . . 
3.602 Interior side yards Planned development districts 
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Section Topic Move to . . . 
3.604 Side yard encroachments Table of Permitted Encroachments (new) 
3.607 Side yards, residential Residential districts 
3.608 Side lot line/rear lot line abutment  Residential districts 
3.612 Nonconforming setbacks Nonconforming standards 
3.613 Side lots on streets Residential districts 
Rear Yard Regulations 
Section Topic Move to . . . 
3.702 Rear yard encroachments Table of Permitted Encroachments (new) 
3.703 Rear yards in non-residential PDs Nonresidential planned developments  
3.704 Height limits Height limits; create a 25’ height limit 
 

Lot Frontage  
Finally there are conflicting standards for minimum lot frontage in the zoning ordinance and the subdivision 
ordinance.  The zoning ordinance requires a minimum of 12 linear feet for residential uses whereas the 
subdivision ordinance requires a minimum of 24 linear feet for residential uses and non-corner, non-
residential uses. Commercial uses on corners are required to have 100-175 feet of frontage. The simplest way 
to solve this conflict is to remove the minimum requirement from the subdivision ordinance and include a 
reference to where it can be found in the zoning ordinance. 

Any sections of Article 3. Supplementary Regulations that are not noted in this table will either remain in their 
original place.  After further discussion and analysis of this initial report, we may find more provisions that 
could be moved, eliminated, or reorganized.    

Stormwater Requirements in Codes  
Compliance with new stormwater management regulations is a major issue in North Central Texas in 2007.  
The city’s stormwater regulations are currently in both the zoning ordinance and the subdivision ordinance.  
The city is currently considering adopting the North Texas Council of Governments Integrated Stormwater 
Management Manual or its own version of one.  The city should incorporate the stormwater manual by 
reference in the next major revision to the zoning and subdivision ordinances or unified development 
ordinance if it goes that route.   

Reorganize and Refine Parking Provisions 
Writing a parking code requires that a community balance the need for people to park their cars where the 
live, shop, and work, with concerns about the environmental and urban design impacts of large parking lots. 
An undersupply of parking increases on-street parking demand and creates neighborhood concerns over 
problems of congestion. An oversupply of off-street parking negatively affects urban form. Large impervious 
areas increase stormwater runoff and generate higher pollution levels within the runoff. They also detract 
from the community’s appearance.  Too much surface parking also reinforces an auto-dominated community 
character in Plano rather than a neighborhood and people-oriented community character which is preferable.   

Critique of the Existing Parking Ordinance 
The Plano parking requirements for a wide variety of land uses appear to be based on peak parking demand.  
Although the ordinance allows for “parking reductions” and parking “deferrals,” the processes for seeking 
these reductions and deferrals appear cumbersome and may be a disincentive for “doing the right thing.” In 
general, we found that the existing ordinance: 
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 Has a hodgepodge of different ratios for parking.  It appears as though there was an effort 
to tailor an exact parking demand measurement for every conceivable use.  This is a laudable 
effort, but has not resulted in rational system when implemented.  

 Requires too much parking overall. 

 Calculates parking requirements for shopping center tenants as the cumulative requirement 
for all existing uses in the center, necessitating a recalculation whenever a new tenant comes 
in.  

 Poses some barriers to the reuse of older buildings where the site can not accommodate the 
required parking for the new use.   

 Does not include sufficient allowances for shared or cooperative parking arrangements. 

 Does not include standards for bicycle parking. 

 Creates unnecessary review procedures for companies that promote ridesharing, car pooling, 
or mass transit use as a means to reduce parking requirements. 

 Creates unnecessary review procedures for those businesses or institutions that want to defer 
the construction of parking facilities in order to minimize environmental impacts and in 
order to maximize green space. 

Examples of Parking Requirements That Appear Excessive 
Use Parking Spaces Required 
College and Universities 1 space for every 2 students plus additional spaces for classrooms, 

laboratories, and instruction areas 
Hardware store 5 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet 
Restaurant or Cafeteria 10 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet 
Retail Uses Less than 50,000 square feet 5 parking spaces per 1,000 
Theater, Meeting Room, Assembly Hall 1 parking space for every 3 seats 

 

The Hodgepodge of Standards and Ratios 

Plano uses many different types of measurements for its parking ratios.  For example:  

 Farmer’s market: 1 space per vendor, plus 1 per 200 square feet of covered market area 

 Bowling alley: 6 spaces per lane 

 Indoor tennis court: 6 spaces per court 

 Swimming pool: One space for each 100 square feet of gross water surface and deck area 

This degree of specificity here may have been an attempt to achieve the precise amount of parking 
needed, but the effects are confusing, probably not based on actual parking need of these uses, and 
very likely create work for the staff and the applicant.  Basing the standard on the number of spaces 
required per square foot for each use is the most practical. 
 

Shopping Center Parking 

Currently, the required number of parking spaces for a shopping center is calculated by adding up the 
parking required for each distinct use within the center.  This method requires the owner to recalculate 
the parking ratio any time a tenant space changes its use.  This not only creates an administrative 
headache for planners and the shopping center owner, it contributes to the problem of an oversupply 
of parking because it doesn’t reflect how customers use a shopping center lot, which is to park once 
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and visit several stores.  In a sense the current system is a missed opportunity for a shared or 
cooperative parking arrangement.  

 

Barriers to the Reuse of Old Buildings 

Section 3.1101(1)(b) states that required parking must be provided “at any time any use is changed.” 
Because of the significant variation in parking standards among uses, this standard means that many 
uses could not be substituted for other uses because they could not make up the required parking 
deficit. For example a retail store, bank, office, could never be changed to a restaurant or medical office 
without the new use finding additional parking or making arrangements for additional parking. 
Restaurants and medical offices require two or three times the parking required for offices, banks, and 
retail stores. 

 

Inadequate Provisions for Shared Parking 

Section 3.1109(2) allows theaters, evening entertainment facilities, and churches to share parking with 
banks, offices, and similar uses. This is a useful provision but it should be expanded. The city’s effort 
to promote mixed-use development should be supported by the parking code. 

 

Lack of Bicycle Parking Standards 

The current zoning ordinance does not include standards for bicycle parking. Oddly, Policy Statement 
1.0, Bicycle Parking makes no mention of parking for bicycles at all.  There are numerous sources of 
guidelines for bicycle parking available from Texas Dept. of Transportation and other organizations if 
the city wishes to pursue this.   

 

Parking Quantity Reductions  

Section 3.1112 of the current zoning ordinance includes provisions that allow for parking reductions 
for businesses that establish ridesharing programs, car pooling programs or who subsidize their 
workers use of mass transit. This incentive is very rarely used.  Despite that, the city should still 
encourage developers to provide only as much parking as they need and allow them to defer 
construction of parking on sites where land is available in the event that more parking is needed in the 
future.  

Recommendations for Parking  
The parking section should be reorganized using the following organizing principles:  

 Group uses into categories based on comparable parking need and apply a uniform parking 
standard to each category. 

 Use as few types of ratios as possible and keep the number of exceptions to the standards as 
low as possible.  

 Create a single parking standard for shopping centers. We recommend 3 spaces/1000 square 
feet of gross leasable floor area, not including storage areas.  This approach works because, 
functionally, shopping center tenants have negligible differences in their parking needs.  That 
said, an additional requirement could be applied for any high turnover uses within a mall, 
such as a restaurant or movies theater.  

 Relax the requirement that new uses in existing structures must meet the parking standard 
for the new use where the requirement is impeding the reuse or redevelopment of the 
existing property.  
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 Allow developers to provide less than the required amount of parking where there is land 
available to add parking if more is needed over time.   

 Add new standards for bicycle parking.  

Accessory and Temporary Uses and Structures  
Through feedback from stakeholders as well as our own analysis of the Plano ordinance, we found the 
regulations for accessory uses and structures and temporary uses and structures to be confusing and in need 
of revision. The zoning ordinance and the building code also need to be made consistent on this issue.   

One part of the problem is that rapidly evolving technologies, construction and assembly techniques, and new 
materials have created new products that, while they still appear to be temporary (such as sprung structures 
made of heavy duty fabric, or membrane), do in fact comply with the building code requirements for 
anchoring, foundations, and wind resistance.  They do not meet community standards for their appearance 
however.  

In terms of zoning provisions, the ordinance does not currently distinguish between temporary or permanent 
structures, except in limited instances such as in the definitions for “field office” and ‘homebuilder marketing 
center.”   The definition of carport is silent on whether they are temporary or permanent, although they fit 
the definition of accessory building or use, which describes the function of the building (i.e., its use) but not 
its appearance or the duration for which it can be placed on a property (which implies that they are 
considered permanent).   

Recommendations 
1. Revise the zoning ordinance and building code standards to ensure that temporary structures are 

regulated uniformly regardless of which city department is applying the standards.  
2. Add a definition for Temporary Structure or Use that includes examples of what constitutes such 

use, e.g., field offices and homebuilder marketing center.   
3. Add a definition and regulations for “Sprung Structure” that clarifies whether they are temporary or 

permanent and the conditions under which they are permitted. 
4. Consult with business owners and residents on the prohibition on buildings with metal exteriors to 

determine where they may be acceptable.  
5. Indicate in the use standards (or supplementary standards) which accessory structures are permitted 

in the use category by right or with conditions.  
6. Add illustrations and pictures to the ordinance to further clarify the regulations for accessory and 

temporary buildings, uses, and structures.   

Options for Design Criteria for Accessory Structures  
There are several approaches to minimizing the use of accessory structures made of metal or fabric materials 
in residential districts: 

Stringent Options  

1. Prohibit the use of cloth, canvas, plastic sheeting, tarps, concrete block, fake brick, and corrugated 
roofing or siding as the primary material on an accessory structure. 
   
2. Require that accessory structures in all or some residential districts be constructed of materials that 
are consistent with the exterior materials used on the house, such as brick, stone, stucco, wood or vinyl 
siding, or stone aggregate.  
 



Zoning and Development Regulations Assessment 
Plano, Texas 

33 

Moderate Options  

1. Permit the use of metal, canvas, or any other material on accessory structures of 120 square feet or 
less. (This is the smallest (or one of the smallest) standard sizes sold by manufacturers). 
   
2. Give the Planning and Zoning Commission the authority to approve or deny the use of metal 
exterior accessory structures in residential districts, using the following criteria:  

 visibility of the site from neighboring residential uses and adjacent streets; 

 degree to which the proposed finished materials are compatible with the appearance of 
principal structures and uses; 

 location of the proposed finishing materials on the building; and  

 degree to which a particular metal material may be shielded by landscaping or some other 
feature.  

 

Simple Options  

1. Recommend that property owners of any metal accessory structures to paint them a color that is 
compatible with the house or their surroundings. Require any metal buildings visible from the property 
line of the parcel on which the building is located to be painted. 
  
2. Permit accessory structures regardless of the materials, but require any structure larger than 120 
square feet, if made of metal canvas, tarps, concrete block, fake brick, or corrugated metal, to be placed 
behind the primary building on the lot and obscured from view from public right of way. 

Outdoor Storage, Sales, and Display 
The table below contains 17 land uses in the Plano listed in the nonresidential zoning districts in the Plano 
ordinance that constitute some form outdoor storage, outdoor sales, or outdoor display of merchandise. Each 
of these uses has its own discreet definition in the ordinance.   The problems with current regulations include 
inconsistent use of terms, inadequate differentiation between the uses, and general problems of overlap in the 
standards.   

Outdoor Storage/Sales/Display in Nonresidential Zoning Districts 

Permitted Use Use Category O-1 O-2 R BG LC CE CB-1 LI-1 LI-2 RE RC RT CC 
Outdoor Storage/Sales/Display               
Automobile Leasing/ Renting Auto & Related   R 

24  R R SR R R  SR R   33 R 

Automobile Parts Sales (Outside) Auto & Related         S     
Automobile Storage Auto & Related     S  P P P    S 
Tire Dealer (with open storage) Auto & Related        R R     
Truck Sales (Heavy Trucks) Auto & Related      S R  R R     
Construction Yard (Temporary) Accessory & Incidental 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 
Service Contractor (with storage yard) Contr. Cons.     S   P P     
*Open Storage Educ., Inst., Public, & 

Special   7 7 7 7 7 P P  7  7 

Building Material Sales Retail     P   P P  S  P 
Heavy Machinery Sales and Storage Retail        P P     
Nursery Retail S S S  S S S P P     
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Permitted Use Use Category O-1 O-2 R BG LC CE CB-1 LI-1 LI-2 RE RC RT CC 
Repair/Storage of Furniture and Appliances (Outside) Service         P     
Storage/Repair of Furniture and Appliances (Outside) Service         P     
Trailer/Mobile Home Display and Sales Service        P P     
Trailer Rental Service   21  S   P P    S 
Exhibition/Fairgrounds Area Service     S R  S R R R    S R 
Shops, Office, and Storage Area - Public/Private 
Utility 

Trans., Utility, & 
Comm.   S S S P P P P    S 

P = Permitted use; Blank = Prohibited use; S = Specific use permit required; R = Residential Adjacency Standards;  
Number = See endnotes. * = Use table includes “open storage” but definitions include “open storage and outside display.” 

Recommendations for Outdoor Storage, Display, and Sales 

 Review each of the definitions in this list and eliminate those that are no longer applicable 
and consolidate definitions for those uses that have a commensurate impact.  

 Group each of the uses into one of the following three categories Outdoor Retail Display, 
Outdoor Retail Storage, and Outdoor Storage.   

 Create new standards or modify existing standards for each of these categories.  The 
standards would prescribe: the districts in which these uses are permitted by right or 
conditionally; the placement of the display or storage on the site; the percentage or floor or 
lot area that can be used for such uses; screening and enclosure requirements, and side, rear, 
and front yard setbacks.   

Sign Regulations 
As is the case in many cities, the Plano sign ordinance accounts for no small share of zoning headaches for 
applicants, staff, the planning and zoning commission, and the board of adjustment.  Signs are one of the 
most common types of cases for the board of adjustment.  In particular, there have been numerous requests 
for bigger, taller, more, “off-site” signs for out-parcels in shopping centers.  

In 2005, the city launched a concerted effort to crack down on temporary signs that were illegally placed on 
medians and other places within the public right of way.  The crackdown was successful—the city reported 
that a single inspector could bring in 350-450 signs in one weekend. The maximum fine for a violation to the 
zoning ordinance is $2,000, although violators who choose not to contest the ticket are allowed to pay a 
“window fine” of 25 percent of the maximum, or $500. Citizens who were cited for sign violations and paid 
the $500 window fine regarded that to be excessive. Because the city wanted to continue its enforcement 
program to clean up temporary signs, a decision was made to move the temporary sign provisions to a 
separate part of the municipal code. There the maximum fine is $500, meaning the window fine is now $125.    

Recommendations  

 Regulations for all signs, including temporary signs, should be in a single ordinance.  
Consider folding temporary sign regulations back into the sign ordinance and, if possible 
under state law, differentiate the fines for temporary sign violations and permanent sign 
violations.  

 Remove the following sections of the ordinance Sec. 3.601(4)(a) information required on a 
sign application; Sect Sec. 3.1601(7) permit fees; and Sec. 3.1604(8)(c) enforcement remedies 
(i.e., fines) and insert a statement such as the following:  “Application for permits shall be 
filed with the building inspections department, together with a permit fee, as established by 
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the City Council.  Specific procedures are detailed in the application package, which can be 
obtained at the department or on the department’s website.” 

 Conduct a thorough legal review of the ordinance to ensure the regulations are content 
neutral.  

 Reduce the number of Exempted Signs in Sec. 3.1601(8) to minimize claims of unequal 
treatment.  

 Create a table that displays permitted sign types by zoning district.  

 Intersperse illustrations of sign types and rules of measurement (i.e., sign area, height, etc) 
throughout the text to explain regulatory concepts.   

 Review and revise sign definitions, specifically, add definitions for new sign types and 
remove regulatory standards from the existing definitions, where they exists. 

Public Benefit/Density Bonus System 
The City of Plano should consider a development density bonus system through which new developments 
would be allowed to exceed a baseline level of permitted zoning density (e.g., dwelling units per acre; gross 
floor area) in exchange for providing public facilities and amenities that the city has expressed in goals and 
objectives of plans and policy statements.  Such a system would be intended to provide an economic 
incentive for developers to invest in high-quality sustainable design, affordable housing, and other features 
and services that provide significant public benefits and could improve the quality of life of Plano residents 
and visitors. 

Much of what developers in Plano provide in the way of amenities is negotiated as part of a planned 
development rezoning.  An established program would still leave room for negotiation but it would increase 
the predictability and equitability of what participating developers receive in exchange for each type of public 
benefit and amenity they provide.  It would also give the city the opportunity to refine what it needs and what 
would have the greatest public benefit in the project area. 

The most common density bonus programs are designed for a single purpose: to increase the amount of 
affordable, workforce housing in a specific project or communitywide in exchange for permission to build a 
greater number of market rate units than what the base zoning permits.  Many of these programs allow the 
developer to pay a fee-in-lieu of actually building the affordable units into a housing trust fund that the city 
then uses to support affordable housing development where it is needed or viable.  

An increasing number of cities have gone farther; enacting comprehensive density bonus programs that apply 
to development in their downtowns or in designated growth areas or nodes, which is where, obviously, the 
highest demand for density in the office, commercial sectors, and condominium and rental housing exists. 
Downtowns and nodes are also where needed public benefits are needed, such as improved sidewalks and 
streetscapes, better transit access, outdoor seating areas, green roofs, and day care centers, to mention a few. 

Recommendations for Density Bonus System 
For Plano, we recommend the city establish a hybrid approach to bonuses, which would include both 
workforce housing components and a broader list public benefit options. The full menu of bonusable public 
benefits could be made available in all zones, or only in areas where the city would like to see additional 
density and where demand for development would trigger the need to provide such in exchange for more 
density. A simple point system could be created that would relate the amenities provided to the amount of 
additional density granted.  



Zoning and Development Regulations Assessment 
Plano, Texas 

36 

 In multifamily residential zones, a density bonus could be offered in exchange for the 
developer including two- and three-bedroom rental units in a complex, or any other type of 
affordable workforce housing that is in short supply in Plano.  This exchange would have to 
be put into effect by a voluntary negotiated contract between the developer and the city 
rather than as a regulatory requirement, which is illegal under Texas law.  

 For targeted growth areas and nodes, the menu of public benefits that could be achieved 
through a density bonus system in Plano could include: 

o Open space 

o Drought tolerant landscaping  

o Street trees 

o Green building/LEED-certified building design 

o Reduced parking requirements 

o Affordable workforce housing 

o Universal design  

Important Considerations for a Density Bonus System 
A considerable amount of groundwork must be laid before Plano could launch a density bonus system.   

The first task would be to identify and explain how the benefits and amenities being provided in exchange for 
a density bonus are in furtherance of the city’s goals as expressed in relevant plans, design standards or 
guidelines, or policy statements.  This may necessitate updating any such documents. 

Next, the city would establish the zoning density thresholds which will trigger the allowance of additional 
density in exchange for public benefits.  This would require a review of past development projects to see how 
actual demand for floor area, dwelling units, building height or stories, or other density measures compared to 
the permissible density in the existing zoning regulations.  If developers generally build at or near what is 
currently allowed in terms of density, the city would have to consider adjusting those allowances in order to 
trigger demand for bonuses. Alternately a different form of bonus could be offered, such as expedited 
development review and approval, a common alternative in other cities. In Plano however, the development 
review system is efficient to the point where the typical turnaround time for a project approval (4-8 weeks) is 
what other cities would consider to be an expedited schedule.   

Third, the public benefit offered by or asked of a developer should be roughly proportional to the value or 
impact of the additional density being granted.  At the very least, the value of what the city exacted from the 
developer should not exceed the gains provided via the added density. Although not expressly required by 
Texas law, the test of rough proportionality is common in any evaluation of development impacts relative to 
costs imposed.  This cost-benefit calculation may be made either in terms of ensuring the exchange is 
between two things of roughly equal financial value, or in terms of the cause-and-effect relationship between 
the impact of the additional density and the extent to which the public benefit provided mitigates those 
impacts.  For example, big city density bonus programs very often allow additional building height in 
exchange for the developer providing wider, shaded sidewalks. The rationale is, the additional floor area will 
generate more foot traffic on the street, which would create the need for pedestrian amenities, and thus the 
public benefit mitigates the impact of denser development.   

And finally, the city may also find it necessary to conduct an economic feasibility study of a proposed 
program to ensure that it would not deter future development. 
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POM Item III  Oncor Transmission Line Process and Timeline  Oncor Reps 
 
 



POM Item IV  Radio Controlled Parks and Median Water System  Don Wendell 
 



POM ITEM V 
CITY COUNCIL APPOINTMENTS TO VARIOUS COMMITTEES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

 
*Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors – Sally Magnuson 
         
Designation of Official North Central Texas Council of Governments   
Voting Representative - Mayor Evans 
 
Regional Transportation Council – NCTCOG – Loretta Ellerbe and Mayor Evans (backup) 
 
TML & Other Legislative Action - Mayor Evans and other Council Members as appropriate 
 
North Texas Commission - Shep Stahel  
 
Memorial Day Committee – Lee Dunlap 

 
Metroplex Mayors Committee - Mayor Evans 
 
Collin County Mayors Committee – Mayor Evans 
 
Arts of Collin County Mayors Committee - Mayor Evans 
 
Economic Development Board - Mayor Evans and City Manager Muehlenbeck 
 
Liaison to Collin County Community College Board – Sally Magnuson 
 
Dallas Regional Mobility Coalition - Mayor Evans  
 
Council of Governments - Texas Clean Air Steering Committee – Sally Magnuson 
 
Sister Cities – Sally Magnuson  
 
McKinney Airport Tech Board – Shep Stahel and Scott Johnson 
 
Regional Committee on Child Predator Legislation – Mayor Pro Tem Jean Callison 
 
Fire Team USA – Deputy Mayor Pro Tem Harry LaRosiliere 
 
* Mayor Pro Tem or Deputy Mayor Pro Tem 

 
 

Board and Commission Review Committee –Sally Magnuson and Mayor Pro Tem Jean Callison 
CITY COUNCIL COMMITTEES 

 
Community Finance – Scott Johnson and Deputy Mayor Pro Tem Harry LaRosiliere 
  
Joint PISD/Council Committee –Sally Magnuson and Mayor Pro Tem Jean Callison 
 

ADHOC/ROUNDTABLES 
 

Multi-Cultural Outreach Roundtable – Sally Magnuson and Deputy Mayor Pro Tem Harry LaRosiliere 
 



POM Item VI  Comprehensive Monthly Financial Report   Denise Tacke  
 





he City of Plano Finance Department is dedicated to excellence in local government, 
comprehensive fiscal management, compliance and reporting. The Comprehensive Monthly 
Finance Report (CMFR) is a unique document, directed at providing our audience (internal and 

external users), with the general awareness of the City’s financial positions and economic activity.

This report is comprised of five sections:

1. The  reports the performance of the major operating funds of the City.  
Narrative disclosures are used to highlight any significant changes or fluctuations.

1A. The  provides comparative data for major revenue sources and 
expenditure items. 

2. The  section contains a summary of the key economic indicators and an 
in-depth review with graphic illustrations.

3. The  provides a description of investment activity during the month and a 
summary of interest earnings.

4. The  summarizes investment activity for the previous fiscal 
quarter, and also provides various data on portfolio performance.

We would like to acknowledge those responsible for this report: Allison Friloux for the Financial 
Summary, Brent Yowell for the Economic Analysis Report and the Investment Report.

The CMFR is intended to provide our audience with a timely, unique and informative document.  Please 
provide us with any comments or suggestions you may have and should you desire additional 
information, feel free to contact my office.

John F. McGrane
Director of Finance
P.O. Box 860358
Plano, TX  75006-0358
972-941-7135

Financial Analysis

Financial Summary

Economic Analysis

Investment Report

Quarterly Investment Report

City of Plano  •  Comprehensive Monthly  •  Finance Report  •  June 2008
 

ABOUT THIS REPORT



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

City of Plano  •  Comprehensive Monthly  •  Finance Report  •  June 2008
 



FINANCIAL ANALYSIS
City of Plano

Comprehensive Monthly Finance Report
This report is designed for internal use and does not include all the 

funds and accounts included in the City of Plano’s operations. For a 
complete report, refer to the City of Plano Comprehensive Annual 

Financial Report, available through the City’s Finance Department.

SECTION 1



REPORT NOTES JUNE, 2008

The information represented in the graphs below is derived from the statement of activities which is located 
after this section.  The statement of activities presents information demonstrating how the City's net assets are 
changing during the current fiscal year.  The format of the statement of activities reports General Fund and 
Business-type revenues and expenses by function which provides readers with a broad overview of the City 
of Plano's finances.

The information in this section compares year to date activity in the current fiscal year to the same time 
period in prior year.  Please note that beginning fund balances in all funds are subject to final 
audit adjustments.

HIGHLIGHTS OF GENERAL FUND VARIANCES
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GENERAL GOVERNMENT

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

POLICE

• Revenues generated for dispatch services by the City's Public Safety Communications 
department have increased over prior year by $25,075.  These revenues, which are now 
based on population, are the result of interlocal agreements between the City of Plano and 
the Cities of Lucas and Parker.

• The City purchased abandoned residential property due to the substandard condition of a 
home in June 2006 in the amount of $87,667.  The property sold in January 2007 for $93,853.

• Costs associated with tuition reimbursement have increased over prior year by $41,694 
attributed to an increase in budget which allows for reimbursement up to 100%.  

• The Professional Development Center department has purchased a new projector in the 
current year costing $5,564.

• Contractual services for class instruction offered through the Professional Development Center 
have increased over prior year by $86,290.  The increase is primarily due to the Onboarding 
Program.  Since specific classes are offered late in the year, only two were offered in prior 
fiscal year.  In the current year, the Onboarding Progam is in full operation and therefore, a 
total of 36 classes will be offered.  The Onboarding Program is a 6 month orientation program 
for new City employees.  

• The City entered into an interlocal agreement with the Town of Prosper in the prior fiscal year 
to provide interim manager services. The City received payments totaling $19,240 during April 
and June of 2007.

• Services to perform a compensation study are spent and encumbered in the current period in 
the amount of $95,000.  Upon commencement, the study will complete within 90 days.

• The Human Resource Department has had an increase in postage costs in the current year in 
the amount of $13,108.  This increase is primarily due to benefit related materials mailed to 
employees' homes, whereas in prior year it was sent through the City's internal mail.

• Personal services increased in the Purchasing department by $65,715 due to two additional 
purchasing agents in the current year to support the centralization process.  One of the new 
positions was transferred from another General Fund department and the other was granted 
through the budget process.

• Court fines and forfeitures decreased year to date over prior year in the amount of $783,249. 
Although citations issued in the current year through June are higher than prior year by 4,292, 
the decrease in revenues is primarily attributed to procedural changes in collections which 
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REPORT NOTES CONTINUED

JUNE, 2008

now allow for collections at the completion of the deferral period.  The decrease in citations 
and fines and forfeiture revenues is offset by an increase in collections from the City's internal 
and external collection agencies.  This section of the Courts department is a state mandated 
function that began in April 2006. Warrants greater than 90 days from the issuance date that 
are not collected by the City are turned over to a service provider to pursue collections.  The 
external provider is paid based on the number of warrants collected.

• Revenues collected for false alarms increased $38,863 over prior year.  As a result of a tiered 
fee structure for police false alarms, the number of customers billed continues to increase as 
fewer free false alarms are allowed.  The fee amount increases for each false alarm, 
depending on the number of false alarms customers continue to incur during a 12-month 
period.

• Personal services increased over prior year by $1,606,809.  The increase is primarily attributed to 
increased pay and benefit related costs as well as an increase in civil service employees over 
last fiscal year.  Additionally, a portion of this increase is due to retiree payouts being $184,011 
higher over prior year.

• Funds for new digital video recorders were expensed and encumbered in the prior year in the 
amount of $799,100. The Police department funded $48,750 of this project while the 
Technology Fund funded the balance of $750,350. These digital video recorders were installed 
on all police vehicles. A reclassification occurred at the end of last fiscal year to place these 
expenditures and encumbrances out of the appropriate funding source.  In addition, 
$1,020,703 was spent and encumbered in June 2007 for laptop computers and installation of 
this equipment in police vehicles.

• In the current year, the Police department has purchased vehicular radio modems costing 
$14,581.

• The Police department has added 5 new Tahoes to the fleet in the current fiscal year costing 
$146,145.  Additionally, a ½ ton extended cab pickup truck and unmarked police car has 
been added costing $22,243 and $17,888, respectively.

• New mobile data computers, costing $29,654, have been purchased in the current year and 
installed in the new police vehicles.

• The Police department spent $9,660 for criminal and traffic law publications in the current year 
which are purchased every other year.  

• Refrigerated compartment storage lockers have been purchased in the current year for the 
Property/Evidence Unit within the Police department.  The cost of these lockers totals $16,815.

• The annual maintenance agreement with Motorola for services pertaining to maintenance of 
the City's radio system has increased over prior fiscal year by $27,064 primarily due to 
contractual term changes.  

• Replacement of 3 sirens that are part of the existing emergency warning system tower are 
spent in the current year in the amount of $12,619.

• Funds for a new television server have been spent totaling $13,350 to provide the ability to 
stream, record and tune 8 analog television programs simultaneously.  This is utilized for any 
media coverage pertaining to the Plano Police Department to be recorded.

• Expenses and encumbrances for software totaling $32,406 have been incurred in the current 
year.  The jail has purchased new software that electronically monitors the status of prisoners 
and logs security checks. Additionally, various units within the Police department are utilizing 
new staffing management tools.  

• Municipal garage charges to maintain police fleet increased over prior year by $284,390 
attributed to increased fuel prices.

• Replacement charges for police equipment increased $110,333 over prior year due to an 
increase in budgeted amounts to repay the equipment replacement fund for equipment 
purchased in prior years.  Additionally, a larger volume and amount of equipment is being 
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depreciated in the current year.
• Charges for police PC replacement have increased $28,835 due to an increase in budgeted 

amounts over the prior year.
• Police functioning departments have experienced a decrease of $607,897 in workers 

compensation claims and related administrative expenses.  Beginning in the current fiscal year, 
these costs are being absorbed in the Property Liability Loss Fund, whereas last fiscal year, 
claims expenses were allocated to using departments.

• A new asset management system was purchased in the prior fiscal year costing $37,045.
• Six scanners were purchased in May of the prior year in the amount of $21,930.  These scanners 

are used primarily for the Police records management system.
• Expenses and encumbrances for minor apparatus were higher in the prior year due to 

$96,684 expended for LED lights, light bars, light/siren control units and supplies as well as 
rear prisoner partitions.     

• Ambulance service revenues increased $324,165 as compared to prior year primarily due to 
increased usage of services and collections of ambulance revenue.

• In the current year, the Fire department has received $23,863 in insurance and damage 
receipts from the Property Liability Loss Fund pertaining to events that have resulted in damage 
to City property.  Collections received through June in prior year were $11,681 resulting in an 
increase of $12,182.

• Personal services increased $1,227,677 over prior year primarily due to increased salary and 
benefit related costs experienced in the current year.  $154,181 of the personal services 
increase is attributed to salary related expenses associated with emergency support as a result 
of a severe storm occurring in April of the current year.

• Services for cleanup and tree removal were incurred in the current year as a result of a severe 
storm occurring in April 2008 costing $105,494.

• Payments and encumbrances for emergency medical advisory services have increased over 
prior year by $12,000 due to an increase in fees based on contractual amounts.

• The Office of Emergency Management and Homeland Security has spent funds in the amount 
of $34,994 for a new project that provides video conferencing capability. 

• Replacement charges for fire rolling stock have increased over prior year by $262,000 due to 
timing of vehicles received and placed into service.

• Municipal garage charges to maintain fire fleet increased over prior year by $243,079 
attributed to increased fuel prices.

• Replacement charges for fire equipment increased $70,683 over prior year due to an increase 
in budgeted amounts to repay the equipment replacement fund for equipment purchased in 
prior years.  

• Costs and encumbrances for medical examinations have increased over prior year by $9,977 
primarily attributed to additional types of testing offered to City employees as part of wellness 
screening services.  

• Costs and encumbrances for training services have increased $26,244 primarily attributed to 
additional training courses offered, as well as an increase in personnel. 

• In the current year, the Fire department has incurred costs and encumbrances of $61,900 for 
an analysis of the Emergency Medical Services System.    

• The Fire department purchased $8,090 in exercise equipment in the prior year for the Central 
Fire Station, as well as Fire Station No. 11.

• Capital outlay purchases decreased $584,693 as compared to prior fiscal year.  In the prior 
year, the Fire department purchased a new Spartan Command Post Mobile Command Center 
in the amount of $652,893.  This decrease is offset by capital purchases in the current fiscal year 

FIRE
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REPORT NOTES CONTINUED

JUNE, 2008

 

of a new Toyota Prius, ½ ton crew cab pickup truck and Chevrolet Impala costing $21,698, 
$23,863 and $17,888, respectively.

• Fire functioning departments have experienced a decrease of $240,082 in workers 
compensation claims and related administrative expenses.  Beginning in the current fiscal 
year, these costs are being absorbed in the Property Liability Loss Fund, whereas last fiscal 
year, claims expenses were allocated to using departments.

• In the prior year, the Fire department purchased new uniforms in the amount of $85,722 and 
services for bunker gear cleaning in the amount of $42,562 resulting in a decrease in materials 
and supplies expenditures. 

• Revenues received from Collin County Community College and the City of Allen for shared 
maintenance costs have decreased $48,206 due to a change in automation systems in the 
current year.  With the purchase of the new systems, the included maintenance costs are 
accounted for in the Sproles Library Fund until August 2008, next years maintenance renewal 
will then be expended in the General Fund for service periods covering August 2008-August 
2009.  Therefore, a decrease in maintenance costs as compared to the same time period in 
prior year in the General Fund is $52,765.

• Personal services increased $282,957 over prior year primarily due to increased salary and 
benefit related costs experienced in the current year.

• Expenditures and encumbrances for non-print media purchases have increased over prior 
year by $18,752 primarily due to price increases as well as increase in the volume purchased.  

• Libraries have experienced a decrease of $98,042 in workers compensation claims and 
related administrative expenses.  Beginning in the current fiscal year, these costs are being 
absorbed in the Property Liability Loss Fund, whereas last fiscal year, claims expenses were 
allocated to using departments.

• Building permit revenues increased over prior year by $422,756 due to a permit for a large 
commercial project in June.  However, the project was cancelled and a request for a refund 
will be processed in the month of July.    

• Same day inspection and re-inspection revenues have decreased as compared to prior year 
by $27,960 and $27,350 as these services are directly tied to the amount of construction 
occurring within the city which has decreased.

• Revenues generated from issuance of plumbing permits have decreased over prior fiscal 
year by $26,979 attributed to the overall decrease in new residential and commercial 
construction, as well as a decrease in commercial and residential alterations, remodels and 
interior finish outs requiring plumbing.

• Interlocal plan reviews for the City of Murphy are lower than prior year by $49,954.  Currently, 
the City of Plano is not performing plan review for the City of Murphy, resulting in a decrease 
in volume of inspections performed as compared to last year.  The number of inspections 
performed by the City of Plano will continue to decline as the City of Murphy approaches 
build out.

• In the current year, the Development cost centers have received $29,238 in insurance and 
damage receipts from the Property Liability Loss Fund pertaining to events that have resulted 
in damage to City property.  Collections received through June in prior year were $34,714.

• Engineering inspection revenues have decreased $94,856 as compared to prior year due to 
timing of cash collections, as two large developments are soon to commence within the next 
month.  Overall there are fewer and smaller projects being released in the current year.

• Rental registration revenue is higher than prior year by $39,215 due to timing of collections 
received.  Rental registration fees for both fiscal years are due by June 30, however in the 
current fiscal year, complex management has been more prompt with payment.  This 
program requires registration of multi-family dwelling complexes that are ten years old and 
older.  

LIBRARIES

DEVELOPMENT
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REPORT NOTES CONTINUED
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•
services in the amount of $347,425.  The increase is primarily attributed to the opening of the 
Tom Muehlenbeck Center and the new computer server room located at Technical Services.  
Gas payments increased $62,208 over prior year also attributed to the Tom Muehlenbeck 
Center opening in the current year.  In addition, the cost of natural gas continues to rise.

• Facilities Services experienced an increase in expenditures and encumbrances in janitorial 
services of $129,944 due to higher rates to comply with Green Building Standards, as well as 
adding the Tom Muehlenbeck Center facility.   

• Two new cargo vans have been added to the Facilities Maintenance department fleet in the 
current year costing $57,398.

• Demolition costs of $9,192 have been incurred in the current year due to a property owner 
failing to make necessary repairs.  Therefore, this substandard property was ordered by the 
Building Standards Commission to be demolished.

• The Safe Streets Program has spent and encumbered $228,598 through June of the current 
year resulting in a decrease of $69,339 over prior year as operations resumed in March 2007.  
Costs for this program consist of purchases for traffic calming devices as well as preparation 
and installation of speed cushions.

• The Planning department has purchased a replacement microfilm scanner/viewer in the 
current year costing $16,575. 

• Municipal garage charges to maintain development functioning department's fleet 
increased over prior year by $43,456 attributed to increased fuel prices.

• The Property Standards department has experienced a decrease in personal costs of $38,340 
primarily attributed to several vacant positions in the current period as well as restructuring of 
work schedules and reducing overtime charged.  The Building Inspections department also 
has a decrease in salary related expenditures of $72,439 due to an increase in vacant 
positions in the current year.  The Engineering department has also experienced a decrease 
in salary expenditures of $192,483 primarily due to open positions in the current year of which 
two Senior Engineer positions were filled within the last three months, while other positions are 
still vacant.  

• The Engineering department purchased 4 new Ford Escape Hybrid vehicles in June of the 
current year costing $98,396.  In the prior year, 5 new Ford Escape Hybrids were purchased at 
$120,620.

• Two Toyota Prius vehicles were purchased in the prior period for the Rental Registration 
department costing $41,076.  

• Contractual costs decreased in the current year as a result of the prior year purchase of a 
new plotter for $27,725 and office remodeling, including adding counter space in the 
reception area, in the amount of $17,936.

• Beginning in the prior fiscal year through the current period, the Planning department paid 
and encumbered funds for technical review services of the City's zoning and development 
regulations costing $85,310.        

• Animal adoption revenues have increased $33,834 over prior year primarily due to an 
average increase of $12.30 per animal adoption.  The average adoption fee is approximately 
$60 per animal.  In addition, there have been 427 more adoptions over prior year.

• Food permit revenues have increased $11,445 over prior year due to an increase in food 
permits issued in the current year.

• Child safety fees have increased over prior year by $21,050 due to increased school zone 
violations in the current year.  As of June of the current year, there have been 3,287 school 
zone citations compared to 1,922 through the same period of 2007.

• Reimbursements to the Health department from the Municipal Drainage Fund have 
decreased $64,611 due to a full time storm water program administrator position being 
moved to the Municipal Drainage Fund in the current year.  This position was budgeted in the 
General Fund in the prior year.

Facilities Maintenance has experienced an increase over prior year in payments for electric 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND OPERATIONS
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REPORT NOTES CONTINUED
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• Medical and surgical supplies and medical services costs and encumbrances at the animal 
shelter have increased $26,326 and $6,071, respectively, due to requirement for all adopted 
animals to be spayed or neutered before leaving the animal shelter.  

• In prior fiscal year, the Records Management department purchased a new Ford Escape 
Hybrid vehicle costing $24,124.

• The Animal Services department has a decrease in salary related expenditures of $41,485 due 
to an increase in vacant positions in the current year. 

• Materials and supplies costs and encumbrances in the public information department have 
decreased $19,019 primarily due office remodeling and purchase of upgraded computer 
software in the prior year.   

• The Parks and Recreation department has experienced an increase in membership revenues 
of $841,053 which is primarily attributed to the opening of the Tom Muehlenbeck Center in 
November of the current fiscal year. 

• A portion of membership fees is used to fund replacement recreation equipment at the various 
facilities.  Due to membership fee revenues being higher in the current year, attributed to the 
Tom Muehlenbeck Center opening in November, revenues generated for replacement 
equipment have increased $155,764 as compared to prior year.

• Rental fees for use of rooms at recreation facilities have increased over prior fiscal year by 
$19,994.  This increase is primarily caused by the opening of the Tom Muehlenbeck Center 
which has generated $16,684 of recreation rental fee revenues.

• Swimming fees have decreased in the current year by $35,680 primarily due to an increase in 
membership purchases rather than paying daily fees for pool use.  In addition, the excess rain 
experienced in the prior year promoted higher use of the City's indoor pools.  

• The Courtyard Theater received a donation from Plano Arts and Cultural Endowment in the 
amount of $49,000 in the current year which is to be used to purchase new interior lighting and 
equipment.  

• Revenue generated from ticket sales for Concerts in the Park Series 2008 at the Amphitheater 
at Oak Point increased $42,033 in the current year due to increased ticket prices and citizen 
participation.

• In the current year, Parks and Recreation cost centers have received $106,809 in insurance 
and damage receipts from the Property Liability Loss Fund pertaining to events that have 
resulted in damage to City property.  Collections received through June in prior year were 
$60,555.  The majority of this year's increase was due to an April storm that resulted in $31,750 of 
damages within the Park Planning department. 

• Personal services increased $1,091,148 over prior year primarily due to the opening of the Tom 
Muehlenbeck Center as well as the Oak Point Nature Preserve in the current year.  
Additionally, increased salary and benefit related costs are higher in the current year as 
compared to prior period.

• Payments for contractual services related to the Creative Arts department have increased 
$35,582 primarily due to costs associated with the summer concert series beginning two 
months earlier than prior year.  Additionally, a portion of this increase is for design services to 
prepare construction plans, specifications, details and special provisions and to perform other 
related consulting services in connection with waterproofing the Cox Building.  Costs for this 
project occurred in the current year costing $9,000.  Recently, the Cox Building has had some 
water damage on the first floor which the City leases from Plano Independent School District 
(PISD).  PISD reimbursed the City as PISD is the owner of the Cox Building and the City is a 
tenant.  The City received $65,000 in March 2008 and was dedicated to a Community 
Investment Program Project. 

• Advertising costs associated with the Creative Arts Division have increased over prior year by 
$21,832 primarily attributed to the City hosting more of its own events as opposed to rental of 
facilities, such as the Cox Building and Oak Point Amphitheater, to outside customers in prior 
year.  

PARKS AND RECREATION
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•
information about the various locations.  This is a new expenditure that did not occur in the prior 
year.  The cost of the brochure and postage was $33,061. 

• Expenditures and encumbrances, including personal costs, associated with the Tom 
Muehlenbeck Center have been incurred in the current year in the amount of $958,353, as this 
new facility opened in November of the current fiscal year.  This represents an increase as 
compared to prior year of $783,076.  An integrated customer relationship fitness management 
tool costing $40,032 was purchased by the Recreation Administration department to be utilized 
at the Tom Muehlenbeck Center.

• An increase of approximately $58,678 occurred in the current year for purchase and application 
of chemical products at various parks areas.  The Parks Grounds Maintenance Service Districts 
utilized limited amounts of pre-emergent and post emergent herbicides in prior fiscal year due to 
drought conditions.  Once drought restrictions were lifted, routine fall and spring pre- and post 
emergent herbicide applications resumed.  Additionally, during the current year, the districts are 
experimenting with an alternative higher priced pre-emergent herbicide that has a longer 
residual and covers a larger variety of weeds.  If success is noted utilizing this product, it will 
eliminate the cost of repeated pre-and post emergent applications.  Also, the significant fuel 
cost increase has added to the cost of manufacturing and shipping these products. 

• Expenditures and encumbrances for contractual services for grounds maintenance of park sites 
and restroom and litter cleanup have increased in the current year by $45,433.  The increase is 
attributed to contractual changes as well as increased areas serviced.  

• The Park Field Services department purchased a new ½ ton pickup truck in the current year 
costing $18,994.

• Purchase of chemicals for trim and playing turf has increased over prior year by $132,380.  Efforts 
to recover from the drought, increase athletic program participation and meet the demand for 
higher quality fields have resulted in a need to improve athletic fields.  Therefore, the Athletic 
Fields Maintenance and Sports Turf Maintenance departments have increased purchases of 
fertilizer to cover 400 acres of athletic fields and grassy areas.  The 2007-08 budget increased 
over prior year's re-estimate by $67,433. 

• Electricity costs for athletic fields has increased $59,845 over prior year due to eight unlighted 
soccer fields closed for renovations at Russell Creek Park in the spring of 2008, which caused 
additional lighted fields to be used elsewhere  to complete the spring sports season.  In addition, 
Enfield Park, which consists of 8 lighted baseball fields, was closed for renovations for a portion of 
the 2007 summer season.    

• Costs and encumbrances related to the Senior Trans Program have increased over prior year 
attributed to timing of encumbrances.  The annual contractual amount is the same as prior year.

• A new Ford Escape Hybrid vehicle was purchased in the Park Planning department, costing 
$24,599.

• Park Support Services purchased a new Ford F250 pickup truck in the amount of $24,440.  The 
Sports Turf Maintenance department included a new ¾ ton pickup truck and tractor to the fleet 
costing $23,827 and $24,790, respectively.

• The Natural Resources department purchased a grass drill, ¾ ton pickup truck, Toro mower and 
all terrain utility vehicle in the current period in the amount of $13,053, $23,604, $12,421 and 
$10,076, respectively.  

• The District No. 3 Grounds Maintenance department purchased a new ½ ton pickup truck in the 
current year in the amount of $18,994.

• Municipal garage charges to maintain parks and recreation fleet increased over prior year by 
$182,163 attributed to increased fuel prices.

• Replacement charges for parks and recreation rolling stock have increased over prior year by 
$139,623 due to timing of vehicles received and placed into service.

• Highpoint Tennis Center has spent funds for a security system in the current year costing $38,642.
• The Douglass Recreation Center purchased new furniture in the current year in the amount of 

$20,466.

To promote parks and recreation center facilities, a guide was mailed to residents to provide 

REPORT NOTES CONTINUED

JUNE, 2008
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•  Court fines and forfeitures increased over prior November in the amount of $96,433 due to
     increased collections as a result of the Collections and Compliance Unit in the Courts
     department.  This section of the Courts department is a state mandated function that began in
     April 2006.

POLICE

HIGHLIGHTS OF BUSINESS-TYPE

FRANCHISE FEE REVENUES
•

have been spent this fiscal year in the amount of $6,000.  In prior year, $3,800 was spent in 
September.

• Courtyard Theater purchased new stage and theater equipment in the prior year costing 
$15,517.

• Payment to PISD has decreased $143,444 for usage of utility and custodial services for Williams 
and Clark Recreation Centers.  This decrease is attributed to closing Clark Recreation Center in 
May 2007, which resulted in the utilization of fewer PISD facilities in the current year.  

• Payment to reimburse Electronic Data Systems (EDS) for water used to irrigate medians during 
2006 was made in March 2007 costing $25,796.  Payment to EDS for water median usage has 
not occurred in the current fiscal year as of June 2008.

• In the current year, the Streets and Signals departments have received $100,224 in insurance 
and damage receipts from the Property Liability Loss Fund pertaining to events that have 
resulted in damage to City property.  Collections received through June in prior year were 
$57,406.

• Replacement charges for public works rolling stock have increased over prior year by $75,106 
due to timing of vehicles received and placed into service.

• Municipal garage charges to maintain public works fleet increased over prior year by $70,461 
attributed to increased fuel prices.

• Asphalt purchases for the Streets department have increased $24,514.  A new asphalt product 
is being utilized in the current year that will lengthen the longevity of the repair, which will 
initially cost more but require less maintenance.  

• Maintenance parts and supplies have decreased for the signals department as compared to 
prior year by $52,893.  The budgeted amount for the current fiscal year is comparable to prior 
year's re-estimate.

• Personal services increased $130,455 over prior year.  Personal costs for the Public Works, 
Streets, and Signals departments increased over prior year by $238,118 due to higher salary and 
benefit related costs.  This increase is offset by a $107,663 decrease in salary expenditures in the 
Signs & Marking department primarily due to more vacant positions in the current year than in 
prior year.  In addition, the Signs & Marking department has experienced a reorganization 
resulting in lower salaries residing in these departments in the current year as compared to prior 
period.  

• Public works functioning departments have experienced a decrease of $105,015 in workers 
compensation claims and related administrative expenses.  Beginning in the current fiscal year, 
these costs are being absorbed in the Property Liability Loss Fund, whereas last fiscal year, 
claims expenses were allocated to using departments.

• The Signs & Markings department utilizes contractual services for installation of street buttons 
and paving marking materials on the City's streets.  These services have decreased over prior 
year by $52,892.  These decreases are primarily due to timing of services received and 
encumbered as compared to prior year.  The amount budgeted for this service has decreased 
$11,659 as compared to prior year's re-estimate.

• Payments for retiree health insurance have increased over prior year by $121,991 due to 
restructuring of retiree insurance, as well as increases in the number of retirees and premium 
amounts in the current year.

• Payment made to Collin County Central Appraisal District has increased over prior year by 
$111,234.  The calculated pro-rata cost is determined by the City's percent of tax levy in 
relation to the county's tax levy.  Additionally, the City has paid Denton County Central 
Appraisal District in the amount of $28,815 which began in the current fiscal year as new state 
legislation was passed.

• Electric payments have increased over prior year by $99,944 primarily due to increased prices 

Design services for logo development for Oak Point Park Nature Preserve and Oak Point Park 

PUBLIC WORKS

OTHER
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in natural gas in the current year. 
• Expenditures for interdepartmental water billings have increased $114,600 due to watering 

restrictions being lifted in July 2007.
• Technology services charges increased over prior year by $85,614 due to higher costs budgeted 

in the current year.
• In the current year, the City paid $46,500 in support of the Blackland Prairie Festival.  Prior year 

payment to the Blackland Prairie Festival was $15,225.
• Funds to support the Boys and Girls Club of Collin County have been spent in the amount of 

$30,000 in the current year.  This sponsorship did not occur last fiscal year. 
• The General Fund is absorbing $29,330 of additional funding in support of the Plano African 

American Museum which is mainly funded through the Convention and Tourism Fund.  The total 
amount of funding in prior year for this entity was $21,921 while current year funding, including 
the General Fund portion, is $49,330.

• Payment of $26,000 for the Plano International Festival was incurred in June of the current year as 
compared to the prior year August payment.  The festival continues to be held in the month of 
October.  

• Encumbrances for the July 4th fireworks event continue to be incurred in the current year while in 
prior year payment was made to the vendor in June.  The amount spent each year is $24,000.

• Expenditures were incurred in the prior year in the amount of $104,475 for a street light audit 
conducted by an external contractor.  

• $17,800 was spent in the prior year for contractual work to administer a service prioritization 
assessment requesting citizen feedback. 

• In the prior year, the City spent $67,100 for 4,650 courses of Tamiflu vaccinations to be reserved 
for City employees and their immediate families in the event of a pandemic influenza outbreak.

• Ad valorem tax revenues increased $7,941,844 over prior year primarily attributed to an increase in 
existing property values. In addition, new property came on-line in the current year.  

• Sales tax revenues decreased over prior year by $888,186 due to a slowing economy as well as 
$437,006 of audit adjustments, which lowered collections in the current fiscal year.  Favorable 
audit adjustments through June 2007 were recorded at $383,242, resulting in an increase to prior 
year collections.  When comparing the cash received in the months of June 2008 and June 2007, 
a decrease of 3.7% is noted in sales tax revenues.  

PROPERTY TAX REVENUES

SALES TAX REVENUES

REPORT NOTES CONTINUED

JUNE, 2008
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FRANCHISE TAX REVENUES
• Electric franchise fee revenues decreased $170,317 as compared to prior year.  The decrease 

is driven by receipt of a settlement in prior fiscal year in the amount of $444,618.  
• Gas franchise fee revenues are higher than prior year by $371,843.  The increase in gas 

franchise collections is primarily due to increased gas prices.
• Telephone franchise revenues decreased $629,228 as compared to prior year primarily due to 

a decline in traditional land line phone service.  The City does not collect franchise fees from 
digital and cellular users.  

• Cable television franchise revenues increased over prior year by $479,993 primarily due to 
timing of payments received.  
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Business-type Revenues YTD through June for FY 2007-08 and FY 2006-07
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WATER & SEWER
• Water and sewer revenues increased over prior year by $5,489,803 and $2,210,628, respectively.  

Overall water consumption for the current year is up as compared to the same time period in the 
prior year due to water restrictions being lifted in July 2007.  Sewer income increased due to a 
more stable three year winter quarter averaging as well as increased water consumption by non-
residential water users. 

• Water penalty revenues have increased over prior year by $129,031 primarily due to an increase 
in water bills of late paying customers and as a result of watering restrictions being lifted.  

• Consumption and rate increases for construction water meters have occurred in the current year 
resulting in an increase of revenues of $91,893.  

• Cellular telephone companies place antennas on city elevated water towers and therefore, the 
City charges rental fees.  These revenues have increased $16,467 as each individual contract 
renews and is subject to rate increases.

• Water meter revenue is lower than prior year by $25,089 due to a decrease in residential 
building.   

• Expenses and encumbrances to Datamatic.Com for maintenance parts pertaining to the 
automated meter reading project have decreased over prior year by $915,380.  The current 
phase of the project is now complete and therefore, replacements are occurring.  A new vendor 
will be utilized beginning in the current fiscal year to install new hardware and software for the 
automated meter reading project.  Encumbrances for these services are $2,700,000.

• Water meter purchases are lower than prior year by $146,688.  A new program will be 
implemented over the next several years that will replace water meters and AMR devices.  
Therefore, water meter replacements have ceased until this program begins.  

• Services for debris hauling have increased over prior year by $142,376.  These costs are shared 
between Municipal Drainage Operations and Utility Operations and therefore, a transfer will be 
done to allocate the cost equally.

• Payments to North Texas Municipal Water District (NTMWD) for services such as wastewater and 



REPORT NOTES CONTINUED

JUNE, 2008

pre-treatment, as well as water services, increased over prior year by $142,767 and $1,071,015, 
respectively.  These increases are the result of an increase in contractual amounts.

• Electricity expenses have increased $107,861 in the current period due to the timing of 
payments.  

• Municipal garage charges to maintain water and sewer fleet increased over prior year by 
$88,757 due to increased fuel prices.

• The Pumping Facilities department purchased a new trailer in the current year costing $29,098.  
• The Utility District # 3 department purchased a new Ford Escape Hybrid vehicle in the new year 

costing $24,599.
• A new imaging processor has been purchased in the current fiscal year to process utility 

payments.  The total cost of this project is $25,431 of which $8,931 has been paid.  Additionally, 
funds for a new kiosk for utility customers to make payments at City Hall have been spent and 
encumbered in the current fiscal year in the amount of $63,000. 

• Payments made for credit card services increased over prior year by $29,504 primarily due to 
an increase in credit card payments made by customers.

• In the prior year, equipment was rented and utilized to repair a sewer line break at Custer Road 
and Highway 190 which cost $138,852.

• Expenses and encumbrances associated with the Environmental Education Complex were 
incurred last fiscal year in the amount of $127,855.  Of this amount, services are rendered and 
encumbered in the current fiscal year in the amount of $78,785.

• The Utility Maintenance department purchased a listening device to detect water leaks in the 
prior year totaling $24,790.  This type of equipment is purchased on an as needed basis.

• Commercial franchise fee revenues increased over prior year by $386,721.  Commercial 
franchise revenues are based upon commercial tonnage disposed, which has increased over 
prior year, in addition to an increase in the number of commercial entities serviced.  

• Residential solid waste revenues are $163,645 higher than prior year primarily due to an 
increase in rates for use of 95-gallon carts.  The rate increased from $12.75 per month in the 
prior year to $13.85 per month in the current year.  Approximately 98% of customers utilize the 
95-gallon cart.   

• Recycling revenues increased over prior year by $290,445 primarily due to an increase in the 
market.  Due to the nature of the recycling business, the recycling market fluctuates and when 
comparing year to date revenues over last year, the recycling market has increased.  

• Compost revenues are higher over prior year by $66,970 primarily due to weather related 
factors experienced last year.  Due to drought conditions in the area, residential and 
commercial sites did not landscape as much therefore, resulting in lower compost sales.  
Additionally, new commercial customers are purchasing compost in bulk in the current year.  

• Tipping fee revenues increased over prior year by $145,151 primarily due to an increase in 
volume of materials brought to the City. These revenues are collected when other cities and 
commercial businesses bring yard waste, wood and other types of material used to make 
compost products to the City. 

• Overtime charges from the Compost department have increased over prior year by $52,866.  
This is primarily due to additional work being done pertaining to the fire at the Melissa Compost 
Site, as well as the April storm.

• A new John Deere Front End Loader, as well as a truck mounted fork lift, was added to the 
Compost Operations department in the current year costing $290,242 and $42,950, 
respectively.

• Payments to NTMWD increased $317,470 over prior year as payments are based on 
contractual amounts.

• The Sustainability department printed and distributed 75,000 calendars to employees and 
Plano residents to promote The Live Green in Plano Program as well as collection services 
provided to residents.  The cost of printing and postage totaled $64,606. 

• Municipal garage charges to maintain environmental waste fleet increased over prior year by 

SUSTAINABILITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
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REPORT NOTES CONTINUED
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$461,474 attributed to increased fuel prices.
• Replacement charges for environmental waste services rolling stock have increased over prior 

year by $141,907 due to timing of vehicles received and placed into service.
• Temporary labor services decreased over prior year by $156,797 primarily to promote the Live 

Green in Plano Expo that began last fiscal year. 
• Costs for equipment rentals have been incurred in the current year to manage a fire that 

occurred in October 2007 at the Melissa Compost Site totaling $136,373.  

• Drainage fee revenues have increased $66,652 primarily due to an increase in commercial 
accounts serviced as these entities are charged by square footage.

• Personal services increased $94,497 over prior year primarily due to increased salary and benefit 
related costs experienced in the current year.

• Reimbursements to the Health department from the Municipal Drainage Fund have decreased 
$64,611 due to a full time storm water program administrator position being moved to the 
Municipal Drainage Fund in the current year.  This position was budgeted in the General Fund in 
the prior year.  Although reimbursements have decreased, salary expenses for the Storm Water 
Drainage department have increased in the Municipal Drainage Fund by $63,878.

• Concrete purchases and encumbrances have increased over prior year by $62,502.  The 
amount budgeted is comparable to prior year's re-estimate.

• Costs for debris hauling services have decreased $171,732.  These costs are shared between 
Municipal Drainage Operations and Utility Operations and therefore, a transfer will be done to 
allocate the cost equally.  

• Municipal garage charges to maintain municipal drainage fleet increased over prior year by 
$30,996 attributed to increased fuel prices.

• In prior year, a new Ford Hybrid Escape was purchased for the Storm Water Drainage 
department costing $24,124.

• Inside catering revenues at Plano Centre, Pecan Hollow and Plano Station have increased over 
prior year by $73,553.  In March of the current year, Plano Centre recorded approximately 
$50,000 in new event business for inside catering.  As a result, food costs for Plano Centre and 
Pecan Hollow have increased $86,529 over prior year.  Additionally, because the volume and 
size of events have increased in the current year, equipment rental and service charge revenues 
have increased $23,441 and $11,828, respectively.  

• Concession revenues increased over prior year by $85,213 primarily due to the opening of the 
Tom Muehlenbeck Center in the current year generating revenues of approximately $71,871.  

• Alcohol revenues increased over prior year by $41,244.  The increase in alcohol sales is a direct 
result of an increase in corporate holiday events, plus a large venue had $13,000 more in alcohol 
sales than in the prior year.

• Personal services increased $147,954 over prior year primarily due to increased salary and benefit 
related costs experienced in the current year.

• Payments made in support of cultural arts and historic preservation have increased $72,289 and 
$100,924, respectively, due to increased funding in the current year as compared to prior year's 
re-estimate.

• Funds totaling $18,000 have been spent in the current year for consulting, design services and to 
expand the parking lot at Plano Centre.  Additionally, funds of $197,764 have been spent for 
work on the parking lot expansion at Plano Centre.

• Expenses and encumbrances for professional services have increased $67,450 primarily 
attributed to the increase in volume and size of events held in the current year.  

• Advertising costs have increased $6,987 over prior year attributed to an increase in volume of 
advertising publications as well as increased fees from media providers.  

• Funds for a new flag and flagpole at Plano Center have been encumbered in the current year in 

MUNICIPAL DRAINAGE

CIVIC CENTER
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the amount of $18,879. 
• Funds encumbered in the prior year for a replacement phone system have been spent in the 

current fiscal year costing $71,582.

• Golf revenues are lower than prior year by $27,035 due to a timing issue on deposits and 
therefore are expected to show an increase in July.  Rounds played recorded in June 2008 
are 6,590 compared to 5,349 rounds played in June of prior year.  Year to date rounds of golf 
played are recorded at 37,337 compared to 35,459 in prior year.    

• Promotional efforts to increase business at Pecan Hollow Golf Course in the current year 
consisted of representation at a regional golf show and additional flyers being printed and 
distributed.  These advertising costs totaled $3,656.

• Pecan Hollow Golf Course has purchased a new greens mower in the current fiscal year in the 
amount of $22,104.

• Personal services increased $17,769 over prior year primarily due to increased salary and 
benefit related costs experienced in the current year.

• Recreation revenues increased over prior year by $263,055 primarily as a result of the Tom 
Muehlenbeck Center opening in the current fiscal year.  Revenues generated year to date at 
the Tom Muehlenbeck Center are $296,219 which results in increased costs to pay for class 
instructors in the amount of $24,040.  

• Costs for personal services increased $105,222 primarily due to the opening of the Tom 
Muehlenbeck Center in November 2007 as well as increased salary and benefit related costs 
in the current year.  

• Payments made for credit card services increased over prior year by $59,531 primarily due to 
an increase in credit card payments made by customers.

• Expenses and encumbrances for printing of the Leisure Catalogs for the current fiscal year 
have increased $10,217.  The Leisure Catalogs increased in pages, printing and distribution to 
accommodate programs located at the Tom Muehlenbeck Center.     

• Rental revenues for Downtown Center South decreased over prior year by $2,530 primarily 
due to timing of collections received by the City.

• Contractual services have decreased primarily due to expenses in the prior year in the 
amount of $43,847 for work related to parking lot improvements and building repairs at 
Downtown Center North.

 

• The City has an agreement to share costs affiliated with the Eastside Village.  Costs have 
increased over prior year by $2,037 primarily due to the City absorbing insurance and tax 
expenses.

GOLF COURSE

RECREATION REVOLVING

PROPERTY MANAGEMENT

DOWNTOWN CENTER DEVELOPMENT
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CITY OF PLANO, TEXAS

STATEMENT OF ACTIVITIES

FOR THE PERIOD ENDED JUNE 30, 2008
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MONTHLY FINANCIAL SUMMARY REPORT

THROUGH JUNE 30 OF FISCAL YEARS 2008, 2007, AND 2006
GENERAL FUND

    
      

    
    

          
    
    

    
    
    

    
    
    
    
    

         

City of Plano  •  Comprehensive Monthly  •  Finance Report  •  June 2008A-17

                                                            

                                                                             

                                                  

Fiscal Annual 9 Months Actual/ Performance

Year Budget Actual Budget Index

REVENUES:

   Ad valorem tax 2008   $ 77,467,000

    

76,726,000

    

99.0% 132.06

2007 69,461,000

    

68,829,000

    

99.1% 132.12

2006 61,823,000

    

61,301,000

    

99.2% 132.21

   Sales tax 2008 61,181,000

    

47,364,000

    

77.4% 103.22
2007 57,606,000

    

48,252,000

    

83.8% 111.68
2006 50,590,000

    

43,474,000

    

85.9% 114.58

   Other revenue 2008 48,069,000

    

37,113,000

    

77.2% 102.94

2007 46,259,000

    

36,244,000

    

78.4% 104.47

2006 44,632,000

    

30,139,000

    

67.5% 90.04

TOTAL REVENUE 2008 186,717,000

  

161,203,000

  

86.3% 115.11

2007 173,326,000

  

153,325,000

   

88.5% 117.95

2006 157,045,000

  

134,914,000

   

85.9% 114.54

EXPENDITURES & ENCUMBRANCES:

   Current operating 2008 $ 199,162,000

  

137,734,000

  

69.2% 92.21
2007 188,784,000

  

132,135,000

  

70.0% 93.32
2006 173,594,000

  

122,084,000

  

70.3% 93.77

   Capital outlay 2008 2,255,000

      

2,197,000

      

97.4% 129.90
2007 1,466,000

      

4,046,000

      

276.0% 367.99
2006 1,697,000

      

1,763,000

      

103.9% 138.52

Total expenditures and 2008 201,417,000

  

139,931,000

  

69.5% 92.63
     encumbrances 2007 190,250,000

  

136,181,000

  

71.6% 95.44
2006 175,291,000

  

123,847,000

  

70.7% 94.20

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 2008 (14,700,000)

   

21,272,000

    

-

             

-
   over (under) expenditures 2007 (16,924,000)

   

17,144,000

    

-

             

-
2006 (18,246,000)

   

11,067,000

    

-

             

-

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES)

  Transfers in 2008 16,609,000

    

12,457,000

    

75.0% 100.00
2007 16,397,000

    

12,298,000

    

75.0% 100.00
2006 15,153,000

    

11,365,000

    

75.0% 100.00

  Transfers out 2008 (21,947,000)

   

(17,170,000)

   

78.2% 104.31
2007 (21,055,000)

   

(16,723,000)

   

79.4% 105.90
2006 (13,270,000)

   

(10,948,000)

   

82.5% 110.00

NET CHANGE IN FUND BALANCES 2008 (20,038,000)

   
16,559,000

    

2007 (21,582,000)
   

12,719,000
    

2006 (16,363,000)
   

11,484,000
    

FUND BALANCES-BEGINNING 2008 45,684,000
    

2007 48,805,000
    

2006 39,224,000
    

FUND BALANCES-ENDING 2008   62,243,000    

   JUNE 30 2007 61,524,000    
2006 50,708,000    



MONTHLY FINANCIAL SUMMARY REPORT

THROUGH JUNE 30 OF FISCAL YEARS 2008, 2007, AND 2006
WATER AND SEWER FUND

City of Plano  •  Comprehensive Monthly  •  Finance Report  •  June 2008 A-18 

Fiscal Annual 9 Months Actual/ Performance

Year Budget Actual Budget Index

REVENUES:

   Water and sewer revenue 2008   $ 96,340,000

    

64,419,000

     

66.9% 89.16

2007 93,434,000

    

56,740,000

     

60.7% 80.97

2006 83,000,000

    

60,273,000

     

72.6% 96.82

   Other fees and service charges 2008 2,693,000

      

1,634,000

       

60.7% 80.90

2007 2,556,000

      

1,689,000

       

66.1% 88.11

2006 2,360,000

      

2,400,000

       

101.7% 135.59

TOTAL REVENUE 2008 99,033,000

    

66,053,000

     

66.7% 88.93

2007 95,990,000

    

58,429,000

      

60.9% 81.16

2006 85,360,000

    

62,673,000

      

73.4% 97.90

EXPENSES & ENCUMBRANCES:

   Capital outlay 2008 1,245,000

      

212,000

          

17.0% 22.70

2007 80,000

           

153,000

          

191.3% 255.00

2006 70,000

           

556,000

          

794.3% 1059.05
 

   Other expenses & encumbrances 2008 66,174,000

    

47,701,000

     

72.1% 96.11

2007 63,810,000

    
44,901,000

     
70.4% 93.82

2006 58,788,000
    

41,659,000
     

70.9% 94.48

Total expenses and encumbrances 2008 67,419,000
    

47,913,000
     

71.1% 94.76

2007 63,890,000
    

45,054,000
     

70.5% 94.02

2006 58,858,000
    

42,215,000
     

71.7% 95.63

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 2008 31,614,000    18,140,000     -           -

   over (under) expenses 2007 32,100,000    13,375,000     -           -

2006 26,502,000    20,458,000     -           -

TRANSFERS IN (OUT)

   Transfers in 2008 254,000         191,000          75.2% 100.26

2007 268,000
         

201,000
          

75.0% 100.00

2006 230,000
         

172,000
          

74.8% 99.71

   Transfers out 2008 (30,889,000)
   

(23,166,000)
   

75.0% 100.00

2007 (30,208,000)
   

(22,547,000)
   

74.6% 99.52

2006 (28,082,000)

   
(21,061,000)

   
75.0% 100.00

CHANGE IN NET ASSETS 2008 $ 979,000

         

(4,835,000)

     2007 2,160,000

      

(8,971,000)

     2006 (1,350,000)

     

(431,000)

        TOTAL NET ASSETS-BEGINNING 2008 315,706,000

   
2007 324,871,000

   
2006 317,131,000

   TOTAL NET ASSETS-ENDING 2008 310,871,000

   

   JUNE 30 2007 315,900,000

   

2006 316,700,000

   



MONTHLY FINANCIAL SUMMARY REPORT

THROUGH JUNE 30 OF FISCAL YEARS 2008, 2007, AND 2006
SUSTAINABILITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FUND
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Fiscal Annual 9 Months Actual/ Performance

Year Budget Actual Budget Index

REVENUES:

   Commerical solid waste 2008   $ 6,352,000 4,757,000 74.9% 99.85

     franchise 2007 5,901,000

      

4,370,000

    

74.1% 98.74

2006 5,307,000

      

4,013,000

    

75.6% 100.82

   Refuse collection revenue 2008 12,273,000

    

9,531,000

    

77.7% 103.54

2007 12,078,000

    

9,075,000

    

75.1% 100.18

2006 11,106,000

    

8,411,000

    

75.7% 100.98

   Other fees and service 2008 2,100,000

      

1,312,000

    

62.5% 83.30

     charges 2007 1,545,000

      

1,074,000

    

69.5% 92.69

2006 1,367,000

      

889,000

       

65.0% 86.71

TOTAL REVENUE 2008 20,725,000

    

15,600,000

  

75.3% 100.36

2007 19,524,000

    

14,519,000

   

74.4% 99.15

2006 17,780,000

    

13,313,000

   

74.9% 99.84

EXPENSES & ENCUMBRANCES:

   Capital outlay 2008 142,000

         

367,000

       

258.5% 344.60

2007 312,000

         

23,000

         

7.4% 9.83

2006 532,000

         

479,000

       

90.0% 120.05

   Other expenses & encumbrances 2008 19,969,000

    

15,288,000

  

76.6% 102.08

2007 18,531,000

    

14,246,000

  

76.9% 102.50

2006 17,043,000

    

13,190,000

  

77.4% 103.19

Total expenses and encumbrances 2008 20,111,000

    

15,655,000

  

77.8% 103.79

2007 18,843,000

    

14,269,000

  

75.7% 100.97

2006 17,575,000

    

13,669,000

  

77.8% 103.70

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 2008 614,000

         

(55,000)

        

-

             

-

   over (under) expenses 2007 681,000

         

250,000

       

-

             

-

2006 205,000

         
(356,000)

      
-

             
-

TRANSFERS IN (OUT)

   Transfers in 2008 100,000
         

75,000
         

75.0% 100.00
     

2007 85,000           64,000         75.3% 100.39     
2006 -                 -               -             -           

   Transfers out 2008 (1,175,000)

     
(881,000)

      
75.0% 99.97

       2007 (1,205,000)

     

(830,000)

      

68.9% 91.84

       2006 (1,176,000)

     

(882,000)

      

75.0% 100.00

     CHANGE IN NET ASSETS 2008 $ (461,000)

        

(861,000)

      

2007 (439,000)

        

(516,000)

      

2006 (971,000)

        

(1,238,000)

   

TOTAL NET ASSETS-BEGINNING 2008 2,308,000

    

2007 1,759,000

    

2006 2,578,000

    

TOTAL NET ASSETS-ENDING 2008 1,447,000

    

   JUNE 30 2007 1,243,000

2006 1,340,000



MONTHLY FINANCIAL SUMMARY REPORT

THROUGH JUNE 30 OF FISCAL YEARS 2008, 2007, AND 2006
MUNICIPAL DRAINAGE FUND
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Fiscal Annual 9 Months Actual/ Performance
Year Budget Actual Budget Index

REVENUES:
   Fees and service charges 2008   $ 4,724,000      3,733,000    79.0% 105.36

2007 4,700,000      3,667,000    78.0% 104.03
2006 4,812,000      3,608,000    75.0% 99.97

   Miscellaneous revenue 2008 125,000         143,000       114.4% 152.53
2007 109,000         152,000       139.4% 185.93
2006 47,000           89,000         189.4% 252.48

TOTAL REVENUE 2008 4,849,000      3,876,000    79.9% 106.58
2007 4,809,000      3,819,000     79.4% 105.88
2006 4,859,000      3,697,000     76.1% 101.45

EXPENSES & ENCUMBRANCES:
   Capital outlay 2008 -                 -               -             -               

2007 28,000           25,000         89.3% 119.05
2006 27,000           96,000         355.6% 474.07-

   Other expenses & encumbrances 2008 2,579,000      1,608,000    62.3% 83.13
2007 2,682,000      1,607,000    59.9% 79.89
2006 2,561,000      1,576,000    61.5% 82.05

Total expenses and encumbrances 2008 2,579,000      1,608,000    62.3% 83.13
2007 2,710,000      1,632,000    60.2% 80.30
2006 2,588,000      1,672,000    64.6% 86.14

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 2008 2,270,000      2,268,000    -             -
   over (under) expenses 2007 2,099,000      2,187,000    -             -

2006 2,271,000      2,025,000    -             -

TRANSFERS OUT
   Operating transfers out 2008 (2,711,000)     (2,033,000)   75.0% 99.99

2007 (2,559,000)     (1,919,000)   75.0% 99.99
2006 (2,441,000)     (1,674,000)   68.6% 91.44

CHANGE IN NET ASSETS 2008 (441,000)        235,000       
2007 (460,000)        268,000       
2006 (170,000)        351,000       

TOTAL NET ASSETS-BEGINNING 2008 21,106,000  

2007 20,754,000  
2006 17,924,000  

TOTAL NET ASSETS-ENDING 2008 21,341,000  

   JUNE 30 2007 21,022,000  

2006 18,275,000  



MONTHLY FINANCIAL SUMMARY REPORT

THROUGH JUNE 30 OF FISCAL YEARS 2008, 2007, AND 2006
NONMAJOR BUSINESS-TYPE FUNDS
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Fiscal Annual 9 Months Actual/ Performance
Year Budget Actual Budget Index

REVENUES:
   Hotel/motel tax 2008   $ 4,518,000      3,060,000    67.7% 90.31

2007 4,009,000      2,981,000    74.4% 99.14
2006 3,411,000      2,859,000    83.8% 111.76

   Other revenue 2008 6,695,000      5,627,000    84.0% 112.06
2007 6,324,000      5,289,000    83.6% 111.51
2006 6,071,000      4,892,000    80.6% 107.44

TOTAL REVENUE 2008 11,213,000    8,687,000    77.5% 103.30
2007 10,333,000    8,270,000     80.0% 106.71
2006 9,482,000      7,751,000     81.7% 108.99

EXPENSES & ENCUMBRANCES:
   Capital outlay 2008 81,000           124,000       153.1% 204.12

2007 52,000           144,000       276.9% 369.23
2006 5,000             2,000           40.0% 53.33

   Other expenses & encumbrances 2008 11,659,000    8,003,000    68.6% 91.52
2007 10,469,000    6,974,000    66.6% 88.82
2006 9,521,000      6,562,000    68.9% 91.90

Total expenses and encumbrances 2008 11,740,000    8,127,000    69.2% 92.30
2007 10,521,000    7,118,000    67.7% 90.21
2006 9,526,000      6,564,000    68.9% 91.87

Excess (deficiency) of Revenues 2008 (527,000)        560,000       -              -
   over (under) expenses 2007 (188,000)        1,152,000    -              -

2006 (44,000)          1,187,000    -              --
TRANSFERS OUT:
   Operating transfers out 2008 (1,121,000)     (841,000)      75.0% 100.03

2007 (671,000)        (502,000)      74.8% 99.75
2006 (558,000)        (419,000)      75.1% 100.12

CHANGE IN NET ASSETS 2008 (1,648,000)     (281,000)      
2007 (859,000)        650,000       
2006 (602,000)        768,000       

TOTAL NET ASSETS-BEGINNING 2008 13,468,000  
2007 12,926,000  
2006 11,317,000  

TOTAL NET ASSETS-ENDING 2008 13,187,000  
   JUNE 30 2007 13,576,000  

2006 12,085,000  



MONTHLY FINANCIAL SUMMARY REPORT

THROUGH JUNE 30 OF FISCAL YEARS 2008, 2007, AND 2006
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUND
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Fiscal Annual 9 Months Actual/ Performance

Year Budget Actual Budget Index

REVENUES:

   Miscellaneous revenue 2008   $ 185,000

         

307,000

       

165.9% 221.26

       

2007 -

                 

163,000

        

-

            

-

            

2006 -

                 

34,000

          

-

            

-

            

EXPENSES & ENCUMBRANCES

   Personal services 2008 551,000

         

390,000

       

70.8% 94.37

         

2007 529,000

         

387,000

       

73.2% 97.54

         

2006 528,000

         

315,000

       

59.7% 79.55

         

   Materials and supplies 2008 24,000

           

19,000

         

79.2% 105.56

       

2007 26,000

           

33,000

         

126.9% 169.23

       

2006 23,000

           

14,000

         

60.9% 81.16

         

   Contractual / professional 2008 6,275,000

      

1,138,000

    

18.1% 24.18

         

     and other 2007 6,276,000

      

211,000

       

3.4% 4.48

           

2006 183,000

         

80,000

         

43.7% 58.29

         

   Capital outlay 2008 -

                 

-

               

-

            

-

             

2007 -

                 

7,000

           

-

            

-

             

2006 -

                 

-

            

-

             

Total Expenses and Encumbrances 2008 6,850,000

      

1,547,000

    

22.6% 30.11

         

2007 6,831,000

      

638,000

       

9.3% 12.45

         

2006 734,000

         

409,000

       

55.7% 74.30

         

Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues 2008 (6,665,000)

     

(1,240,000)

   

-

            

-

   Over (Under) Expenses 2007 (6,831,000)

     

(475,000)

      

-

            

-

2006 (734,000)

        

(375,000)

      

-

            

-

TRANSFERS IN
   Operating transfers in 2008 6,850,000

      

4,566,000

    

66.7% 88.88

         

2007 6,831,000

      

6,554,000

    

95.9% 127.93

       

2006 734,000

         

489,000

       

66.6% 88.83

         

CHANGE IN NET ASSETS 2008 185,000
         

3,326,000
    

2007 -
                 

6,079,000
    

2006 -
                 

114,000
       

TOTAL NET ASSETS-BEGINNING 2008 6,941,000
    

2007 1,030,000
    

2006 885,000       

TOTAL NET ASSETS-ENDING 2008 10,267,000  

   JUNE 30 2007 7,109,000    

2006 999,000       



EQUITY IN TREASURY POOL

JUNE 2008
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FUND EQUITY IN TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL

NO. FUND NAME CASH TREASURY POOL 6/30/08 10/01/07 6/30/07

GENERAL FUND:

01 General  $ 96,000

              

56,417,000

            

56,513,000

      

39,348,000

          

56,831,000

          

77 Payroll -

                    

2,016,000

              

2,016,000

        

1,894,000

            

1,915,000

            

24 City Store -

                    

10,000

                  

10,000

             

9,000

                   

9,000

                   

96,000

              

58,443,000

            

58,539,000

      

41,251,000

          

58,755,000

          

DEBT SERVICE FUND:

03 G.O. Debt Service -

                    

35,686,000

            

35,686,000

      

4,675,000

            

31,954,000

          

-

                    

35,686,000

            

35,686,000

      

4,675,000

            

31,954,000

          

CAPITAL PROJECTS:

22 Recreation Center Facilities -

                    

541,000

                

541,000

           

523,000

               

463,000

               

23 Street Enhancement -

                    

1,558,000

              

1,558,000

        

1,507,000

            

1,392,000

            

25 1991 Police & Courts Facility -

                    

1,724,000

              

1,724,000

        

1,653,000

            

1,507,000

            

27 1991 Library Facility -

                    

658,000

                

658,000

           

637,000

               

360,000

               

28 1991 Fire Facility -

                    

2,009,000

              

2,009,000

        

1,943,000

            

1,318,000

            

29 Technology Improvements -

                    

260,000

                

260,000

           

252,000

               

85,000

                 

31 Municipal Facilities -

                    

431,000

                

431,000

           

414,000

               

396,000

               

32 Park Improvements -

                    

4,907,000

              

4,907,000

        

4,737,000

            

4,259,000

            

33 Street & Drainage Improvement -

                    

4,740,000

              

4,740,000

        

2,454,000

            

1,960,000

            

35 Capital Reserve -

                    

39,576,000

            

39,576,000

      

36,993,000

          

36,466,000

          

38 DART L.A.P. -

                    

757,000

                

757,000

           

732,000

               

723,000

               

39 Spring Creekwalk -

                    

23,000

                  

23,000

             

23,000

                 

22,000

                 

52 Park Service Areas -

                    

5,753,000

              

5,753,000

        

5,573,000

            

5,365,000

            

53 Creative & Performing Arts -

                    

2,076,000

              

2,076,000

        

2,009,000

            

1,799,000

            

54 Animal Control Facilities -

                    

258,000

                

258,000

           

249,000

               

203,000

               

59 Service Center -

                    

130,000

                

130,000

           

126,000

               

123,000

               

60 Joint Use Facilities -
                    

592,000
                

592,000
           

573,000
               

554,000
               

85 Public Arts -
                    

102,000
                

102,000
           

99,000
                 

16,000
                 

110 G.O. Bond Clearing - 1999 -                    377,000                377,000           519,000               839,000                
190 G.O. Bond Clearing - 2000 -                    3,763,000              3,763,000        3,641,000            3,783,000             
230 Tax Notes Clearing - 2001 -

                    
1,396,000

              
1,396,000

        
2,231,000

            
2,428,000

            
240 G.O. Bond Clearing - 2001-A -

                    
188,000

                
188,000

           
182,000

               
189,000

               250 Tax Notes Clearing - 2001-A -

                    

164,000

                

164,000

           

158,000

               

176,000

               270 G.O. Bond Refund/Clearing - 2003 -

                    

289,000

                

289,000

           

1,183,000

            

1,324,000

            
310 G.O. Bond Refund/Clearing - 2005 -

                    

1,034,000

              

1,034,000

        

1,000,000

            

966,000

               
093 G.O. Bond Clearing - 2006 -

                    

37,000

                  

37,000

             

1,806,000

            

2,891,000

            

089 C.O. Bond Clearing - 2006 -

                    

317,000

                

317,000

           

371,000

               

425,000

               

102 G.O. Bond Clearing - 2007 -

                    

13,920,000

            

13,920,000

      

27,382,000

          

33,783,000

          

105 Tax Notes Clearing - 2007 -

                    

6,714,000

              

6,714,000

        

6,992,000

            

10,525,000

          

082 G.O. Bond Clearing - 2008 -

                    

39,582,000

            

39,582,000

      

-

                      

-

                     

083 Tax Notes Clearing - 2008 -

                    

17,441,000

            

17,441,000

      

-

                      

-

                     

-

                    

151,317,000

          

151,317,000

    

105,962,000

        

114,340,000

        

ENTERPRISE FUNDS:

26 Municipal Drainage CIP -

                    

279,000

                

279,000

           

236,000

               

207,000

               

34 Sewer CIP -

                    

6,975,000

              

6,975,000

        

9,218,000

            

2,984,000

            

36 Water CIP -

                    

5,888,000

              

5,888,000

        

5,121,000

            

4,648,000

            

37 Downtown Center Development -

                    

110,000

                

110,000

           

95,000

                 

85,000

                 

41 Water & Sewer - Operating 651,000

            

(9,249,000)

            

(8,598,000)

       

(7,614,000)

           

(3,047,000)

           

42 Water & Sewer - Debt Service -

                    

2,107,000

              

2,107,000

        

641,000

               

4,972,000

            

43 Municipal Drainage - Debt Service -

                    

2,310,000

              

2,310,000

        

2,805,000

            

2,128,000

            

44 W & S Impact Fees Clearing -

                    

3,066,000

              

3,066,000

        

2,731,000

            

2,736,000

            

45 Sustainability & Environmental Services 70,000

              

356,000

                

426,000

           

1,019,000

            

(847,000)

              

46 Convention & Tourism 4,000

                

3,771,000

              

3,775,000

        

4,172,000

            

3,458,000

            

81 Friends of Plano Centre -

                    

4,000

                    

4,000

               

4,000

                   

4,000

                   

47 Municipal Drainage 30,000

              

4,413,000

              

4,443,000

        

4,189,000

            

4,019,000

            

48 Municipal Golf Course -

                    

15,000

                  

15,000

             

165,000

               

80,000

                 

49 Property Management -

                    

430,000

                

430,000

           

386,000

               

368,000

               

51 Recreation Revolving - 1,510,000 1,510,000 1,095,000 1,280,000

104 Municipal Drain Bond Clearing-1996 - 179,000 179,000 173,000 170,000

320 Municipal Drain Rev Bond Clearing - 2005 - 306,000 306,000 530,000 716,000

094 Municipal Drain Rev Bond Clearing - 2006 - 706,000 706,000 1,545,000 1,518,000

330 Municipal Drain Rev Bond Clearing - 2007 - 3,012,000 3,012,000 2,914,000 2,864,000

340 Municipal Drain Rev Bond Clearing - 2008 - 2,079,000 2,079,000 - -

755,000 28,267,000 29,022,000 29,425,000 28,343,000
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FUND EQUITY IN TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL

NO. FUND NAME CASH TREASURY POOL 6/30/08 10/01/07 6/30/07

SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS:

2

      

Sproles Library -

                    

184,000

                

184,000

           

22,000

                 

397,000

4

      

TIF-Mall -

                    

879,000

                

879,000

           

50,000

                 

50,000

5

      

TIF-East Side -

                    

6,905,000

              

6,905,000

        

7,789,000

            

8,658,000

11

    

LLEBG-Police Grant -

                    

52,000

                  

52,000

             

123,000

               

76,000

12 Criminal Investigation -

                    

1,014,000

              

1,014,000

        

1,009,000

            

994,000

13

    

Grant -

                    

(478,000)

               

(478,000)

          

-

                     

(957,000)

14

    

Wireline Fees -

                    

371,000

                

371,000

           

364,000

               

354,000

15

    

Judicial Efficiency -

                    

115,000

                

115,000

           

113,000

               

110,000

16 Industrial -

                    

18,000

                  

18,000

             

17,000

                 

17,000

17

    

Intergovernmental -

                    

581,000

                

581,000

           

491,000

               

482,000

18 Government Access/CATV -

                    

425,000

                

425,000

           

571,000

               

545,000

19

    

Teen Court Program -

                    

43,000

                  

43,000

             

40,000

                 

37,000

20

    

Municipal Courts Technology -

                    

1,525,000

              

1,525,000

        

1,412,000

            

1,352,000

55 Municipal Court-Building Security Fees -

                    

1,305,000

              

1,305,000

        

1,244,000

            

1,222,000

56 911 Reserve Fund -

                    

8,120,000

              

8,120,000

        

7,121,000

            

6,754,000

57 State Library Grants -

                    

(9,000)

                   

(9,000)

              

23,000

                 

22,000

67

    

Disaster Relief -

                    

1,179,000

              

1,179,000

        

1,141,000

            

1,123,000

68 Animal Shelter Donations -

                    

166,000

                

166,000

           

125,000

               

109,000

73 Memorial Library -

                    

319,000

                

319,000

           

192,000

               

190,000

86

    

Juvenile Case Manager -

                    

154,000

                

154,000

           

136,000

               

121,000

87

    

Traffic Safety -

                    

981,000

                

981,000

           

665,000

               

579,000

88

    

Child Safety -

                    

973,000

                

973,000

           

679,000

               

817,000

-

                    

24,822,000

            

24,822,000

      

23,327,000

          

23,052,000

INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS:

6

      

Public Safety Technology -

                    

1,647,000

              

1,647,000

        

1,593,000

            

3,662,000

9

      

Technology Infrastructure -

                    

(114,000)

               

(114,000)

          

4,087,000

            

3,997,000

58 PC Replacement -

                    

1,769,000

              

1,769,000

        

1,568,000

            

1,664,000

61 Equipment Maintenance -

                    

(4,986,000)

            

(4,986,000)

       

(4,933,000)

           

(5,084,000)

62 Information Technology -

                    

3,802,000

              

3,802,000

        

69,000

                 

1,640,000

63

    

Office Services -

                    

(313,000)

               

(313,000)

          

(237,000)

              

(251,000)

64

    

Warehouse -

                    

108,000

                

108,000

           

207,000

               

85,000

65

    

Property/Liability Loss -

                    

6,987,000

              

6,987,000

        

7,156,000

            

4,846,000

66 Technology Services -

                    

11,556,000

            

11,556,000

      

11,617,000

          

10,477,000

71 Equipment Replacement -

                    

11,920,000

            

11,920,000

      

11,371,000

          

11,453,000

78 Health Claims -

                    

15,516,000

            

15,516,000

      

27,113,000

          

24,716,000

79

    

Parkway Service Ctr. Expansion -

                    

(29,000)

                 

(29,000)

            

(28,000)

                

(29,000)

-

                    

47,863,000

            

47,863,000

      

59,583,000

          

57,176,000

FIDUCIARY FUNDS:

7

      

Unclaimed Property -

                    

56,000

                  

56,000

             

52,000

                 

51,000

8

      

Library Training Lab -

                    

4,000

                    

4,000

               

6,000

                  

5,000

69 Collin County Seized Assets -

                    

269,000

                

269,000

           

295,000

               

301,000

74 Developers' Escrow -

                    

4,223,000

              

4,223,000

        

4,112,000

            

4,048,000

75

    

Plano Economic Development Trust -

                    

679,000

                

679,000

           

-

                     

-

76 Economic Development -

                    

10,257,000

            

10,257,000

      

7,228,000

            

7,306,000

84 Rebate -

                    

1,018,000

              

1,018,000

        

1,152,000

            

1,134,000

-

                    

16,506,000

            

16,506,000

      

12,845,000

          

12,845,000

TOTAL  $ 851,000

            

362,904,000

          

363,755,000

    

277,068,000

        

326,465,000

TRUST TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL

CASH INVESTMENTS 6/30/08 10/01/07 6/30/07

TRUST FUNDS

42 Water & Sewer Reserve - - - - -

72 Retirement Security Plan - 70,008,000 70,008,000 70,007,000 58,403,000

91 115 Trust - 15,500,000 15,500,000 - -

TOTAL TRUST FUNDS  $ - 85,508,000 85,508,000 70,007,000 58,403,000

A Treasury Pool fund has been created for the purpose of consolidating cash and investments.   All City funds not restricted or held in

trust are included in this consolidated fund.  Each fund's "Equity in Treasury Pool" represents the fund's proportionate share of the  

Treasury Pool Fund.  At June 30, 2008  the Treasury Pool, including an adjustment to Fair Value as required by GASB 31, 

consisted of the following:

Cash 17,197,000

Local Government Investment Pool 281,495,000

Federal Securities 27,910,000

Certificates of Deposit 35,000,000

Fair Value Adjustment 612,000

Interest Receivable 690,000

362,904,000



HEALTH CLAIMS FUND

THROUGH JUNE 30 OF FISCAL YEARS 2008 AND 2007

ANALYSIS OF PROPERTY LIABILITY LOSS FUND THROUGH JUNE 30 OF FISCAL YEARS 2008, 2007, AND 2006

PROPERTY LIABILITY LOSS FUND
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Health Claims Fund

FY 07-08
Oct-March

FY 06-07
Oct-March

6 month 
Variance

Favorable 
(Unfavorable)

FY 07-08
April-May

FY 06-07
April-May

2 month
Variance

Favorable 
(Unfavorable)

FY 07-08
June

FY 06-07
June

1 month
Variance

Favorable 
(Unfavorable)

FY 07-08
Total

FY 06-07
Total

Year to Date
Variance

Favorable 
(Unfavorable)

Revenues

  Employees Health Ins. Contributions 1,400,000$    1,145,000$   

 

255,000 505,000$        

 

390,000$        

 

115,000 253,000$        

 

195,000$        

 

58,000 2,158,000$    1,730,000$    428,000
  Employers Health Ins. Contributions 9,660,000 9,945,000

 

(285,000) 3,104,000

        

3,453,000

        

(349,000) 1,551,000

        

1,734,000

        

(183,000) 14,315,000 15,132,000 (817,000)
  Contributions for Retirees 354,000 275,000

 

79,000 136,000

           

100,000

           

36,000 59,000

             

51,000

             

8,000 549,000 426,000 123,000
  Cobra Insurance Receipts 33,000 14,000

 

19,000 7,000

               

8,000

               

(1,000) 3,000

               

5,000

               

(2,000) 43,000 27,000 16,000
  Retiree Insurance Receipts 233,000 205,000

 

28,000 77,000

             

61,000

             

16,000 44,000

             

41,000

             

3,000 354,000 307,000 47,000
  Plano Housing Authority - 19,000

 

(19,000) -

                  

-

                  

-

                  

-

                  

-

                  

-

                 

- 19,000 (19,000)
  Miscellaneous Revenue - -

 

-

                    

-

                  

69,000

             

(69,000)

            

-

                  

-

                  

-

                 

- 69,000 (69,000)
  Interest 719,000 572,000

 

147,000 75,000

             

149,000

           

(74,000) 36,000

             

114,000

           

(78,000) 830,000 835,000 (5,000)

Total Revenues 12,399,000 12,175,000

 

224,000 3,904,000

        

4,230,000

        

(326,000) 1,946,000

        

2,140,000

        

(194,000) 18,249,000 18,545,000 (296,000)

Expenses

  Insurance 702,000 715,000

 

13,000 233,000

           

234,000

           

1,000 116,000

           

118,000

           

2,000 1,051,000 1,067,000 16,000
  Contracts- Professional Svc. 108,000 150,000

 

42,000 37,000

             

13,000

             

(24,000)

            

5,000

               

10,000

             

5,000 150,000 173,000 23,000
  Contracts- Other 503,000 583,000

 

80,000 203,000

           

204,000

           

1,000 111,000

           

88,000

             

(23,000) 817,000 875,000 58,000
  Health Claims Paid Reinsurance (507,000) (23,000)

 

484,000 (44,000)

            

(1,000)

              

43,000

             

(1,000)

              

-

                  

1,000

         

(552,000) (24,000) 528,000
  Health Claims - Prescription 1,535,000 1,314,000

 

(221,000) 530,000

           

547,000

           

17,000 244,000

           

308,000

           

64,000 2,309,000 2,169,000 (140,000)
  Health Claims Paid -UHC 6,552,000 5,638,000

 

(914,000) 2,450,000

        

1,780,000

        

(670,000) 1,383,000

        

837,000

           

(546,000) 10,385,000 8,255,000 (2,130,000)
  Cobra Insurance Paid 3,000 2,000

 

(1,000) -

                  

1,000

               

1,000

          

-

                  

-

                  

-

                 

3,000 3,000 -
  Retiree Insurance Paid 59,000 56,000

 

(3,000) 14,000

             

21,000

             

7,000 7,000

               

11,000

             

4,000 80,000 88,000 8,000
  Retiree Insurance Paid- Medicare 57,000 -

 

(57,000) 50,000

             

-

                  

(50,000) 20,000

             

-

                  

(20,000) 127,000 - (127,000)
  Plano Housing Authority - 2,000

 

2,000 -

                  

-

                  

-

                  

-

                  

-

                  

-

                 

- 2,000 2,000

Total Expenses 9,012,000 8,437,000

 

(575,000) 3,473,000 2,799,000 (674,000) 1,885,000 1,372,000 (513,000) 14,370,000 12,608,000 (1,762,000)

Transfers Out

  Transfers Out 15,500,000 - (15,500,000) - - - - - -

                 

15,500,000 - (15,500,000)

Net increase (decrease) (12,113,000)$ 3,738,000$   

 

(15,851,000) 431,000 1,431,000 (1,000,000) 61,000 768,000 (707,000) (11,621,000)$ 5,937,000$    (17,558,000)

Health Claims Fund Balance - 
Cumulative 11,940,000$  19,841,000$ 

 

(7,901,000) 12,372,000$   21,271,000$   (8,899,000) 12,433,000$   22,039,000$   (9,606,000)

Fiscal Year
2008

Fiscal Year
2007

Fiscal Year
2006

Claims Paid per General Ledger 636,000$   
 

856,000
    

957,000
      

Net Judgments/Damages/Attorney Fees 775,000
      

584,000
    

560,000
      

Total Expenses 1,411,000$

 

1,440,000

 

1,517,000
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Project Description  
 

Construction 
Start  (Est.)  
Complete  

(Est.)  

2007-08  
Budget 

(thousands)  

Total Project 
Budget 

(thousands)  

Inception to 
Date Cost 

(thousands)  

Encumbrances 
(thousands)  

Comments:  

14
th
 STREET – K 

Avenue to 
Ridgewood 

06/09 
03/10 

5,580  8,080  51  608  Engineering design has started.  

15
th
 STREET – G 

Avenue to US 75  

06/09 
09/10 

400  1,954  53  202  Engineering design has started.  

15
th
 STREET – G 

Avenue to I Avenue  

02/07   
 08/08  

100  2,005  1,865  209  All street pavement is done.  
Contractor is waiting for Oncor to 
remove power poles to complete the 
work.  All lanes are open for traffic.   

15
th
 STREET AND 

MISCELLANEOUS 
DRAINAGE 
IMPROVEMENTS 

03/08 
10/08 

 

1,750  1,900  302  1,242  Construction is underway on the 
south side of 15th Street between 
Alma and US 75.  

ALMA – 
Spicewood to 
Rowlett Creek 

11/08  
07/09 

-  810  112  21  100% construction plans have been 
reviewed and returned to the 
engineer.  The project should be 
ready for bidding this month.  

ALMA & PARKER 
DRAINAGE  

12/08 
06/09 

 

1,227  1,347  91  23  Design is proceeding. Second 
submittal plans were reviewed by 
City staff and returned to the 
consultant for correction.  

BAFFIN BAY AND 
MORTON VALE  

03/09             
09/09 

90  841  36  68  Design is underway. Preliminary 
plans have been received and are in 
review by City staff.  

CHAPARRAL –
Avenue K to East 
City Limits 

01/09 
08/09 

997  2,212  131  108  A change order is being processed 
to locate the existing NTMWD force 
main. The design is on hold until the 
exact location can be determined.    

COMMUNICATIONS 
Parker to Spring 
Creek Parkway   

11/08  
07/09 

2,550  2,745  318  17  Design proceeding. Final plans have 
been submitted and are being 
reviewed by City staff.  Right of way 
activity is underway.  

COMMUNICATIONS 
Spring Creek to 
Tennyson  

06/09 
06/10 

 

2,440  3,710  167  81  Pre-final p lans have been reviewed 
by City staff and returned to the 
consultant for correction.  404 
Environmental issue being 
evaluated. Right of way negotiations 
underway.  

DALLAS NORTH 
TRUNK SEWER III–
Pittman Creek to 
Custer 

06/07 
09/08 

-  2,040  1,503  118  Construction is complete, waiting for 
grass to be established.   

HAYFIELD, 
MORTON VALE, 
THUNDERBIRD & 
CLOVERHAVEN  

07/07 
08/08 

200  662  816  21  Processing change order to make 
final payment.  

HEADQUARTERS – 
Preston to Parkwood  

03/08 
09/08 

700  1,072  293  486  Construction began March 17th. 
Excavation, demolition and concrete 
work at 100%. Change order being 
processed for irrigation and 
quantities overrun.  

MAPLESHADE LIFT 
STATION  

01/09 
11/09  

-  2,000  -  -  Design has started.  Working on 
proposal to combine four lift stations 
into one lift station.  

INDEPENDENCE-
MCDERMOTT TO 
SH 121 

11/08  
07/09  

1,500  1,600  83  18  100% plans are being reviewed by 
staff.  
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Project Description 
 

2007-08 
Budget 

(thousands) 

Total Project 
Budget 

(thousands) 

Inception to 
Date Cost 

(thousands) 

Encumbrances 
(thousands) 

Comments: 

INTERSECTION 
IMPROVEMENTS 
2004 
 

04/08 

06/09 
35 912 521 82 Coit at Legacy: ROW acquisition 

underway.  Notice to proceed with 
construction was issued April 25

th
.  

Utility adjustments are delaying 
construction start.  
Jupiter/Park/Parker/Independence: 
Design is proceeding.  Final plans 
have been received and are in 
review by City staff .  Right of way 
acquisition is underway. 

INTERSECTION 
IMPROVEMENTS – 

2005 

07/07 

08/08 
405 1,038 445 557 All locations are complete and 

opened to traffic. A final construction 
walk through will be conducted in 
the near future.  

INTERSECTION 
IMPROVEMENTS - 

JUPITER/PLANO 
PARKWAY 

 

08/08        
03/09 

550 873 211 659 City staff working with affected 
property owners.  Project bid 
opened March 20th.  Project 
awarded to McMahon Contracting, 
L.P. on the June 23rd City Council 
meeting. Contracts being 
processed.

 

INTERSECTION 
IMPROVEMENTS –

 

Preston and Legacy
 

04/09
 

11/09
 

100
 

2,504
 

289
 

84
 

Schematic and Environmental 
Categorical Exclusion awaiting 
TxDot Austin approval. City staff, 
consultants and TxDOT met to 
discuss common signing. 
Engineering design is proceeding. 

 

INTERSECTION 
IMPROVEMENTS -

  

PRESTON/PLANO 
PARKWAY 

 

01/10
 

09/10
 31

 
2,190

 
172

 
118

 
Parsons Brinkerhoff submitted 
CATEX and design schematic to 
TxDot.  TxDOT comments received 
for schematic and are currently 
being done by the consultant before 
proceeding with plans design.

 

JUPITER 
ELEVATED TANK 
REPAINT

 

11/08
 

05/09
 -

 
425

 
19

 
11

 

Design and specifications have 
been received, reviewed and will be 
sent back for revisions. Painting will 
be let for bid in July.

 

MARSH LANE –
 

Plano Parkway to 
Parker

 

3/09
 

9/09
 -

 
405

 

 

-
 

-
 

Preparing scope of services for 
engineering services with 
consultant.

 

MCDERMOTT –
 

Coit To Ohio
 01/09

 

11/09
 3,155

 
4,086

 
366

 
8
 

100% plans have been reviewed by 
City staff and TxDOT McKinney. 
CADEX approved.  All items have 
been submitted to TxDOT Austin for 
review.  Opportunity for Public 
Hearing time period has closed with 
no request for a public hearing.  We 
are proceeding with final plan 
completion and bid package 
submittal to TXDOT.

 

P AVENUE, 18
TH

 

STREET  & BELLE 
VIEW ADDITION

 

03/09

 

12/09

 130

 

985

 

113

 

80

 

Design is underway by R-Delta 
Engineers. Sidewalk survey has 
been completed. The City will not 
construct additional sidewalks.  First 
plan submittal has been reviewed 
and returned to the engineer.

 

PARKER ROAD – K 
Ave. to Raton Ave.

 07/07

 

06/09

 2,792

 

4,420

 

1,918

 

2,392

 

Construction is underway.  Roadway 
widening on the north side of Parker 
from K Avenue to east of P Avenue 
is currently underway. 

 

 

Construction 
Start  (Est.)  
Complete  

(Est.)  
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Project Description  
 

Construction 
Start  (Est.)  

Complete  
(Est.)  

2007-08 
Budget 

(thousands)  

Total Project 
Budget 

(thousands)  

Inception to 
Date Cost 

(thousands)  

Encumbrances 
(thousands)  

Comments:  

PARKER ROAD 
ELEVATED TANK 
REPAINT  

11/07  

08/08  
800  885  434  39  All work is complete.  Processing 

change order to make final payment 
to the contractor.  

PARKWOOD 
BOULEVARD -  

Park Boulevard to 
Spring Creek 
Parkway

 

01/08  

12/08  
4,100  5,300  886  3,332  Excavation and utilities are complete 

on the  new pavement portion north 
of Windhaven.  Excavation on the 
widening portion south of 
Windhaven started this week. Lime 
processing is starting this week.

 
 

PLANO PARKWAY 
–
  

Midway to West City 
Limits

 

12/08
 

09/09
 100

 
1,200

 
98

 
30

 
Plano Parkway will be widen ed from 
four to six lanes and the intersection 
at Marsh Lane will be improved.  
The consultant’s 1st submittal has 
been reviewed and sent back for 
revisions. 

 

RAILROAD 
CROSSINGS –Quiet 
Zones

 

09/08
 

12/08
 

 

-
 

1,197
 

770
 

482
 

Project was bid and award of the 
construction contract will be on the 
June 23rd City Council meeting.

 

RASOR 
BOULEVARD -

  

Ohio to SH 121
 

03/09
 

12/09
 2,035

 
3,724

 
333

 
21

 
100% plans are being reviewed by 
staff.  Project is being held for 
funding agreement.

 

RIDGEVIEW –

 

Independence to 
Coit

 
01/09

 

09/09

 
 

1,800

 

2,080

 

114

 

26

 

Final plans have been received and 
are under review.  Irrigation has 
been added to the contract. 

 

SH 121 WATER 
LINE – Spring Creek 
Parkway to Dallas 
North Tollway

 

10/08

 

02/09

 
 

200

 

615

 

-

 

-

 

TxDOT approval received.  
Preparing bid documents.

 

SHILOH PUMP 
STATION

 
11/09

 

08/10

 
80

 

1,680

 

143

 

9

 

 Design has started.  Project will be 
delayed until 2009.

 

SPRING CREEK 
PARKWAY AT 
COIT ROAD 
INTERSECTION 
IMPROVEMENTS 

 

01/10

 

09/10

 
-

 

450

 

170

 

147

 

The schematic plan and 
environmental report are complete 
and have been submitted to TxDOT 
for review. TxDOT review comments 
for the environmental report have 
been received and revisions 
submitted to TxDOT.   Schematic 
comments have been received from 
TxDOT and are being done by the 
consultant.

 

SPRINGBROOK –

 

Quill to Janwood

 
11/08

 

05/09

 

1,225

 

1,381

 

153

 

16

 

Final plans have been submitted 
and are in review by City staff.  
Right of way acquisition is complete.

 

US 75/PARKER 
ROAD 
INTERCHANGE

 08/08

 

10/09

 
 

5,000

 

6,250

 

1,893

 

-

 

  Low bid was $20,172,429. TxDOT 
will manage construction.
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Project Description 
 

Construction 
Start  (Est.) 
Complete  

(Est.) 

2007-08 
Budget 

(thousands) 

Total Project 
Budget 

(thousands) 

Inception to 
Date Cost 

(thousands) 

Encumbrances 
(thousands) 

Comments: 

WATER REHAB - 
Ridgewood 

11/09 
11/10 

- 1,900 - 173 Engineering design contract was 
awarded July 9th and contract 
execution is underway.  

WINDHAVEN – 
Spring Creek 
Parkway to West  
City Limits  

03/10 
03/11 

300 4,060 185 287 TxDOT has reviewed the schematic 
and design report.  Traffic study 
contract has been approved and 
work has started on the study.  

ANIMAL SHELTER 
EXPANSION 

01/09 
10/09 

1,000 3,755 322 213 Design underway.  90% drawings 
due July 17th. 

FIRE STATION 
12/LOGISTICS 
FACILITY & 
Emergency 
Operations Center 

06/08 
04/09 

6,073 12,902 4,169 11,408 Under construction.  Site work, 
foundations and paving expected to 
be completed end of July.  

 

FIRE STATION 13  10/08 
09/09 

2,000 4,256 224 193 Design is complete.  Project bid 
30% above estimates and is on hold 
pending Council decision. 

POLICE ACADEMY 
RANGE 
EXPANSION 

12/07 
08/08 

- 3,759 1,058 1,933 Construction is 75% complete.  
Completion expected end of August.  

OAK POINT 
MAINTENANCE 
FACILITY 

TBD - 1,900 - - Design-builder selected.  Contract 
being developed. 
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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS
City of Plano

Comprehensive Monthly Finance Report

SECTION 2
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ales tax allocation of $4,692,179 was remitted to the City of Plano in the month of June 
2008. This amount represents a decrease of 3.55% compared to the amount received in 

i g u r e  I I ,  l e f t ,  t r a c k s  t h e  
p e r c e n t a g e  c h a n g e  i n  

annualized sales tax revenues 
compared to the percentage 
change in the Dallas-area CPI, using 
1982-84 as the base period.  For 
June 2008, the adjusted CPI was 
148.68 and the Sales Tax Index was 
347.74.

Since January 1998, the BLS has 
moved the Dallas-Area pricing 
cycle for CPI computation to odd-
numbered months.

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

SALES TAX
ACTUAL MONTHLY REVENUE

FIGURE I

ANNUALIZED SALES TAX INDEX
COMPARED TO DALLAS CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

FIGURE II

June 2007. Sales tax revenue is 
generated from the 1% tax on 
applicable business activity within 
the City. These taxes were collected 
in April by businesses filing monthly 
returns, reported in May to the State, 
and received in June by the City of 
Plano.

Figure I represents actual sales 
and use tax receipts for the months 
of March through June for fiscal 
years 2005-2006, 2006-2007, and 
2007-2008.
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igure III shows sales tax allocations in the months of June 2006, June 2007 and June 2008 for 
the City of Plano and nine area cities.  Each of the cities shown has a sales tax rate of 1%, 

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING STARTS
FIGURE IV

SALES TAX COMPARISONS
CITY OF PLANO AND AREA CITIES

FIGURE III

except for the cities of Allen and 
Frisco, which have a 2% rate, but 
distribute half of the amount shown 
in the graph to 4A and 4B 
development corporations within 
their respective cities, and the City of 
Arlington which has a 1.75% sales tax 
rate with .25% dedicated to road 
maintenance and .50% for funding 
of the Dallas Cowboys Complex 
Development Project. In the month 
of June, the City of Plano received 
$4,692,179 from this 1% tax.

The percentage change in sales tax allocations 
for the area cities, comparing June 2007 to June 
2008, ranged from 23.15% for the City of Irving to
 -15.82% for the City of Richardson.

n June 2008, a total of 46 actual 
single-family housing permits, 

representing a value of $10,513,730, 
were issued. This value represents a 
17.83% decrease from the same 
period a year ago. Annualized single-
family housing starts of 480 represent 
a value of $100,445,941.

Figure IV above shows actual single-
fami l y  hous ing  s ta r t s  ve r su s  
annualized housing starts for June 
2004 through June 2008.
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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

YIELD CURVE
FIGURE V

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES
UNADJUSTED RATE COMPARISON

FIGURE VI*

igure V, left, shows the U.S. 
Treasury yield curve for June 30, 

2008 in comparison to May 31, 2008.  
Of the reported treasury yields, all 
but the 3 year and 30 year yields 
increased in the month of June, with 
the greatest increase in reported 
rates occurring in the 3-month 
sector at +17 basis points.  

igure V I  shows unadjusted 
unemployment rates based on the 

BLS U.S. City Average, and LAUS 
estimates for the State of Texas, the 
Dallas-Plano-Irving Metropolitan 
Division and the City of Plano from 
May 2007 to May 2008.

*Due to changes in labor force estimation 
methodology by the BLS and the TWC, sub-state 
unemployment rate data prior to January 2005 
are no longer comparable with current estimates.  
As a result, statistically significant changes 
in the reported unemployment rates may 
have occurred. 
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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

HOUSING ABSORPTION

FIGURE VII
90-DAY LAG FROM PERMIT DATE

SINGLE-FAMILY NEW HOME VALUE
FIGURE VIII

igure VII shows the net difference between the number of housing starts three months 
ago and new refuse customers in the current month (90-day lag) as well as the average 

d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e s e  
measures for the past four years 
(annualized).

For the current month, the 90-day 
lag is -30 homes, meaning that in 
March 2008 there were 30 less 
housing starts than new refuse 
customers in June 2008. The 
annualized rate is -11 which means 
there was an average of 11 fewer 
housing starts than new garbage 
customers per month over the past 
year.

he annualized average declared construction value of new homes increased 3.79% to 
$209,262 when compared to June 2007.
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n June, net new refuse collection 
a c c o u n t s  t o t a l e d  4 8 ,  i n  

comparison to 70 new accounts in 
June of 2007.  This change 
represents a 31.43% decrease on a 
year-to-year basis.  Annualized new 
refuse accounts totaled 643, 
showing a decrease of 110, or a -
14.61% change when compared to 
the same time last year.

Figure IX shows actual versus 
annualized new refuse collection 
accounts.

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

REFUSE COLLECTIONS ACCOUNTS

NET GAINS/LOSSES
Figure IX

LOCAL WATER CONSUMPTION (GALLONS)
FIGURE X

n June, the City of Plano pumped 
2,367,005,000 gallons of water 

from the North Texas Municipal 
W a t e r  D i s t r i c t  ( N T M W D ) .  
Consumption was 1,827,160,830 
gallons among 78,160 billed water 
accounts whi le bi l led sewer 
accounts numbered 74,474. The 
minimum daily water pumpage was 
55,005,000 gallons, which occurred 
on Tuesday, June 10th.  Maximum 
daily pumpage was 103,510,000 
gallons and occurred on Monday, 
June 30th.  This month's average 
daily pumpage was 78,900,000 
gallons.

Figure X shows the monthly actual 
and annualized average for local 
water consumption.
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he actual water and sewer customer billing revenues in June were $5,052,761 and 
$3,818,115, representing an increase of 50.04% and 6.89% respectively, compared to June 

2007 revenues. The aggregate water 
and sewer  accounts  net ted 
$8,870,877 for an increase of 27.83%.

J u n e  c o n s u m p t i o n  b r o u g h t  
annualized revenue of $44,949,736 
for water and $43,616,027 for 
sewer, totaling $88,565,764.  This 
total represents an increase of 
4.89% compared to last year's 
annualized revenue.

Figure XII represents the annualized 
billing history of water and sewer 
revenues for June 2004 through 
June 2008.

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

ANNUALIZED BUILDING PERMIT VALUES
FIGURE XI

ANNUALIZED WATER & SEWER BILLINGS
FIGURE XII

n June a total of 127 new construction permits were issued, for properties valued at 
$64,423,298. This includes 44 single-family residences, 1 church, 1 service station, 

3 office/bank building, 1 school, 10 other, 57 commercial additions/alterations, 34 interior 
finish-outs, and 4 demolitions.  There 
were 23 permits issued for pools/spas.
 
The overall annualized value was 
$514,670,000, down 24.24% from the 
same period a year ago. The 
annualized value of new residential 
construction decreased to a value of 
$100,445,941, down 30.42% from a 
year ago.  The annualized value of 
new commercial construction 
decreased 22.57% to $414,224,059.*

*As of January 2002, data on commercial 
construction value is based on both the building 
shell and interior finish work, per the Building 
Inspection Department.

      
    
    

    
    
    

    
    
    
    
    

         

City of Plano  •  Comprehensive Monthly  •  Finance Report  •  June 2008B-6



$0

$60,000

$120,000

$180,000

$240,000

$300,000

$360,000

$420,000

May-05 May-06 May-07 May-08

Central West Plano
Plano Pkwy Total

ay revenue from hotel/motel 
occupancy tax was $394,791. This 

represents a decrease of $20,446 or -4.92% 
compared to May 2007.  The average 
monthly revenue for the past six months 
(see graph) was $388,440, an increase of 
6.35% from the previous year's average. 
The six-month average for the Central 
area decreased to $85,101, the West 
Plano average increased to $189,089, and 
the Plano Pkwy average increased to 
$114,249 from the prior year.  

1This amount will not always equal the hotel/motel taxes 
reported in the financial section. The economic report is 
based on the amount of taxes earned during a month, 
while the financial report indicates when the City 
received the tax.

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

HOTEL/MOTEL OCCUPANCY TAX

SIX MONTH TREND
FIGURE XIII

HOTEL/MOTEL OCCUPANCY TAX
MONTHLY COMPARISON BY HOTEL - CENTRAL

FIGURE XIV

HOTEL/MOTEL OCCUPANCY TAX
MONTHLY COMPARISON BY HOTEL - WEST PLANO

FIGURE XV

igures XIV, XV and XVI show the actual occupancy tax revenue received from each 
hotel/motel in Plano for May 2008 compared to the revenue received in May 2007. 

* Since August 2005, Marriott International Tax Revenue 
Numbers On This Graph Represent Two (2) Marriott-Owned 
Hotels (Courtyard By Marriott 1ND and Residence Inn 
#323). **Formerly AmeriSuites.

M

City of Plano  •  Comprehensive Monthly  •  Finance Report  •  June 2008 B-7 

$
0

$
5
,0

0
0

$
1
0
,0

0
0

$
1
5
,0

0
0

$
2
0
,0

0
0

$
2
5
,0

0
0

Southfork

H.I. Express Central

La Quinta Central

Best Western

Ramada

Motel 6

Super 8

Red Roof Inn

Days Inn

Sun Suites

Homewood - E. 190

May-08

May-07

$0

$2
0,

00
0

$4
0,

00
0

$6
0,

00
0

$8
0,

00
0

$1
00

,0
00

$1
20

,0
00

Marriott *

Hampton Inn

Homewood Suites

Candlewood

HyattPlace**

ExtendedStay Deluxe-Tollway

TownePlace

H.I. Express-Tollway

Marriott at Legacy

NYLO Plano at Legacy

May-08

May-07



ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

HOTEL/MOTEL OCCUPANCY TAX

MONTHLY COMPARISON BY HOTEL-PLANO PKWY
FIGURE XVI

* Since August 2005, Marriott International Tax Revenue Numbers On This Graph Represent One (1) Marriott-Owned 
Hotel (Courtyard By Marriott #1N4) ** Formerly Baymont Inn & Suites
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Funds of the City of Plano are invested in accordance with 
Chapter 2256 of the “Public Funds Investment Act. ” The Act 

clearly defi nes allowable investment instruments for local 
governments. The City of Plano Investment Policy incorporates 

the provisions of the Act and all investment transactions are 
executed in compliance with the Act and the Policy.

INVESTMENT REPORT
City of Plano

Comprehensive Monthly Finance Report

SECTION 3



INVESTMENT REPORT

JUNE, 2008

Month-to-Month Comparison

       nterest received during May totaled $808,882 and represents interest paid on maturing

       investments and coupon payments on investments.  Interest allocation is based on  

       average balances within each fund during the month.

       The two-year Treasury note yield increased throughout the month of May, starting at 2.41%

       and ending at 2.72%. 

       As of June 30, a total of $364.4 million was invested in the Treasury Fund. Of this amount,

       $100.5 million was General Obligation Bond Funds, $6.27 million was Municipal Drainage

       Revenue Bond Funds, and $257.63 million was in the remaining funds.

Metrics

Current Month 

Actual Fiscal YTD Prior Fiscal YTD

Prior Fiscal Year 

Total

Funds Invested
1

12,000,000$       89,750,000$         165,060,000$       219,706,000$       

Interest Received2
808,882$            9,709,702$           7,636,848$           12,660,107$         

Weighted Average Maturity    

(in days)
3

89 259 416

Modified Duration4
0.2192 0.6754 0.8801

Average 2-Year T-Note Yield
5

2.72% 4.91% 4.00%

  * See interest allocation footnote on Page C-3.

 (1)     Does not include funds on deposit earning a "NOW" rate, and/or moneys in investment pools or cash accounts.

 (2)     Cash Basis.

 (3)     The length of time (expressed in days) until the average investment in the portfolio will mature.   The Prior fiscal YTD

           column represents current month, prior year.

 (4)     Expresses the measurable change in the value of the portfolio in response to a 100-basis-point (1%) change in interest

           rates.  The modified duration number in the Prior fiscal YTD column represents current month, prior year.

 (5)     Compares 2008 to 2007.

Metrics Apr-08 May-08

Portfolio Holding Period Yield 2.87% 2.80%

Average 2-Year T-Note Yield 2.41% 2.72%

- 0.07%  (-7 Basis Points)

0.31%  (+31 Basis Points)

Difference
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Figure II

INVESTMENT REPORT

Portfolio Maturity Schedule
Figure I

Years to Maturity* Face Value % Total

0-1 345,369,409$        94.78%

1-2 0 0.00%

2-3 0 0.00%

3-4 6,000,000 1.65%

4-5 13,025,000 3.57%

Total 364,394,409$        100.00%

*Does not take into consideration callable 

issues that can, if called, significantly 

shorten the Weighted Average Maturity.

Type Face Value % Total

Investment Pool 281,495,320$       

 

77.25%

Commercial Paper 7,000,000 1.92%

FHLMC 6,000,000 1.65%

FNMA 6,000,000 1.65%

FFCB 0 0.00%

FHLB 9,025,000 2.48%

NOW Account 19,874,089

            

5.45%

Certificate of Deposit 35,000,000

            

9.60%

Total 364,394,409$       

 

100.00%

Certificate of 

Deposit

10%
NOW 

Account
5%

Investment 

Pool

77%

FFCB

0%

FHLMC

2%

FHLB

2%
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INVESTMENT REPORT

Allocated Interest/Fund Balances
June 2008

Portfolio Statistics

               

                                

                                                       

                                                            

                                                            

                                                     

                                

                                                        

               

                            

                                    

                                            

                                      

                              

 

Fund Allocated Interest Fund Balances

Current Month Fiscal Y-T-D End of Month % of Total

General 135,481.12 1,740,379.55 56,281,920.09 15.98%

G. O. Debt Services 80,553.24 754,373.77 35,605,260.32 10.11%

Street & Drainage Improvements 9,943.87 94,357.26 4,729,734.37 1.34%

Sewer CIP 15,695.53 256,541.27 6,959,365.32 1.98%

Capital Reserve 89,435.08 1,269,724.20 39,486,304.08 11.21%

Water & Sewer Operating (20,881.23)

      

(125,516.59)

         

(9,227,930.66)

       

-2.62%

           

Water & Sewer Debt Service 4,574.14

         

42,446.96

            

2,102,284.09

        

0.60%

               

W & S Impact Fees Clearing 6,972.21

         

95,159.13

            

3,058,850.69

        

0.87%

               

Park Service Area Fees 13,099.26

       

190,033.07

          

5,739,896.64

        

1.63%

            

Property/ Liability Loss 15,931.93

       

261,454.27

          

6,971,158.90

        

1.98%

            

Information Services 26,045.47

       

384,371.08

          

11,529,994.98

      

3.27%

            

Equipment Replacement 28,446.21

       

415,800.29

          

11,891,714.82

      

3.38%

            

Developer's Escrow 9,568.12

         

136,857.83

          

4,213,532.56

        

1.20%

            

G. O. Bond Funds 100,528.61

     

1,976,294.85

       

43,519,953.50

      

12.35%

         

Municipal Drainage Bond Clearing 14,431.89

       

170,327.92

          

6,267,784.19

        

1.78%

            

Other 279,002.94

     

2,694,427.73

       

123,164,901.47

    

34.96%

         

Total 808,828.39

     

10,357,032.59

     

352,294,725.36

    

100.00%

         

Footnote: All City funds not restricted or held in trust are included in the Treasuery Pool. As of 

June 30, 2008 allocated interest to these funds may include an adjustment to fair value as required by GASB 31

               

               

               

               

               

               

               

               

               

               

               

               

               

               

Total Invested # of Securities Maturities/ Weighted Ave. # of

Month (End of Month) Portfolio Yield Purchased Sold/Called Mat. (Days) Securities

January, 2007 307,286,661$   4.48% 12 6 306 133

February, 2007 327,903,076$   

 

4.54% 3 4 261 132

March, 2007 312,190,094$   

 

4.52% 6 7 259 131

April, 2007 308,567,825$   

 

4.50% 5 6 248 130

May, 2007 292,825,559$   

 

4.49% 8 7 259 131

June, 2007 328,244,921$   

 

4.68% 6 14 255 123

July, 2007 319,849,907$   
 

4.80% 4 18 305 109

August, 2007 314,475,970$   
 

4.81% 3 5 301 107

September, 2007 280,880,178$   
 

4.69% 4 13 352 98

October, 2007 271,859,396$   
 

4.65% 9 9 372 98

November, 2007 267,923,119$   
 

4.50% 0 13 336 85

December, 2007 297,081,403$   
 

4.38% 5 5 330 85

January, 2008 331,733,593$   
 

3.89% 0 7 271 78

February, 2008 355,395,292$    3.74% 0 47 201 31

March, 2008 387,032,318$    3.15% 2 6 185 27

April. 2008 381,330,126$    2.74% 1 5 139 23

May, 2008 372,180,688$    2.87% 3 1 154 25

June, 2008 364,394,409$    2.80% 3 10 89 18
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Annualized Average Portfolio
Figure V

Equity in Treasure Pool
By Major Category

Figure IV

he annualized average 
portfolio for June 30, 2008 was 

$364,394,409.  This is an increase 
of $36,149,488 when compared 
to the June 2007 average of 
$328,244,921

igure IV shows a breakdown of 
the various sources of funds for 

the City's Treasury Pool as of June 30, 
2008.  The largest category is the 
Bond Funds in the amount of $151.3 
million.  Closest behind is the 
General Fund with a total of $58.5 
million, and the Internal Service 
Funds with $47.9 million.
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August 5, 2008 
 
 
M E M O 
 
TO: Thomas H. Muehlenbeck, City Manager 
 Frank F. Turner, Executive Director 
 
FROM: Tina M. Firgens, Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Gas well drilling 
 
 
Drilling within the Barnett Shale has created much interest amongst land owners in the 
North Texas area.  Many North Texas cities have adopted ordinances establishing 
regulations pertaining to gas well drilling and exploration.  Plano’s Zoning Ordinance 
presently addresses petroleum, sand, gravel and stone extraction, but not natural gas 
drilling and extraction.  The Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council would 
have to establish new regulations to allow this use.  The following information is 
provided given recent inquiries regarding the possibility of gas well drilling within Plano. 
 
What is the Barnett Shale? 
 
The Barnett Shale is a large natural gas reserve comprised of approximately 5,000 
square miles extending from Temple to Wichita Falls and covering approximately 18 
counties.  Those counties are primarily west and southwest of Collin County, although 
some maps reflect that the shale may encroach into a small area in southwestern Collin 
County (located within Carrollton city limits).  The area extent of which the Barnett Shale 
covers is approximate and can change with new seismic and exploration studies.  
Tarrant County is situated within the core area of the shale. 
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How is the natural gas extracted? 
 
Due to technological advancements in mineral extraction techniques, particularly 
horizontal drilling combined with rock fracturing, the Barnett Shale has become a 
successful and profitable region for extracting natural gas.  Horizontal drilling allows for 
extracting gas from a geographical area with a radius of approximately 5,000 feet.  The 
DFW Airport has received recent media attention given its onsite gas well drilling and 
exploration activity.  Within the DFW Airport project, the average vertical depth of a well 
is anticipated to be approximately 9,000 feet, with laterals extending outward an 
average of 3,500 feet.   
 

 
Vertical Drilling vs. Horizontal Drilling 

 
Gas well sites can consist of approximately two to eight acres in size and can be 
clustered together on the surface, and then extend in multiple directions once the well 
itself has entered into the Barnett Shale layers.  It is possible for as many as eight 
individual gas wells to be located on the same two to eight acre well site. 
 
The gas well site exhibits a variety of land use characteristics during the site’s lifetime.  
The initial well drilling stage is very industrial in nature and is a significant labor-
intensive process.  An extensive amount of equipment, including but not limited to a 
drilling platform, generators, supplies, and drilling related buildings, as well as 
temporary housing and vehicles, are onsite for approximately 90-120 days.  Once 
drilling begins, it is a 24-hour operation that may take three to four weeks to complete.   
Numerous large trucks are coming and going from the site regularly carrying equipment, 
water and other drilling materials.   
 
Before the well can be completed, hydraulic fracturing (or “fracing”) of the rock formation 
must occur in order to release the natural gas from the rock formations.  Fracing is a 
process where water is mixed with sand, and then is pumped under high pressure into 
the well, creating fractures within the rock formations  This process takes several days.  
Once the drilling and fracing is completed, a majority of the equipment is removed from 
the site. 
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Production equipment is then installed comprising of well heads, water storage tanks, a 
small generator, meters, pumps and other equipment and this process takes 
approximately one week to complete.  In order to transport the gas being extracted, 
small gathering pipelines are installed to transport the gas to transmission lines, and this 
process again could take several weeks.  Perimeter fencing and screening may also be 
installed.   
 
Once the gas well site is completed, it will then operate in a passive manner with 
periodic inspections and maintenance from the production staff.   However, depending 
upon the production of the gas well, it is possible that production staff may re-enter the 
site and refracture (or “refrac”) the well, once again becoming an intensive 24-hour 
operation.  This process can be completed within a shorter time frame (approximately 
three weeks) and depending upon the nature of the well, can occur approximately every 
two to five years. 
 
Which cities in North Texas have adopted ordinances and what are some of the 
requirements within their ordinances? 
 
Many cities within the North Texas region have adopted gas well drilling ordinances 
including Fort Worth, Colleyville, Keller, North Richland Hills, Irving, Flower Mound, 
Southlake, Denton, Dallas, Euless, Carrollton, and Farmers Branch. 
 
Some ordinance requirements include: 

• Establishing an approval process such as allowing the drilling and production by 
right, with a specific use permit, or possibly prohibited in certain locations; some 
cities require an administrative gas well permit once zoning requirements have 
been addressed; 

• Establishing minimum setback requirements for gas wells, fracture ponds, 
compressors, equipment and certain operations from residences, parks, religious 
facilities, fresh water wells, bodies of water, floodplains, nonresidential uses, and 
rights-of-way; 

• Establishing operational/technical requirements such as maximum noise levels 
for certain operations, requiring a closed mud or loop system for water, drill 
lubricants and drill cutting, and hours of operation; 

• Submission of various plans including but not limited to storm water pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP), preliminary storm water drainage plan, a hazardous 
materials management plan, an emergency response plan, a proposed 
transportation route plan for all equipment, chemicals and waste products, and a 
right-of-way maintenance and repair agreement; 

• City authorization of water sources and water disposal locations for water used 
during  drilling and production stages; and 

• Submission of various approval forms from the Texas Railroad Commission. 
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How does Plano’s ordinance address gas well drilling? 
 
Plano’s Zoning Ordinance presently addresses petroleum, sand, gravel and stone 
extraction, but not natural gas drilling and extraction.  The Planning & Zoning 
Commission and City Council would have to establish new regulations to allow this use. 
 
What are the some of the land use concerns associated with gas well drilling? 
 
Land use compatibility can be a significant concern particularly when drilling sites are 
located near residential areas, parks and other various places of assembly (such as 
religious facilities, hospitals, and schools) and environmentally sensitive areas such as 
flood plains, water bodies and water sources.  Noise, lighting, traffic and protecting 
nearby water bodies from runoff are some of the issues that have to be considered.  
Several cities that have adopted gas well drilling ordinances specify minimum 
separation distance requirements (setbacks) from certain uses to further address land 
use compatibility issues.   
 
The challenge for cities and other agencies is balancing the needs of owners of mineral 
rights and allowing them to extract their resources while still protecting the concerns of 
owners of surface rights.  Generally, owners of mineral rights cannot be denied 
reasonable access to their minerals by surface land owners.  Any damages to the 
surface of the land would likely have to be reimbursed by the owner of the mineral 
rights. 
 
What are the benefits associated with gas well drilling? 
 
Extraction of alternative energy sources provides an overall potential benefit to energy 
users, particularly as other energy sources become limited in the future.   
 
A more common benefit associated with allowing gas well drilling is the potential 
financial rewards that can potentially occur for land owners of mineral rights, as well as 
for those who own surface rights.  Drilling leases may be financially beneficial for 
owners of surface rights since drilling companies need sites for establishing drilling 
operations.  Additionally, owners of mineral rights may financially benefit should drilling 
operations discover natural gas within their ownership field thus potentially resulting 
reimbursement for minerals extracted.  The City of Fort Worth has received monetary 
windfalls from mineral rights on city property. 
 
Is this the time for Plano to adopt a gas well drilling ordinance? 
 
Given that gas well drilling has not occurred generally east of IH-35E, and the unknown 
extent of the Barnett Shale formation and any gas reserves within City of Plano limits, 
staff feels that it is premature to develop an ordinance at this time.  Staff will monitor the 
drilling and exploration of natural gas in the DFW metropolitan area, and will report back 
if it appears that there are potential sites in Plano. 



 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Discussion/Action Items for Future Council Agendas 
2008 
 
 
 
August 9 – Police Department’s 50th Anniversary Celebration, 1:30 – 5:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
August 16 – Council Budget Worksession, 8 a.m. 
 
 
August 21 
-   1st Public Hearing on Tax Rate, 5 p.m. 
-  District 4 Roundtable, PSA StarCenter, 7 p.m. 
 
 
August 25 
Mobility Report 
Comprehensive Monthly Financial Report 
-   2nd Public Hearing on Tax Rate  
 
 
Discussion and Consideration:  Stratford Estates Neighborhood Action Plan - Consideration of the 
Stratford Estates Neighborhood Action Plan for the area bounded by Park Boulevard to the north, 
15th Street to the south, Custer Road to the east, and Independence Parkway to the west 
 
Public Hearing:  Zoning Case 2008-63 - Request for a Specific Use Permit for Gymnastics/Dance 
Studio on one lot on 0.5± acre located at the southwest corner of 10th Street and N Avenue.  Zoned 
Light Industrial-1.  Neighborhood #67.   
 
 
September 1 – Labor Day 
 
 
September 8 
 
Adopt Operating Budget and Community Investment Program 
Set and  Adopt Tax Rate 
 
 
September 19 – 24, ICMA Annual Conference, Richmond, VA 
 
 
September 22 
Mobility Report 
DART Report 
Comprehensive Monthly Financial Report 
Board and Commission Appointments



 
 
 
October 13 
Board and Commission Oath of Office 
 
October 27 
Mobility Report 
DART Report 
Comprehensive Monthly Financial Report 
 
Board and Commission Certificates of Appreciation 
 
 
October 29 – 31 – TML Annual Conference, San Antonio 
 
 
November 10 
 
 
November 11 – 15 – NLC Congress of Cities, Orlando, FL 
 
 
November 20 – District 2 Roundtable, Tom Muehlenbeck Center, 7 p.m. 
 
 
November 24 
Mobility Report 
DART Report 
Comprehensive Monthly Financial Report 
 
 
November 27 & 28 – Thanksgiving Holidays 
 
 
December 8 
 
 
December 18 – Employee Holiday Luncheon, Plano Centre, 11 a – 1 p 
 
 
December 22 
Mobility Report 
DART Report 
Comprehensive Monthly Financial Report 
 
 
December 25 & 26 – Christmas & Winter Holidays 



 

C I T Y   C O U N C I L 
1520 AVENUE K 

 DATE: August 11, 2008 

CALL TO ORDER: 7:00 p.m.  

 
INVOCATION: Dr. Leon Aduddell 

First Baptist Church Plano 

 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Jr. Girl Scout Troop 1904 
Mendenhall, Meadow, Forman, Dooley & 
Memorial Elementary Schools 

ITEM 
NO. 

 
EXPLANATION 

ACTION 
TAKEN 

  

THE MISSION OF THE CITY OF PLANO IS TO PROVIDE OUTSTANDING 
SERVICES AND FACILITIES, THROUGH COOPERATIVE EFFORTS WITH 
OUR CITIZENS THAT CONTRIBUTE TO THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN OUR 
COMMUNITY. 

 

 The City Council may convene into Executive Session to discuss posted items in 
the regular meeting as allowed by law. 

 
 

 PROCLAMATIONS AND SPECIAL RECOGNITION   

 Special Recognition:  Tim Wang and Anurag Matharasi – 2008 USA Table Tennis 
Open Championship 

 

 CERTIFICATES OF APPRECIATION  

 Board of Adjustment 
Cam McCall 

 

 Library Advisory Board 
Gilbert Saulter 

 

 Senior Citizens Advisory Board 
Jim Hudson 

 

 COMMENTS OF PUBLIC INTEREST  

 This portion of the meeting is to allow up to five (5) minutes per speaker with 
thirty (30) total minutes on items of interest or concern and not on items that are 
on the current agenda.  The Council may not discuss these items, but may 
respond with factual or policy information.  The Council may choose to place the 
item on a future agenda.   

 

 CONSENT AGENDA  

 The Consent Agenda will be acted upon in one motion and contains items which 
are routine and typically noncontroversial.  Items may be removed from this 
agenda for individual discussion by a Council Member, the City Manager or any 
citizen.  Citizens are limited to two (2) items and discussion time of three (3) 
minutes each.  
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 CITY COUNCIL DATE:  08-11-08 
 

ACT N 
TAKEN

 ITEM 
EXPLANATIONNO.

IO 

   

  

   

(a) Approval of Minutes   

 

 July 28, 2008 
July 30, 2008 

 

 Approval of Expenditures 

 

 Award/Rejection of Bid/Proposal:  (Purchase of products/services through 
formal procurement process by this agency) 

 

(b) Bid No. 2008-172-C to establish an annual contract for Hauling of Construction 
Debris to Braxton Transportation in the estimated annual amount of $270,000.  This 
will establish an annual contract with three City optional renewal periods. 

 

(c) Bid No. 2008-163-B for Municipal Center South Roof Replacement Project to K Post 
Company in the amount of $297,295.   

 

(d) Bid No. 2008-184-B for Oak Point Park and Nature Preserve to Core Construction 
Services of Texas, Inc. in the amount of $7,272,215.  This base bid is for earthwork, 
grading, utility service, concrete drive entrance, 276 space parking lot, concrete trail, 
three pedestrian bridges, restroom building, pavilion, tree planting, irrigation, erosion 
control, and native grass establishment.  The concrete trail will connect to the existing 
trail in Bob Woodruff Park and continue north to the new parking lot and pavilions in 
Oak Point Park.  The trail will also connect to Los Rios Boulevard and to the 
Amphitheatre/Special Events area. 

 

 Purchase from an Existing Contract  

(e) To approve the purchase of one Chevrolet 15-Passenger Van (A41) and three 
Chevrolet Cargo Vans (A36) in the amount of $86,297 from Caldwell Country 
Chevrolet through an existing contract/agreement with H-GAC Cooperative Purchase 
Program and authorizing the City Manager to execute all necessary documents. 
(VE03-06)   

 

(f) To approve the purchase of five Ford Escapes (D17) in the amount of $89,421 from 
Philpott Motors, Inc. through an existing contract/agreement with H-GAC 
Cooperative Purchasing Program contract and authorizing the City Manager to 
execute all necessary documents. (VE03-06) 

 

(g) To authorize the purchase of fitness equipment in the amount of $95,038 from Fitness 
Center Outfitters from an existing contract (Buyboard Contract 261-07) to be installed 
at Carpenter Park Recreation Center and Liberty Recreation Center and authorizing 
the City Manager to execute all necessary documents.    

 

 Adoption of Resolutions  

(h) To approve and authorize the refunds of Property Tax Overpayments; and providing 
an effective date. 

 

(i) To accept the Certified Appraisal Rolls for Fiscal Year 2008-09 for Collin County and 
Denton County, and providing an effective date. 
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ITEM 
NO.

 
EXPLANATION

ACT N 
TAKEN

IO 
 

  

   

   

 ITEMS FOR INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION:  

 Public Hearing Items:  Applicants are limited to fifteen (15) minutes 
presentation time with a five (5) minute rebuttal, if needed.  Remaining speakers 
are limited to thirty (30) total minutes of testimony time, with three (3) minutes 
assigned per speaker.  The presiding officer may extend these times as deemed 
necessary. 

 

(1) Discussion of the FY 2008-09 Proposed Community Investment Program.    

(2) Public Hearing on the FY 2008-09 Recommended Budget and the FY 2008-09 
Proposed Community Investment Program (CIP).  This budget will raise more 
total property taxes than last year’s budget by $6,031,512 or 5.2% and of that amount 
$2,650,079 is tax revenue to be raised from new property added to the tax roll this 
year.   

 

(3) A vote on a proposal to consider an increase in total tax revenue.    

(4) A Resolution to approve the terms and conditions of an Economic Development 
Incentive Agreement by and between the City of Plano, Texas and ReachLocal, Inc., a 
Delaware corporation; authorizing its execution by the City Manager and providing an 
effective date. 

 

(5) An Ordinance to change the street name of Lesli Court, a dedicated street within the 
City of Plano, Collin County, Texas, to Leslie Court; providing for a change in the 
official records to reflect such action; and providing an effective date. 

 

(6) Public Hearing and consideration of an Ordinance as requested in Zoning Case 
2008-62 - to amend the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance of the City, Ordinance No. 
2006-4-24, as heretofore amended, so as to rezone 189.6± acres, located on the west 
side of Rowlett Creek, on the south side of 14th Street, 990± feet east of Los Rios 
Boulevard, on the north side of the Cotton Belt Railroad and the east side of 
Bradshaw Drive, and extending 920± feet south of Plano Parkway to Plano’s City 
Limit Line, Collin County, Texas, from Research/Technology Center to Planned 
Development-202-Research/Technology Center; directing a change accordingly in the 
official Zoning Map of the City; and providing a penalty clause, a repealer clause, a 
savings clause, a severability clause, and an effective date.  Applicant: City of Plano. 

 

(7) Council discussion and direction on potential consolidation of duties for various 
boards and commissions 

 

 Municipal Center is wheelchair accessible.  A sloped curb entry is available at the main 
entrance facing Municipal Avenue, with specially marked parking spaces nearby.  Access 
and special parking are also available on the north side of the building.  Training Room 
A/Building Inspections Training Room are located on the first floor.  Requests for sign 
interpreters or special services must be received forty-eight (48) hours prior to the 
meeting time by calling the City Secretary at 972-941-7120. 
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