Nacoedoches™®

the oldest town in Texas
e

January 5, 2021

Notice is hereby given of a Regular Meeting of the Nacogdoches City Council to be held on the above date via
videoconference, with the opportunity to appear in person in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 202 E. Pilar Street,
Nacogdoches, Texas, beginning at 5:30 p.m. for the purpose of considering the following agenda items.

In accordance with Orders of the Governor due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the City of Nacogdoches City Council
meeting will be deemed as being conducted via teleconference or videoconference. However, some City Council
Members may attend virtually, while others may be present in the above stated physical location. Regardless, the
meeting will be streamed live at https://www.nactx.us/21 There will be an opportunity for the public to comment on
agenda items either by teleconference or in person in Council Chambers. For those attending in person, strict
adherence to COVID-19 related CDC guidelines will be enforced at all times.

Members of the public who wish to submit comments on a listed agenda item must contact the City Secretary’s
office by email at vinsonj@nactx.us or by calling 936-559-2506 and providing their name, telephone number and
relevant agenda item upon which they wish to speak. All requests to make comments must be received by 12:00
p.m. on Tuesday, January 5, 2020. For all timely requests received, staff will call the submitted phone numbers
directly during the meeting when the corresponding item comes up for comment. NOTE: The incoming phone call
from City staff will be an unfamiliar number.

PLEASE LIMIT PRESENTATIONS TO THREE MINUTES
(UNLESS PRIOR APPROVAL IS OBTAINED)

1. Call to order.

2. Pledge of Allegiance.

3. WORK SESSION:

A. Receive a report, and hold a discussion regarding a Land Use and Infrastructure
Fiscal Model and Baseline Assessment for Nacogdoches. (Alaina Chafin, City
Planner)

4. Open Forum.

5. Items to be removed from Consent Agenda.

6. CONSENT AGENDA: Items included under Consent Agenda require little or no
deliberation by Council. Approval of Consent Agenda authorizes the City Manager
or his designee to proceed with conclusion of each in accordance with staff
recommendations as reflected in the minutes of this meeting.

A. Consider approval of minutes from December 8, 2020 special session and
December 15, 2020 regular session. (Jan Vinson, City Secretary)
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7. REGULAR AGENDA:

A. Receive Convention and Visitor's Bureau Annual Report. (Sherry Morgan,
Convention and Tourism Director)

8. Adjourn.

o Vinaor

Jan Vinson, City Secretary

This agenda is posted as required under G. C. Section 551.041. For more information or a copy
of the Open Meetings Act, please contact Attorney General of Texas at 1-800-252-8011; City
Secretary at 936/559-2506 or visit City of Nacogdoches web site at www.nactx.us.

CERTIFICATION

| certify the notice of meeting was posted in the directory outside of City Hall, 202 E. Pilar
Street, Nacogdoches, Texas on December 30, 202 at 4:30 p.m. and remained posted until
meeting convened.

Jan Vinson, City Secretary
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City Council Meeting

Nacogdoches‘? Date: January 5, 2021

the oldest town in Texas Agenda Item: 3.A.

PRESENTER: Alaina Chafin, City Planner

ITEM/SUBJECT: Receive a report, and hold a discussion regarding a Land Use and
Infrastructure Fiscal Model and Baseline Assessment for Nacogdoches. (Alaina Chafin, City
Planner)

SUMMARY/BACKGROUND: This study identifies the cost of providing service to and the
associated revenue returned from different types of development throughout the City. This study
is intended to assist the City in prioritizing infrastructure improvements and increasing return-on-
service investments.

Background
Like many communities, the City of Nacogdoches is faced with growing infrastructure and

service needs with limited resources. In August of 2020, the City entered into a Professional
Services Agreement with Verdunity, Inc., to develop a GIS-based fiscal model and
accompanying assessment of the City’s current development pattern and budget. The modeling
process and associated analysis will demonstrate the relationship between growth and
development patterns, property tax revenues, and long-term infrastructure and service costs with
an emphasis on fiscal sustainability.

The consultant, Verdunity, Inc., will present observations of the data and recommendations to
move ahead. This report is intended to serve as a guide for policy and spending decisions, and
includes recommendations regarding where to focus infrastructure investments and economic
development efforts for the most immediate impact.

This information also has the potential to be used to inform future land use and zoning decisions,
economic development and housing incentives, capital improvement programs, service delivery
optimization efforts, grant applications, and more.

FINANCIAL:
There is no financial impact associated with this item

CITY CONTACT: Alaina Chafin, City Planner

chafina@nactx.us
559-2572

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Land Use Fiscal Analysis (Full Report)
2. Presentation Material
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Introduction

In most communities, there
is a growing gap between the
funds cities have available
and what is needed to serve
and maintain neighborhoods
and infrastructure. There

is pressure to keep property
taxes down, and sales tax
revenue fluctuates based

on market conditions and
demand. Meanwhile, as cities
age and expand, there is more
infrastructure to maintain and
more services to provide. As a result, community
leaders across the country are struggling to address
basic service, employment, and lifestyle expectations
with limited resources.

There are three basic options for cities to consider
when trying to close the resource gap:

1. Keep development patterns and service levels
where they are, but charge more (via higher taxes
and fees) to cover the true costs.

2. Keep tax rate where it is, but cut services to align
with revenues.

3. Shift development pattern and infrastructure
design to enable an affordable balance of
services and taxes.

Ultimately the goal of this process is to provide
information that empowers city leaders to align
your community’s development and service model
with what residents are willing and able to pay for -

In most cases, the post
WW2 (autocentric)
development pattern does
not generate enough public
wealth (tax base) to pay
for the costs required to
maintain infrastructure and
public services at current
expectation levels over time.

Growth

Buildout

Avg. age of city
infrastructure

AVG. AGE OF INFRASTRUCTURE
POPULATION

Population

o —»
o —>

—— TIME —»

Long Term Impacts of Rate and Pattern of Growth

now and in the future. Currently,
there’s a disconnect in most cities
between the services and quality of
life residents are getting and what
they are paying for. This process
and analysis is intended to help
open up a deeper dialogue about
the resource gap and strategies to
close it.

The underlying philosophy is that
ideally the property tax revenue
generated by developmentin a
city should be enough to cover
street maintenance and reconstruction as well as
a portion of other basic services. When property
tax revenue can cover more basic services,

this frees up revenue from sales tax to focus

on economic development and quality of life
improvements that preserve and enhance property
values over time. The more a city has to rely on
sales tax for basic services, the less funding it will
have for amenities and economic development
incentives. A city can adjust its development
regulations to guide development into forms with
cost burdens more suitable for its revenue potential.
First though, a city must understand the relationship
between its development patterns, revenue potential,
and cost burden. A land use fiscal analysis, such

as this report, can help a city understand that
relationship.

Fiscal sustainability and the land use analysis
presented in this report can be a common language
for community stakeholders to discuss and make
informed decisions about land use planning, zoning
and subdivision regulations, capital improvement
program and infrastructure investment, economic
development incentives, budgeting, and setting the
tax rate. This report provides a foundation to help
Nacogdoches align the costs of its development
and service policies with a financial approach that
citizens are willing and able to pay for.
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Land Use Fiscal Analysis Methodology

There are three levels to this fiscal analysis. First is to quantify Certain development patterns will hold their value and

and map your current property tax levy revenue to the parcel remain positive, even with the additional cost burden, while
level. The second level maps general fund costs paid for others will decrease significantly. The results of the baseline
by property taxes to the parcels, illuminating which parcels modeling and context from other places can then be used to
generate surplus revenue, and which ones cost more to project how different future development scenarios would
serve than they generate in tax revenue. The third step is perform financially. This is especially applicable for things like
to estimate the amount it would take for the city to replace Comprehensive Planning, annexation decisions, zoning code
existing street infrastructure, and then break that into an amendments and other big picture planning tasks within a
annual amount by parcel. This map then shows how different city.

parcels and development patterns perform fiscally when
considering the true infrastructure burden and assuming
these costs are covered from property tax revenue.

Level 1: Property Tax Revenue per Acre

Map the existing property tax revenue (levy) per acre basis for all parcels in the city

Level 2: Net per Acre for Current Conditions (What You Have)

Map existing property tax revenue $ minus current operating budget funded by property taxes

Level 3: Deficit (What You Really Need)

Adds projected general fund costs and unfunded street replacement costs spread over future years

Scenario Planning

Use baseline model and context data to project fiscal performance of Future Land Use and development alternatives
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Property Tax Revenue per Acre

To understand the impact of development patterns on the
city’s budget, it's important to look at the fiscal performance
of the city's properties on a per-acre basis, rather than simply

Levy collected by the city per parcel

Revenue/Acre =

counting a given lot’s overall value. Levy revenue per acre
takes the actual property tax revenue amount the municipality
receives from the property, and divides it by the size of the
parcel to get a levy revenue per acre number. This makes it
possible to compare parcels on more of an “apples to apples”
basis.

Some properties may seem at first glance to be revenue
winners for the city, but underperform in terms of property
tax levy per acre. In this example case, the commercial lot
has a much larger footprint than the residential lot but only a
modest increase in the appraised value. Despite the overall
higher value, the commercial lot produces less revenue per
acre than the much smaller residential lot. This pattern of a
higher revenue per acre on smaller lots holds true for both
residential and commercial uses.

The following examples illustrate how some different lot,
building, and value combinations impact the revenue/acre
metric.

[ =)

COMMERCIAL LOT WITH LARGE FOOTPRINT

Dimensions: 400 ft x 300 ft

Area: 12,000 sqft = 2.75 acres
Assessed Value: $282,070

Property Tax Revenue (Levy): $1,732
Levy per Acre: $630

L= == =2

RESIDENTIAL LOT WITH
SMALL FOOTPRINT

Dimensions: 50 ft x 150 ft

Area: 7,500 sqft = 0.172 acres
Assessed Value: $52.983

Property Tax Revenue (Levy): $198

Parcel area (acres)

Levy per Acre: $1,200 * Does not factor in residential or commercial exemptions or sales tax

** Shapes are drawn to scale
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Value Capture of Development Patterns

2,000 SF Home on Different Size Lots

3,000 SF RESIDENTIAL LOT 5,000 SF RESIDENTIAL LOT 7,000 SF RESIDENTIAL LOT

Lot Dimensions: 30 ft x 100 ft (0.069 Acres) Lot Dimensions: 50 ft x 100 ft (0.115 Acres) Lot Dimensions: 70 ft x 100 ft (0.161 Acres)
Lot Coverage: 67% Lot Coverage: 40% Lot Coverage: 29%

Appraised Value: $205,000 Appraised Value: $210,000 Appraised Value: $220,000

Property Tax Revenue** (Levy): $1,025 Property Tax Revenue** (Levy): $1,050 Property Tax Revenue** (Levy): $1,100
Revenue per Acre: $14,885 Revenue per Acre: $9,130 Revenue per Acre: $6,832

*Shapes are drawn to scale ** Conceptual tax rate of 0.50 used to find Levy

5,000 SF Lot: 1 Story Home with Different Footprint Size

2,000 SF HOME 3,000 SF HOME

Lot Dimensions: 50 ft x 100 ft (0.115 Acres) Lot Dimensions: 50 ft x 100 ft (0.115 Acres)
Lot Coverage: 40% Lot Coverage: 60%

Appraised Value: $210,000 Appraised Value: $310,000

Property Tax Revenue™* (Levy): $1,050 Property Tax Revenue™ (Levy): $1,550
Revenue per Acre: $9,130 Revenue per Acre: $13,478

*Shapes are drawn to scale

** Conceptual tax rate of 0.50 used to find Levy
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Value Capture of Development Patterns

5,000 SF Lot: 1 Story vs 2 Story with Same Building Footprint

i i

1 STORY HOME (2,000 SF FOOTPRINT) 2 STORY HOME (2,000 SF FOOTPRINT)
Lot Dimensions: 50 ft x 100 ft (0.115 Acres) Lot Dimensions: 50 ft x 100 ft (0.115 Acres)
Lot Coverage: 40% Lot Coverage: 40%

Appraised Value: $210,000 Appraised Value: $310,000

Property Tax Revenue** (Levy): $1,050 Property Tax Revenue* (Levy): $1,550
Revenue per Acre: $9,130 Revenue per Acre: $13,478

*Shapes are drawn to scale ** Conceptual tax rate of 0.50 used to find Levy

2,500 SF Lot with 1, 2, and 3 Story Buildings with Same Footprint

. 1 s

1 STORY BUILDING 2 STORY BUILDING 3 STORY BUILDING

Lot Dimensions: 25 ft x 100 ft (0.057 Acres) Lot Dimensions: 25 ft x 100 ft (0.057 Acres) Lot Dimensions: 25 ft x 100 ft (0.057 Acres)
Lot Coverage: 100% Lot Coverage: 100% Lot Coverage: 100%

Appraised Value: $150,000 Appraised Value: $250,000 Appraised Value: $350,000

Property Tax Revenue** (Levy): $750 Property Tax Revenue** (Levy): $1,250 Property Tax Revenue** (Levy): $1,750
Revenue per Acre: $13,158 Revenue per Acre: $21,930 Revenue per Acre: $30,702

*Shapes are drawn to scale

** Conceptual tax rate of 0.50 used to find Levy
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Developed/Undeveloped Revenues & Costs

Developed/Undeveloped (Buildings)
Developed
I Undeveloped

4"' S

S

i

r 0 1 mi S

Total Measured Levy (Developed & Undeveloped)
$8,566,051

Total Measured Acreage

10,712 Acres

Developed & Undeveloped Areas/Proportions
Developed: 5,424Acres

5,288 Acres

50.6%

Undeveloped: 49.4%

Developed & Undeveloped Proportionate Revenue
Developed: $7,5628,872

$1,037,180

87.9%

Undeveloped: 12.1%

I‘.‘r | ;
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Cost/Parcel =

(Developed/
X Undeveloped
Costs)

Parcel Acreage

Developed/Undeveloped Acreage

The city’s developable area (area within the city limits
excluding exempt parcels and floodplain)is split roughly
50/50 between developed and undeveloped. Developed
parcels generate nearly 90% of the city’s property tax
revenue.

For this model, general fund service costs were allocated to
parcels using this same ratio so that developed parcels carry
a higher percentage of costs than undeveloped parcels.
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Street Condition & Replacement Costs

Street Condition
= D & F (2020)
C (2030)

B (2040)
— A (2050)

== Not Measured

r 0 1mi

Police $ 8594193 33%
Fire $ 6,041,206 23%
General Government S 6,357,688 25%
Cultural & Recreational $ 2,707,682 10%
Streets § 1164837 4%
Animal Control S 500,504 2%
Inspection S 425482 2%
Public Works Admin S 123,948 0%
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $ 25,915,540

Nacogdoches has 144 miles of existing roadways to maintain.
Using the city’s provided average cost fo $210,000 per 11’
lane-mile for full street replacement, this equates to roughly
$76.3M of street liabilities. This would require the city to
spend on average $3.8M per year for 20 years to replace all of
the existing streets at the end of their life cycle.

The City currently spends $1.16M per year (4% of the general
fund budget) on street maintenance. Additional funds for
street reconstruction projects have been secured through
bind elections and occassional fund transfers, but this is not a
sustainable model.
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Projected Street Replacement Costs

, %60 TOTAL LIFE CYCLE LIABILITY
s $76,367,051
= $55
=
$50
$40
Decade Equal Payment ($38.2M)
$30
Five Year Equal Payment ($19.1M)
2020 2025 2030 2035
Grade Associated Cost | Year Replacement A recent pavement condition study completed for the
D, &F S 1,046,069 2020 city revealed that the majority of the city's streets are in
C § 11,080,753 2025 good condition (grades of A and B) and will not require full
B $ 54 897,812 2030 recopstruction.until 2030.and beyond. Based on currept,
A S 9.4t 157 2035 funding allocations, the city should be able to address it's
; ! lowest rated streets in the next decade, but additional funding
Reference pavement study will need to be secured to fund the larger replacement needs
Annual Street Cost Liability that will be coming due in 2030 and beyond.

$76,367,051 / 20 years = $3.8 million / year

Police $ 8,594,193 33%
Fire $ 6,041,206 23%
General Government $ 6,357,688 25%
Cultural & Recreational $ 2,707,682 10%

Animal Control S 500,504 2%
Inspection S 425482 2%
Public Works Admin $ 123,948 0%
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $ 25,915,540
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Population Growth Over Time

Year
1900
1910
1920
1930
1940
1950
1960
1970
1980
1990
2000
2010
2020

A city's service area and population density have a direct

Population Growth Rate

1,827
3,369
3,546
5,687
7,538
12,327
12,674
22,544
27,149
30,872
29,914
32,996
33,542

46%
5%
38%
25%
39%
3%
44%
17%
12%
-3%
9%
2%

35,000

30,000

25,000

20,000

Population

15,000

10,000

5,000

1900

1920

impact on city finances and the cost burden per capita and
household. A larger service area requires more infrastructure,
public safety, and other city services.

The city's land area grew by roughly double between 1950
and 2020. During this same time, the population grew by 2.7

times. This increased population density helps distribute

the cost burden of the city across more properties (and their

owners). However, the city’s density is still relatively low.

Annexation Areas

] Pre - 1950 or Unrecorded
N 1950 -
[ 1960 -
[ 1970 -
[11980 -
11990 -
[ 2000 -
I 2010 -

1960
1970
1980
1990
2000
2010
2020

1 mi

__gm‘ﬁ.

\

g

“*I.

A

1980

Year
1900
1910
1920
1930
1940
1950
1960
1970
1980
1990
2000
2010
2020

2000

2020

Population Growth Rate

1,827
3,369
3,546
5,687
7,538
12,327
12,674
22,544
27,149
30,872
29,914
32,996
33,542

46%
5%
38%
25%
39%
3%
44%
17%
12%
-3%
9%
2%
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Benchmarks: Population and Density

These charts show how Nacogdoches’ population and

density compares to other cities. These benchmarks are

helpful when evaluating the impacts service area and
population density have on service costs, tax rates, and

required home values.

120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
B Huntsville
mm Pop, 2020 est 52,138
o Area (acre} 27,795
- Pop/Acre 1.52
Huntsville 42138 $
Lufkin 35,837 $
Commerce 9,680 $
Longview 81,647 S
Tyler 105,729 $

** Sourced from the US Census Population Estimation

25,843,684
34,583,041
7,073,761

73,350,490
68,259,770

Lufkin

35,837

22,067
1.62

27,795
22,067
5,382

35,072
33,920

Commerce
9,680
5,382

1.80

1.52
1.62
1.80

2.33
3.12

Nacegdoches Longview Tyler
33,542 81,647 105,729
16,192 35,072 33,920

2.07 233 312

3.5

3.0

25

20 =
3
 ea
[l
[
a

15 &

1.0

0.5

Huntsville 0.314800 $ 61331 $  929.80 $ 1,545.54
Lufkin 0.531135 $ 965.01 $ 1,567.18 S 2,431.82
Commerce 0.820000 $ 730.76 S 131434 $ 1,841.52

Longview 0.509900 $

89839 $ 2,091.43 $ 2,263.93

Tyler 0.244452 $ 64561 $ 2,012.38 $ 1,626.94
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Benchmarks: General Fund (per Capita,

Household, Acre)

These charts show how Nacogdoches' general fund
compares to other cities in terms of per capita, per

household, and per acre. Typically, cities that are older and/
or larger tend to have higher general fund per acre costs.
This reflects the additional staff, infrastructure, and amenities
that are required to serve larger geographic areas, larger
populations, and older infrastructure.

$3,000.00

42,500.00

$2,000.00

$1,500.00

$1,000.00

$500.00

s_
e GF{Capita
s GF(Household
m— GF(ACTe
-Pop/ Acre
o Ta % Rate

Huntsville
Lufkin
Commerce

Longview
Tyler

** Sourced from the US Census Population Estimation

Huntsville
$613.31
$1,545.54
$929.80
152
0.315800

42138 §
35,837 §
9,680 $

81,647 $
105729 $

25,843,684
34,583,041
7,073,761

73,350,490
68,259,770

Lufkin
$965.01
$2,431.82
§1,567.18
1.62
0.531135

27,795
22,067
5,382

35,072
33,920

Commerce
5730.76
§1,841.52
£1,314.34
1.80
0.820000

1.52
1.62
1.80

2.33
3.12

General Fund per Acre

Current: $1,617

Portion paid by property tax: $598

MNacogdoches Longview
$780.54 $808.30
$1,066.96 $2,263.93
§1,616.90 $2,091.43
207 233
0.616000 0.509900
Huntsville 0.314800 $
Lufkin 0.531135 $
Commerce 0.820000 $
Longview 0.509900 $
Tyler 0.244452 S

Tyler
$645.61
$1,626.94
$2,012,38
312
0.264452

61331 $ 92980 $
965.01 $ 1,567.18 $
73076 S 131434 $

89839 $ 2,091.43 $
64561 $ 2,012.38 $
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General Fund Revenue (FY 20/21 Budget)

Other Revenues
$561,640

Fines
$525,000
2%

Miscellaneous Revenues
51,021,063
4%

This chart shows how the general fund for the current budget
year is split by revenue sources. Property tax makes up

37% of the general fund revenue. Unlike sales tax and other
development related fees that can vary widely, property tax
revenues are fairly stable and predictable. When property tax
revenue can cover a larger percentage of basic needs, it frees
up sales tax revenue to be invested in quality of life amenities
and growth opportunities, as opposed to being relied on

to cover basic city operations and services. The common
way to raise property tax revenue is by raising the tax rate,
but additional revenues can also be generated by building
more fiscally productive development that generates higher
property tax revenue per acre.

2%

Sales Tax S 6,400,000 24%
Internal Fund Transfers $ 5702324 2%
Franchise Tax $ 2,365,000 9%
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 1,021,063 4%
Fines $ 525,000 2%
Other Revenues $ 561,640 2%
TOTAL RESOURCES $ 26,180,909

*Information sourced from City of Nacogdoches 2020-2021 Draft Budget ** Other
includes Permits, Current Service Charges, Interest, and Intergov Receipts
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General Fund Expenditures (FY 20/21 Budget)

Animal Control, |nspection $425£+82 i
$500,504 , 2% \ , $123 948 , 0%

Streets, $1,164,837, =
5%

This chart shows how the general fund expenditures for

the current budget year are broken out by categories. Pplice $ 8,994,193 33%
57% is allocated to public safety. The street budget, Fire ) 6,041,206 23%
highlighted in green, is $1.34 million, or 5% of the General Government $ 6.357.688 25%
city’s annual general fund expenditures. Like most . S
communities, this is well below the funding required to Cultural & Recreational $ 2,707,682 10%
cover ongoing maintenance and replacement of all of _
the city's thoroughfares and residential streets. Animal Control $ 500,504 2%

Inspection ) 425,482 2%

Public Works Admin ) 123,948 0%

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $ 25,915,540

20
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Est. General Fund / Acre to Break Even

Street Condition
= D & F (2020)

C (2030)

B (2040) 7
— A (2050) | ~

== Not Measured

Associated Cost | Year Replacement
r 0 1 mi $ 1,046,069 2020
D $ 11,080,753 2025
B $ 54,897,812 2030
A $ 9,444,157 2035

Current Citywide General Fund / Acre

$26.18 million (General Fund) / 16,192 Acres (City Limits) = $1,617 General Fund / Acre

Average GF / Acre sourced from Property Tax

$1,617 (GF/Acre) x 0.37 (Percent of GF from Prop. Tax) = $598 Avg. GF/Acre from Prop. Tax
Annual Street Cost Deficit / Acre

$3,818,853 (Annual Street Cost) / 16,192 Acres = $236 Deficit /Acre

Break Even Property Tax Revenue / Acre (Parcel Average)

$598 + $236 = $834 Prop. Tax / Acre

Break Even General Fund / Acre (Citywide)

$1,617 + $236 = $1,853 General Fund / Acre (Amount estimated to break even with street costs)

21
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Assessed Value (2019)

Assessed Value
$0-$73,420
$ 73,421 - $ 175,210
$ 175,211 - $ 345,780
$345,781 - $ 661,410
$ 661,411 - $ 1,266,790
$ 1,266,791 - $ 2,622,400
$2,622,401 - $ 9,000,000
$9,000,001 - $ 12,400,000

This map illustrates the assessed value for parcels in the city
according to the 2019 certified tax rolls. Parcels with very low
values (shown in light blue) tend to be undeveloped parcels.

25
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Property Tax Revenue by Parcel (2019)

This map shows the property tax revenue for each parcel. A
significant amount of parcels in Nacogdoches have a prop.
tax revenue value under $1,000.

26

Revenue
$0-5$1,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000
$2,001-$ 3,000

- $3,001 - $ 4,000

$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$ 5,001 - $ 6,000
$6,001 - $ 7,000
$7,001-$ 145,371
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Property Tax Revenue Per Acre (2019)

Revenue
i\ Per Acre
&
= " $0-$1,000
— F'_I & = $1,001-$2,000
T i TR O L AL - $2,001 - $3,000
s . et §3,001 - $ 4,000
l.'i‘:-?i:?#:i ’ :'?'.,‘.“’,;‘v B $4,001-$5,000
el 1"' é\'@ B $5,001-$6,000
- TR B $6,001-$7,000
e 5 SRS B 5$7,001-$ 96,489
' &w,«/‘l@ ‘4
5y 5
|
|
A
B

The property tax revenue per acre metric allows a more
“apples to apples” comparison of development patterns. This
map shows the property tax revenue per acre for each parcel.
Properties that are exempt from property tax (such as civic
buildings and churches) generate no revenue for the city, but
do consume services. These properties are shown in light
blue on the map.

There are a few numbers that will help evaluate this map.

Nacogdoches’ current general fund per acre is around
$1,600, with 37% of this coming from property taxes. This
means in current conditions, properties must generate
roughly $600/acre to “break even.”

A reasonable target for Nacogdoches to work toward in
order to cover future liabilities such as infrastructure and
additional services would be to have parcels generating

27

$1,000 or higher in property tax revenue per acre. If you
review the revenue per acre map and analysis table with
the $1,000 target in mind, this means that 78% of parcels
and 63% of the city’s land area is not generating enough
property tax revenue to cover current and anticipated
costs.

Value Ranges Count % Parcel Acreage % Area

$0 - $1,000 7288 78% 3871.74 63%
$1,000 - $2,000 1570 24% 1082.65 12%
- 0 . (]
$2,000 - $3,000 258 4% 264.12 3%
$3,000 - $4,000 123 2% 228.94 3%
- 0 . (]
$4,000 - $5,000 42 1% 101.60 1%
$5,000 - 6,000 28 0% 65.75 1%
- 0 . (]

$6,000 - 7,000 17 0% 57.67 1%
$7,000 - $145,371 73 1% 434.12 5%
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Net Revenue per Acre (Current Budget)

A more nuanced way to evaluate the performance of parcels
under current budget conditions is to allocate general fund
costs paid from property tax to the individual parces. This
map shows the net revenue per acre for current budget
conditions. This is calculated by taking the levy/acre value for
the parcel and then subtracting the portion of general fund
costs that's been allocated to that parcel.

This map is essentially a “profit and loss” map for current
budget conditions. Parcels shown in red or white cost more to
serve than they generate in property taxes, while the parcels
shown in blue and green generate more than they cost to
serve.
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Net Revenue
Per Acre

$-1,000-$0
$1-$1,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000
$2,001 - $ 3,000
$ 3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$5,001 - $ 6,000
$6,001 - $ 95,689
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Net Revenue per Acre (Budget + Costs)

This map reflects the final step in the analysis, which is to
model how development patterns perform when unfunded
street costs are factored in. This map reveals that when
the full costs of development are considered, a very small
percentage of the city's service area is generating positive
cash flow.
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Net Revenue
Per Acre (Infra)

$-1,500-$0
$1-$1,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000
$2,001 - $ 3,000
$ 3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$5,001 - $ 6,000
$6,001 - $ 95,616
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Property Tax Revenue per Acre (2019):
North Nacogdoches

Revenue
Per Acre

$0-$1,000
$1,001-$ 2,000
~$2,001-$ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$ 5,001 - $ 6,000
$6,001 - $ 7,000
$7,001 - $ 96,489
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Analysis Summary: State Land Use

Current Current Budget + St  Budget + St
Land Use Budget: Budget: Costs: Costs:
Description Acreage Revenue Rev / Acre Average Imp Value Net/ Acre ROI Net/ Acre ROI

Single Family All $ 3425443 % 1,661 $ 132,855 % 862 % 1.08 § 229 % 0.16
0.02-0.2 $ 204825 % 2,300 $ 78,729 $ 1,501 $ 188 $ 868 $ 0.61

02-04 $ 1,654856 $ 2,301 § 112,908 $ 1,502 $ 188 §$ 868 $ 0.61

Acreage 04-0.75 $ 973477 $ 1,871 $ 1562919 % 1,072 % 134 % 438 §$ 0.31

Sizes 0.75-1.0 $ 298,515 % 1,647 $ 262,417 % 848 % 1.06 § 214 % 0.15
>10 $ 393770 % 661 $ 252632 § (138) $ (0.17) $ (771) $ (0.54)
Multifamily All $ 1,609223 % 1,326 $ 112,358 § 527 $ 066 $ (107) $ (0.07)
0.02-0.2 $ 506271 $ 3,081 % 72,266 $ 2,282 % 285 § 1,648 $ 1.15

Acreage 02-04 $ 445175 $ 1,507 § 80,996 $ 708 $ 089 § 7% S 0.05
Sizes 04-075 $ 175,555 $ 967 $ 105,033 $ 168 $ 021 § (466) $ (0.33)
0.75-1.0 $ 38,097 $ 630 $ 138816 $ (169) $ 021) % (802) $ (0.56)
>1.0 $ 444126 $ 868 $ 565613 $ 68 $ 009 §$ (565) $ (0.39)

Commercial All $ 2,212,094 % 1,700 $ 243662 $ 901 $ 113 § 267 $ 0.19
<= 25 $ 249909 $ 3,104 § 118,182 $ 2,305 % 289 § 1672 § 117

Acreage 0.25-0.5 $ 267,909 $ 2,053 $ 126919 % 1,253 § 157 § 620 $ 0.43

Sizes 05-1 $ 253513 % 1579 $ 162,326 $ 780 $ 098 $ 146 $ 0.10

>1 $ 1,440,764 $ 1,550 $ 682,730 % 750 % 094 § 117 % 0.08
Undeveloped $ 1,037,180 $ 19 $ 88,457 3 (604) $ (0.75) $ (676) $ (0.78)

This chart summarizes how the parcels in different land
use categories and lot sizes perform for current budget

conditions.

31

Page 34 of 141



Analysis Summary: Zoning

Current Current Budget + St Budget + St
Average Imp Budget: Budget: Costs: Costs:
Land Use Description Acreage Revenue Rev ! Acre Value Net / Acre ROI Net/ Acre ROI
Single Family 1 (SF) All $ 3,425443 $ 1,661 $ 132,855 $ 862 $ 108 $ 229 3 0.16
0.02-0.2 $ 204,825 $ 2,300 $ 78,729 $ 1501 § 188 § 868 $ 0.61
Acreage 02-04 $ 1,554,856 $ 2,301 § 112,908 $ 1,502 $ 188 § 868 $ 0.61
Sizes 04-0.75 $ 973477 § 1,871 $ 162,819 $ 1072 $ 134 % 438 % 0.31
0.75-1.0 $ 298,515 $ 1,647 $ 262,417 $ 848 §$ 106 $ 214 $ 0.15
>1.0 $ 393,770 $ 661 $ 252632 $ (138) % (017) $ (771) $ (0.54)
Two Family (TF) All $ 345278 $ 627 $ 40,739 § (173) $ (0.22) $ (806) $ (0.56)
0.02-0.2 $ 82696 $ 1,051 $ 26,162 § 251 § 031 $ (382) $ (0.27)
Acreage 02-04 $ 145,054 $ 985 $ 45201 $ 186 $ 023 % (447) $ (0.31)
Sizes 0.4-0.75 $ 60,528 $ 641 $ 54128 § (158) § (0.20) $ (791) $ (0.55)
0.75-1.0 $ 11,009 $ 367 $ 47,577 § (432) $ (0.54) $ (1,066) $ (0.74)
>1.0 $ 45990 $ 229 $ 90,870 $ (570) $ 0.71) $ (1,204) $ (0.84)
Planned Development (PD) All $ 579,162 $ 4132 § 189,797 $§ 3,333 $ 417 $ 2699 § 1.88
0.02-0.2 $ 345137 $ 7,364 $ 162,028 $ 6,565 $ 821 $ 5931 § 414
Acreage 02-04 $ 126,016 $ 35652 § 162,129 $ 2,753 § 344 3 2119 § 1.48
Sizes 0.4-0.75 $ 37949 §$ 2628 $ 239,266 $ 1,829 $ 229 % 1,196 $ 0.83
0.75-1.0 $ 14,069 $ 2,318 § 863,341 $§ 1519 § 190 § 886 $ 0.62
>1.0 $ 55,991 § 1,501 $ 594,451 $ 702 % 088 $ 68 $ 0.05
Multifamily (MF) All $ 684,783 $ 1,311 § 170,593 § 512 & 064 § (122) § (0.09)
0.02-0.2 $ 78,438 % 2024 $ 48201 $§ 1225 § 153 $ 591 § 0.41
Acreage 02-04 $ 174,104  $ 1,545 § 101,696 § 746 $ 093 § 13 § 0.08
Sizes 04-075 $ 77,078 $ 1,059 $ 144984 § 260 $ 033 § (374) $ (0.26)
0.75-1.0 $ 13,019 $ 534 $ 71735 $ (265) $ (0.33) $ (899) $ (0.63)
>1.0 $ 342,145 $ 1,249 § 884592 $ 450 § 056 $ (184) $ (0.13)
Local Business (LB) All $ 48,030 $ 1421 § 85626 $ 622 $ 078 § (11) $ (0.01)
<= 25 $ 30975 § 2541 § 78882 § 1742 § 218 % 1,109 $ 0.77
Acreage 0.25-0.5 $ 10,699 $ 2,061 $ 119,469 § 1262 § 158 §$ 629 $ 0.44
Sizes 05-1 $ 1,106 $ 402 § 38118 $§ (397) § (0.50) $ (1,030) $ (0.72)
>1 $ 5250 §$ 384 % 139,408 $ (415) $ (0.52) $ (1,049) $ (0.73)
General Business (GB) All $ 2,071,030 $ 1,657 $ 265,785 $ 858 § 107 $ 224 % 0.16
<=.25 $ 155,000 $ 2579 $ 128814 $ 1,780 § 223§ 1,146 $ 0.80
Acreage 0.25-0.5 $ 238,367 $ 1,954 $ 122,818 $ 1,155 § 145 § 522 % 0.36
Sizes 05-1 $ 242,150 $ 1,585 § 162,776 $ 786 % 098 §$ 152§ 0.11
>1 $ 1435514 $ 1,569 $ 691,336 $ 770 $ 096 $ 136 $ 0.10
Central Business (CB) All 3 93,034 $ 5230 § 133848 $§ 4431 $ 555 § 3797 $ 2.65
<=.25 $ 63,934 $ 7,787 $ 106270 $ 6,989 $ 875 §$ 6,355 $ 4.44
Acreage 0.25-0.5 3 18,843 3 5591 § 293360 $ 4,793 § 6.01 § 4,160 $ 291
Sizes 05-1 $ 10,257 $ 2,027 $ 212218 $ 1227 $ 153 $ 593 $ 0.41
>1 $ - $ - $ 360,250 $ (799) $ (1.00) $ (1,432) $ (1.00)
Light Industrial (LI) All $ 96,071 $ 227 % 405599 § (573) $ (0.72) $ (1,2086) $ (0.84)
<= .25 $ 251 §$ 865 $ 16,295 $ 59 $ 007 $ (581) $ (0.40)
Acreage 0.25-0.5 $ 7924 $ 1,240 $ 496,659 § 441 3 055 § (192) $ (0.13)
Sizes 05-1 $ 10,186 $ 1,562 $ 319,120 $ 763 $ 096 § 130 $ 0.09
>1 $ 77,711 § 189 % 415,958 § (610) $ (0.76) $ (1,244) $ (0.87)
Heavy Industrial (HI) All 3 69,073 $ 413 % 211,416 % (386) $ (0.48) $ (1,020) $ (0.71)
<= 25 $ 1,483 $ 1267 $ 34,404 $ 470 % 059 § (163) $ (0.11)
Acreage 0.25-0.5 $ 5491 $ 1,639 $ 146,043 $ 839 $ 105 $ 205 $ 0.14
Sizes 05-1 $ 996 $ 47 $ 28977 § (384) $ (0.48) $ (1,018) $ (0.71)
>1 $ 61,104 $ 381 § 295558 $ (418) $ (052) $ (1,051) $ (0.73)
Medical (MED) All $ 64,366 $ 3,836 $ 260,574 $ 3,036 $ 380 § 2402 $ 1.68
<= 25 3 13,660 $ 2931 § 92753 § 2,132 $ 267 § 1498 $ 1.04
Acreage 0.25-0.5 $ 19,729 $ 3,647 $ 238195 $ 2848 $ 356 $ 2214 $ 1.55
Sizes 05-1 $ 23,233 § 4,255 $ 686,988 $ 3455 $ 432 § 2821 § 1.97
>1 $ 7,744 S 6,195 $ 1,144250 $ 5395 $ 675 $ 4761 $ 3.32
Agricultural (AG) All $ 48272 § 204§ 89,801 $ (595) $ (0.74) $ (1,228) $ (0.86)
<=.25 $ 2406 $ 2207 $ 86,721 $ 1408 $ 176 % 775 $ 0.54
Acreage 025-05 $ 10,322 $ 1516 $ 124,154  $ 716 % 090 § 82 § 0.06
Sizes 05-1 $ 8214 § 661 $ 82507 $ (138) $ (0.17) $ (772) $ (0.54)
>1 $ 27,330 $ 127§ 78,890 $ (673) $ (0.84) $ (1,306) $ (0.91)
OUTSIDE All $ 1,095 $ 440 % 169280 $ (360) $ (0.45) $ (994) $ (0.69)
<= .25 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Acreage 025-05 $ - $ - $ - 3 - $ = $ = 3 =
Sizes 05-1 $ - $ - $ - 3 - $ - $ - 3 -
>1 $ 1,095 $ 440 % 169280 $ (360) $ (0.45) $ (994) $ (0.69)
Undeveloped $ 1,037,180 § 196 $ 88,457 $ (604) $ (0.75) $ (676) $ (0.78)
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Single Family: Revenue/Acre by Lot Size

$2,500

$2,000

$1,500

$1,000

$500

0.02-0.2 0.2-0.4

B Average Imp Value

This chart illustrates that as lot sizes (and
improvement values) go up, the property tax revenue
per acre declines. This trend is true in every city
we've modeled. If a city is looking to maximize
property tax revenue per acre, the most effective
strategy to implement would be to prioritize smaller
lots. This is a very powerful chart when having
conversations about the tradeoffs of lot sizes, service
costs, and tax rates.

$300,000
$250,000
$200,000
$152,919.27
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
5-
0.4-0.75 0.75-1.0 >1.0
Rev / Acre
Land Use
Description Acreage Rev / Acre Average Imp Value
Single Family All $ 1,661 % 132,855
0.02-0.2 $ 2,300 $ 78,729
0.2-04 $ 2,301 % 112,908
Acreage 0.4-0.75 $ 1,871 $ 152,919
Sizes 0.75-1.0 $ 1,647 $ 262,417
>1.0 $ 661 $ 252,632
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Single Family: Levy/Acre and Net/Acre by

Lot Size

32,500 $2,300 $2,301

$2,000

$1,871

$1,500

$1,000 5868 $868

$500
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$(500)
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0.02-0.2 0.2-0.4 0.4-0.75

® Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre m Net Rev/Acre (Budget)

This plot shows the relationship between single family parcel
size and fiscal performance in the property tax revenue/
acre and net revenue/acre values. The trend that smaller lots
typically perform much better than larger properties can be
seen clearly here.
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Multifamily: Levy/Acre and Net/Acre by Lot

Size

$3,500

$3,081

$3,000
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® Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre ™ Met Rev/Acre (Budget)

This plot shows the relationship between multifamily parcel
size and fiscal performance in the property tax revenue/acre
and net revenue/acre values. Multifamily shows the same
trend of smaller lots being more productive.
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Commercial: Levy/Acre and Net/Acre by
Lot Size

$3,500

53,104

$3,000
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This plot shows the relationship between commercial parcel
size and fiscal performance in the property tax revenue/

acre and net revenue/acre values. As with single family and
multifamily, the trend that smaller lots typically perform better
than larger properties is also showing up for commercial
properties.
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Land Use Distribution (Acreage)

This chart shows the city’s developable land (excludes % of Revenue
exempt parcels and floodplain area). The area is reasonably Single Family 41%
split between single family residential, commercial, and . . o
multifamily. 54% of the city’s land area has yet to be Multi Fam.lly 190/"
developed. Commercial 27%
Undeveloped 13%

Single Family
21%

Multi-Family
Undeveloped =

54%

Commercial
13%
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Land Use Distribution: Single Family

SF Footprint (Acreage) SF Volume (# of Parcel Breakdown)
0.02-0.2
4% % of Revenue 0.75 -1.0

Single Family 41%
Multi-Family 19%
Commercial 27%
Undeveloped 13%

9%

0.4-0.75
25%

Current Current Budget+ St  Budget + St
Land Use Budget: Budget: Costs: Costs:
Description Acreage Revenue Rev | Acre Average Imp Value Net / Acre ROI Net / Acre ROI
Single Family All $ 3425443 3 1,661 $ 132,855 $ 862 $ 108 § 229 § 0.16
0.02-0.2 $ 204,825 $ 2,300 $ 78,729 $ 1,501 % 188 % 868 $ 0.61
02-04 $ 1,554,856 $ 2,301 % 112,908 $ 1,502 % 1.88 % 868 % 0.61
Acreage 0.4-0.75 $ 973,477 $ 1,871 % 152,919 $ 1072 % 134 § 438 % 0.31
Sizes 0.75-1.0 $ 298515 § 1647 $ 262417 % 848 3 106 $ 214 § 0.15
>1.0 $ 393770 $ 661 $ 252632 $ (138) $ (017) $ (771) $ (0.54)

These charts show a further breakdown of the 21% of the
city's land area dedicated to single family residential. The
chart on the left (footprint) shows the percentage of the city’s
single family area for each parcel size. The chart on the right
(volume) shows the percentage of the single family parcels
for each parcel size. The city’s most financially productive
single family parcel size is the 0.2-0.4 acre category. 33% of
the city's single family acreage and 51% of the single family
parcels are dedicated to this category. 29% of the city’s land
area and 6% of the parcels are in the over 1 acre category,
which is the the least fiscally productive category.

Also note that the average building improvement value for the
smaller lot sizes is much lower (affordable) than the value of
buildings on the >1 acre parcels. This is a win-win for the city
and residents, as it provides more affordable housing options
while also generating more value per acre to the city.
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Land Use Distribution: Multifamily

MF Footprint (Acreage)

MF Volume (# of Parcel Breakdown)

% of Revenue

Single Family
Multi-Family
Commercial
Undeveloped

41%
19%
27%
13%

0.75-1.0
2%

0.75-1.0
5%

Current Current Budget + St Budget + St

Land Use Budget: Budget: Costs: Costs:

Description Acreage Revenue Rev/Acre Average Imp Value Net/ Acre ROI Net/ Acre ROI

Multifamily All $ 1,609,223 $ 1326 $ 112,358 $ 527 § 066 $ (107) $ (0.07)
0.02-0.2 $ 506,271 $ 3,081 % 72,266 $ 2,282 % 285 § 1,648 % 1.15
Acreage 02-04 $ 445175 % 1,607 § 80,996 $ 708 $ 089 § 7% 3 0.05
Sizes 04-075 $ 175,555 % 967 $ 105,033 § 168 $ 021 §$ (466) $ (0.33)
0.75-1.0 $ 38,097 $ 630 $ 138,816 § (169) $ (0.21) $ (802) $ (0.56)
>1.0 $ 444126 $ 868 $ 565,613 § 68 § 009 §$ (565) $ (0.39)

These charts show a further breakdown of the multifamily
land use distribution. The chart on the left (footprint) shows
the percentage of the city's multifamily area for each parcel
size. The chart on the right (volume) shows the percentage of
the multifamily parcels for each parcel size.

The city’s most financially productive multifamily parcel

size is the <0.2 acre category. 12% of the city’s multifamily
acreage and 14% of the multifamily parcels are dedicated

to this category. Also note that the average building
improvement value for the smaller lot sizes is much lower
(affordable) than the value of buildings on the >1 acre parcels.
This is a win-win for the city and residents, as it provides more
affordable housing options while also generating more value
per acre to the city.
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Land Use Distribution: Commercial

Comm Footprint (Acreage)

Comm Volume (# of Parcel Breakdown)

% of Revenue

Single Family

Multi-Family
Commercial
Undeveloped

41%
19%
27%
13%

Current Current Budget + St  Budget + St
Land Use Budget: Budget: Costs: Costs:

Description Acreage Revenue Rev/Acre Average Imp Value Net/ Acre ROI Net/ Acre ROI
Commercial All $ 2,212,094 % 1,700 $ 243662 $ 901 $ 113 § 267 § 0.19
<= 25 $ 249909 $ 3,104 § 118,182 § 2,305 % 289 % 1672 § 117
Acreage 0.25-0.5 $ 267,909 $ 2,053 % 126,919 § 1253 % 157 % 620 $ 0.43
Sizes 05-1 $ 253513 § 15679 $ 162,326 $ 780 $ 098 § 146 % 0.10
>1 $ 1,440,764 % 1550 § 682,730 § 750 $ 094 § 117 8 0.08

These charts show a further breakdown of the commercial
land use distribution. The chart on the left (footprint) shows
the percentage of the city's commercial area for each parcel
size. The chart on the right (volume) shows the percentage of
the commercial parcels for each parcel size.

The city’'s most financially productive commercial parcel
size is the <0.25 acre category. 13% of the city's commercial

acreage and 5% of the commercial parcels are dedicated to
this category. 72% of the city’s commercial area and 21% of
the commercial parcels are in the >1 acre category, which
is the least fiscally productive category. Also note that the
average building improvement value for the smaller lot sizes
is much lower (affordable) than the value of buildings on the
>1 acre parcels.
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Comparing the Value of Development Patterns

Main Street Mixed-Use Suburban Pad Site

Property Tax Revenue/Acre: $13,306 Property Tax Revenue /Acre: $2,596

It's also important to look at the context of the development,
and not just the parcel or building. This example compares
the revenue/acre generated by a mixed-use block in
downtown to the performance of a typical suburban pad site.
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Comparing the Value of Development Patterns

Traditional Grid Downtown (13.14 Acres) Auto Oriented Big Box (27.10 Acres)

Property Tax Revenue /Acre: $6,942 Property Tax Revenue /Acre: $1,952

Taking it further, a stretch of downtown street is able to
produce more than three times the revenue of a big box store
while occupying less than half the footprint.
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Comparing the Value of Development Patterns

Big Box - Walmart Big Box - Kroger

Improvement Value: $5,853,220 Improvement Value: $1,672,470
Assessed Value: $8,617,360 Assessed Value: $2,923,550
Revenue: $52,911 Revenue: $17,951
Area: 27.10 Acres Area: 6.99 Acres
Revenue per Acre: $1,952 Revenue per Acre: $2,570

300 Block of Main Street

Improvement Value: $1,318,630

Assessed Value: $1,659,210
Revenue: $8,602
Area: 0.65 Acres

Revenue per Acre: $13,306

This example shows how a block of Main Street mixed-use
development compares to two “big box" retail sites.
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Top 10 Locations (Net Revenue/Acre for
Budget)

# PID

1 22926
75229
79207
24209
22868
22903
24187
22989
22922
10 79637

© 00 N o o b~ W N

Address

209 E Main St
222 Parrott #111*
123 E Main St
1811 North St
511 E Main St
305 E Main St
2023 North St
107 S Church St
201 E Main St
207 E Main St

Net Rev/Acre (B+S)
$38,176
$33,851
$28,200
$25,296
$23,108
$21,711
$19,821
$19,556
$19,427
$19,215

The majority of the highest performing parcels are either small
lots/buildings downtown along Main Street, multifamily units,
and apartment complexes. The highlighted parcels on this slide
show an overview of where the highest performing parcels

are located in Nacogdoches. The following examples show
additional information on the highest performing properties

in the city as well as examples from the city’s most prominent
zoning district categories.

* All multifamily units in this development had similar numbers

199118 Yriop
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gh Producing Parcels

209 E Main Street

Acreage:

Levy:

Levy/Acre:

Net Rev/Acre (B):
Net Rev/Acre (B+S):

0.069

$2,743
$39,609/Acre
$38,807/Acre
$38,176/Acre
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High Producing Parcels

48

135 S Main Street

Acreage:

Levy:

Levy/Acre:

Net Rev/Acre (B):
Net Rev/Acre (B+S):

0.019
$680
$36,376/Acre
$34,485/Acre
$33,851/Acre
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Zoning Comparison: SF (Single Family)

305 Wettermark Street
Acreage: 0.12 Acres
Prop. Tax Rev: $225

Prop. Tax Rev/Acre: $1,888/Acre
Average Performance $2,071/Acre

LTI
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Zoning Comparison: MF (Multifamily)

1403 Garner Street
Acreage: 0.15
Prop. Tax Rev: $334

Prop. Tax Rev/Acre: $2,248/Acre
Average Performance $1,699/Acre
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Zoning Comparison: GB (General Business)

1811 North Street

Acreage: 0.276

Prop. Tax Rev: $7,368

Prop. Tax Rev/Acre: $26,728/Acre
Average Performance $2,054/Acre
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Zoning Comparison: LB (Local Business)

305 E College Street

Acreage: 0.10

Prop. Tax Rev: $842

T e Prop. Tax Rev/Acre: $8,380/Acre
‘{ 2 { ; r J Average Performance $2,5650/Acre

' rfazn%c';awm e
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Zoning Comparison: CB (Central Business)

209 E Main Street

Acreage: 0.069

Prop. Tax Rev: $2,743

Prop. Tax Rev/Acre: $39,609/Acre
Average Performance $7,621/Acre
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Neighborhood Comparison

Arbor Oaks
Avg. Lot Size: 0.30 Acres
Avg. Assessed Value: $110,835

Avg. Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre  $2,168

Revenue
Per Acre

$0-$1,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000
-~ $2,001 - $ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$5,001 - $ 6,000
$ 6,001 - $ 7,000
$7,001 - $ 96,489
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Assessed Value

$0-$73,420

$ 73,421 - $ 175,210

$ 175,211 - $ 345,780

$ 345,781 - $ 661,410

$ 661,411 - $ 1,266,790

$ 1,266,791 - $ 2,622,400

$ 2,622,401 - $ 9,000,000
$ 9,000,001 - $ 12,400,000

Net Revenue
Per Acre (Infra)

$-1,500-$0
$1-$1,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000
$2,001 - $ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$5,001 - $ 6,000
$ 6,001 - $ 95,616

incorporates budget &
unfunded infrastructure costs
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Neighborhood Comparison

Ashbury Court
Avg. Lot Size: 0.17 Acres
Avg. Assessed Value: $191,651

Avg. Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre  $7,851

Revenue
Per Acre

$0-$1,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000

-~ $2,001 - $ 3,000

$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$ 5,001 - $ 6,000
$6,001 - $ 7,000
$7,001 - $ 96,489

—y
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Assessed Value

$0-$73,420

$ 73,421 - $ 175,210

$ 175,211 - $ 345,780
$345,781 - $ 661,410

$ 661,411 - $ 1,266,790

$ 1,266,791 - $ 2,622,400
$ 2,622,401 - $ 9,000,000
$ 9,000,001 - $ 12,400,000

A

Net Revenue
Per Acre (Infra)

$-1,500-$0
$1-$1,000
41,001 - $ 2,000

$2,001 - $ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$5,001 - $ 6,000
$ 6,001 - $ 95,616

incorporates budget &
unfunded infrastructure costs
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Neighborhood Comparison

Nettle Marshall Area

Avg. Lot Size: 0.44 Acres
Avg. Assessed Value: $85,939

Avg. Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre  $1,332

e | "
Revenue
Per Acre

$0-51,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000
- $2,001-$ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$ 5,001 - $ 6,000
$6,001 - $ 7,000
$7,001 - $ 96,489
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Assessed Value

$0-$73,420

$ 73,421 - $ 175,210

$ 175,211 - $ 345,780

$ 345,781 - $ 661,410

$ 661,411 - $ 1,266,790

$ 1,266,791 - $ 2,622,400

$ 2,622,401 - $ 9,000,000
$ 9,000,001 - $ 12,400,000

A

% ’
“\‘\lllll

=i

~
i

g

L /

Net Revenue
Per Acre (Infra)

$-1,500-$0
$1-$1,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000
$2,001 - $ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$5,001 - $ 6,000
$ 6,001 - $ 95,616

incorporates budget &
unfunded infrastructure costs
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Neighborhood Comparison

Sunset & Harris

Avg. Lot Size: 0.55 Acres
Avg. Assessed Value: $100,801

Avg. Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre  $1,116

Per Acre

; Y
$0-$1,000
$1,001-$ 2,000
- $2,001-$ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$ 5,001 - $ 6,000
$6,001 - $ 7,000
$7,001 - $ 96,489
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Neighborhood Comparison

Orton Neighborhood

Avg. Lot Size: 0.19 Acres
Avg. Assessed Value: $21,268

Avg. Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre  $599

e W NN U

e

Per Acre

$0-$1,000

$1,001 - $ 2,000
42,001 - $ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$5,001 - $ 6,000
$ 6,001 - $ 7,000
$7,001 - $ 96,489
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Assessed Value

$0-$73,420

$ 73,421 - $ 175,210

$ 175,211 - $ 345,780
4345781 - $ 661,410

$ 661,411 - $ 1,266,790

$ 1,266,791 - $ 2,622,400
$ 2,622,401 - $ 9,000,000
$ 9,000,001 - $ 12,400,000

Net Revenue
Per Acre (Infra)

$-1,500-$0
$1-$1,000
41,001 - $ 2,000

$2,001 - $ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$5,001 - $ 6,000
$ 6,001 - $ 95,616

incorporates budget &
unfunded infrastructure costs
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Street Replacement Fiscal Analysis

One of the primary causes of the resource gap in cities is that the developed properties do no generate sufficient tax base to cover the
cost of the infrastructure serving them. Said another way, our cities are investing in infrastructure under the premise that it will support
residents and businesses that will in turn provide the tax base to pay for city services, but when the numbers are crunched, it turns out
that this presumption is flawed.

Here are three examples to illustrate the infrastructure gap:

Ashbury Court

Cost of Repairs: $36,330 Time to Pay Off Project

Life Cycle: 20 Years (Asphalt)

Total Taxable Value of Area: $2,716,480 100% of Property Tax Revenue Dedicated to Project:
Average Property Value: $194,743 2 Years

Tax Rate: 0.614000

Annual Property Tax Rev: $16,679 Current Budget Conditions:

4% to Streets (Budget): $1,164,837 44 Years

This example shows a fairly new street with a cul-de-sac and all of the lots built out. The cost of the street was $36,330 and the
expected life of the project is 20 years. The property tax revenue generated by the adjacent properties is $16,679 per year. Based on
this annual revenue, it will take just 2 years to pay off the project is 100% of the property tax revenue from these properties is dedicated
to paying for this street project. This is never the case though, as property tax revenue is also used to fund other general fund services
including staff and public safety. Using the city’s current tax rate and budget allocations for street funding, it will take approximately

44 years to accumulate enough property tax revenue from adjacent development to pay off the street investment - more than 2 times
the life of the project. A modest increase in the percentage of the general fund budget allocated to streets combined with moderate
property value increases could close this gap.
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Street Replacement Fiscal Analysis

West Cox Street

Cost of Repairs: $130,683 Time to Pay Off Project

Life Cycle: 20 Years (Asphalt)

Total Taxable Value of Area: $1,222,940 100% of Property Tax Revenue Dedicated to Project:
Average Property Value: $55,303 18 Years

Tax Rate: 0.614000

Annual Property Tax Rev: $7,509 Current Budget Conditions:

4% to Streets (Budget): $1,164,837 348 Years

This example illustrates the other end of the spectrum. Based on
current property values and budget allocations for street funding, it
will take roughly 348 years to accumulate enough property tax revenue
from adjacent development to pay off this street investment! Even if
100% of the property tax revenue was dedicated solely to this project, it
would still take 18 years to recoup the investment.
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Street Replacement Fiscal Analysis

Powers & Dolph Street

Cost of Repairs:
Life Cycle:

Total Taxable Value of Area:

Average Property Value:

Tax Rate:
Annual Property Tax Rev:

4% to Streets (Budget):

$281,389
20 Years (Asphalt)

$2,341,000
$26,562

0.614000
$14,374

$1,164,837

Time to Pay Off Project

100% of Property Tax Revenue Dedicated to Project:
20 Years

Current Budget Conditions:
392 Years

It's important to understand the relationship between the value of
development and the cost of the streets and infrastructure serving
them. Building more fiscally productive development patterns as
outlined in this report, combined with more financially-conscious
roadway design and investment prioritization can help the city close its

infrastructure funding gap over time.
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Summary & Recommendations

Takeaways and Recommendations

Common Themes from Our Analysis Work

We have completed similar land use fiscal assessment work
for cities across the state. A few of the common themes this
work has revealed include:

* Most cities have a significant resource gap when you
consider the amount of money they need to rebuild aging
streets and provide basic services and expected quality
of life amenities to current and future residents

* Alarge percentage of parcels are not generating enough
property tax revenue to cover the costs it will require to
serve them over time.

* Notall development is good development when it comes
to long-term fiscal sustainability and a city’s ability to
provide services and maintain neighborhoods over time.

«  Older “traditional grid” neighborhoods and downtowns
typically outperform suburban style development

+ High ROI parcels and developments typically have the
following characteristics:

*  High ratio of building footprint to lot size
*  Multi-story structures

. Narrow lot frontage

«  Smaller lots (higher density)

+  OR: Large rural estate lots with high value homes and
minimal infrastructure

+  “Traditional grid" neighborhoods and downtowns
typically outperform auto-centric suburban style
development with bigger lots, wider streets, and cul-de-
sacs.

Prioritizing and coordinating eco-

nomic development, housing, and

CIP investments into infill and re-
development in downtown and the
surrounding area is the fastest way

to close the city’'s resource gap.

Some of the specific findings for Nacogdoches include:

Property tax share of general fund revenues is only 37%.
This puts extra pressure on sales tax and other funding
sources to cover basic services.

Goal: property tax revenue = 50% of general fund
revenue

General Fund per acre is low when compared to what it
will likely need to be to sustain services and quality of life
amenities in the future

e Current GF/acre is $1617/acre

*  Atcurrent tax rate and general fund revenue source
ratios, it would require approximately $1850/acre to
cover existing street infrastructure liabilities

»  Toaccommodate future increases in service costs
that come with horizontal expansion and population
growth, the city will likely need to get closer to $2K/
acre on average, with 50% of general fund from prop
erty tax ($1K/acre in levy/acre).

Just 22% of the city's parcels (37% of the city's area) are
currently generating $1000/acre and higher in property
tax revenue.

51% of the city’s service area is developed. Developed
parcels generate 88% of the city's property tax revenue.

The small lots are the highest producing parcels. The two
smallest lot segments ( < 0.2ac and 0.2 - 0.4ac) both net
well over $1000/acre even after budget and unfunded
street costs are considered.

A large majority of the city has a traditional grid pattern
with small narrow lots, which is the framework for the
higher producing development patterns.

Prioritizing and coordinating economic development,
housing, and CIP investments into infill and
redevelopment in downtown and the surrounding area is
the fastest way to close the city’s resource gap.

Promote and incentivize growth and infill in the City
center and existing neighborhoods to maximize return on
infrastructure investment.

The City should evaluate the fiscal impact of new
development so decision makers can have a better
understanding of long-term costs and service impacts.
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Nacogdoches™®

the oldest town in Texas

G VERDUNITY
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Land Use & Infrastructure
Fiscal Analysis

NACOGDOCHES, TX

Council Workshop
January 5, 2021

Prepared for: Prepared by:
Nacogdoches™ 0 VERDUNITY
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Addressing Increasing Needs with Limited Resources
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Growth is Good, Right?

Post WW2, cities have
aggressively pursued fast growth
and higher quality of life in the
short-term without fully
considering long-term fiscal
impacts.

BEST §&
PLACES §
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What About Maintenance AFTER Growth?
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In most cases, the post WW2 development
pattern does not generate enough public
wealth (tax base) to pay for the costs
required to maintain infrastructure and
serve residents at current expectation levels
over time.

WV VERDUNITY —




Closing the Resource Gap: Options to Consider

1 Keep development patterns and service levels where they are, but
charge more (via higher taxes and fees) to cover the true costs.

2 Keep tax rate where it is, but cut services to align with revenues.

3 Shift development pattern and infrastructure design to enable an
affordable balance of services and taxes.

The goal of this study is to provide data and context information so that
city leaders can align their development pattern and service model with
what citizens are willing and able to pay for — now and in the future.

Page 83 0?141



Land Use Fiscal Analysis Methodology

Level 1: Property Tax Revenue per Acre
Map the existing property tax revenue (levy) per acre basis for all parcels in the
city

Level 2: Net per Acre for Current Conditions (What You Have)
Map existing property tax revenue $ minus current operating budget funded by
property taxes

Level 3:  Deficit (What You Really Need)
Adds projected general fund costs and unfunded street replacement costs
spread over future years

Scenario Planning
Use baseline model and context data to project fiscal performance of future land
use and development alternatives

Page 84 of q41



General Fund Revenue (FY 20/21 Budget)
e e T

Miscellaneous Revenues 2% s Sales Tax S 6,400,000 24%
51'33,/1'063 P\ Internal Fund Transfers $ 5702324  22%
‘ | Franchise Tax $ 2,365,000 9%
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 1,021,063 4%
Fines S 525,000 2%
Other Revenues $ 561,640 2%
TOTAL RESOURCES $ 26,180,909

*Information sourced from City of Nacogdoches 2020-2021 Draft Budget ** Other
includes Permits, Current Service Charges, Interest, and Intergov Receipts
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Benchmarks: General Fund

Huntsville 42138 $ 25,843,684 27,795 152  $3,000.00
Lufkin 35837 $ 34,583,041 22,067 1.62
Commerce 9,680 $ 7,073,761 5,382 1.80
Longview 81,647 $ 73,350,490 35,072 233 $2,500.00
Tyler 105,729 $ 68,259,770 33,920 3.12

** Sourced from the US Census Population Estimation

$2,000.00
Huntsville 0.314800 $ 61331 $ 929.80 $ 1,545.54
Lufkin 0.531135 $ 965.01 $ 1,567.18 $ 2,431.82
Commerce 0.820000 $ 73076 $ 131434 S 1,841.52
: $1,500.00
Longview 0.509900 $ 898.39 $ 2,091.43 $ 2,263.93
Tyler 0.244452 $ 645.61 $ 2,01238 $ 1,626.94
$1,000.00
$500.00
$-
e GF[Capita

mmmmm GF/Household

m— GF/Acre
Pop/Acre

0 —Tax Rate

Huntsville
$613.31
$1,545.54
$929.80
152
0.314800

Lufkin
$965.01
$2,431.82
$1,567.18
1.62
0.531135

Commerce
$730.76
$1,841.52
$1,314.34
1.80
0.820000

Nacogdoches
$780.54
$1,966.96
$1,616.90
2.07
0.616000

Longview
$898.39
$2,263.93
$2,091.43
233
0.509900

35
3.0
25
20 2
w
c
Q
a
a
15 8
1.0
05
Tyler 00
$645.61
$1,626.94
$2,012.38
3n
0.244452 ?
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Millions

Projected Street Replacement Costs

$60 .
TOTAL LIFE CYCLE LIABILITY s g’?‘: SASS“'“‘:%EQ’ZEQ Year Replacement
$76,367,051 C $ 11,080,753 2025
s B $ 54,897,812 2030
A $ 9,4l 157 2035
$40 Annual Street Cost Liability
—————————————— S —— —— — — — — 76,367,051/ 20 yrs = $3.8M per yr
Decade Equal Payment ($38.2M) 3 y 3 pery
$30

Police $ 8594193 33%
Fire S 6,041,206 23%
$20 5 Yr Equal Payment ($19M) General Government $ 6,357,688 25%
e — === = = " Cultural & Recreational $ 2,707,682  10%
Streets § 1164837 4%
Animal Control S 500,504 2%
Inspection $ 425482 2%
Public Works Admin S 123,948 0%
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $ 25,915,540

Annual Equal Payment ($3.8M) "
11

$10

1
2020 2025 2030 2035 Page 87 019141



Property Tax Revenue per Acre (2019)

Value Ranges Count % Parcel Acreage % Area

Revenue
$0- $1,000 7009 78% 3466 64% : Pe‘: Ac':e
$1,000-$2,000 1515 16% 1006 16% 5% - 51,008
$2,000-$3,000 237 3% 217 4% w £1001-$2,000
$3,000 - $4,000 115 1% 191 3% B $2,001-$ 3,000
$4,000-$5000 38 0% 72 1% —e SIS
$5,000 - 6,000 26 0% 63 1% B $5001-$6000
$6,000 - 7,000 15 0% 55 1% : $ 6,001 - $7,000
$7,000-$96,489 59 1% 353 6% DEHOT - e
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Net Revenue per Acre (Current Budget)

Net Revenue
Per Acre

$-1,000-$0
$1-5$1,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000
$2,001-$ 3,000
$ 3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$5,001-$ 6,000
$ 6,001 - $ 95,689
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Net Revenue per Acre (Budget + Unfunded Street Costs)

Net Revenue
Per Acre (Infra)

$-1,500-$0
$1-5$1,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000
$2,001-$ 3,000
$ 3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$5,001-$ 6,000
$ 6,001 - $ 95,616
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Land Use Summary

Current Current Budget + St  Budget + St
Land Use Budget: Budget: Costs: Costs:
Description Acreage Revenue Rev /Acre Average Imp Value Net/ Acre ROI Net/ Acre ROI

Single Family All $ 3,425,443 §$ 1,661 $ 132,855 § 862 $ 1.08 $ 229 % 0.16
0.02-0.2 $ 204,825 $ 2,300 $ 78,729 $ 1,501 $ 188 $ 868 $ 0.61

02-04 $ 1,554,856 $ 2,301 $ 112,908 $ 1,502 $ 188 $ 868 $ 0.61

Acreage 0.4-0.75 $ 973,477 $ 1,871 $ 152,919 $ 1,072 % 134 § 438 % 0.31

Sizes 0.75-1.0 $ 298,515 $ 1,647 $ 262,417 $ 848 % 1.06 $ 214 % 0.15
>1.0 $ 393,770 $ 661 $ 252632 §$ (138) $ 0.17) $ (771) $ (0.54)
Multifamily All $ 1,609,223 $ 1,326 $ 112,358 § 527 $ 066 $ (107) $ (0.07)
0.02-0.2 $ 506,271 $ 3,081 $ 72,266 $ 2282 % 285 §$ 1,648 $ 115

Acreage 02-04 $ 445175 §$ 1,507 $ 80,996 $ 708 $ 089 § 75 $ 0.05
Sizes 04-0.75 $ 175,555 $ %67 $ 105,033 $ 168 $ 021 $ (466) $ (0.33)
0.75-1.0 $ 38,097 $ 630 $ 138,816 § (169) $ (0.21) $ (802) $ (0.56)
>1.0 $ 444126 $ 868 $ 565,613 $ 68 $ 009 $ (565) $ (0.39)

Commercial All $ 2,212,094 $ 1,700 $ 243,662 $ 901 $ 113 § 267 $ 0.19
<= .25 $ 249909 $ 3,104 $ 118,182 $ 2305 $ 289 % 1,672 $ Tl

Acreage 0.25-0.5 $ 267,909 $ 2,063 $ 126919 §$ 1,253 § 157 $ 620 $ 0.43

Sizes 0.5-1 $ 253513 §$ 1,679 $ 162,326 $ 780 $ 098 §$ 146 $ 0.10

>1 $ 1,440,764 $ 1,550 $ 682,730 $ 750 $ 094 § 117 % 0.08
Undeveloped $ 1,037,180 $ 196 $ 88,457 §$ (604) $ (0.75) $ (676) $ (0.78)
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Single Family Avg. Improvement Value vs. Revenue/Acre

Land Use
Description Acreage Rev / Acre Average Imp Value

Single Family All $ 1661 $ 132,855
0.02-0.2 $ 2,300 $ 78,729
0.2-04 $ 2,301 $ 112,908
Acreage 04-0.75 $ 1,871 % 152,919
Sizes 0.75-1.0 $ 1,647 $ 262,417
>1.0 $ 661 $ 252,632

$1,500

$1,000

$500

0.02-0.2

0.2-0.4

$152,919.27

0.4-0.75

mmm Average Imp Value

0.75-1.0

Rev / Acre

>1.0

$300,000
$250,000
$200,000
$150,000
$100,000

$50,000
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Comparing the Value of Development Patterns

Prop. Tax Revenue /Acre
$2,596

Suburban Pad Site

Main Street Mixed-Use

Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre
$13,306
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Comparing the Value of Development Patterns

e N T
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Traditional Grid Downtown (13.14 Acres) Auto Oriented Big Box (27.10 Acres)
Prop. Tax Revenue /Acre $6,942 Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre $1,952
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Comparing the Value of Development Patterns

Big Box - Walmart

Improvement Value
Assessed Value
Revenue

Area

Revenue per Acre

r[nrf. 7.

$5,853,220
$8,617,360
$52,911
2710 Acres
$1,952

Big Box - Kroger

Improvement Value
Assessed Value
Revenue

Area

Revenue per Acre

300 Block of Main Street

$1,672,470 Improvement Value

$2,923,550 Assessed Value
$17,951 Revenue
6.99 Acres Area
$2,570 Revenue per Acre

$1,318,630
$1,659,210
$8,602

0.65 Acres
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High Producing Parcels: 209 E Main Street

Acreage: 0.069 Net Rev/Acre (Budget): $38,807
Prop Tax Rev: $2,743 Net Rev/Acre (Budget + Streets: $38,176
Prop Tax Rev/Acre: $39,609/Acre

Il 'vd %

il |u|
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Comparing the Value of Development Patterns

Revenue
Per Acre

$0-$1,000

$1,001 - $ 2,000
$2,001 - $ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000

Sy ¥
=7 % ")», .
*f . W
- ";{Q $ 4,001 - $ 5,000
wi $5,001 - $ 6,000

, _— $ 6,001 - $ 7,000

O [ | & 4! a7 $7,001 - $ 96,489
? € S| ol i e s el e |l I,"JI._J:l‘_\;' _— ‘
] . \ g m‘ : = ‘ 2 "

W

P2 "« ) 3P| | \ g,
‘.:'t ‘ : O ™ . ‘;7 - '
. AN

Ashbury Court

Average Lot Size: 0.17 Acres
Avg. Appraised Value: $191,651
Avg. Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre: $7,851
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Comparing the Value of Development Patterns

Revenue
Per Acre

$0-$1,000
$1,001 - $ 2,000
$2,001 - $ 3,000
$3,001 - $ 4,000
$ 4,001 - $ 5,000
$ 5,001 - $ 6,000
$ 6,001 - $ 7,000
$7,001 - $ 96,489

Arbor Oaks

Average Lot Size: 0.30 Acres
Avg. Assessed Value: $110,835
Avg. Prop. Tax Revenue/Acre: $2168
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Street Replacement ROI

Ashbury Court
Cost of Repairs: $36,330
Life Cycle: 20 (asphalt)

Total Taxable Value of Area
$2,716,480

Avg. Property Value
$194,743

Tax Rate

0.614000

Annual Property Tax Revenue
$16,679

Time to Pay Off Project

100% of Property Tax Revenue Dedicated to
Project

2 Years

Current Budget Conditions (4% to Streets)
44 Years!
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Street Replacement ROI

Powers & Dolph Street
Cost of Repairs: $281,389
Life Cycle: 20 (asphalt)

Total Taxable Value of Area
$2,341,000

Avg. Property Value

$26,562

Tax Rate

0.614000

Annual Property Tax Revenue
$14,374

Time to Pay Off Project

100% of Property Tax Revenue Dedicated
to Project

20 Years

Current Budget Conditions (4% to Streets)
392 Years!
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Closing Thought

The property tax revenue generated from development in the city should
be enough to cover street maintenance and reconstruction as well as a
significant portion of other basic services such as public safety and
administration.

When property tax revenue can cover more basic services, this frees up
revenue from sales tax to focus on economic development and quality of
life improvements that preserve and enhance property values over time.

The more a city has to rely on sales tax for basic services, the less
funding it will have for amenities and economic development incentives.

24



Common Themes from Our Analysis Work

« Most cities have a significant resource gap when you consider the amount of money they need
to rebuild aging streets and provide basic services and expected quality of life amenities to
current and future residents

« Not all growth and development is necessarily good for a city when you consider the long-term
impacts on city finances and ability to serve and maintain neighborhoods and infrastructure.

« Older “traditional grid” neighborhoods and downtowns with smaller lots and narrower streets
typically outperform newer suburban style development with larger lots and wider streets.

« High ROI parcels and developments typically have the following characteristics:
« High ratio of building footprint to lot size
« Multi-story structures
- Narrow lot frontage
« Smaller lots (higher density)
« OR: Large rural estate lots with high value homes and minimal infrastructure
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Takeaways and Recommendations for Nacogdoches

Property tax share of general fund revenues is only 37%. This puts extra pressure on sales tax
and other funding sources to cover basic services.
Goal: property tax revenue 2 50% of general fund revenue

General Fund per acre is low when compared to what it will likely need to be to sustain
services and quality of life amenities in the future
Current GF/acre is $1617/acre
At current tax rate and general fund revenue source ratios, it would require
approximately $1850/acre to cover existing street infrastructure liabilities
To accommodate future increases in service costs that come with horizontal expansion
and population growth, the city will likely need to get closer to $2K/acre on average,
with 50% of general fund from property tax ($1K/acre in levy/acre).

Just 22% of the city’s parcels (37% of the city’s area) are currently generating $1000/acre and
higher in property tax revenue.

51% of the city’s service area is developed. Developed parcels generate 88% of the city’s
property tax revenue.
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Takeaways and Recommendations for Nacogdoches

- The small lots are the highest producing parcels. The two smallest lot segments (< 0.2ac
and 0.2 - 0.4ac) both net over $800/acre even after budget and unfunded street costs are
considered.

- A large majority of the city has a traditional grid pattern with small narrow lots, which is the
framework for the higher producing development patterns.

« Prioritizing and coordinating economic development, housing, and CIP investments into
infill and redevelopment in downtown and the surrounding area is the fastest way to close
the city’s resource gap.

« Promote and incentivize growth and infill in the City Center and existing neighborhoods to
maximize return on infrastructure investment.

« Consider evaluating the fiscal impact of new development (including future infrastructure
replacement costs) so that city decision makers can have a better understanding of
long-term costs and service impacts.
27



Applications of Land Use Fiscal Analysis

STREET DESIGN STANDARDS - SUMMARY -4

- Provides a language and process to back up the TN - - T S .5
desired outcome of a “fiscally resilient community”

- Align development pattern, infrastructure and services
with what citizens are willing and able to pay for now
and in the future

- Inform land use, annexation and growth management
decisions to balance revenues, costs and debt
obligations over time

- Create zoning and design guidelines that encourage
financially sustainable development patterns

- Inform infrastructure and economic development
investments

- Common language for citizen education and
engagement activities and materials

12.| CCTRCISLS:
a-22




City Council Meeting

Nacogdoches‘? Date: January 5, 2021

the ﬂid'm town in lexas Agenda Item: 6.A.

PRESENTER: Jan Vinson, City Secretary

ITEM/SUBJECT: Consider approval of minutes from December 8, 2020 special session and
December 15, 2020 regular session. (Jan Vinson, City Secretary)

SUMMARY/BACKGROUND:

FINANCIAL:
No financial impact associated with this item

CITY CONTACT: Jan Vinson, City Secretary
vinsonj(@nactx.us
936-559-2506

ATTACHMENTS: 1. December 8, 2020 Minutes
2. December 15, 2020 Minutes
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Nacogdoches City Council December 8, 2020

Nacoedoches™®

the oldc’s@)wn in Texas

Special Session
Nacogdoches City Council
December 8, 2020 — 4 p.m.

Videoconference

Special Session:

City Council present in person: Mayor Shelley Brophy, Council Members Roy Boldon, Garth Hinze,
Amelia Fischer and Jay Anderson.

1. Called to order at 4:00 p.m.

2. No one spoke during open forum.

City Council convened in Executive Session at 4:02 p.m.
3. EXECUTIVE SESSION:

A. Personnel Matters — Pursuant to Texas Government Code Section 551.074, deliberations
regarding the appointment or employment of a public officer or employee. The subject of this
Executive Session is to discuss appointment or employment related matters concerning Interim
City Attorney and related legal services.

4. City Council reconvened in Open Session at 4:35 p.m.

5. Council Member Hinze moved approval to authorize the City Manager to negotiate with Flowers
Davis in Tyler, Texas for interim City Attorney services; motion duly seconded by Council Member
Roy Boldon and carried by unanimous vote. And, Council Member Anderson moved approval to
authorize the City Manager to negotiate a contract with Strategic Government Resources (SGR) to
perform a search for a permanent City Attorney; motion duly seconded by Council Member Garth
Hinze and carried by unanimous vote.

6. Meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m.

Mayor Shelley Brophy
City Council
ATTEST: City of Nacogdoches

Jan Vinson, City Secretary
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Nacogdoches City Council December 15,

Nacogdoches™”

Minutes —Regular Session
the oldest town in Texas

Regular Session
Nacogdoches City Council DRAFT
December 15, 2020 — 5:30 p.m.
Videoconference

Reqular Session:

City Council present in person: Mayor Shelley Brophy, Council Members Roy Boldon, and Jay
Anderson. City Council present via videoconference: Council Members Amelia Fischer and Garth
Hinze.

Council Member Fischer left the meeting at 6:35 p.m.

1. Called to order at 5:30 p.m.

City Council convened in Executive Session at 5:31 p.m.

3. EXECUTIVE SESSION:

A. Personnel Matters — Pursuant to Texas Government Code Section 551.074, deliberations
regarding the appointment or employment of a public officer or employee. The subject of this
Executive Session is to discuss appointment or employment related matters concerning City
Attorney search.

City Council reconvened in Open Session at 5:45 p.m.

4. Council Member Anderson moved to appoint Flowers Davis to provide interim City Attorney services;
motion duly seconded by Council Member Roy Boldon and carried by unanimous vote.

5. WORK SESSION:
A. Receive a demonstration of the NAC311 application used for citizen input and work order
processing.

Steve Bartlett, Public Works Director explained NAC311 which is the City’s new multiplatform
application which will assist staff with receiving and tracking citizen issues. NAC311 is custom software
that models typical inquiries from the public. This software package functions as an internal work order
system used by departments to deploy City crews to correct and/or investigate issues in a timely
fashion, and gives staff the ability to track progress of each task.

Staff will begin an outreach program in January 2021 to inform the public about the new tool.

B. Receive a report and hold a discussion regarding a list of studies and strategies to assist in the
City’s planning and economic development efforts.

City Planner Alaina Chafin discussed a list of studies that are outdated and in need of revision, and
additional plans and studies needed to further current and future planning, engineering and economic
development efforts. The goal is to create a holistic comprehensive strategic action plan to help the
City manage growth and resources. Staff and consultants are currently working on a fire station study,
return on investment study, sewer master plan, water master plan and terminal area plan. Mrs. Chafin
discussed the City’s total investment to date as well as future plans and studies.

City Council discussed revising the comprehensive plan in sections, the importance of community
engagement and housing needs study.

REGULAR SESSION:

6. No one spoke during open forum.
7. No items removed from consent agenda.

8. CONSENT AGENDA: Items included under Consent Agenda require little or no deliberation
by Council. Approval of Consent Agenda authorizes the City Manager or his designee to
proceed with conclusion of each in accordance with staff recommendations as reflected in
the minutes of this meeting.

Minutes unofficial until approved by City Council

Page 108 of 141




Nacogdoches City Council December 15,
2020
Minutes —Regular Session

A. Minutes from December 1, 2020 regular session.

B. Consider approval of Chapter 380 agreements between the City of Nacogdoches and Solid
Foundation to provide grant funding to minimize the economic impact of COVID-19 related
closures.

C. Consider approval of a two year contract between the City of Nacogdoches and HillCo Partners
for the provision of intergovernmental consulting services for state legislative advocacy in the
amount not to exceed $120,000, with the option of renewing for two additional 24-month
periods.

Council Member Fischer asked for additional information regarding Consent Agenda Iltem 8 C
specifically about proposed bills in the Texas legislature. City Manager Mario Canizares stated there is
a non appropriations clause in the contract with HillCo Partners for lobbying services which City Council
can invoke.

Council Member Roy Boldon moved approval; motion duly seconded by Council Member Jay Anderson
and carried by unanimous vote.

9. REGULAR AGENDA:

A. PUBLIC HEARING: Consider request for approval of a Development Plan for a Senior Center in a
PD, Planned Development District, for Lots 1 and 2, Block 5, City Block 50 for the Austin Hills
Subdivision, located at 1601 West Austin Street. This request has been submitted by Curtis
Architecture — Army Curtis. Case File PD2020-03.

City Planner Alaina Chafin stated the original Planned Development Concept Plan was approved in
2004 with the primary use being a single family subdivision and a future nursing home or assisted living
facility. The Planned Development Concept Plan was amended in 2020 to allow for the conversion of
the existing church building into a senior citizen center.

Staff sent fifteen (15) notices to property owners within the 200 foot notification area. No one
responded to the notices.

Planning and Zoning Commission met on December 14, 2020 and unanimously recommends approval.

Mayor Brophy opened the Public Hearing. Army Curtis, Architect, spoke in favor of the Development
Plan as did Mike Kelly, Chairman of the Nacogdoches Committee on Aging. No one spoke against.
Mayor Brophy closed the Public Hearing.

Council Member Roy Boldon moved approval; motion duly seconded by Council Member Garth Hinze
and carried by unanimous vote.

B. Presentation of Year End Financial Recap for 2019-2020.

Pam Curbow, Finance Director, discussed year end revenues and expenditures. Overall General Fund
revenues were up by 2% ($468,000) which does include CARES Act monies, and expenditures were
within expectations. Utility and Sanitation Fund expenditures and revenues were within expectations.
Hotel Tax Fund was down 25% which was expected due to COVID-19 and expenditures were within
expectations.

C. Consider adoption of the proposed compensation plan and budget amendments for the nineteen
(19) pay periods in the current fiscal year impacted by the salary adjustments.

Pam Curbow, Finance Director, reviewed the proposed compensation plan. Ms. Curbow discussed
implementation costs, annual plan costs, increase in minimum wage and merit based pay for
performance system.

Council Member Roy Boldon moved approval; motion duly seconded by Council Member Jay Anderson
and carried by unanimous vote.

D. Consider approval of expenditure of $100,000 of the City's CARES Act funding to assist the
Nacogdoches Independent School District (NISD) for the purchase of technology so that students
can continue their coursework in a remote environment as needed.

The Texas Education Agency assisted Independent School Districts across the state in presenting a
proposal to cities and counties to utilize a portion of the CARES Act funds to purchase technology for
remote learning. Pam Curbow, Finance Director, stated that because of this effort Nacogdoches
Independent School Districted made a formal request for $100,000 of the City’s CARES Act funding.
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Nacogdoches City Council December 15,
2020
Minutes —Regular Session

Council Member Jay Anderson moved approval; motion duly seconded by Council Member Garth
Hinze and carried by unanimous vote.

E. Consider an ordinance of the City of Nacogdoches, Texas, for the conveyance of 0.212 acres of
land, more or less, to Pilgrim’s Pride Corporation, authorizing the Mayor to execute necessary
documents of conveyance, making findings, providing for a severability clause, establishing an
effective date, establishing proper notice and open meeting, and ordering appropriate filing.

The Texas Department of Economic Development entered into a Texas Capital Fund Contract with the
City of Nacogdoches for the furtherance of economic development in order to retain and expand jobs in
Nacogdoches. The City of Nacogdoches and Pilgrim’'s Pride Corporation then entered into a
Community and Business Agreement for Real Estate Improvements for facility improvements with
funds received from the Texas Capital Fund. City Attorney Jeff Davis stated that in order to facilitate
plant expansion, Pilgrim’s Pride donated .2I12 acres to the City for construction of a spiral freezer
system. Funds were advanced from Texas Department of Economic Development to the City and the
City provided a 240 month zero interest loan to Pilgrim’s Pride. Mr. Davis stated the City is now
satisfying its contractual obligations by the reconveyance of .212 acres back to Pilgrim’'s Pride
Corporation.

Council Member Roy Boldon moved approval; motion duly seconded by Council Member Garth Hinze
and carried by unanimous vote.

City Council convened in Executive Session at 7:29 p.m.

10. EXECUTIVE SESSION:

B. Personnel Matters — Pursuant to Texas Government Code Section 551.074, deliberations
regarding the appointment or employment of a public officer or employee. The subject of this
Executive Session is to discuss compensation and job description for Municipal Court Judge.

City Council reconvened in Open Session at 7:54 p.m.

11. Mayor Brophy moved to set compensation for the Municipal Court Judge at Grade 34; motion duly
seconded by Council Member Garth Hinze and carried by unanimous vote.

12. Meeting adjourned at 7:55 p.m.

Mayor Shelley Brophy
City Council
ATTEST: City of Nacogdoches

Jan Vinson, City Secretary
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City Council Meeting

N&CO dOCheS‘? Dac sy 5,207

the ﬂid'fﬁ town in lexas Agenda Item: 7.A.

PRESENTER: Sherry Morgan

ITEM/SUBJECT: Receive Convention and Visitor's Bureau Annual Report. (Sherry Morgan,
Convention and Tourism Director)

SUMMARY/BACKGROUND: This presentation will cover Convention and Visitors Center
operation, marketing efforts, hotel occupancy and digital analytics.

FINANCIAL:
No financial impact associated with this item

CITY CONTACT: Sherry Morgan, Convention and Tourism Director
sherry@visitnacogdoches.org
936-564-7351

ATTACHMENTS: 1. CVB Report
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Nacogdoches
Convention &
Visitors Bureau

END OF YEAR REPORT
FYE 2020



Visitors

The Charles Bright Visitors Center played host to
approximately 8600 walk-in guests FY20
including numerous international travelers.

Nacogdoches™”

rtw
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Requests for Information

3201 requests for information were satisfied
FY20

14,320 downloads of visitor information from
WWW.Visitnacogdoches.com

Nacogdoches™”

rtw
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http://www.visitnacogdoches.com/

Paid Print Marketing

Texas Monthly Texas Highways
County Line Magazine Sawdust
Texas State TravelGuide NETTC
Texas Meeting Planner Guide D Magazine
Texas Society of Association Executives Southern Traveler
Nacogdoches County Chamber of Commerce

Map ad

Nacogdoches™”

the aldest town in Texas
Page 115 of 141



Still making history.

Remember that time and place in your life when nothing seemed impossible?
Come back to Nac and rediscover that part of you that never left. You’ll find a lot of
things that are new and surprising but also some things that never change.
When it comes to making history, we still have a Nac for that!

Plan your next trip back at VisitNac.com/Jacks

Nacogdoches

Texas Starts Here

BEB-564-T351 VisitMac.com
Page 116 of 141



Seen our

bloomers?
o,

Seen our bloomers?

about spring in the oldest

There's nothing subtle about spring in the cldest town in Texas. town in Texas. It explodes in

t explodes in a burst of color in Texas' largest azalea garden. If you're ready for burst of color in Texas' largest
spring in all its splendaor, we have a Noc for that! Experience this annual renewal azalea garden. If you're ready

in the Garden Capital of Texas. Plan your stay at VisitNac com /Azaleas, far spring in all its splendor,
we have a Noc for that!

Experience this annual
renewal in the Garden Capital
of Texas, Plan your stay at
VisitMac.com/Azaleas.

Nacogdoches ot

Texas Starts Here Nacogdoches

Texas Starts Here

8B8-564-T351 | VisitNac.com/Azaleas 888-564-7351

VisitNac.com Page 117 of 141



Berry your face
in the blues!

Berry your tface in the blues! e

Blueberry Festivall From a

Enjoy the freshest fun in Texas at the 315t Annual Texas Blueberry Festival! From a blueberry blueberry pancake breakiast
pancake breakfast on the red brick streets to the Blueberry Bluegrass Concert in Festival Park, an the red brick streets to the
you're guaranteed a fun-filled weekend. Book your stay today at VisitNac.com/blueberry Blueberry Bluegrass Concert in

Festival Park, you're guaranteed a
_ ) ) fun-filled weekend. Book your stay
Please Check Event Status and Dates today at VisitNac.com/blueherry

Texas Bluchcrr:.-‘ Festival.com

Please Check Event

Nﬂc ongCheS Nacogdoches

Texas Starts Here Texas Starts Here
888-564-7351

BARB-564-T351 | VisitNac.com VisitNac.com Page 118 of 141



Nothing’s better for
your inside than to
get outside.

Had enough of the house?
Hit the road to the great
outdoors. Kayak a glassy

lake, bike a forest trail,
take in the barn quilt loop
or garden tour from the
comfort of your car or just
grab a hammaock and hang
out. Find it all on
the Visit Nac app or
at VisitMac.com and
get out there!

e_ad

Nacogdoches

Texas Starts Here
888-564-7351
VisitNac.com

Nothing’s better for your
inside than to get outside.

When the leaves and temperatures start falling, it's time to hit the road to
the great outdoors. Kayak a glassy lake, bike a forest trail, take in the the
fall foliage from the comfort of your car or just grab a
hammeock and hang out. Find it all on the Visit MNac app
or at VisitNac.com and get out there!

Nacogdoches

Texas Starts Here
BBE-564-TI51 '|"|\i'lha|:chgdnthﬂ CENT
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A Ride to Remembet.

MNothing soothes the soul like the open road, especially this autumn.
Maybe fall is Mother Nature's way of showing us the beauty of letting things go.
Feel the freedom, take in the color and make memories by the mile.

Map your route with the Visit Nac app or at VisitNac.com.

Nacogdoches

Texas Starts Here

BBB-564-7351 | VisitNac.com Page 120 of 141



Proud Partner of Pilgrim’s Pride
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Nacogdoches

Texas Starts Here
Quarterly Social Media Report

July 1, 2020 — September 30, 2020
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EXECUTIVE Mentions and positive sentiment decreased in Q3
SUMMARY

[ﬂﬂ 1,282 mentions 13% positive sentiment
% drop in content volume 0

Macogdoches, potential ¥ 6% | 48% on Facebook | 92% Earned ¥ 21 paints

Twitter impressions grew by 7

Facebook was the top source of

e @> 1.6MTwitterimpressions 8 391 new followers

| 93% Earned Overall | on Facebook
entiment slid by 21 points to

the end of the quarter,

s" Facebook account
- SENTIMENT TOP OWNED POST BASED ON ENGAGEMENT
number of new

n - Hapion o €

83%
13%
w21
4%
¥ 15 THEME
REACTIONS
'\.II.\ (:
COMMENTS
7 VISIT NACOGDOCHES | SOCIAL MEDIA BRAND REPORT | JULY 1, 2020 — SEPTEMBER 30, 2020 O Meltwater

Page 124 of 141



B ran d A Na |Y5| S Nm.‘ug&!nchcs

exas Starts Here

July 1, 2020 - September 30, 2020

<OD Meltwater

Page 125 of 141



KEY METRICS Volume of mentions, positive and negative sentiment scores decreased

Nacogdoches recorded 1,282 TOTAL MENTIONS SENTIMENT
1,282 mentions (down by 6% Q
B YouTube
18

B Twitter
440
34%

Facebook remained as the top

of content with 613 mentio

SoV (+13 points Qy

drop to 1 82% 47%
re decrea B Blogs
62
5%
- :nrlll.-ﬁ m
449 .
e a3 Q2

MONTHLY VOLUME TREND

BO0

500

400

300

4 VISIT NACOGDOCHES | SOCIAL MEDIA BRAND REFORT | JULY 1, 2020 - SEPTEMBER 30, 2020 <O>Meltwater
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POPULARITY Key topics: Historic Town of the Day, Family Weekend, photo in the Ruby
TREND & SPIKE Mize gardens, Kody West

ANALYSIS

Sept. 24: @etxtraveler's tweet of a photo, Nacogdoches
The top daily bu pike in Q3 which was taken in the Ruby Mize gardens
In Nacogdoches, TX

transpired on September 24, It was

Sept. 28: Musical artist,
West, announced that he will
have ashow in Nacogdoches, TX

influenced by @etxtraveler eet of a

photo a 5 taken In the Ruby

on Dctober 3
ze gardens in Nacogdoches, TX,

h accounted for 34% of daily

Nocogdoches
Nacogelo]

% Sept. 23: The Stephen F. Austin
State University partnered with the

featured Nacogdoches, TX far their City of Nacogdoches and loca
Macogdoches, T their Historic Town Historic Town of the Day
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TEXT &
AUDIENCE
ANALYTICS

Mentions about Visit Nacogdoches

during the reporting peri

unigue Twitter authors —
QoQ.

#nacogdoches was the most used

hashtag (35 mentions).

urants and

zdoches.

The number of unique Twitter authors increased by 1% QoQ

UMIQUE TWITTER AUTHORS TWEET TYPE BREAK-DOWN

285

AVERAGE TWEETS
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1

10 chan ==

TOP HASHTAGS

#nacogdoches
Heasttexas
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TOP INFLUENCERS R
TWITTER &
INSTAGRAM

VS
2 |-

Influencers with the highest number of

followers who tweeted about Visit

KTRE News & Texas Historical Commission Gunpowder and Lace Boutique Another Robertson
during this quarter K - HistComm Galboutiquenar hairbal
1,924 Following  24.3K Followers 812 Following 14K Followers 6,570 Following  13.1K Followers 9,603 Following 9,588 Followers
followers, Texas orical Commission Sample Past Sample Post Sample Post Sample Past
(1 tweet, each), Gunpowder and Lace
Boutique (2 tweets), and Another
Robertson (1 tweet) among others.
INSTAGRAM

m influen: th the high
number of followers for

Macogdoches included Texas Forest Trail

etcraveler RSN BB -~
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Dee, Celebrating Agriculture, and ETX
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)
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Owned Channels

Nacogdoches
Texas Starts Here

July 1, 2020 - September 30, 2020

<OD Meltwater
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TWITTER

ptember 10 with

5. The spike was caused
sitnac’s post about a new
ibit at the Nacogdoches Railroad
Depot Museum.

Visit Nacogdoches™ most engaging
tweets featured a restaurant
recomme

reply, and a new ex
depot museum.
The handle gaine ollowers for
oQ growth.

o) 40
Tweets by @visitnac

w5

OWNED TWITTER ACTIVITY BREAKDOWN®
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FACEBOOK

it Nacogdoches - Nacogdoches

283 o

posted 58 updates in Q; 20 =34 posts

11,506 0.1 58

ST e Page Fans Engagements Posts by Brand
’ Per Fan
engagements were about the birthday ¥ 34
' i i . v 5o%
greeting to Mike Bay, the coordinator of
. ¥ 0.1 pts.
nd a

REACTIONS INDEX & BREAKDOWMN

7% QoQ, respec
0.1 engagements per fan
Qo.

The agency's fan page had a total of

@ = TER

& fans by the end of the period

»
1% -
" <l ‘:‘F

" <1% @

11 VISIT MACOGDOCHES | SOCIAL MEDIA BRAND REPORT | JULY 1, 2020 — SEPTEMBER 30, 2020

ENGAGEMENT

Total &
Qo % Shift

Average per Post &
Qo % Shift

Tatal Reactions 1.162 v 25

Tatal Comments 239 933

Total Shares 795 v 5 v

TOTAL ENGAGEMENT 1,696 v 31
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INSTAGRAM
In Q3, Visit Nacogdoches posted 1: i m

Instagram updates = 10 por

The most engaging posts featured a 2, 55 1 0.4

Followers Engagements

Per Follower
t Trail photo contest a

¥ 50%
Fortney Home. N

¥ 0.4 pts.

Total engagement fell by 37°

age e ement improved by 11%

) TOP POSTS BASED ON ENGAGEMENT
QoQ. The page recorded 0.4 e

ements per follov

Follower count amounted to
the end of the quarter

Qo0 with 157 new follow

2

13

Posts by Brand

v 10

ENGAGEMENT

THEME
LIKES
COMBMENTS

VIEWS

12 VISIT NACDGDOCHES | SOCIAL MEDIA BRAND REPORT | JULY 1, 2020 — SEPTE

Total & per post &
Qo0 % Shift Qo % Shift
Tatal Likes 1 2 v 37
Tetal Comments v 32 2
Total Views
TOTAL ENGAGEMENT 142 v 7
{EMAE
KES
COMMENTS
VIEY
MBER 20, 2020 <OD> Meltwater
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Nacogdoches Visitor's

Center
000080 169 Review:
#1of 31things to do in Nocogdoche

: s k! i e im ee R o
l."-.-"[ rifa tErs
¥ |'\.-I :I '.-.-FI '\.r'\.' ]

T
0
Overview o
The Histaric Town Center/Visitor Center, located on thesquare,
was built in 1917 as the city's post office and later served asthe
public library. In 1996, tourism left the umbrella of the Chomber

|
of Commerce to start what is now the Nocogdoches... mors ,
(O Open Now: 900 AM-5:00 M () . I BURE AU .

NACOGDOCHES

Q Address: 200E Main 8, Nacogdoches, TX 739615212 Mo

£ Improve This Listing . B U S l N E S S H 0 U R S :

.l MONDAY-FRIDAY
- 9:00-5:00 .

SATU R DAY
10:00-4:00

COI T T Y
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a kavanderplough wrote o review Cot 2019 e

@ Lawrenceyille, Georgia - 104 contributions = T helpful vates

200009
Visitor's Center

Really enjoyed visiting this place. Employeas were 2o nice and seeing the history of Nacogdoches was
very interesting.

Read less
Date of experience: Octobear 2079

Thiz rewview I8 the subjective opinion of o Tipddvisor member and mat of Thipddwear LLC.

1Helpful wote Gaoleda wrote a review Moy 2019
@ Kanzas City, Missouri - 264 contributions - 125 helpful votes
i Helpiul (1) Share

Fabulous Little Visitor's Center! Grouche would be proud. . ..

My siblings and | were touring Macogdoches, and we really didn't know where to start. We found our way
to the downtown square and were walking along the lovely brick paths when we were guided by a citizen

to the Visitor's Center and told to ask for "Mr. Mike.” It was great advice!

From the moment we stepped into the Center, we experienced quintessential Texas hospitality. "Mr. Mike"
turned cut to be Mike Bay, a longtime resident who works for the Nacogdoches Convention and Visitors
Bureau, and is the absolute PERFECT ambassadaor for the city! With Southern charm and genuing interest
in making sure we had a great visit, he regaled us with all manner of information about "The Nac”. When |
asked about the opera house where the Marx Brothers really became The Marx Brothers (ask him about
it!). he spun the story for us in the style of a skilled racontsur, and gove us directions to find the building
(which iz still standing, although converted [appropriately] to an Arts Center). He even gave us each a set

of Groucho Glasses with "Nacocgdoches” embossed on the temples!

The Visitor's Center itself is lovely inside, with a mural filling one wall and lots of cool local artifacts. It's

open, airy, spacicus and inviting—a perfect place to start one's tour of the city. It's definitely worth a stop

inside; you'll get all sorts of great information, and if "Mr Mike” is there, you're guaranteed a marnselous

welcome and introduction to all things Macogdoches!
Readless &

Date of experience: Movember 2019

This revisw /8 the subyjsctive opinion of o Tripddwisor member ond mot of Tnpdawisar LLC.

iy Helpful (1) Share
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Sofi T wrots a review Dec 2019 T
¥ College Station, Texas - 8 contributions

0000
Wenderful!

This was one of the cleanest, friendliest, most personable visitor centers | have been inin awhile. The
bathrooms were spotless, the complementary coffes was welcomed on o cold day, and all of the staff
helped with fantastic suggestions for restaurants, places to see, and directions for places | was looking
for. A special thank you to Ashley Morgan for answering so many questions with so much grace. Definitely
a place | will visit again.

Readless a

Date of experience: December 2019
Trip type: Traveled with frisnds

This review is the subjsctive opinion of o Tipddvisor member and mot of Tnpdaizar LLC.

iy Helpful (1) Share

tak309 wrate o review Feb 2020
. @ Chicogo, lllinois - 271 contributions = &4 helpful votes

L 1 11 e
Friendly, fits the town

The info center gave us good directions, especially ot the BBO food truck and major open sites in

afternocon, which were limited, and had a small museum as well.

Readless =

Date of experience: Jonuary 2020

Thiz review iz the subjective opinian of o TripAdivisor member and nat of Trpddvisor LEC.

i Helpiul (1) Share
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Macogdoches CVE

.ll Analytics A)| Web Site Data

Audience Overview

All Users
+0.00% Users

Overview

Oct 1, 2019 - Sep 30, 2020: @ Users
Sep 30,2018 - Sep 30, 2019: @ Users

Go to report a

Oct 1,2019 - Sep 30, 2020
Compare to: Sep 30, 2018 - Sep 30, 2019

15,000

oo * . V

5,000
December 2019 February 2020 April 2020 June 2020 August 2020 Octob...
M Mew Visitor [ Returning Visitor

Users Mew Users Sessions 0Oct 1, 2019 - Sep 30, 2020
-14.05% -13.92% -16.93%

85,101 vs 99,017 84,645 vs 98,329 103,973 vs 125,165

Mumber of Sessions per User = Pageviews Pages [ Session

-3.35% -20.81% -4.67%

1.22vs1.26 220,110 vs 277,942 212vs2.22

7':‘-_..‘.:—

Avg. Session Duration Bounce Rate Sep 30,2018 - Sep 30, 2019
-4.12% 1.56%
00:01:47 vs 00:01:52 64.65% vs 63.66%

e e ——
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Interest Category 100% of total sessions
Gender 100% of total sessions

5.49% WM Srorts/ Individual Sports/ Running & Walking

Computers & Electronics/ Consumer Electronics/
3.94% WM Electronic Accessories

45.85% 54.15%
Female Male 3.05% mm  Sports/ Individual Sports/ Cycling
295% @@  Food & Drinks/ Cooking & Recipe/ Soups & Stews
Travel/ Tourist Destinations/
2.45% Historical Sites & Buildings
Age 100% of total sessions

27.50% 33.50% 15.50% 12.50% 5.50% 5.50%

18-24 25-34 4554 5564 65+

Nacoedoch

the aldest town in Texas

s
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Hotel Occupancy

Monthly Percent Change

Nacogdoch

the oldes@wn in Texas

s
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2020 Year To Date Running 12 Months
Dt Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep 2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020
ThisYear 552 438 iR 405 h24 423 ng 0 ik 04 01 6.2 5.7 4.9 2.3 34 45 21
LastYear 541 592 468 HE 447 Lk ] T £38 9.3 14 g03 524 4.7 5.8 513 b4 545
Percent Change il -260 6.5 LB T -2 -1 -7 -IPh 320 -6l -2 el 02 -2249 42 a0 207
“ 2020 Year To Date Running 12 Months
Dt Nov Dec Jan Feh Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep 2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020
ThisYear 7094 063 E7E £4.31 047 £5.43 G6.27 f0.28 ) £3.09 £4.96 £9.25 £9.40 0.5 £5.66 £9.4 £4.73 £6.24
Lastear 7136 EEET E7.37 BE.44 E7.72 £a.64 T4z 3.3 033 £4.78 736 02 1073 £9.40 0.5 088 4.1 B4
Percent Change -4 11 03 32 4 45 2 -3 2 -3 A7 -4 13 12 65 -24 0y A0
2020 Year To Date Running 12 Months
Dt Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep 2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020
ThisYear 334 036 26.26 26.08 3636 & 1734 i 2460 2546 54 2.0 g H4g an.7G 47 EIR .8
Lastear 4183 45 kil .66 9 4038 Hir 4216 4485 H3 W0 3036 kil e W4 I3 697 a8
PercertChange 64 218 166 48 120 -1 A0 485 -46.2 -3 15 35 17 14 -7 14 ar -266
m 2020 Year To Date Running 12 Months
DOet Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep 2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020
This'ear 34285 33560 M4.255 4,255 0,540 4,255 il 4,298 3560 .58 .55 33160 300,560 07 8420 361380 368,005 403,325
LastYear 30690 29700 0640 06490 anen 0690 29,700 30,6490 29,700 30,6490 30,6490 3290 284350 3004960 J07ER 38030 361380 368,005
Percent Change g g g g g g JIL3 Il Il 1L il 11 ik 22 42 f3 18 98
2020 Year To Date Running 12 Months
Det Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep 2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020
This'Year 13,300 1520 13,306 13882 16,226 14435 10207 12,347 13,206 13324 1787 15,322 164,437 164513 141,352 193,04 200439 169,778
LastYear 17841 17aT4 14,352 12,10 13508 13,056 TR 17435 13,333 18,204 16,374 16,509 150,001 164,457 164,513 173280 193,04 200434
Percent Change 5 -4 -3 ar 201 147 421 -300 -i0d M4 3 -T2 ar 24 8 114 18 153
2020 Year To Date Running 12 Months
Det Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep 2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020
ThisYear 1340638 1028206 89961 ) 1143404 45,73 54,769 4249 418370 472185 113,129 1061109 45885 AT 2207 13,359.123 TLHTE0EE  TL24E1FE
LastYear 1283707 1171710 466,962 48,766 514,597 1239323 1240804 12940M 1332028 127020 1197.763 1169431 M0E03885 48885 1837293 12,279,945 1335902 13.976.066
Percent Change 44 124 -1 b2 20 -214 il 42k -3.8 -13 A2 -0 i a 13 ik 45 195
Dt Nov Dec dJan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep
Censuz Props 17 17 17 1 1 1 fi fi fi 15 15 15
CensusFooms 1105 1105 1105 1105 1105 1105 105 105 105 105 105 105
¥, Booms Participants 5310 £a4 B4 E44 E44 E44 £44 £44 £44 £a4 £a4 £a4
& blank. row indicates insufficient data.
Thie STRReportic apublisation of STR,LLG and 5 TR Global Lbd. GaSkar Group-companior, andiv inbendedalely For wre by paidrubraribers, The infarmatian in the STR Rapart e pravided anan"arir” andar available” baris andrhauldnat be conrtraed arinvect tinqar loqal advice. Fepradustianor dirtibution of thir STR Fepart,in ubole arpart, uithaub uritken poemisrion i

prohibited andrubje <t o leqal aztion. IF youhave received thirreport and are HOT arubrzriber tothir STR Repark, pleare conkackurimme diakely, Zource: 2080 TR, LLG / STR Glob-al, L4, brading ar "STR®, @ CoStar Realty Infarmation, Inc.
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	1. Call to order.
	2. Pledge of Allegiance.
	3. WORK SESSION:
	A. Receive a report, and hold a discussion regarding 
	Work Session AIS - LUFA
	Land Use Fiscal Analysis (Full Report)
	Presentation Material


	4. Open Forum.
	5. Items to be removed from Consent Agenda.
	6. CONSENT AGENDA:
	A. Consider approval of minutes from December 8, 2020
	Item Report
	December 8, 2020 Minutes
	December 15, 2020 Minutes


	7. REGULAR AGENDA:
	A. Receive Convention and Visitor's Bureau Annual Rep
	Item Report
	CVB Report


	8. Adjourn.

