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PUBLIC FEEDBACK | EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE 
The email PlanoCompPlan@plano.gov was created to collect public comments on the Draft Comprehensive 
Plan 2021 (Draft Plan). This document includes the emails received during the public outreach 
phase of the Plan Update process, which took place from October 1 and October 18, 2021, as well 
as emails received throughout the Plan Update process that provide feedback on the Draft Plan.  
 
Note: Personal information, including names, organizations, and contact information, has been redacted to maintain 
the confidentiality of individuals who provided feedback and responses are not listed in any particular order.
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Email Two

Good morning.

Yes, we would like to give our feedback (after all we live here for the past 20 years), but very
conveniently the survey ended on 10/18 when we got the letter on 10/29.

So, here is our piece of mind anyway...
1. Stop building in every available piece of land!
2. Your road conditions are a disgrace, and will all the road repairs going on everywhere, it
does not seem like anything is changing, roads still suck!
3. When doing constructions and blocking major intersections (ex: coit/park) at 8 am, yes this
pisses people off!
4. Maybe it is time that you switch to asphalt, obviously concrete does not work when you
have to fix the same roads EVERY year and twice the time.
4. Used to be proud to live here and say I'm from Plano, not anymore. Can't wait to get the hell
out of here in 3 years!

Thanks
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Email Three

 
 
 
 
 
 

I made a couple of additions.
 
 

Just a few questions:
 
It is generally productive for developers to meet with surrounding property owners.  Will staff
conduct neighborhood education sessions and establish ground rules for engagement.  Often
homeowners make demands that are generally out of bounds for developers and the city to respond
to (e.g., street design and traffic controls, project aesthetics).
 
There has been a lot of sentiment from the CPRC that they want surrounding
neighborhoods engaged before plans make it to an agenda.  By that time, they feel
decisions have already been made and financial commitments set that the developer is not
willing/able to change based on their feedback.  The details of what kind of community
forum is created to allow that engagement, including how much staff involvement that
includes, will be determined later. 
 
Why isn’t RGM4 written to apply to all housing?
 
There is CPRC concern regarding the balance of housing options and rising housing costs.
This is borne out by recent years permit data.  Single family housing options are very
limited and seen to warrant further study. Additionally, it is related to finding ways to make
single-family housing a feasible option in redevelopment of four-corner retail sites where
there is an excess of retail zoning.  The CPRC generally recognized that housing may be
necessary in these locations, but there was not enough consensus to allow the density of
multifamily or missing middle housing types.  Some on the CPRC and P&Z have concerns
that there will be no market for redevelopment that is limited to single-family options.
 
Is there a definition of multiuse development?  Is it different than mixed-use? How is a single
development to be evaluated in a multiuse/mixed-use district?  Example: If the Morada in
downtown was being proposed, would it be required to be 50% non-residential?  If a high-rise is
planned in Legacy would it be required to be 50% non-residential?
 
There is not a definition of multiuse development, but it is intended to be the same as
mixed-use.  Your question is a good one that was also brought up by a member of the
P&Z.   We certainly welcome your specific feedback on this issue during the public
outreach phase. Regarding the examples: Morada was a by-right project in the BG zoning
district, so the Comprehensive Plan’s standards for rezoning would not have applied; the
same is true for the high rise projects within the PD zoning at Legacy.  This would only
apply if zoning changes occur.
 
The 33% phasing standard seems arbitrary.  It never would have worked for Collin Creek, Heritage
Creek and other mixed-use project.  If there is a phasing plan, it should be based on the specific plan
for the development.
 
The intent of this requirement is to prevent residential portions of the development from
getting too far out ahead of the non-residential portions.  It is a policy to guide the city’s
standards for phasing.
 
Small area market studies are generally full of assumptions that may not hold for specific
development opportunity.  Eastside Village would not have been built if a market study had been
required.  Its success made the market.  Larger area market studies (say D/FW with sub-market
profiles) are routinely produced for most development industry sectors.  You just subscribe to the
service.
 
Understood.
 
A full review of the comprehensive plan every two years is too frequent, although a continuous
process of partial updates and refinements should be encouraged.
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This will not be a full update every 2 years.  What was discussed with CPRC and P&Z is
that portions of the Plan will be reviewed on a rotating 2-year basis.  
 
I think the land use plan and dashboards are too detailed and will produce many “non-conforming”
requests.  That aside, why are 10-story high-rise apartments an exception.  Is that because of the
perception of price and quality?  How does the policy meet the need for affordable housing and
compliance with fair housing law?
 
The purpose is housing diversification.  High-rise multifamily was seen as a unique housing
opportunity that is not widely available in the city.  RGM9 also recognizes the need for
multifamily development that meets TOD goals or address city’s special housing needs,
which includes affordable housing. 
 
I don’t understand RGM10.  Does the policy only apply to multifamily developments of 10 acres?
And then limit the multifamily to 25% of all units?  That obviously would not have worked in Legacy,
Heritage Creekside, Collin Creek, etc.  Can you build 100% apartments on less than 10 acres?
 
Small-scale multifamily is defined in the glossary as developments with up to 10 units per
lot.  RGM10 only applies to small-scale multifamily.
 
How are developers, businesses and property investors to participate in the review of the plan?
 
After the Draft Joint Plan has received necessary approvals, it will be presented to the
public for comment.  That will include a 2-week online survey and a telephone town hall. 
That feedback will be presented to the CPRC and P&Z so that adjustments can be made
before the Final Joint Plan is sent to City Council for final consideration.  We certainly
encourage you and others in the development community to participate.
 
Thanks
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Please see attached.  The only changes made were to RGM2 and RGM6.
 
Thank you,
 
Please take a moment to complete the City of Plano Customer Satisfaction Survey.
 

 

Planning 
Department

 
Serving Since 2017

Mike Bell, AICP
Comprehensive Planning Manager

1520 K Avenue, 2nd Floor
Suite 250, Plano, Texas 75074
T 972.941.5472
F 972.461.7396
mbell@plano.gov
plano.gov

 
 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Plano network. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 

Please send me final wording approved by the committee on August 17.  It was hard to track.
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Thanks
 
Of specific concern is the Legends apartments located on the north side of Legacy east of Alma.  The apartments were
developed at 10 units per acre.  Last year the owner tried to rezone to increase the density to approximately 16 units
per acre.  It was denied at council primality because of a reduced setback from Legacy.  My concern is that that it will
now face a challenge because of the number of apartments in the area.  The owner needs an increase in density to
make reinvestment in the complex economically feasible.
 
I understand your position about needing additional units to make the project feasible, but the decision of
the City Council was to deny the request.  I’m not in a position to second guess any of the reasons for their
decision.  Are you asking if the draft plan would support this increase if a new application was submitted?
 
A similar situation exists at Collin Creek.  The perimeter property is nearly half of the acreage, but under the plan is
not supported for residential use because of the huge number of units given to Centurion.  I also think it is a stretch to
consider Bel Air Oaks and Heritage Creekside as part of the same area.
 
The Dashboards do not currently support additional residential because Housing Types are currently 40%
of the overall acreage of that Urban Activity Center (UA).  The max acreage for Housing Types is 40%. 
 
It was discussed with the CPRC subcommittee whether to measure the UA areas separately by arterial
block or as a contiguous unit.  The chose to go with a contiguous unit.  The decision affects both the Collin
Creek/Bel Air Oak/Heritage Creekside UA and the Legacy UA.
 
The plan still shows two different radii for TOD.  Half mile is greatly preferred.  Quarter mile virtually eliminates
additional high density development.
 
I have a note from your earlier email about the radius for station area plans on page 11.  “TOD Areas” for
the purpose of the Downtown Corridors (DT) Dashboards is defined as ¼ mile.  The ½ mile on page 11 is
in reference to the station area plans, not a definition of TOD.  But I can see how that could be confusing.
  We also have TOD in the glossary as an average 2,000 ft. walking distance.  That is also on the list to
clean up.
 
It was a critical part of the committee compromise that TOD be limited to ¼ mile for the DT Dashboard.  I
don’t see them being open to an increase to ½ mile.
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Please see responses in green below.
 
Thank you,
 
Please take a moment to complete the City of Plano Customer Satisfaction Survey.
 

 

Planning 
Department

 
Serving Since 2017

Mike Bell, AICP
Comprehensive Planning Manager

1520 K Avenue, 2nd Floor
Suite 250, Plano, Texas 75074
T 972.941.5472
F 972.461.7396
mbell@plano.gov
plano.gov

 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Plano network. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 

On page ES10 there is a map that states that except for A-G  additional multifamily is not supported.  Is that a policy or
an assumption? 
 
That is NOT a policy.  The CPRC subcommittee wanted to see a practical example of how the FLU dashboards might work
in guiding new residential housing across the city.  The map in the Executive Summary was the result of the example
scenarios run for the committee with assumptions for ROW/open space dedication, density, and existing land uses.  There
is a disclaimer in the Executive Summary noting that the Scenarios map is not to be used in review of zoning petitions.
 
The plan provides for incentives for multifamily reinvestment.  Would that include additional units/density for an
older existing development provided the density is below 22 dua?
 
Action Land Use 4 (LU4) calls for the development of regulations that incentivize the redevelopment and revitalization of
underperforming retail and multifamily development.  It is not specific on what regulations those should be. 
 
An existing multifamily complex may redevelop consistent with the maximum density allowed under the current zoning of
the property.  If additional density is requested above the current zoning, that would require a zoning change and need to
be considered in the context of its future land use category and other site considerations. 
 
Does the plan rule out any MF as part of a neighborhood corner development?
 
The plan does not support multifamily as part of a Neighborhood Corner (NC) development.  Detached and Attached
Single-family Types are supported if there is capacity in the specific location.   
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Existing multifamily complexes in these areas may redevelop under their current zoning.   Approval of zoning changes that
would allow additional multifamily units would be subject to the findings consistent with the “Findings Policy” to be
considered by City Council on Monday night (9/27).
 
Collin Creek is designated an Urban Activity Center.  Does  the limitation on multifamily apply to the whole area
including the Heritage Creekside and Bel Air Oaks collectively or to each individual part.  If the latter, would the
perimeter property surrounding the mall be considered separately?
 
The Urban Activity Centers are measured as a contiguous area.  See the description below or the “Mix of Uses
Measurement Areas” in the Glossary:

 
In short, the Collin Creek area, Bel Air Oaks, and Heritage Creekside would be measured together. 
 
Thanks
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Plano network. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 

Below are my thoughts on lasts night’s Council discussion.
 
Thanks,
 

 
The City Council met Monday night with the chairs of the Planning and Zoning Commission (P&Z)
and the Comprehensive Plan Review Committee (CPRC) to discuss the status of the draft plan (see
video of the meeting at https://planotx.swagit.com/play/09142021-535Council).  Both chairmen
reported reaching agreement on 99% of the plan’s content, with the final wording of one sentence
being the only remaining task.   CPRC is recommending Council adopt by policy or ordinance a
requirement that council make specific findings when approving a rezoning which is inconsistent
with the plan.  During the meeting all three parties agreed to the adoption of a separate resolution
(independent of the plan) setting the policy.  They concurred that greater transparency and setting a
higher bar for approving rezonings were needed to restore public faith in adherence to the
comprehensive plan.  Final wording of the resolution is to be developed during the next two weeks. 
 
Several procedural questions remain.  The draft plan is ambiguous as to who makes the
determination if a specific rezoning petition is consistent with the comprehensive plan.   It is
assumed that the staff will make the initial determination as part of the staff report on the petition
to the P&Z.  This process is not totally defined, but Policy RGM1 states, “Review zoning change
requests for consistency with the Future Land Use Map and Dashboard (a further description of each
of 10 land use classifications). Requests that do not conform to the mix of uses, density and building

heights as described in the Dashboards are disfavored.”  The term disfavored is presumed to mean
the request is inconsistent with the plan.  
 
This two-step process may be more complicated than it first appears.   First, the property proposed
for rezoning is compared to the Land Use Map for general consistency. Second, the petition is
compared to the appropriate Dashboard for the corresponding information on use, density and
building heights.    The map generally follows property lines to define the location of the 10 land use
classifications.   It should be straightforward to determine in which land use classification the
property is located.  However, individual properties within a classification district have different
characteristics and are not uniformly suited for all uses, densities and heights listed on the
Dashboard.  Because of this variability, Plano has 33 zoning districts and hundreds of planned
development districts.   Consistency with the Land Use Map and Dashboard is not sufficient to
determine appropriate zoning.  Other information is needed, including, but not limited to, street
access, block patterns, surrounding zoning, land use, building scale and height. 
 
State law does not describe the staff function and authority in consideration of a rezoning request,
presumably it is limited to administrative, research and advisory roles.  However, state law does
require the review of all zoning changes by the Planning and Zoning Commission. They are charged
with conducting a public hearing and making a report to City Council before the City Council can
consider a zoning change.  Staff may prepare research and make recommendations, but it is the P&Z
report that is essential.  For this reason and others, staff’s initial determination of a rezoning
request’s consistency with the comprehensive plan should be further considered by P&Z in making
their report to Council.  Several scenarios are conceivable.

1. P&Z could find a request consistent with the plan and recommend the approval of the
rezoning petition.

2. P&Z could find a request inconsistent with the plan and recommend denial.
3. P&Z could find the request consistent with the plan but recommend denial due to site

specific considerations, or many other relevant factors.
4. P&Z could find a request inconsistent with the plan but recommend approval again for

site specific considerations, the merits if the proposal, community support and various
other reasons.

The proposed resolution does not restrict Council’s decision-making authority, but it may complicate
the process of decision making.  Approval of a rezoning that is inconsistent with the plan requires a
report of findings in support of the change.  This cannot be prepared until Council completes
deliberation and votes.
 
Preparing the report will require a minimum of two weeks.  Who will prepare the report?  Is the
report available for public review and comment?  Is a second vote of Council required to approve
the rezoning and the findings?  If Council denies a rezoning petition determined to be consistent
with the plan, should the applicant be provided a report of findings. 
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The proposed resolution seems to be a simple procedural change but raises several questions. It may
take actual experience with the new policy to find the answers.
 
 

Email Seven

  
 

 

Mayor and City Council Members 
1520 K Avenue 
Plano, TX 75074 
 

Dear Mayor and City Council Members: 
 
The  offers the following comments to Plano’s draft 
Comprehensive Plan.  

 

. It is through this fair housing 
lens that we submit our comments for consideration by the City of Plano. Our comments 
regarding the policies outlined in the proposed comprehensive plan are not necessarily listed in 
order of importance.  
 
Land Use Policy     
 
“LU4 Create regulations that incentivize the redevelopment and revitalization of 
underperforming retail and multifamily development.” 
 

As an entitlement jurisdiction, the City of Plano is charged to affirmatively further fair 
housing. Therefore, redevelopment and revitalization efforts should expand affordable 
housing in low poverty areas for populations at or below 50% AMI.  
 

“LU6 Develop locations for special area plans to focus development and redevelopment efforts 
in conformity with the Comprehensive Plan.”  
 

The special areas should include low poverty areas with the City of Plano, and include 
strategies to expand affordable housing for populations at or below 50% AMI.  

 
“LU7 Develop review criteria that provides guidance on the community’s preferences regarding 
mixed-use developments, such as desired mix of uses, densities, parking, phasing plans, 
minimum open space, building placement, quality of building materials, residential adjacency, 
and other urban design elements.” 
 

As referenced in  previous comments regarding Plano’s draft Assessment of Fair 
Housing (AFH) report, the City should ensure that it affirmatively furthers fair housing 
while it focuses on neighborhood “compatibility” of new development. Too often 
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strategies to expand affordable housing for populations at or below 50% AMI.  

 
“LU7 Develop review criteria that provides guidance on the community’s preferences regarding 
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while it focuses on neighborhood “compatibility” of new development. Too often 

 

  
 

 

“compatibility” has been used as cover to block affordable housing that would likely 
attract low-income residents of color.” Therefore, affirmatively furthering fair housing 
should be a component of the review criteria for mixed-use developments. 

 
Undeveloped Land Policy 
 
“UL1 Develop review criteria to provide guidance on rezoning undeveloped properties 
including such considerations as appropriate location, environmental conditions, and impact on 
public service facilities, infrastructure, and adjacent land uses.”  
 

The review criteria proposed in UL1 should include prioritizing the expansion of 
affordable housing for populations at or below 50% AMI in low poverty areas with 
undeveloped properties. Places such as but not limited to the western portions of the city 
(west of Highway 75).  
 

Transit-Oriented Development Policy 
 
“TOD1 Develop Criteria for Review of Transit-Oriented Developments, including existing and 
projected DART ridership, and update as necessary.” 
 

The criteria for review of Transit-Oriented Development should include an affordable 
housing component that targets the 50% AMI or below population.           

 
“TOD2 Prioritize and prepare area plans within ½ mile of identified light rail stations and 
future commuter rail corridors, to guide development patterns, address redevelopment of retail 
and residential sites, and encourage new development. Plans should include an evaluation of 
market potential resulting from existing and projected transit ridership.” 
 

Area plans within ½ mile from light rail stations and future commuter rail corridors 
should include strategies i.e., voluntary inclusionary zoning to help achieve target 
populations at or below 50% AMI. 
 

Redevelopment & Growth Management Policy     
 
“RGM6 Consider conducting an annual market study to determine demand-based housing and 
employment needs for Plano, referenced to Collin County, that may be used to inform zoning and 
land use related decisions. The study should include residents’ preferences for development as 
part of the results.” 
 

The lack of affordable housing negatively impacts people and the City as a whole. As 
outlined in the City of Plano Housing Trends Analysis (2018), “Such a fundamental 
mismatch between supply and demand creates an environment in which the ensuing 
escalation of housing prices could threaten the community’s economic and social stability 
that have historically been a major component of its attractiveness to residents and 
employers in the first place”. 
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attract low-income residents of color.” Therefore, affirmatively furthering fair housing 
should be a component of the review criteria for mixed-use developments. 
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undeveloped properties. Places such as but not limited to the western portions of the city 
(west of Highway 75).  
 

Transit-Oriented Development Policy 
 
“TOD1 Develop Criteria for Review of Transit-Oriented Developments, including existing and 
projected DART ridership, and update as necessary.” 
 

The criteria for review of Transit-Oriented Development should include an affordable 
housing component that targets the 50% AMI or below population.           

 
“TOD2 Prioritize and prepare area plans within ½ mile of identified light rail stations and 
future commuter rail corridors, to guide development patterns, address redevelopment of retail 
and residential sites, and encourage new development. Plans should include an evaluation of 
market potential resulting from existing and projected transit ridership.” 
 

Area plans within ½ mile from light rail stations and future commuter rail corridors 
should include strategies i.e., voluntary inclusionary zoning to help achieve target 
populations at or below 50% AMI. 
 

Redevelopment & Growth Management Policy     
 
“RGM6 Consider conducting an annual market study to determine demand-based housing and 
employment needs for Plano, referenced to Collin County, that may be used to inform zoning and 
land use related decisions. The study should include residents’ preferences for development as 
part of the results.” 
 

The lack of affordable housing negatively impacts people and the City as a whole. As 
outlined in the City of Plano Housing Trends Analysis (2018), “Such a fundamental 
mismatch between supply and demand creates an environment in which the ensuing 
escalation of housing prices could threaten the community’s economic and social stability 
that have historically been a major component of its attractiveness to residents and 
employers in the first place”. 
 

 

  
 

 

agrees with this assessment and recommends that the City conducts an affordable 
housing impact analysis that focuses on moderate- and low-income residents when 
recruiting corporations to move to the City. Done right, this would help address potential 
displacement and the number of new low-income units needed as new workers flock to 
Plano. In addition, as corporations seek resources from the City of Plano, the City could 
require corporations to contribute to a housing trust fund that would target housing for 
families under 50% AMI and add units near corporate centers. 
 
Furthermore, the annual market study outlined in RGM6 should include an affordable 
housing impact analysis that includes recommendations of policies and practices to 
address housing barriers found in the study. In addition to incorporating residents’ 
feedback, the study should also include the perspective of people who work in Plano but 
do not live there. People who commute regularly can provide a unique perspective on 
housing needs that may be associated with the lack of fair and affordable housing choice 
options in Plano. The annual study is an opportunity for Plano to further its efforts to 
affirmatively further fair housing and help expand opportunities for low-income people 
of all races and ethnicities. 
 

Special Needs Housing Policy  
 
“SHN1 Conduct a community needs assessment to identify and prioritize service demands and 
resources of the city’s residents.” 
 

A community needs assessment with an overwhelmingly large amount of participation 
from the special needs population can be informative for the City’s policies and 
programs. As an advocacy organization for low-income families,  would like to 
participate in these discussions.  

 
“SHN2 Create affordable homeownership opportunities in Plano for income qualifying 
households including, but not limited to, homeownership assistance programs, construction of 
new housing, and rehabilitation of existing structures.” 
 

Affordable housing opportunities in Plano should include the 50% AMI or below 
population. Therefore, new construction should also include construction of new rental 
housing for this population. 

 
“SHN3 Support residents with special needs by providing financial assistance from federal, state, 
and local government grants to qualified social service agencies.” 

 
Financial assistance should be made available to residents with special needs, including 
but not limited to low-income people, i.e., people with a housing choice voucher. In 
2020, second apartment survey showed abysmal results as rampant discrimination 
against Housing Choice Voucher holders continues to segregate North Texas households. 
Despite vouchers being valued at market rate, of the 117 properties surveyed in Collin 
County, only two (1.71%) indicated they would accept vouchers. 2020 results are 
based on reasonably priced private market apartment complexes. Refusals by landlords to 
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agrees with this assessment and recommends that the City conducts an affordable 
housing impact analysis that focuses on moderate- and low-income residents when 
recruiting corporations to move to the City. Done right, this would help address potential 
displacement and the number of new low-income units needed as new workers flock to 
Plano. In addition, as corporations seek resources from the City of Plano, the City could 
require corporations to contribute to a housing trust fund that would target housing for 
families under 50% AMI and add units near corporate centers. 
 
Furthermore, the annual market study outlined in RGM6 should include an affordable 
housing impact analysis that includes recommendations of policies and practices to 
address housing barriers found in the study. In addition to incorporating residents’ 
feedback, the study should also include the perspective of people who work in Plano but 
do not live there. People who commute regularly can provide a unique perspective on 
housing needs that may be associated with the lack of fair and affordable housing choice 
options in Plano. The annual study is an opportunity for Plano to further its efforts to 
affirmatively further fair housing and help expand opportunities for low-income people 
of all races and ethnicities. 
 

Special Needs Housing Policy  
 
“SHN1 Conduct a community needs assessment to identify and prioritize service demands and 
resources of the city’s residents.” 
 

A community needs assessment with an overwhelmingly large amount of participation 
from the special needs population can be informative for the City’s policies and 
programs. As an advocacy organization for low-income families,  would like to 
participate in these discussions.  

 
“SHN2 Create affordable homeownership opportunities in Plano for income qualifying 
households including, but not limited to, homeownership assistance programs, construction of 
new housing, and rehabilitation of existing structures.” 
 

Affordable housing opportunities in Plano should include the 50% AMI or below 
population. Therefore, new construction should also include construction of new rental 
housing for this population. 

 
“SHN3 Support residents with special needs by providing financial assistance from federal, state, 
and local government grants to qualified social service agencies.” 

 
Financial assistance should be made available to residents with special needs, including 
but not limited to low-income people, i.e., people with a housing choice voucher. In 
2020, second apartment survey showed abysmal results as rampant discrimination 
against Housing Choice Voucher holders continues to segregate North Texas households. 
Despite vouchers being valued at market rate, of the 117 properties surveyed in Collin 
County, only two (1.71%) indicated they would accept vouchers. 2020 results are 
based on reasonably priced private market apartment complexes. Refusals by landlords to 

 

  
 

 

accept residents who use housing choice vouchers severely limit low-income families 
who desire to live and work in Plano.  offers two options to address this barrier and 
affirmatively further fair housing.  
 
First, as referenced in our previous comments regarding Plano’s draft Assessment of Fair 
Housing (AFH) report, the City should facilitate a sublease program for voucher holders 
to address voucher discrimination by landlords. Under this program, the City could use 
its resources and leverage to recruit owners to make units available. A nonprofit could 
enter into leases with the owners and sublease the units to voucher families. This model 
began in Houston through a local nonprofit with support from funds raised by the City of 
Houston and the model that  implemented in the Dallas area with limited success. 
 
Second, Plano can create a housing trust fund to help provide security deposits for people 
at or below 50% AMI seeking rental housing and rental incentives for new landlords. 
 

“SHN4 Provide programs to rehabilitate and improve existing housing occupied by low and 
moderate income households.” 
 

Providing programs to rehabilitate and improve existing housing occupied by low- and 
moderate-income households is important. suggests the efforts to assist low- and 
moderate-income households also include programs and policies to expand opportunities 
for affordable housing throughout the City of Plano. 
 

“SHN5 Review zoning regulations to provide reasonable opportunities for safe and healthy 
housing in support of special needs populations” 
 

supports Plano’s recommendation. Throughout the country, zoning and land use 
policies have historically been used to perpetuate racial discrimination and believes such 
a review is necessary to expand fair and affordable housing in Plano. Below are several 
examples of anti-discriminatory land-use policies from the “Yes in My Backyard Act” 
(YIMBY) reintroduced by two senators earlier this year for Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) recipients. The purpose of the act is to increase housing 
opportunities for low- and moderate-income residents.  
 

• Enact high-density single-family and multifamily zoning.  
• Expand by-right multifamily zoned areas.  
• Allow duplexes, triplexes, or fourplexes in areas zoned primarily for single-

family residential homes.  
• Allow manufactured homes in areas zoned primarily for single-family residential 

homes.  
• Allow multifamily development in retail, office, and light manufacturing zones.  
• Allow single-room occupancy development wherever multifamily housing is 

allowed. 
• Reduce minimum lot size. 
• Streamline or shorten permitting processes and timelines, including through one-

stop and parallel-process permitting. 
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• Eliminate or reducing off-street parking requirements.  
• Ensure impact and utility investment fees accurately reflect required 

infrastructure needs and related impacts on housing affordability are otherwise 
mitigated.  

• Reduce or eliminate minimum unit square footage requirements.  
• Allow the conversion of office units to apartments.  
• Allow the subdivision of single-family homes into duplexes.  
• Allow accessory dwelling units, including detached accessory dwelling units, on 

all lots with single-family homes.  
• Establish density bonuses.  
• Use property tax abatements to enable higher density and mixed-income 

communities.  
• Donate vacant land for affordable housing development 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments. We look forward to joining future 
discussions regarding these proposed policies outlined in the comprehensive plan.  
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Plano network. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

.  The 4-5 goals discussed are
great for comment but you are missing a major topic as the city has an aging population.  That
is the Utility costs and services needed by more of your citizens.  When I came here is 1994 on
Gary by water/trash bill was around averaging $35-75 in summer a month.  Now it is $135-
275 a month along with electric and other services.  The city needs a Citizen cost expenses
committee to address this area of the home owners.  The park department should be
encouraged to provide more visibility from the city older residents in the utility newsletter.
 
 
Best Regards,

 
Please note: This message and any attachments may contain information that is privileged or confidential, and that
information is intended only for the persons specifically addressed above. If you received this message by accident, please
delete it immediately and notify the sender of the same.
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Plano network. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

This is extra feedback after taking the survey.

The comprehensive plan for Park and Preston is built upon the assumption
that the retail on that corner is economically viable.

That assumption is incorrect. The retail on that corner was constructed when
Preston was the major road through west Plano and it was planned to be
upgraded with overpasses into an "expressway". When the overpasses were
rejected and the tollway opened further west, that corner became way over
built for retail.

Since the tollway opened and the overpasses were rejected, retail at Park
and Preston has dropped significantly. High end stores are closing or moving
west. That corner is getting used book stores, gyms, and other lower end
stores. I would not be surprised if Whole Foods moves their store out west
to the tollway area.

Much of that retail space needs to be redeveloped into something else.

Economically, the corner would do far better with retail about the size of
Highland Village - perhaps about 1/4 the retail it currently has.

Unless a lot more "housing units" or office buildings are built around that
corner, we are going to see more empty shop space and it will continue to
deteriorate - just like Collin Creek Mall.
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although I only just learned of the Survey today and was hoping to provide some feedback.

Email Sixteen 
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Email Nineteen

 
 

 

 

 
 

  

 
 

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Plano network. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 

Hi ,
 
I had a quick question based on the agenda posted for Thursday evening. If a member of the public
attends in person, will they be able to ask a question? Or are questions limited to call in and social
media?

Apologize if you don’t know the answer – would you help direct me if that is the case?
 
Thanks!
 


