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Outline of Presentation  

 Summary of Study Components 
 General Approach 
 Background and Context 
 Elements of the Study: Phases I – III  and 

Addendum 
 Findings and Recommendations 

 
 
 



3 

Study Components 

 Phase I: Comparative Analysis   
• Legal Authority 
• Historical Annexations 
• Historical Incorporations 
• Special Districts and Financing Tools 
 Phase II: Fiscal Impact Analysis of Annexation 

and Incorporation 
 Phase III: Service Delivery and Fiscal 

Sustainability Recommendations 
 Addendum: Study Comparison to City of San 

Antonio 2014 Annexation Program 
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General Approach to the Study 

 Tackle each sub-task discretely 
 As they are completed, findings are “layered” 
 One of the central efforts is a Fiscal Impact 

Analysis 
 Two main drivers of the work:  

• Test what it would mean to City of San Antonio if 
parts of the Unincorporated County are annexed to 
City 

• Test what it would mean if sub-areas of 
Unincorporated County were to incorporate 
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Background 

 County population growth (2000-2010) 
• 23% increase for the County as a whole (1.7 million 

people) 
• 88% increase in the unincorporated area (260,000 

people; 85,000 housing units) 
• Expected continuation of growth (Ranked 1st among 

Texas counties in 2012 for net gain [5,601] in 
households) 

 Demand for “city-like” services in certain areas 
 Past decline in COSA annexation activity . . . 

with activity beginning again 
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What Are the Issues and Why the Study? 

 “Urban” problems in parts of the 
Unincorporated County 

 Inability to pass and enforce ordinances to 
protect health, safety, and welfare 

 Limited authority to regulate land use 
 Substandard housing conditions 
 Unfunded infrastructure needs 
 . . . Investigate range of options for service 

delivery to meet needs of current and future 
residents 



Who’s in Control?  
 Bexar County has a total land 

area  of 1,257 square miles 
• 37% is incorporated COSA (465 

square miles) 
• 49% is unincorporated (614 

square miles) 
 Of the unincorporated area, 

84% is within COSA’s ETJ* (518 
square miles) 

 Leaving 96 square miles in 
Unincorporated control (~8% 
of total County) 
 
 
 

Source: City of San Antonio  

* ETJ = Extraterritorial Jurisdiction 



What are Current Tools for County 
Residents?  
 Annexation (COSA controlled) 
 Incorporation (COSA approval required) 
 Special Districts (COSA approval required; 

funding limitations) 
 Changes to Texas Law (Legislature controlled) 
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Study Components 
 Phase I 

• 1.2: City and County Legal Authority 
• Supplement: Neighborhood Revitalization Zones 
• 1.3: Analysis of Annexations in the County 
• Supplement: Basics of Annexation in Texas 
• 1.4: Analysis of Incorporations in the County 
• 1.5: Special Districts and Financing Tools 

 Phase II: Fiscal Impact Analysis of Annexation and 
Incorporation 

 Phase III: Service Delivery and Fiscal Sustainability 
Recommendations 

 Addendum: Comparison of Study Recommendations 
to COSA 2014 Priority Annexation Areas 
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Phase I  
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Phase I  
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Phase I  
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Phase I  
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Phase I  
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Phase I 
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Phase II: Fiscal Impact Analysis of 
Annexation and Incorporation  
1. To identify potential areas for annexation by the 

City of San Antonio 
• In particular, areas that make sense for COSA to annex 

from a fiscal perspective 
2. To provide information for areas considering 

incorporation 
• In particular, illustrate potential costs to provide city-

like services compared to potential revenues 
• A sample of proxy municipalities were used to create a 

“prototype” municipality to test incorporation 
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Phase II: Fiscal Impact Analysis of 
Annexation and Incorporation  
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Phase II: Fiscal Impact Analysis of 
Annexation and Incorporation  
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Fiscal Context 

 Given revenue structure of municipalities in 
County, residential development does not pay 
for itself—unless high enough value 
• For example, City of San Antonio’s General Fund is 

• Property tax = 27 % 
• Sales tax = 24% 
• CPS = 31% 
• All other = 18% 

• With sales tax comprising almost a quarter of 
revenue, residential is at a disadvantage 
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City of San Antonio Annexation Policy 
 Strategies 

• Promote Economic Development  
• Facilitate Long-Range Planning  
• Protect Future Development  
• Foster Intergovernmental Cooperation 

 Six Policy Statements: Evaluate areas for 
annexation based on . . .  
• Existing or planned level of development 
• Service delivery needs 
• Need to protect public health, safety, and welfare 
• Intergovernmental relations 
• Fiscal considerations 
• Consideration of non-annexation agreements 
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COSA Annexation Policy and Program 
 “San Antonio should use annexation as a means of extending the 

City’s land use regulations and building codes to protect future 
development from inadequate design and construction standards 
that may proliferate in unincorporated areas.” (page 7; COSA 
Annexation Policy; February 14, 2013) 

 
 Southside Limited 

Purpose Annexation 
illustrates the 
implementation of 
components of the 
Policy 

 



22 

Phase III: Recommendations 
 Annexation analysis uses 

COSA’s Annexation Policy 
as framework and fiscal 
impact results 
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County Study: Findings and 
Recommendations 
 North West and North East sub-areas generate  

positive fiscal results and meet other criteria—
good candidates for annexation and potentially 
incorporation 
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 Other criteria identifies the West Central and 
East Loop sub-areas as good candidates for 
annexation 
 

County Study: Findings and 
Recommendations 
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Addendum: Comparison with COSA 
Annexation Program 
 County Study Recommended Sub-Areas 
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Addendum: Comparison with COSA 
Annexation Program 
 City of San Antonio analyzed 30 sub-areas in 

ETJ for annexation consideration 
 Criteria used:  

1) Existing or planned level of development 
2) Fiscal considerations 
3) Service needs delivery 
4) Public health, safety and welfare 
5) Intergovernmental relations/jurisdictional boundaries 
6) Non-annexation agreements 
7) Municipal services to be provided 
8) Fiscal impact analysis 

 
Source: City of San Antonio Agenda Memorandum and Presentation, City Council B Session (Nov. 12, 2014) 
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Addendum: COSA Annexation Program 

 5 Priority Areas 
• I-10 West* 
• 281 North* 
• I-10 East* 
• Hwy 151^ 
• Hwy 90 / 1604^ 

 
* Proposed for 2015 
^ Proposed for 2016 
 
 
Source: City of San Antonio Agenda 
Memorandum and Presentation, City 
Council B Session (Nov. 12, 2014) 
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Addendum: Overlap between County Study 
and COSA Annexation Program 

Note: City Priority Annexation Area boundaries were drawn by TischlerBise to reflect approximate sub-area locations based on City of San Antonio Priority 
Annexation Study Area maps and may not be exact.  
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County Study: Other Recommendations 

 Encourage broad application and 
implementation of COSA Annexation Policy 

 Convene “regional growth coalition” 
 Engage Unincorporated Area residents on 

service level discussion 
• Implement “Code of the West” campaign as means 

to convey expectations 
 Explore retail potential with market study 
 Explore regional revenue sharing between 

cities and counties 
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County Study: Other Recommendations 

 Continue fiscal assessments on smaller sub-
areas to determine fiscal sustainability of 
annexation, incorporation, or special districts 

 Assist communities to explore revenue 
enhancement options—particularly those 
interested in incorporating  

 Assist communities to develop community 
capacity—particularly those interested in 
incorporating  
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Conclusion 

 County Study effort to date has been technical 
and policy analyses 

 Is it time to take a step back and think about 
findings . . . 
• What does it mean to a citizen in Unincorporated 

Area?  
• What are appropriate approaches in different parts 

of the County? Not a one-size-fits-all remedy. 
• Who are the appropriate actors to address and work 

to resolve issues and needs?  
 Questions/Discussion  
 

 
 



Thank you 

www.TischlerBise.com 
 

 
TischlerBise 

800/424-4318 
julie@tischlerbise.com 
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