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Discussion Topic: Mixed Use Developments & Centers in North Texas

This topic examines the physical configurations, typologies and distribution of the approximately 214 mixed-use developments and centers that have been identified
(as planned and ongoing, or built), within the 16 county region. This particular discussion concentrates on the existing and projected distribution of these types of
developments in the region based on the five scenarios under investigation. Regional examples will be used to illustrate various typologies and their effectiveness in
accommodating sustainable growth and density within the region.

Selected Indicators

In the first portion of our study published last year in “Regional Choices for North Texas” (Mixed-Use Developments & Centers), mixed-use development is
defined as three or more significant uses that have significant functional and physical integration of project components (and thus a relatively close-knit and itensive
use of land), including uninterrupted pedestrian connections; and Development in conformance with a coherent plan that frequently stipulates the type and scale of
uses, permitted densities, and related items (See Schwanke, 2003; Witherspoon and Abbett, 1976; and Regional Choices for North Texas, 2008 for details). In
short, the definition used in this study described developments that essentially include Ziving, working and entertaining/shopping. The physical configuration of
mixed-use developments/centers (whether they are vertical or horizontal in architectural character) is defined in four broad categories:

e  Mixed-use tower,

o Integrated multitower structures,

e Mixed-use town centers/urban villages/districts (Schwanke, 2003),

o Traditional/Historic town centers, Main Street Districts, downtowns,

neighborhood districts, and Central Business Districts (Ozdil, 2008).

Current review of the data collected within the past year illustrates that there are
currently 214 built or planned and ongoing mixed-use developments and centers
within the 16 county North Central Texas Region (See Figure 3). While physical
typologies are not exhaustive, these developments are commonly presented by the
stakeholders as Mixed-Use Centers, Transit-Oriented Developments, Town
Centers, Urban Villages, Neighborhood Centers, Historic Districts, Community
Centers, Lifestyle Centers, and Entertainment Districts in the region.

This particular discussion primarily concentrates on the indicators such as
physical configuration and typologies of mixed-use developments and centers (see
the definition above) as well as the typologies and intensities of uses that currently
exist within them in order to address how selection, placement, and distribution
of mixed-use developments and centers may potentially benefit to the region
under various scenarios. Although, it 1s speculative, and open to discussion in this
workshop, it 1s suggested in the following sections that the effect of such
developments on selected key indicators such as density, share of population,

health and walkability will vary under the different scenarios. Figure 3. Existing Distributions of Mixed-Use Developments and Centers
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Impacts on the Region’s Future

Further study of the mixed-use developments and centers illustrates
the possible impacts of these developments on selected quality
indicators for the whole for the region. Five alternative development
scenarios on mixed-use developments and centers are speculated
and the mmplications to the regional development are discussed (See
Table 1). For example, under the Business as Usual scenario the
immpact of the various, mixed-use types would be that density, sense
of “community,” and walkability would likely not increase, while
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) would continue to increase.
Communities would remain unconnected, mostly horizontal, and
continue to move out further toward the agricultural edges. Green
mfrastructure, character and identity would likely see a decline.
Inner-city mixed-use developments and traditional centers would be
likely to see an ongoing deterioration and random pockets of
transition. Under the Connected Centers and Return on Investment
scenarios the various mixed-use developments would likely have a
more favorable impact as they encourage increased density,
walkability, reduced VMT} less intrusion into the green
infrastructure; and an increased sense of character and identity.
Under the Green Region scenario mixed-use centers would be
more clustered giving more opportunities for non-auto travel

within the community and promoting environmental quality.

Implications for the Region

The existing development pattern of our region illustrates that certain type of
mixed-use developments and centers may be likely to promote certain
population and job densities (See Table 2). Under the Business As Usual
scenario it 1s likely that the scattered development pattern of mixed-use centers
which primarily support private investment concerns may continue. This
pattern of development would likely to promote additional sprawl and further
exploitation of the green infrastructure. Appropriate mix of uses within the
framework of other scenarios such as Return on Investment and Green
Region could potentially generate more small scale but compact self-sustaining
communities that would potentially contribute to larger sustainable regional
vision. It is also noted that if mixed-use developments and centers become
favored choice of land-use type for the region, then future planning for the

Vision North Texas

Wnderstanding Our Options for Growth

Impacts of Mixed-Use on | Business As | Connected | Return on | Diverse, Distinct | Green
Alternatives Usual Centers Investment | Communities Region
Density -/o o/+ -/o/+ o/+ +
Mised U ommnites | O - /ol o+ of+
Housing diversity -/o o/+ + + o/+
Ability to reduce obesity -Jo/+ o/+ o/+ of+ +
Proximity to open space - -/o/+ -/o/+ -/of+ +
Automobile VMT -/o o/+ + of+ of+
Non-Auto Travel

(Walk, Bike, Transio ] o ’ oft ’
Access to jobs - + + + o/t
Crime -/o -/o -/o -/o/+ -/o/+
Education - o/+ of/+ of/+ o/+
Air quality - + + + +
Energy consumption -/o -/of+ -/o o/+ +
Highway lanes/miles - -/o/+ -/o -/o o/+
Character/identity -/o -/o/+ -/o/+ + +

Table 1. Potential impacts of Mixed-use Developments/Centers on some key issues for the Region
Legend: + Positive Effect - Negative Effect O Neutral effect

Mixed-Use & Density | Range A | Range B | Range C' | Range D | Range E

Households (per acre) 0to 4 Lo 8 810 19 1216 16 16 to 20 or
more

Jobs (peracre) 0to6 61018 | 181030 | 801041 | HD30r
more

Mixed-Use Tower - - - + +

Integrated Multitower i i i N .

Structure

Mixed-Use Town

Centers, Urban Villages, - + + + +

& Districts

Traditional/Historic . . + . +

Town Centers

Vertical Mixed-Use - + + + +

Horizontal Mixed-Use + + + + -

Table 2. Occurrence of Mixed-use Developments/Centers by Type and Intensity Range

Legend: + Likely to Occur - Not Likely to Occur
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most appropriate mixed-use typology with appropriate design would become a
key issue to accommodate larger population and job densities. For example,

Figure 4 illustrates how mixed-use examples in the region accommodate different
number of residential units per acre.

Action Tools

It 1s critical for decision makers to further examine the existing conditions of
various mixed-use developments and centers in the region in order to inform
physical configuration, placement, and distribution of future such developments
for the scenarios under review. Existing distribution of mixed-use developments
and centers must be also examined i conjunction with larger regional patterns
such as access to multi-modal transportation networks, proximity to high density
clusters and employment centers, and connection to green infrastructure in order
for them to be preferred choice of development types under various scenarios.
To create less auto dependent, low impact, self-sustaining communities in the
region land-use practices that promote high density clusters with balanced
combination of diverse uses, with access to multi modal transportation networks
should be further scrutinized by the stakeholders. Although, it is speculative and
open to discussion, mixed-used developments and centers likely to be preferred
choice of development types especially in the scenarios such as Return on
Investment, Green Region and Connected Centers.

Yet to Come
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The Mondrizn at Cityplace (Integrated Structura)

Plano Eastside Village (Integrated Structure)
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Figure 4. Existing Distributions of Mixed-Use Developments and Centers

o Detailed regional case studies on design, implementation, and impact of Mixed-use developments and centers to set examples for the future,

e Detailed study of Transit Oriented Developments.
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Discussion Topic: Design Choices for Public Places - Creating Value

Public places are made up of four types of public systems which include transportation, architecture,
parks and open spaces and surface water. Public places that are designed to incorporate more than
one of these systems generate more value. In addition, the design of public places in this region should
be measured by the quadruple net (economic, social/cultural, environmental and visual) value that it
generates for its specific location and the region.

Selected Indicators

The measure of the quadruple net value of a public place is demonstrated by case studies such as
Millennium Park in Chicago, IL; Louisville Waterfront Park in Louisville, KY; and the San Antonio
River in San Antonio, TX. The value generated by the investment in these public places 1s measured
and continually evaluated as these places mature. The location of future public places in this region
should reflect a thoughtful process that evaluates quadruple net value, connectivity, sustainability and
icorporation of multiple public systems into the design. Also, future public places should not be
designed to satisfy a purely functional program but should reflect a balance between function and
aesthetics.

Impacts on the Region’s Future

The impacts of these alternative scenarios on public places are summarized in the table on the next page.

Implications for the Region

The case study 1s Millennium Park in Chicago, IL. This case study demonstrates the value generated
by a holistic design approach that creates economic, social/cultural, environmental and visual benefits
in an urban setting. Future regional public spaces can benefit from this approach to planning and
design.
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Impact of Alternative Scenarios on Public Places

Key Public Places Business As Connected Diverse
. Return on .. .
Indicators Usual Centers Distinct Green Region
Investment . ..
Communities
Economic value Economic value
. . Social/cultural value . Social/cultural value
Economic Economic value Economic value

Value Generated

(bottom line)

Social/cultural value

Environmental value
Visual value
(quadruple net value)

Visual value

Environmental value
Visual value
(quadruple net value)

Public System that is
Incorporated

Single focused approach
that doesn’t incorporate all
four systems

Typically focused on the
transportation systems and
centers and lacks a holistic

approach that includes
other systems

A greater return will be
realized by incorporating all
four systems into future
public place design

Typically focused on
architecture and
development centers
and not other systems

Parks & Open Space System and
Surface Water System will be
mcorporated in this scenario - can
include other systems if designed
comprehensively

Connectivity &
Sustainability

Typically focused on the
functionality of one system
and not contextually
oriented. Solutions are not
oriented to sustainability.

Strong focus on
connectivity but may
create sustainability gaps

Connectivity &
sustainability are enhanced
as a result of generating
quadruple net value

Less focused on
connectivity but may
generate sustainable

solutions

Connectivity is increased within the
natural open space & drainage
patterns. Development patterns
respond to natural systems, thus
generating sustainable solutions.

Action Tools

e  Create guidelines for public place development that incorporate general measurements for quadruple net value. For example:
0 Economic Value - taxable value of the property after improvements; tax revenue created after development (5 year model); income model; tourism; etc.
0 Social/Cultural Value - visitation to the place; educational opportunities; public access days; public art displays; public transportation access; safety and

securlty; etc

0 Environmental Value - LEED; porous surface and green surface requirements; landscape requirements; storm water management; environmental

education, etc.

0 Visual Value - safe and secure place; contextual or iconic architecture; high maintenance standards and funding; public art; way-finding; etc.

e Generate a regional master plan that identifies the four types of public systems in the region which will guide the creation of community scale plans. These
plans will identify where these systems intersect, where gaps exist for future public places, connectivity gaps, and areas for enhancement.

o  Identify general guidelines to enhance connectivity and generate economic, social and environmental sustainability throughout the region.

Yet to Come

Currently evaluating other case studies that evaluate the quadruple net value created through good design.
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Discussion Topic: Design Choices for Traditional Centers & Edge Cities

This session will discuss urban design 1ssues related to Traditional Centers & Edge Cities of varying sizes and scales, of both large and small populated centers. This
session will help you determine how your city’s center could be impacted by projected regional growth - and most importantly, what urban design actions can lead
your community’s center to a desirable regional pattern with economic success and a sustainable development mix.

Selected Indicators

1. Mixed Use - The vertical integration of different land uses into one multi-story building. An example of mixed use development (MXD) is residential over street
level office and/or retail. (Mixed use developments & centers discussion topic also includes some definitions)

2. Parking Aggregated - Group parking together as to share need from different properties. This parking, depending on the need, can take the form of a surface lot
or a structured parking garage.

3. High Density - Many times the centers of a community will have its highest density. This density can be reflected in the recommendations for building heights; 2
floor, 3 floors, 4 floors and 5+ floors.

4. Housing - Residential housing 1s a must for a true center within a community. A recommendation of the gross land area within a traditional or edge city core
environment that 1s identified for housing of some type (lofts, townhomes, live work units, condominium, apartments, etc.) can be:

50%, 409%, 25% or a minimum 15%.

5. Public Green Space - Traditional centers often have a central green space as a focal point. This green space can have a theme (history, civic, etc) and a set of
uses for special events (festivals, music concerts, sports, arboretum and/or passive enjoyment, etc). The general size of these green spaces can vary according to
density patterns, street grids and many others. The following are a range of green space sizes to consider:

1 city block, 2 city blocks, and 4 city blocks.

6. Transit System - Transit is vital to the success of a community center. Options for transit include the following: shuttle, bus, LRT (light rail), modern streetcar,
and heavy rail.

7. Pedestrian Orientation - Centers need to have a safe and understandable network for pedestrian movement. This network includes wide sidewalks, ample
streetscape furnishings, lighting and access for all citizens. (Yes or No)

8. Land Use Pattern - Community centers should have a diverse pattern of land uses - 1.e. a great mix of places accommodating a broad mix of developments. A
recommendation would desire: a minimum of 9 different land use categories in the center’s core, next a minimum of 7 land uses, next 5 different land use types.

9. Urbanism - The above set of indicators define a pattern of urban development. Research, placemaking desires and citizen input can establish three different
levels for this urban typology within traditional centers & edge cities - we recommend a high, medium and low level.

Implications for the Region: Case Studies
Denton McKinney Midlothian Pilot Point Red Oak
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Design Choices for Traditional Centers & Edge Cities

Indicators / Urban Design Chorces

Mixed Use

Parking Aggregated
High Density

Housing

Public Green Space
Transit System
Pedestrian Orientation

Land Use Pattern
Urbanism

Case Study - Centers
Denton's McKinney's Midlothian's Pilot Point's Red Oak's
Downtown Downtown Downtown Downtown Town Center
MXD MXD MXD MXD MXD
Garage & Lots Garage & Lots Garage & Lots Lots Lots
5+ Floors 5+ Floors 4 Floors 2 Floors 2 Floors
50% 50% 25% 15% 15%
4 Blocks 4 Blocks 2 Blocks 1 Block 1 Block
All Systems All Systems All Systems Shuttle, Bus & Rail Shuttle, Bus & Rail
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
9 Use Pattern 9 Use Pattern 9 Use Pattern 5 Use Pattern 5 Use Pattern
High High Medium Medium Low

Case Study Findings: The following generally describes the alternative scenarios and their relationship to design choices for Traditional Center & Edge Cities.

1. Connected Centers
2. Return on Investment

3. Diverse & Distinct Communities

4. Green Region
Urbanism (All)

5. Business as Usual

Action Tools

MXD, Parking Aggregated, High Density, Housing, Green Space, Transit, Land Use Pattern & Urbanism

MXD, Parking Aggregated, High Density, Transit

MXD, Parking Aggregated, High Density, Housing, Green Space, Transit, Land Use Pattern, Ped. Orientation &

Urbanism (All)

MXD, Parking Aggregated, High Density, Housing, Green Space, Transit, Land Use Pattern, Pedestrian Orientation &

Transit

Tools to further sustainable development include a Future Land Use Plan, Mixed Use Development districts in a community’s Development Code, a Form Based

Code (center specific area), a Transportation Plan, Regional Cooperation Agreements and Sustainability Action Plan & Development Practices.

Yet to Come

Additional findings and details to follow.
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Discussion Topic: Smart Design Choices for Inner Tier Communities & Neighborhoods

Two recent projects in downtown Dallas dispel a couple of commonly held beliefs - that we can’t provide quality affordable or workforce housing in or near the
CBD and you that must have a car to live in Dallas.

Selected Indicators

- Existing Economic & Social Characteristics
- Existing Development Pattern near Center
- Density Pattern

Impacts on the Region’s Future

‘While these project do not represent a broad analysis of the of the entire region, they will provide
examples that should facilitate discussion of the relationship of the choices in developing inner tier
communities with the five alternative scenarios

Implications for the Region

Two Case Study Examples will be examined.

CitWalk@Akard

This project is an adaptive reuse of an office building in the Dallas CBD that has stood vacant for
10 years. The project will provide affordable housing for 138 working persons/families (most who
will work downtown), 50 formerly homeless individuals that have been referred by partnering
agencies and 12 market rate lease units. Located directly in the CBD and two blocks from a
DART Light Rail station, the project provides a viable opportunity to live in Dallas without owning
a car. Housing density: 200 units residing on .90 acres equating to approximately 224 units per
acre.

Buzz Lofts

Buzz 1s an innovative development of 49 condominiums located on the fringe of the Dallas CBD
i an urban renewal area. The urban infill project provides both workforce units and moderately
priced market rate units. Located just three blocks from a DART Light Rail station, and each
resident has been provided an electric moped and free moped charging station. This project
provides a viable opportunity to live in Dallas with limited or no dependence on an automobile.
Many sustainable strategies were implemented in the construction of the project, including:
rainwater collection, xeriscaping, bamboo flooring and the use of recycled materials. Housing
density: 49 units residing on 32,000 square feet equating to 66 units per acre.
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Action Tools

Tools for development of smarter inner tier communities will likely include:

- Land Use Planning

- Form Based Codes

- Transportation Planning

- Regional Cooperation Agreements

Yet to Come

More in depth presentations of these and other case studies
will be offered in September.

Vision North Texas
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Case Studies and Relevance to Alternative Scenarios

: Business As Diverse
Case Studies Connected Return on o Green
Usual Distinct .
Centers Investment . Region
Communities
CityWalk@Akard P
[ ) [ ) [ )
Buzz Lofts P P
o o
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Discussion Topic: Smart Design Choices for Outer Tier Communities & Neighborhoods

A discussion of two large scale planned communities that illustrate interesting new ideas for alternative to “business as usual” in suburban and apartment
communities.

Selected Indicators

- Existing Economic & Social Characteristics
- Existing Development Pattern near Center
- Density Pattern

Impacts on the Region’s Future

‘While these projects do not represent a broad analysis of the entire region, they will
provide examples that should facilitate discussion of the relationship of the choices in
developing inner tier communities with the five alternative scenarios.

Implications for the Region
Two Case Study Examples will be examined.

Vitruvian Park

The 99 acre mixed-use master plan redevelops a region formerly occupied by
apartments that had exceeded their useful life. The redevelopment increases the
density and provides a mix of uses in a pedestrian friendly district with an abundance of
outdoor spaces and other neighborhood community activity centers. Density: 5500
planned units within the overall 99 acres provide 55 units per acre in addition to 300,
000 s.f. of office space, retail and many acres of green space and parks

Montgomery Farm

More than 250 acres of permanent private green space have been integrated into the
pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods of the 500-acre development, creating an oasis of
meadows and natural preserves surrounded by neighborhoods, retail, and workplaces.
The result 1s an example of how developers and communities can work together to
conserve a community’s precious resources. Within the overall master plan are a variety
of densities in housing and the Waters Creek mixed use center. A portion of the plan
mcorporates a neighborhood to be developed in accordance with the LEED ND
criteria. This neighborhood provides an example suburban development that i1s smart
and sustainable. Density: 7.2 units per acre for the LEED ND neighborhood.
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Action Tools

Tools for development of smarter outer tier communities will likely include:

- Land Use Planning

- Form Based Codes

- Transportation Planning

- Regional Cooperation Agreements

Yet to Come

More in depth presentations of these and other case studies
will be offered in September.

Vision North Texas
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Case Studies and Relevance to Alternative Scenarios

: Business As Diverse
Case Studies Connected Return on .. Green
Usual Distinct .
Centers Investment .. Region
Communities
Vitruvian Park 5
([ J [ ) ;
Montgomery Farm
£ Ty P ° °
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Vision North Texas Research Contributors

This important discussion about the best futures for North Texas would not be possible without the expertise and involvement of the individuals who serve on the
Alternatives Research Team and of the organizations they represent. These contributors are listed below.

Petrine Abrahams, University of Texas at Arlington, School of Architecture
Ard Anjomani, University of Texas at Arlington, School of Urban & Public
Affairs

Gil Barnett, Chiang, Patel & Yerby, Inc.

Barbara Becker, University of Texas at Arlington, School of Urban & Public
Affairs

Timothy Bray, University of Texas at Dallas, Institute for Urban Policy
Research

Lou Brewer, Tarrant County Public Health

Tom Brink, RTKL

John Brookby, DFW Commercial Development & ULI Sustainability
Committee

Sam Brush, North Central Texas Council of Governments

Jack Buchanan, University of Texas at Arlington, School of Architecture
Ignacio Bunster-Ossa, Wallace Roberts & Todd

Jim Chlup, Jacobs

Donna Coggeshall, North Central Texas Council of Governments
Cameron Curtis, Turner Construction & ULI Sustainability Committee
Duane Dankesreiter, North Central Texas Council of Governments
Francois de Kock, Halff Associates Inc.

Betsy Del Monte, The Beck Group & ULI Sustainability Committee
Kristen Diehl, North Central Texas Council of Governments

Erich Dohrer, RTKL

Mike Eastland, North Central Texas Council of Governments

Douglas Fabio, Tarrant County Public Health

Robert Folzenlogen, Hillwood Development

Don Gatzke, University of Texas at Arlington, School of Architecture
Frank Gilstrap, Texas AgriLIFE Research

Farzine Hakimi, HOK

Steve Houser, Arborilogical Services

Kent Hurst, University of Texas at Arlington, School of Urban & Public Affairs
Lyssa Jenkens, Dallas Regional Chamber

Dennis Jerke, Jacobs

Amy Kaarlela, Freese and Nichols, Inc.

Keith Kennedy, North Central Texas Council of Governments
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Dan Kessler, North Central Texas Council of Governments

Alan Klein, University of Texas at Arlington

Ann Kovich, Halff Associates

Martin Krueger, HNTB Corporation

Rick Leisner, Jacobs

Bill Lewis, Region C Water Planning Group

Jianhing Li, University of Texas at Arlington, School of Urban & Public Affairs
Patrick Mandapaka, North Central Texas Council of Governments
Scott Miller, North Central Texas Council of Governments

Nick Nelson, Teague, Nall & Perkins

Taner Ozdil, University of Texas at Arlington, School of Architecture & Texas
A&M Urban Solutions Center

Jan Parker, Tarrant County Public Health

John Promise, North Central Texas Council of Governments
Brandi Reaves, HNTB Corporation

Jim Richards, Townscape

David Rodriguez, Ware Architecture & ULI Sustainability Committee
Mary Saunders, Tarrant County Public Health

Rob Seeds, North Central Texas Council of Governments

Jim Sellards, City of Farmers Branch

Richard Shaffer, Chiang, Patel & Yerby, Inc.

Clovis Steib, U.S. EPA Region 6

Janet Stephens, North Central Texas Council of Governments

Alan Stewart, Odyssey Investments & ULI Sustainability Committee
Pat Taylor, University of Texas at Arlington, School of Architecture
Jack Tidwell, North Central Texas Council of Governments

Karen Walz, Strategic Community Solutions

Monty Watson, Rockpoint Finance & ULI Sustainability Committee
Karla Weaver, North Central Texas Council of Governments

Joe Wells, Dallas County

Phillip Williams, Emerson Partners & ULI Sustainability Committee
David Williamson, Omniplan & ULI Sustainability Committee
Dennis Wilson, Townscape

Clint Wolfe, Texas Agrilife Research and Extension Center
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Vision North Texas Advisors

These individuals provide overall guidance, input and expertise to Vision North Texas.

Name Terri Adkisson, Adkisson Consulting
Bill Bancroft, Conbrio

Brian Berry, School of Economic, Political
and Policy Sciences, University of Texas at
Dallas

Gyna Bivens, North Texas LEAD

Bonnie Bowman, Tarrant Coalition for
Environmental Awareness

George Campbell, City of Denton
Suzanne Cartwright, Urban Land Institute
Rene Castilla, Northlake College, Dallas
County Community College District

Steve Cavender, River Legacy Foundation
Robert Cluck, City of Arlington

Fernando Costa, City of Fort Worth

Peter Coughlin, Matthews Southwest/ The
Coughlin Company

William Dahlstrom, Connemara
Conservancy

Melissa Dailey, Downtown Fort Worth, Inc.
Bob Day, Broadway Eye Center

Jyl DeHaven, Prism 3 Solutions, LL.C
Betsy Del Monte, The Beck Group

Lyle Dresher, Town of Argyle

Mike Eastland, North Central Texas
Council of Governments

Ruben Esquivel, The University of Texas
Southwestern Medical Center

Lois Finkelman, The National Recreation
and Park Association

Robert Folzenlogen, Hillwood Development
Jim Foster, Dallas County

Jerry Frank

Robert Galecke, University of Dallas

Don Gatzke, UT Arlington
Mike Guyton, Oncor Electric Delivery

Jeff Hanson, Texas Instruments

Nancy Hardie, Industrial Electric
Equipment, Inc.

Don Herzog, North Texas Developer
Council

Steve Houser, Arborilogical Services, The
Tree Care Experts

Lyssa Jenkens, Dallas Regional Chamber

Jill Jordan, City of Dallas

Margaret Keliher, Texas Business for Clean
Air

Karl Komatsu, Komatsu Architecture
Linda Koop, City of Dallas

Ann Kovich, Halff Associates

Rick Lambert, Greater Dallas Planning
Council

Paul Lehner

Lorenzo Littles, Enterprise Community
Partners, Inc.

G. K. Maenius, Tarrant County

Albert Martin, North Texas Housing
Coalition

Gary Martin, BGO Architects

Maher Maso, City of Frisco

Diana Miller, Johnson County Economic
Development Corporation

Bill Miller, Allegiant Integrated Solutions
Bijan Mohraz, Southern Methodist
University

Ron Natinsky, City of Dallas

Alfreda Norman, Federal Reserve Bank of
Dallas
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Theresa O'Donnell, City of Dallas

Jim Oliver, Tarrant Regional Water District
Dan Petty, North Texas Commission
Phillip Poole, Townsite Company LLC
Urban Development

John Promise, NCTCOG

David Rodriguez, Ware Architecture
Jack Romigh, AIA Fort Worth

Paris Rutherford, Catalyst Urban
Development, LI.C

Danny Scarth, City of Fort Worth

Mike Simpson, Arts of Collin County
Michael Sorrell, Paul Quinn College

Alan Stewart, Odyssey Investments & ULI
North Texas

Carol Strain-Burk, City of Lancaster

Nat Tate, The Nathan Lawrence Group
John Terrell, DFW International Airport
Allison Thompson, City of Cedar Hill
Frank Turner, City of Plano

Peter Vargas, City of Allen

John Walsh, Urban Land Institute North
Texas

Libby Watson, Strategic Collaboration, LLLC
Joe Wells, Dallas County

Ron Whitehead, Town of Addison

Libby Willis, Oakhurst Neighborhood
Association

Jerry Wimpee, Rockwall County
Matthew Young, ULI Young Leaders
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Vision North Texas Sponsors

Vision North Texas 1s able to carry out this initiative because of the support of its sponsors. The 2009 sponsors are listed below.
e Platinum & Charter Sponsors

UT ARLINGTON«

Gold Sponsors e Bronze Sponsors e Iron Sponsors
0 AlA Fort Worth 0 Dallas Baptist University
0 Fort Worth Transportation 0 North Texas Commission
H LLWO OD Authority 0 Arborilogical Services
0 Greater Dallas Planning 0 Freese & Nichols Inc.
A PEROT COMPANY Council 0 Halff Associates
e Silver Sponsors 0 NorthwesF Communities e Other Private Sponsors
0 Deedie & Rusty Rose Partnership . o 0 HNTB Corporation
0 Urban Land Institute 0 Tarrant Regional Water District

0 Trinity River Vision Authority

e Public Sponsors e Public Sponsors (cont’d.) e Public Sponsors (cont’d.)
0 City of Allen 0 City of Garland 0 Ellis County
0 City of Arlington 0 City of Haltom City 0 Tarrant County
0 (City of Benbrook 0 City of Hurst 0 Town of Addison
0 City of Burleson 0 City of Irving 0 Town of Fairview
0 City of Carrollton 0 City of Kerens 0 Town of Trophy Club
0 City of Colleyville 0 City of Lancaster
0 City of Coppell 0 City of McKinney
0 City of Decatur 0 City of Melissa
0 City of Denton 0 City of Mesquite
0 City of DeSoto 0 City of Midlothian
0 City of Farmers Branch 0 City of North Richland Hills
0 City of Fate 0 City of Richardson
0 City of Ferris 0 City of Seagoville
0 City of Fort Worth 0 City of Weatherford
0 City of Frisco 0 Dallas County





