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and IGR in Texas

nd/or expand the

= Annexation power in lieu of state funding



> ETJ

> Authority v. Procedures



king the validity of a city's
arranto proceeding, unless

adural requirements in the
)n power may render an

3ve held that an annexation

pality's authority (and are wholly
void) w n:
1)  exceeds the statutory limits on size;
2) attempts to annex areas within the jurisdiction of another city;
3) attempts to annex areas not contiguous with city limits; and
) attempts to annex an area with an open boundary description.



annex adjacent territory
 residents or voters of the
y of the owners of land in
g conditions are met:

ation of 1,000 or more and is
not elic -rule charter;
»the procec orescribed by this chapter are met;

»the municipality must be providing the area with water or
sewer service;
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ENERAL LAW MUNICIPALITY
NAREA L6C § 43,033

Jjacent territory without the consent
a and without the consent of any of
the following conditions are met:

ory in excess of one acre for each
2 service; or
unicipality and the municipality is a

the service pla quires that police and fire protection at a level
consistent with protection provided within the municipality must be

provided to the area within 10 days after the effective date of the
annexation;

= the municipality and the affected landowners have not entered an

agreement to not annex the area for a certain time period; and . . .



Alth UB@E{/ pf Home Rule
Milnicipality to Annex

nexation plan



aC 4205100

0 an area proposed for

separate tracts of land on
dwellings are located on

petition of more than 5o
owners in the area proposed
or petition of the qualified voters
/ owners as provided by Subchapter B;

or real prop
= the area is or was the subject of:

+ anindustrial district contract under § 42.044; or

+ astrategic partnership agreement under § 43.0751;



s that term is defined by §

3.026, 43.027, 43.029, Or

within the boundaries of a

nes that the annexation of the
o0 protect the area proposed for
annexation or the municipality from:

* imminent destruction of property or injury to persons; or

+ a condition or use that constitutes a public or private nuisance
as defined by background principles of nuisance and property
law of this state.



he requirements of this
nnex two or more areas
no reason exists under
g principles and practices
f @ municipality proposes to
lon of this section, a person
residing In the area may petition the
municipality to include the area in the municipality's
annexation plan. If the municipality fails to take action on the
petition, the petitioner may request arbitration of the dispute.

sepa



Areas appraisedifor ad valorem tax X purposes
asia _JEr"‘El icultural; wildlife management, or

mbErdmanagement LGC § 43.035

n area that is appraised for
ral, wildlife management,
ity offers a development
uld:

traterritorial status of the area;
gulations and planning authority of

" City 't th the use of the area for agriculture,
wildlife ma

> A landowner may either: (1) accept the agreement; or (2)
decline to make the agreement and be subject to annexation.

An annexation without offering an agreement is void.



cefdires=Plan (3 Year Process)

ations/Arbitration

= Ordinance Adoption



\blishing a conclusive
ars that annexation
the consent of all
0 a city's challenges to
ation, including those
ased on consent. The city
e annexation several years
limitations had expired.

filec

after of

City of Celina, 2009 WL 2750978 (Or. A.G. Aug. 31,
2009)




to challenge municipality's
der plan exception) and
g the Landowners, to pay
ck's water and sewer utility
lon was not wholly void and
granted a private right to
warranto proceeding brought
proper means of attacking the

Round Rock Life Connection Church, Inc. v. City of Round Rock,
03-09-00523-CV, 20112 WL 589832 (Tex. App. Feb. 18, 2011),
review denied (July 1, 2011)




k Johnson and wife, Aliene
two Johnson companies,?
Lufkin (the City), on the
e Johnsons used their land
an the City was annexing the
e City, and thus whether they
nue a nonconforming use,
notwithstanding the new contrary zoning by the City.

City of Lufkin, 2012 WL 2393087 (Fla. A.G. June 26, 2012)
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