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Planning Commission and Comprehensive Plan Advisory Committee Joint Meeting  

July 16, 2025 

Summary of Input 

 

Description   

A joint meeting of the Planning Commission (PC) and Comprehensive Plan Advisory 

Committee (CPAC) was held on July 16, 2025 to provide an overview of the project, establish 

roles, and gather input from PC and CPAC through an interactive exercise. Input from the 

PC and CPAC on major concerns, needs, and opportunities facing the City was sought 

through an interactive real time polling activity. 

Summary of Results 

A summary of the responses received from the activity is included below. Percentages are 

rounded off to the nearest whole number.  

How long have you called Rosenberg home or owned property here?

 

Two thirds of respondents lived in Rosenberg for more than 10 years. The sample group 

reflected strong ties to the community. The largest group (27%) has lived in Rosenberg 
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for 11 to 20 years, indicating a strong mid-term resident base. Both the groups of 6-10 

year and 41-60 year categories each represent 20% of responses, showing notable 

populations of relatively newer and long-term residents. Short-term residents (0-5 years) 

and those in the 21-40 year range each account for 13% of the total, while the fewest 

respondents (7%) reported living in Rosenberg for over 60 years. This distribution 

highlights a balanced community mix with both new and long-established members. 

What do you like most about Rosenberg? 

 

The responses indicated that Rosenberg’s small-town feel was its most valued 

attribute, with 35% of participants highlighting it as what they liked most about the city. 

This was closely followed by a strong sense of community (21%) and accessibility (18%), 

suggesting that residents appreciated the social connectedness and the city’s convenient 

location. Other aspects that were highlighted included the historic downtown area (9%), 

shopping opportunities (9%), and recreational options (6%). A smaller number of 

respondents (3%) also mentioned affordability as a positive feature. Overall, the data 

reflected a community that valued its charm, connectedness, and livability. 
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What do you think the City is lacking? 

 

Infrastructure and capacity emerged as the most significant concern, cited by 32% of 

participants, indicating a need for upgrades to roads, utilities, and essential services to 

support growth. Revitalization and upkeep (16%) and entertainment options (16%) were 

also commonly mentioned, highlighting a desire for improved maintenance of existing 

spaces and more diverse recreational amenities. Additionally, retail options, parks and 

recreation, and trails and sidewalks were each noted by 10% of respondents, suggesting a 

call for better access to everyday services and active living amenities. Smaller portions of 

the community pointed to downtown improvements (6%) and green and digital technology 

(3%) as areas for attention. Collectively, the feedback suggests residents are seeking both 

foundational upgrades and quality-of-life enhancements across the city. 
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Looking into the future, what opportunities should the City focus on? 

 

Based on community input, 29% of the respondents expressed interest in entertainment 

and recreation sectors. This reflects a strong public interest in expanding leisure activities, 

cultural events, and family-friendly destinations. Community planning and identity 

followed closely at 19%, suggesting residents are eager for thoughtful growth that 

reinforces Rosenberg’s unique character and long-term vision. Priorities also include 

facilities and infrastructure (both at 13%), emphasizing the need for improved public 

amenities and foundational systems to support the city’s development. Additionally, 

employment opportunities and economic growth (10%) signal a desire for job creation and 

business investment. Smaller but notable focuses include connectivity and retail (6% each), 

and affordable housing (5%), rounding out a picture of a community that seeks both 

economic growth and a vibrant, livable environment. 
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What are your concerns about the future of Rosenberg that need to be addressed? 

 

There were strong concerns about the current condition of the City’s infrastructure, 

with 44% identifying it as the most pressing issue for Rosenberg’s future. This 

overwhelming response underscores the urgency for the city to address aging systems, 

road capacity, drainage, and utilities to keep pace with growth. Crime (15%), revitalization, 

and property maintenance (12%) were also major concerns, reflecting safety and 

maintenance as critical to preserving quality of life. Facilities and services (9%) and 

maintaining community identity (9%), and economic balance (9%) were also noted, 

suggesting that as Rosenberg grows, residents want to ensure that services remain 

accessible, and the city retains its unique character while maintaining the economic 

balance. Lesser but still relevant concerns included traffic management and downtown 

improvements (3%), pointing to the need for thoughtful planning in mobility, business 

development, and urban revitalization. 
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If you left Rosenberg today and returned in 10 years, what would you want to see? 

 

Authenticity and visual appeal stood out as the top priority (33%), expressing a desire 

for a city that maintains its charm and attractiveness. This was followed by calls for resilient 

planning and adequate infrastructure (both at 17%), signaling a need for well-thought-out 

growth supported by reliable systems. Respondents also envisioned a vibrant downtown 

(13%) and a walkable, human-centered city (10%) indicating a preference for lively, 

accessible, and community-oriented spaces. Additional themes included green spaces and 

shade (7%) and support for more local businesses (3%), reflecting an interest in 

sustainability and a thriving local economy. These responses collectively point to a vision 

for a well-planned, connected, and character-rich Rosenberg in the years ahead. 
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Landuses - What do you like about the existing landuses? 

 

 

Retail, shopping, facilities & entertainment (26%) and parks & open space (26%) were 

the highest priority Vacant/farm land, variety of land uses, and downtown each received 

13%, while quality residential developments was also a priority at 9%. These results 

highlight a strong focus on expanding commercial and entertainment opportunities and 

enhancing park and open space amenities, with moderate interest in land use variety, 

downtown improvements, and maintaining some vacant/farm land, while residential 

development quality was less emphasized. 
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Landuses - What would you like to see in the future?  

 

 

The input indicated that parks, streetscapes, and open spaces (23%) were the highest 

priority, followed by residential (14%) and entertainment (14%). Commercial and retail each 

accounted for 11%, while local businesses and multi-family housing (townhouses/condos) 

were moderately valued at 6%. Business parks, farms, town centers, community facilities, 

and retirement housing each received 3%. Overall, participants emphasized enhancing 

parks and public spaces, supporting residential and entertainment options, and 

maintaining a balanced mix of commercial and retail uses, along with farms, business 

parks, and retirement housing. 
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Landuses - What would you not like to see  in the future?  

 

Conversely, participants expressed concern about cookie cutter developments (31%), 

automobile sales/tire shops (19%), industrial uses without adjacency standards (13%), 

and smoke shops (13%). Other undesirable uses included chain stores, gas stations, 

storage buildings, and strip malls. 

Overall, the feedback reflects a preference for vibrant, mixed-use development with high-

quality public spaces and entertainment options, while discouraging repetitive, generic 

development patterns and certain commercial or industrial uses that may detract from 

community character. 

Character & Image - What do you like about the City's character/image?  What would 

you want the City to look like in the future?  

The responses about Rosenberg’s character and image highlighted a desire to build on its 

historic downtown and small-town charm while improving its sense of place and visual 

identity. Many participants felt that Rosenberg lacked a distinct image, especially along 

IH‑69, and suggested creating unique branding, signage, and gateway features to 

strengthen the city’s identity. There was strong support for more public art, murals, and 

historic preservation, as well as adding restaurants, bars, live music, and coffee shops to 

make downtown more vibrant. Residents wanted uniform branding through signs, 

streetlights, and design themes, and better recognition of the city’s history, including the 
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railroad heritage and local landmarks like George Ranch and the Ft. Bend County 

Fairgrounds. Suggestions also included developing a new city center, enhancing 

walkability and trails, and requiring developers to contribute to public improvements. 

Overall, the community wanted Rosenberg to embrace its history while creating a more 

attractive, lively, and recognizable identity. 

Residential Uses - What do you like about the existing housing options? 

 

Respondents valued single-family homes the most (38%), followed by affordability 

(23%), older neighborhoods with large lots (23%), and variety in housing options (15%). 

A smaller percentage (8%) highlighted quality of housing as a positive factor. 

These results suggest that residents appreciate the traditional single-family housing stock 

and affordability, while also recognizing the appeal of larger lots in older neighborhoods 

and the importance of having diverse housing options. 
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Residential Uses - What would you like to see (or not) in the future?  

 

The responses about future residential uses showed that participants wanted to see 

diverse and affordable housing options (27%) and walkable developments with green 

spaces (19%). Cottage clusters, townhomes, rentals (15%) received moderate support and 

multi-family housing and condos and senior living were also viewed positively (12%). 

Traditional housing types like single-family homes, large-lot single-family homes received 

8%. General housing revitalization (each 4%) was less prioritized. Overall, the feedback 

indicated a strong preference for varied, affordable housing choices and pedestrian-

friendly, green neighborhoods rather than focusing on conventional single-family 

housing. 
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Non-residential Uses - What do you like about the existing non-residential uses? 

 

 

The responses about existing non-residential uses showed that participants most 

appreciated the variety and proximity of different uses (25%) and the presence of local 

and unique shops or restaurants (25%). Epicenter/entertainment options (15%) were 

also valued, while retail chains, commercial areas, and town center (each 10%) received 

moderate support. Manufacturing (5%) was the least appreciated. Overall, participants 

favored a mix of uses that provide convenience, unique local character, and entertainment 

opportunities rather than emphasizing manufacturing or generic retail. 
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Non-residential Uses - What would you like to see (or not) in the future? 

What People Do Not Want: 

• Certain Businesses: Strong opposition to vape shops, CBD stores, adult 

entertainment, tattoo shops, tire shops, used car lots, auto parts stores, and low-

income automotive-related businesses. 

• Over-Saturation: Too many gas stations, tire shops, construction lots, and 

mechanical yards. 

• Blight & Poor Aesthetics: Vacant lots, boarded-up buildings, rundown businesses, 

abandoned gas stations, and lack of screening/setbacks. 

• Homeless Camps: Concerns about homelessness impacting public spaces. 

What People want to See: 

• Unique and Local Businesses: More specialty shops, small businesses, mom-and-

pop restaurants, and less fast food. 

• Entertainment & Nightlife: Interest in nightlife options, bars, and unique mixed-use 

developments. 

• Redevelopment & Beautification: Redevelopment of blighted or vacant areas instead 

of building new facilities while leaving old ones abandoned. 

• Better Planning & Regulation: Suggestions for the city to regulate the number and 

types of businesses allowed to prevent oversaturation. 

Mobility/Transportation - What do you like or dislike?  What would you like to see (or 

not) in the future?  

What People Want to See: 

• Sidewalk Improvements: Off-street sidewalks, better maintenance, and renovations 

in older neighborhoods. 

• Bike & Pedestrian Infrastructure: More bike lanes, pedestrian paths, bike/golf 

cart/scooter lanes, and safe biking trails to businesses. 

• Alternative Transportation: Interest in public transportation options like Metro 

Buses, trolleys/light rail, park-and-ride options, and multimodal solutions (bikes, golf 

carts, wheelchairs, scooters). 

• Driverless/Modern Transport: Some support for driverless vehicles, (Uber, etc.) 

• Safety Features: Better crossings, street lights, and improved walkability for disabled 

and elderly residents. 

• Parking Efficiency: Reduction in empty parking lots and consideration of parking 

below businesses (structured) to preserve land use. 
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What People Do Not Want to See: 

• Flooded Sidewalks: Sidewalks built below road levels (flood risk). 

• Undesirable traffic and circulation causing noise and adversely affecting safety. 

• Vehicular Safety - Roundabouts (some opposed to them).  

• Unsafe Pedestrian Circulation: Pedestrians have difficulty crossing certain roads 

(e.g., 90A). Existing sidewalks not being well-maintained or connected. 

• Publicly-funded transportation (a few participants prefer incentivized private 

solutions). 

Resiliency - What are some concerns that you have? What opportunities would you 

like the City to explore in the future? 

Concerns were: 

• Flooding and drainage issues, especially in older neighborhoods where road 

construction has worsened runoff. 

• Extreme weather events such as hurricanes, freezes, heat advisories, and drought-

related fire risks. 

• Power outages due to overhead electricity lines and vulnerabilities in above-ground 

infrastructure. 

• Development in flood-prone and resulting safety, infrastructure, and insurance 

concerns. 

• Dry forests near structures, increasing fire risks during drought. 

Suggested opportunities for the city to improve resiliency: 

• Infrastructure Improvements 

o Underground utilities along major corridors to reduce power outages during 

storms. 

o Improved drainage systems and maintenance of clean drainage in both new 

and older parts of the city. 

o Water shed study to better understand and manage stormwater. 

o Reservoir developments for flood control and adjoining detention lakes to 

the Brazos River to mitigate flooding. 

• Hazard Mitigation Planning & Sustainable Development 

o Restrict development near the Brazos River to reduce flood risks. 

o Master planning for older neighborhoods to prevent flooding and upgrade 

infrastructure. 
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o Upgraded, storm-proof utilities and adequate electricity during extreme 

weather events. 

o Drought and freeze-tolerant landscaping. 

o Require PEX (crosslinked polyetylene) plumbing in new homes for freeze 

resilience. 

o Promote light-colored roofs to reduce heat absorption. 

o Use fewer impervious surfaces to decrease flooding risks. 

• Emergency Preparedness  

o Create evacuation routes and multiple hurricane exit routes. 

o Pods or hubs in each area to provide emergency resources for a few days. 

o Strategies for public flood preparation and cooling stations in parks for 

extreme heat. 

Natural & Cultural Resources - What are some assets that you cherish? What would 

you like to see in the future?  

• What People Cherish 

o Brazos River 

o Seabourne Creek Park 

o Railroad Museum 

o Historic downtown area  

o Small-town feel 

o Local destinations like Bob’s Taco Station and Harbor Freight sidewalk sale 

Want to See in the Future: 

• Enhancement and Utilization of the Brazos River: Improve access, create riverfront 

amenities, bank stabilization, and restaurants. 

• Historic and Cultural Preservation: Maintain and beautify the downtown area, 

fairgrounds, museums, and historical buildings. 

• More Parks and Family Activities: Add features to Seabourne Park, such as skate 

parks, pump tracks, fishing, and playgrounds. 

• Walking and Biking Trails: Expand trails connecting different parts of the city, 

including bayou trails similar to those in Houston. 

• Attractive Destinations: Develop amenities and cultural events to make the city 

more vibrant for both residents and visitors. 

• Green and Aesthetic Improvements: Enhance curb appeal of large fairgrounds and 

create spaces residents can be proud of. 
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Community Facilities - Current facilities/amenities that you like/ are proud of? What 

would you like to see in the future?  

• What Residents Wanted to See: 

o Expanded Recreational Amenities: More dog parks, disc golf, pickleball 

courts, walking/biking trails, and water parks. 

o Indoor & Outdoor Recreation Centers: Weekend activity spaces, trampoline 

parks, Topgolf-like facilities, and a large multipurpose hall. 

o Improved Internet Access: Affordable high-speed internet for all residents. 

o Community Nightlife and Attractions: More nightlife options, amenities, and 

events that make the city engaging and vibrant. 

o Riverfront Development: A project similar to the San Antonio Riverwalk to 

create a unique destination. 

o Enhanced Farmer’s Markets: Make farmer’s markets more frequent and 

family-friendly. 

o Maintaining the small-town feel while expanding amenities, resisting large-

scale industrial developments such as solar or wind farms that might alter 

the city’s character. 

Aspirational Cities/Places - What are some cities or places that you like? Cities or 

places that you would like Rosenberg to be like 

Key Themes from Responses: 

• Walkable, Master-Planned Communities: Many cited The Woodlands, San Marcos, 

Round Rock, Fredericksburg, and Katy as examples of well-planned communities 

with good schools, shopping, and recreation. 

• Greenbelts and Parks: Residents liked Wharton’s connective greenbelt, Salt Lake City 

parks, and places with extensive green spaces. 

• Vibrant Downtowns: Fredericksburg, Silver Spring (Maryland), and Galveston were 

highlighted for their downtown appeal, walkability, and local charm. 

• Growth with Planning: Katy, TX was mentioned as a city that has grown while adding 

schools and amenities. 

• Scenic and Unique Communities: Boulder and Denver, Colorado, Frisco, TX, 

Asheville, NC, and Greenville, SC were admired for their unique character and 

livability. 

A few respondents emphasized not wanting Rosenberg to become like Houston, 

preferring smaller, well-planned, and community-oriented growth. 

Attachment: Mentimeter Exercise Raw Results  
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